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Foreword

The National Defense University recently hosted a major symposium to
address the challenges to U.S. national security and international stability
posed by the spread of weapons of mass destruction: nuclear, chemical,
and biological weapons, and missiles as a means of delivery. The need
to examine such issues is clear. Perhaps no problem facing civilian and
military decision makers today is as urgent and important as the effort to
control the proliferation of such weapons. Put simply, WMD
proliferation represents one of the most complex and fundamental threats
to security today.

Attended by many of the premier experts in the field, the NDU
Symposium explored a broad spectrum of issues ranging from the
incentives and disincentives for proliferation to non- and
counterproliferation policies and programs. The panelists discussed such
critical issues as how effectively present controls to prevent proliferation
are working and how to protect against proliferation when it occurs.
Most impressively, the participants ventured to identify alternative
perspectives and approaches that may contribute to meeting the common
challenges.

All this unfolds in the pages that follow. It is a search for wisdom,
for, as Cicero said twenty centuries ago, "Weapons are of little use on the
field of battle if there is no wise counsel at home."

;o

I
/

ERVIN J. ROKKE
Lieutenant General, USAF
President, National Defense University
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Introduction

T'HE UNITED STATES HAS ACHIEVED A GREAT DEAL OF SUCCESS IN THE
post-Cold War era. Our forces are more capable and better equipped than

those of any conceivable adversary. The quality of our troops is good
and morale in the armed forces is high. Analysts do point out that we
might have problems in executing a strategy of fighting nearly
simultaneously two major regional contingencies. But these problems
lend themselves to straightforward analysis, and the solutions are
straightforward if challenging in an era of tight defense budgets. In the
immediate future, there does not seem to be a threat to our interests from
a nation that we cannot handle militarily.

Yet, a handful of weapons of mass destruction, especially nuclear
weapons in the hands of the wrong country, can change this situation
overnight. The use of a few of these weapons, or even the threat of their
use, changes the context in which our national command authority makes
decisions about the terms under which we go to war or whether we go to
war at all.

Unlike classical force planning against a hostile nation with
conventional forces, coping with weapons of mass destruction is a
complex issue, and the tools we have at our disposal are imperfect.
Motivations for developing or attempting to develop an arsenal of
weapons of mass destruction differ from region to region and from
country to country. An approach that is appropriate for one region or
class of nations may be useless in addressing proliferation in another.

This volume presents a broad look at the problem facing U.S. policy
makers. In the first section, Challenges to Policy, Dr. Robert Joseph
examines the trends at work that define the strategic context in which our
policy must be reviewed and in some cases reformulated.  This is
followed by a detailed explanation of U.S. policy initiatives in the area
of counterproliferation by Dr. Mitchel Wallerstein. As he points out, the
U.S. government has not been sitting still. It is moving forward to
strengthen the full range of traditional nonproliferation tools, such as by
promoting the indefinite extension of the Nuclear Non-Proliferation
Treaty and enhancing effective export controls designed to prevent the
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spread of weapons of mass destruction. Moreover, acknowledging that
a determined proliferator is likely, over time, to succeed, the
administration is undertaking those prudent defense responses required to
protect against proliferation. In such cases the United States must be
prepared to defend its interests. The next essay, by Dr. Lewis Dunn,
focuses on nonproliferation with primary attention to technical constraints.
He proposes the issue be given more prominence within the U.S. policy
making community to reflect the complexity (and criticality) of dealing
with this multi-faceted problem.

Ultimately, developing a program of counterproliferation must be
tailored to the situation prevailing in different regions of the world. The
next section, Regional Challenges, includes chapters by key opinion
leaders from countries where proliferation is already a reality or near-
reality. These chapters provide an insight into the motivations and
intentions of key nations that possess (or seek to possess) weapons of
mass destruction. Their perspective is important. Whether we agree with
their conclusions or not, we must understand how they arrived at them if
we are to tailor our own policy appropriately.

For example, Pakistan and India launched programs to develop the
capability to build nuclear weapons in response to a more powerful
neighbor already in possession of, or about to develop nuclear
weapons—in the case of India, in response to China; in the case of
Pakistan, in response to India. Neither enjoys the security guarantees
from the United States (or another nuclear armed power) that have played
such a critical role in discouraging nations such as Germany and Japan
from developing their own arsenal of weapons of mass destruction.

The chapters by Messrs. Subrahmanyam and Sundarji lay out the
perspectives of two influential opinion leaders in India on the importance
to them of maintaining their nuclear weapons capability. They are frank
in their view that the NPT is a flawed agreement that favors the five
major nuclear weapons states. Munir Ahmed Khan gives a perspective
from Pakistan in which he reviews the motivations for Pakistan’s nuclear
program and a series of proposals to alleviate tensions in the region. He
recommends a strong role for the United States to ensure that the
conventional military balance between Pakistan and India not get too
lopsided.

George Perkovich then reviews a number of models for managing
proliferation on the subcontinent. While unabashedly confessing to
viewing the issue as an outsider, he makes a cogent case for
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nonweaponized deterrence—a regime in which both parties agree not to
assemble and deploy nuclear weapons despite their competence to do so.
Such a regime lends itself to a verification regime that could give India
and Pakistan confidence that the other was not moving ahead secretively
to assemble a ready arsenal of nuclear weapons. Dr. Perkovich further
argues for stopping short of building a full-up force of nuclear weapons,
pointing out that those states that have done so have found the economic,
environmental, and societal costs to far exceed initial predictions.

Another category of nation is the rogue state. Unfortunately, these
nations are located in precisely the regions where the United States has
in the past and may well in the future want to intervene with
conventional military forces: the Korean peninsula and the Middle East.
The critical need to deal with North Korea’s nuclear program on an
ongoing and vigilant basis is underlined by Dr. Leonard Spector. Dr.
Zalmay Khalilzad addresses the problem of proliferation in the Middle
East with a focus on Iraq, Iran, and Israel. With respect to Irag, he points
out that if Iraq had nuclear weapons, our deployment to the region in
Desert Shield/Desert Storm would have been complicated. We may have
been reluctant to prosecute the war as aggressively, and Saudi Arabia
would surely have been more reluctant to host our large deployment.

A Chinese perspective is presented by Wenguang Shao, who
describes a China that broadly supports U.S. nonproliferation goals but
sets limits on the degree of cooperation we can expect. Sergei Kortunov
outlines Russia’s perspective and delineates a broad range of areas where
the United States and Russia can cooperate. A primary concem is the
need to construct and maintain a strict regime to prevent the leakage of
fissile material from Russia. Dr. George Mamedov lays out a broad set
of proposals to strengthen and expand nonproliferation efforts. Again,
conceptually, there is ample room for cooperation with the United States,
including support for indefinite prolongation of the NPT, conclusion of
a comprehensive test ban treaty, extension of security commitments to
nations that agree to forego the development of weapons of mass
destruction, and prevention of non-Russian states of the former Soviet
Union from becoming nuclear weapons states.

The book concludes with a series of chapters that provide roadmaps
for the future. David Kay reviews the role that inspections play in
hindering states from acquiring weapons of mass destruction. He argues
that imperfect though they be, they are an indispensible tool in building
a program of nonproliferation or counterproliferation, and he offers
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suggestions on how to strengthen the utility of inspections. Janne Nolan
provides a similar analysis of the Missile Technology Control Regime.

The concluding paper by William Martel and William Pendley states
frankly and iconoclastically what many feel: The genie is out of the
bottle and, in any event, all proliferation is not bad. Indeed there are
cases where they argue that it has stabilized a region and probably has
limited the extent of conflict between India and Pakistan. They argue for
anonproliferation and counterproliferation policy that evaluates a nation’s
attainment of weapons of mass destruction on a case-by-case basis and
focuses on preventive or accommodating efforts only for those states that
are truly threatening or destabilizing.

One theme is common throughout this volume: We need to
encourage a serious and sober search for effective responses to the
proliferation of weapons of mass destruction. The authors make a
responsible contribution to that search and lay solid groundwork for
continuing discussion.

Stuart E. Johnson
William Lewis
Washington, DC
April 1995
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SECTION I

Challenges to Policy




WMD:
A Proliferation Overview

Robert G. Joseph

ThroucHOUT THE COLD WAR, THE PRIMARY CONCERN WITH
weapons of mass destruction focused on the nuclear weapon stockpiles

of the Soviet Union and the United States. Considerable debate and
deliberation went into the development of an appropriate strategy and
force structure to deter attack by the Soviet Union. From 1960 through
1990, close to 15 percent of total U.S. defense spending went toward
building and maintaining a credible nuclear deterrent posture. While
several other nations openly, and in some cases covertly, developed
nuclear weapons and long-range delivery systems, their holdings were a
small percentage of those of the two superpowers. Efforts to limit
deployed nuclear weapons were almost exclusively conducted in bilateral
negotiations between the United States and the Soviet Union.

With the end of the Cold War, the situation has changed. The United
States and Russia are reducing their deployed strategic nuclear arsenals
to about one third of their 1990 size. Russia, despite its economic
problems, is continuing to develop new strategic missiles, although its

Dr. Robert G. Joseph is currently Director of the NDU Counterproliferation Research
Center and Professor of National Security Policy at the National War College. He has
held the positions of U.S. Commissioner to the Standing Consultive Commission (ABM
Treaty) and U.S. Representative to the Bilateral Consultive Commission (U.S.-Russia
nuclear testing). He is also a former Principal Deputy for International Security Policy
and Deputy Assistant Secretary of Defense for Nuclear Forces and Arms Control Policy.
He holds a Ph.D. from Columbia University and an M.A. from the University of Chicago.
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progress in modernizing strategic nuclear forces will be subject to the
military obtaining adequate resources, The United States is not developing
any new nuclear weapons, and the last U.S. strategic missile program was
cancelled in the early 1990s.

The number of countries capable of obtaining weapons of mass
destruction (WMD)—nuclear, biological, and chemical—is growing.
Despite several notable successes in impeding and actually reversing
WMD proliferation, the post-Cold War environment is characterized by
an increasing number of states seeking to acquire such weapons and their
delivery systems. For this reason, preventing and protecting against WMD
and missile proliferation has become one of the highest national priori-
ties for the United States.

In responding to the above changes, especially WMD proliferation,
U.S. policy makers are faced with a new set of challenges. A strategy to
deter a nuclear strike against the United States is still critical, but no
longer sufficient. As Moscow and Washington implement the first
Strategic Arms Reduction Treaty (START I) and move toward START
II levels of nuclear forces, it is necessary to consider the implications of
no longer having a nuclear force that dwarfs those of medium-sized
powers such as China. Moreover, possession of WMD by new regional
powers will greatly complicate the U.S. ability to deter such countries
from aggressive actions, as well as the ability to deploy forces to those
regions. The Persian Gulf and Korea are examples of places where
weapons of mass destruction in the hands of hostile regimes put U.S.
forces at grave risk in crises or conflicts. Likewise, possession of WMD
and the prospects for covert delivery by rogue states or terrorist groups
present new security threats to the U.S. homeland.

Defining Trends

Deep Reductions in U.S. and Russian Nuclear
Weapons are Underway

The implementation of the Intermediate Range Nuclear Forces (INF)
Treaty and the first START agreement has resulted in the first real
reductions in the nuclear forces of the United States and Russia.
President Reagan and General Secretary Gorbachev signed the INF
Treaty in December 1987 at the Washington Summit. This agreement
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prohibited the United States and the Soviet Union from developing and
deploying ground-launched missiles with ranges between 500 and 5500
km. As a result, the United States eliminated its Pershing and Ground
Launched Cruise Missiles and the Soviet Union destroyed its SS-20, SS-
12 and SS-23 missiles. While the total numbers of INF weapons were
small compared to strategic forces, the treaty was important for two
reasons. First, it represented the first time both sides had actually agreed
to eliminate nuclear weapons, rather than just control their growth.
Second, it created an intrusive verification regime that led to a high
degree of confidence on both sides, thereby paving the way for the deep
cuts in strategic forces contained in the START agreements.

At the July 1991 Moscow Summit, after a decade of negotiations,
Presidents Bush and Gorbachev signed the START I agreement. In
expectation that the treaty would be implemented fully by the parties, the
United States and Russia began the elimination of substantial numbers
of strategic nuclear weapons before formal entry into force. All parties
have now ratified START L

The START II Treaty, signed by Presidents Bush and Yeltsin in
January 1993, limits each of the two sides to between 3,000 and 3,500
strategic weapons and, most significantly, eliminates all MIRVed ICBMs,
including the heavy SS-18. Neither the U.S. Senate nor the Russian
Duma has begun consideration of the agreement. Although the future of
START II is open to question, Presidents Clinton and Yeltsin agreed in
September 1994 to pursue the prospect for accelerated implementation of
the agreed reductions. The United States, for its part, is structuring its
future strategic force posture consistent with START II limitations.

Demand for Nuclear Weapons Is Growing

On the demand side, the trend toward further proliferation has
accelerated, with a few notable exceptions. The relative discipline and
general predictability of the bipolar Cold War relationships have been
replaced in several key regions of the world by the expansion of regional
arms races, including the aggressive pursuit of WMD and missile delivery
capabilities. In several regions, for example the Persian Gulf and
Northeast Asia, there appear to be few, if any, limits on the ambitions of
unstable actors to acquire the most advanced and deadly weapons
available, either through internal or external sources. Increasingly, the
currency of power for these countries is a WMD capability. These
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weapons are perceived as both a status symbol and an instrument of
political and military power for the pursuit of hegemonistic objectives.

In some regions, however, the trend is positive. Argentina and Brazil
have apparently resolved their security concermns and abandoned their
nuclear programs. South Africa has agreed to dismantle its nuclear
weapons program and the six nuclear weapons it already possesses, and
to join the Nonproliferation Treaty as a non-nuclear weapons state.

Despite these successes, an increasing number of countries have or
are seeking the capability to produce and deliver nuclear weapons (see
DNA Report, "Global Proliferation: Dynamics, Acquisition Strategies,
and Responses," 1994). These states can be divided into several distinct
groupings:

States with Undeclared Nuclear Capabilities. Several states are
judged to possess either fully developed nuclear weapons or the capability
to assemble and deliver such weapons in short order. Israel is in the first
category, and is believed to possess a large and sophisticated stockpile of
nuclear weapons. India and Pakistan are in the second category, with
both believed to possess relatively crude weapons, but to be acquiring
greater capabilities over time. All three countries have or are acquiring
the ability to deliver WMD warheads with ballistic missiles; in the cases
of Israel and India, their missiles are developed and produced
domestically.

Instant proliferators. The dissolution of the Soviet Union resulted in
the creation of three de fucto nuclear weapons states in addition to
Russia: Belarus, Kazahkstan, and Ukraine. In these three countries,
proliferation was not the result of a determined effort to acquire weapons.
Following independence, both Belarus and Kazahkstan expressed their
intention to de-nuclearize and join the Treaty on the Nonproliferation of
Nuclear Weapons (NPT) as non-nuclear weapons states. Ukraine, on the
other hand, pursued a more ambiguous course. While allowing the return
of "non-strategic" nuclear weapons to Russia, Kiev resisted the transfer
of strategic forces (SS-19s, SS-24s, and air-launched cruise missiles),
pending additional security and financial assurances. By the fall of 1994,
Kiev had received the necessary assurances and joined the other two
countries in ratifying the NPT.

States With Established Nuclear Weapons Programs. Several states,
including Iraq, North Korea, and Iran, have established nuclear weapons
programs that can or seek to produce weapons-grade fissile material.
Although the Iraqi program has clearly been dealt a major setback by
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Iraq’s defeat in the Gulf War and the imposition of UN inspections, few
believe the program has been permanently abolished. The leadership has
not changed, and Iraqgi nuclear expertise remains intact. The fact that the
Iragi nuclear weapons program was discovered to be much more
advanced than had been believed prior to the Gulf War sounds a
cautionary note for those seeking to evaluate the status of similar
programs, such as North Korea’s. Moreover, membership in the NPT,
along with IAEA inspections, did not prevent the Iraqi and North Korean
programs but may in fact have been used as a cover to gain access to
weapons technology. This is a clear lesson for Iran and points out the
importance of denying Iran the technologies necessary to produce fissile
material, such as those to be attained in the pending purchase of Russian
reactors.

States With Basic Expertise and Infrastructure. Potential proliferators
such as Algeria and Syria appear to be acquiring the basic expertise and
infrastructure needed to provide a nuclear weapons option, often through
the acquisition of nuclear power reactors for ostensibly peaceful purposes.
While some countries have explored the nuclear weapons option and
backed off—for example, Taiwan and South Korea—others have decided
to move forward on a weapons program. Even those that have not gone
forward could quickly restart a weapons program if they believed their
security interests demanded it.

States with the Necessary Expertise and Infrastructure. A growing
number of non-nuclear weapons states possess the necessary scientific and
industrial infrastructure to initiate a weapons program and rapidly field
an effective weapons system. Countries such as Germany, Japan, and
Sweden are in this group. The only factor which prevents such states
from acquiring nuclear weapons is the political decision to eschew them.
Many have felt more secure without national nuclear forces, relying for
their security instead upon regional alliances and the U.S. strategic
deterrent force. Others, especially the neutrals, have judged the financial
and security costs of going nuclear to far outweigh the perceived
advantages.

In addition, concerns about nuclear weapons coming into the
possession of terrorists and organized crime groups have intensified in
recent years. The end of the Cold War has heightened fears that terrorists
could acquire such weapons, threaten to use them, and perhaps use them
under certain circumstances. Moreover, concerns about a loss of control
over the former Soviet Union’s stocks of weapons-grade nuclear material
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have led to fears that organized crime elements could begin to traffic in
nuclear materials as they have already done in other arms.

Chemical and Biological Weapons Offer Advantages to
Potential Proliferators; Missiles Are the Delivery System of
Choice

Some potential proliferators are pursuing chemical weapons (CW) and
biological weapons (BW) programs, often at the same time they are
pursuing nuclear weapons. CW and BW offer a number of advantages
over nuclear weapons for such states (see Seth Carus, "The Proliferation
of Biological Weapons," in Brad Roberts, ed., Biological Weapons:
Weapons of the Future?, Center for Strategic and International Studies,
1993).

First, while nuclear weapons are very expensive, CW and BW
provide a much cheaper route to WMD capability. Although the expense
of producing and weaponizing large quantities of chemical weapons can
be substantial, a small arsenal can be acquired relatively inexpensively.
Biological weapons are also a relatively low-cost option in part because
their suitability for unconventional delivery can reduce the delivery cost.
BW is much more lethal than an equal quantity of CW. A small
stockpile of biological warheads can have a devastating effect across a
broad area, provided the problem of fratricide can be resolved.

Second, almost all of the technologies and materials required to
produce CW and BW are dual-use in nature, and widely available for
commercial purposes. For example, fertilizer production can be adjusted
to produce chemical weapons, and pharmaceutical production techniques
can be adapted to produce biological agents.

Third, CW and BW programs are much easier to conceal from
international inspectors, and much more secure from air strikes.
Production facilities for CW and BW do not have the unique signatures
of nuclear facilities, and can be concealed in relatively small
spaces—perhaps within legitimate chemical or pharmaceutical industrial
plants. Similarly, defensive CW and BW programs, which are allowed
under the various conventions that seek to ban such weapons, can be used
as ready cover for offensive CW and BW programs.

Finally, the majority of potential WMD proliferators see missiles, and
especially ballistic missiles, as the delivery system of choice. More than
a dozen of these countries have operational ballistic missile programs.
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Although the missiles possessed by today’s proliferators are generally
limited in range to about 600 km, much longer range missiles are being
pursued. Iraq, for example, was able on its own to significantly increase
the range of its Soviet-supplied SCUDs. North Korea is actively
exporting longer range SCUDs, has flight-tested the 1,000 km NODONG,
and has under development missiles with a range of 3,500 km or more,
(the TAEPODONG II). Potential buyers for these Korean missiles are
numerous. Similarly, as cruise missile technology becomes available with
growing access to navigational aids such as the Global Positioning
System, cruise missiles will become more attractive as a low-cost but
highly effective WMD delivery system.

Responding to the Challenge

Maintaining Strategic Nuclear Deterrence

While U.S.-Russian relations have been fundamentally altered by the end
of the Cold War and while common interests have grown and areas of
rivalry have declined, Russia remains the only nation with the ability to
destroy the United States. Thus, it is essential for the United States to
maintain a strategic balance with Russia and to monitor closely Russian
implementation of the START agreements, as well as to promote greater
transparency regarding the entire nuclear stockpile—including reciprocal
exchanges regarding numbers, locations, and other information, as well
as greater security for nuclear material. Washington must be prepared to
adjust force structure planning if relations sour, if Moscow decides that
further reductions are not in Russia’s interest and does not go forward
with START II ratification and implementation, or if the United States is
prevented from verifying Russian compliance.

In this context, it is proving difficult to establish a consensus on a
new strategic framework which can be used to determine how nuclear
forces fit into the overall U.S. security strategy now that the global
competition with the Soviet Union has abated. The September 1994
Nuclear Posture Review (NPR) established a rationale for U.S. nuclear
forces. The NPR outlines the U.S. post-START II force structure for
2003, maintaining the triad of submarine-launched ballistic missiles,
heavy bombers, and silo-based ICBMs. The recommendations of the
NPR resulted from a combination of factors, including START limits,
budgetary constraints, and a desire to preserve manufacturing expertise in
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key areas.

However, the NPR raises but does not answer some key questions
relating to the future U.S. nuclear posture. For example, it mentions the
possibility of negotiating new agreements for deeper reductions than
START 11, and intimates that Washington will explore whether unilateral
reductions to levels below those prescribed by START II could still yield
a sufficient nuclear force. Yet another set of issues, also addressed in the
NPR, relates to the ability of the United States to maintain a
credible—reliable and safe—nuclear weapons capability without nuclear
testing. For example, how might the United States maintain the capability
to design, fabricate, and certify new warheads under a Comprehensive
Test Ban Treaty? The future of the U.S. nuclear infrastructure and
national weapons laboratories are central issues in this context.

Assisting the Destruction of WMD in the
Former Soviet Union

One of the most potentially important nonproliferation initiatives currently
underway is the assistance being provided to Ukraine and Russia to help
achieve the de-nuclearization of the former and help the latter in ensuring
safe and secure nuclear weapons dismantlement as well as to meet its
legal obligations to destroy its CW stockpile. However, questions
continue to be raised about Moscow’s capability and, in some cases,
commitment to comply with its arms control obligations, especially those
in the areas of chemical and biological weapons. Unconfirmed but
persistent public reports of continuing offensive CW and BW programs
in Russia undermine support for Nunn-Lugar funding and could, if not
convincingly countered, do serious harm to U.S.-Russian relations.

Overall, the future success of U.S. cooperative reduction initiatives
is far from certain. Progress has been made with Ukraine, most notably
in the January 1994 Trilateral Agreement on de-nuclearization. However,
a variety of problems have arisen with Russia and Ukraine in the
implementation of the Trilateral Agreement.

Controlling the Spread of WMD Technology
On the supply side, the diffusion of advanced technologies has become

exceptionally difficult to control, despite the strengthening of export
control regimes directed at preventing WMD and missile proliferation.
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The emergence of alternative suppliers, the development of greater
indigenous capabilities, and the consequences of the collapse of the
Soviet Union make it unlikely that those countries determined to acquire
such weapons can be stopped.

Many of the technologies and material used for WMD production are
also used for legitimate non-weapons purposes. Such dual-use
technologies are increasingly available on the open market and, where
they cannot be openly bought or bartered, appear to be increasingly
available through illicit channels. In this context, the exponential growth
of organized crime in Russia and the possible leakage of tightly
controlled nuclear weapons materials are indicative of a larger problem.
While a decade or more might be needed to acquire nuclear weapons, a
determined leadership with sufficient resources is likely to succeed. For
chemical and biological weapons, the time and costs are significantly less.

The United States, along with a majority of industrial nations, have
actively supported the establishment of multilateral export control regimes
designed to deny potential proliferators access to sensitive technologies
and materials needed for WMD and missiles. These include the Nuclear
Suppliers Group, the Australia Group for chemical and biological
weapons, and the Missile Technology Control Regime. Washington has
also sought to re-orient the former COCOM, which was designed to
prevent the transfer of strategic technologies to the Eastern bloc, to a
nonproliferation mission. Domestically, the United States has enacted
national legislation to control trade with, and provide sanctions against,
proliferators and those who support their programs. Under such
legislation, Washington has imposed sanctions against Russian and Indian
firms, and more recently against China for its assistance to Pakistan’s
missile program.

The strengths and weaknesses of export controls were vividly
illustrated in the case of the Iragi nuclear weapons program. Clearly,
export controls succeeded in delaying and increasing the cost of this
program. Nevertheless, post-Gulf War discoveries about Iraq’s nuclear
program revealed it to be much more advanced than most analysts had
suspected. Iraq acquired critical dual-use components both on the open
market and through illicit trade with companies from states that are
members of export control regimes. As with arms control treaties, export
controls can be an important nonproliferation tool but, by themselves, will
not stop determined proliferators.
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Promoting International Norms and Incentives Against
WMD Proliferation

On the demand side, the United States has taken the lead in strengthening
multilateral arms control treaties to halt further nuclear weapons
proliferation, such as through supporting the indefinite extension of the
NPT, and to ban the development and use of chemical and biological
weapons. Moreover, the United States has attempted to create incentives
for potential proliferators not to pursue WMD and disincentives for those
who do. One element has been diplomatic dissuasion, which has been a
consistent element of U.S policy. It has in some cases made a major
contribution to U.S. nonproliferation efforts, for example, in influencing
Argentina’s decision to end its CONDOR ballistic missile program.
Another approach involves encouraging regional stability through
greater dialogue and transparency among regional states, including
confidence-building and security measures in such areas as the Middle
East and South Asia. Such diplomatic approaches represent a low-cost,
non-threatening approach to containing the spread of WMD. In the case
of nations that have chosen to remain outside the regimes for controlling
the diffusion of WMD, diplomatic dialogue is sometimes the only option
for Washington. A more direct approach to preventing proliferation is
through security assurances, either in the form of positive security
guarantees to individual states (for example, South Korea) or negative
security assurance, such as those associated with NPT membership.

Preventing WMD Attacks on U.S.Territory and Forces

The substantial reduction in the threat of a strategic nuclear war has not
made the United States secure from WMD attack. The bombing of the
World Trade Center may portend future terrorist attacks on soft,
unprotected targets such as cities. American cities are also becoming
directly vulnerable to attacks by long-range delivery systems of new
WMD-capable states. An even more immediate concern is that U.S.
forces deployed abroad are increasingly at risk from WMD and missile
proliferation.

To boister deterrence, it is imperative for the United States to
maintain a credible military capability to respond decisively to WMD
attacks. The logic of deterrence still applies: if those who would
contemplate the use of WMD against U.S. targets know that this is likely
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to result in swift, sure and devastating retaliation, they may well consider
the price of such actions to be unacceptably high. For example, if the
leaders of a rogue regime understand that the employment of WMD
against U.S. forces engaged in a limited military action will result in the
expansion of that action’s objectives to include the destruction of the
regime in question, this may be sufficient to deter the regime from using
WMD, even in the absence of an in-kind counter-strike. As a party to the
biological and, if ratified, the chemical weapons conventions, the United
States has given up the option for retaliatory BW and CW strikes In
many cases, an overwhelming conventional response may be the
preferred, if not the only, credible option.

Strengthening Counterproliferation

Experience and prudence dictate that, ultimately, some proliferators will
succeed in their quest. Thus, in addition to strengthening efforts to
prevent WMD and missile proliferation, the United States is undertaking
anumber of measures to protect against such proliferation when it occurs.
The 1994 Counterproliferation Initiative is designed to ensure that the
necessary defense acquisition, doctrine, and training are in place to
provide the United States with the ability to deter and defend against the
WMD and missile threat.

To achieve these objectives, the Department of Defense is pursuing
enhanced and, in some cases, new capabilities in a number of areas,
including:

» Detection and assessment of nuclear, chemical, and biological
weapons development programs, as well as tactical detection of CW and
BW use;

+ Active missile defenses such as an improved Patriot system and the
more capable THAAD;

« Counterforce capabilities designed for use against WMD targets,
such as deep penetration precision munitions for destroying underground
WMD facilities.

A central issue is the U.S. ballistic missile defense program. When
President Reagan launched the Strategic Defense Initiative in 1982, the
focus of the program was defense of the U.S. and its allies against a
massive attack by Soviet strategic nuclear forces, with potentially
thousands of warheads. By the end of 1990, relations with Moscow were
changing and clear progress was being made in the START negotiations.
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The threat of a much smaller attack, for example from an accidental
launch or by a regional power with limited numbers of missiles, was seen
as more likely. Accordingly, the program shifted to an emphasis on
global protection against limited strikes (GPALS), designed to handle up
to a few hundred warheads threatening the U.S. homeland. In the past
two years, the program has again shifted focus almost exclusively to
theater missile defense, designed to provide protection to U.S. forces
deployed in regions where they may face weapons of mass destruction
mounted on ballistic missiles.

Whether the above counterproliferation programs will be successful
and sufficient will be determined by several factors. For instance, the
rate of technological progress in BW detection and in development of
non-nuclear weapons to kill deep underground targets are controlling
factors for success in these areas. Another factor is resource limitations,
in particular whether—if the DoD budget continues to decline—the
United States will be able to maintain the conventional superiority
necessary to deter the use of WMD. Finally, concerning active missile
defenses, arms control policy could foreclose U.S. options to respond to
the emerging threat. For example, negotiating limits on theater defenses
in the name of strengthening the ABM Treaty would undercut the U.S.
ability to develop and deploy missile defenses able to counter longer
range theater missiles, such as those being developed by North Korea.

Preparing for Regional Instability Resulting From
WMD Proliferation

Some analysts argue that proliferation of WMD capabilities— particularly
nuclear weapons—may in some cases actually serve U.S. interests by
moderating the behavior of potentially antagonistic states. Two examples
often cited are India and Pakistan and, more recently, Russia and Ukraine.
Such ideas are largely derived from the Cold War strategic experience,
in which the balance of terror imposed by nuclear weapons provided
stability by deterring the superpowers from conflict.

However, stable deterrence requires more than the deployment of
nuclear weapons. On the hardware side, it requires sophisticated
command-and-control arrangements and technologically challenging
measures to ensure weapons survivability. Absent such capabilities,
adversarial relationships can be rendered more, not less, unstable as a
result of nuclear weapons. This is a major concern regarding nuclear
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weapons on the Asian subcontinent, where "use it or lose it"
considerations provide both sides with an incentive for first use.

Stable deterrence also requires rational leaders on both sides who,
although hostile to each other, hold essentially limited and pragmatic
objectives, and are unwilling to commit national suicide for religious,
ideological, or personal purposes. This condition also may not hold for
a number of aspiring proliferators and, as a result, has fundamental
implications for U.S. security policy.




Concepts to Capabilities:
The First Year of Counterproliferation

Mitchel B. Wallerstein

ONE YEAR AGO, ON THE 7TH OF DECEMBER, A DATE THAT IS
otherwise notable for more infamous reasons, then Secretary of Defense

Les Aspin launched the Defense Counterproliferation Initiative. This
initiative represented an opportunity to reassess the military threat posed
by the proliferation of nuclear, chemical, and biological weapons and
their means of delivery and to give this threat greater emphasis in our
military planning. At least twenty countries, many of them hostile to the
U.S. and our allies, of mass destruction. The greater the proliferation of
these weapons the larger the constellation of consequences for us—from
attacks on our citizens and our cities by terrorists, to use of these
unconventional weapons against our forces of friendly populations in
some regional war, to the possibility that we might be deterred from
involvement in some future conflict where our interests do not seem
sufficiently immediate or direct to justify the risk.

My charge in this administration is to develop and promulgate those
defense policies necessary to prevent proliferation, roll it back where
possible, and to assure our forces are prepared to defeat challengers
armed with weapons of mass destruction. I see these as wholly
complementary goals that must be pursued in parallel if we are to achieve
success. Through the Defense Counterproliferation Initiative we are
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giving greater attention the military implications of proliferation, and
therefore to defense planning to ensure we are able to fulfill our
responsibilities for national security and defense. I welcome this
opportunity to discuss our initiative in terms of the needs we identified
in 1993 and what we’ve done in the course of the last year to meet those
needs. First, I'd like briefly to review how the counterproliferation
concept came about.

How CP Got Started

DoD’s motivation for its counterproliferation strategy derived largely
from a convergence of two factors: 1) military necessity resulting from
our Gulf War experiences with Iraq, and 2) a reorientation of our
conventional force structure as a result of the Bottom Up Review.

I have always believed that experience is the best teacher. In the
Gulf War with Iraq, we had the best kind of experience from which to
learn about the military implications of WMD: our forces performed
brilliantly, but we also caught a glimpse of how, when confronted by an
adversary with weapons of mass destruction, our capabilities were limited
in some important ways.

« Saddam Hussein repeatedly fired SCUD missiles at our troops and
civilian populations of our allies. While not militarily decisive, we
learned that our ability to defeat the missiles—either on the ground or in
the air—was limited.

« During the conflict, we learned that Saddam Hussein had facilities
to develop biological weapons. When we planned to attack suspected
facilities, however, we discovered that our knowledge was equally limited
regarding how to attack such a target while limiting collateral effects to
the surrounding area.

« We knew Saddam had an extensive chemical weapon arsenal and
had experience using it. Saddam’s army had used chemicals against
Iraq’s Kurdish minority and against Iranian forces. But Saddam did not
use chemical weapons against the UN forces during Desert Storm. We
would very much like to know why, but again our understanding is
limited.

« Finally, after the UN began dismantling Iraq’s nuclear weapon
infrastructure, we learned that our understanding of the size, scope, and
progress of Saddam’s nuclear program had been very limited.
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Our Gulf War experience revealed too many limitations on our forces
when they are required to confront an adversary armed with WMD.
Through our counterproliferation initiative we are making sure to put the
lessons of this experience are acted upon.

The second factor motivating our new initiative, was the Bottom Up
Review. With the end of Cold War competition on a global scale, this
administration undertook a Bottom Up Review and reoriented our force
structure on the ability to fight and win two Major Regional
Contingencies or MRCs. When you look at the planning factors
associated with these MRCs, it becomes readily apparent that a high
probability of WMD use—or threat of use—exists. So, we had the
convergence of a real world demonstration of our limited capability to
address the military strategy that directed us to prepare for those very
types of real world contingencies.

Of course, we would prefer not to face threats from adversaries armed
with nuclear, biological and chemical weapons. Preventing proliferation
from occurring in the first place remains our paramount objective. The
Defense Department has a strong record of support for international
regimes against the proliferation of WMD and for export controls on
sensitive technologies. For example, we have loaned equipment and
personnel to the UN to enhance the effectiveness of the UNSCOM
mission in Iraq. Here at home, DoD personnel with technical expertise
of weapons development are extremely important to determining whether
specific exports have military applications. Indeed, I want to emphasize
that, in no way, have we given up on preventing proliferation, nor do we
see counterproliferation as an altemative course of action to
nonproliferation.

However, we realize that determined proliferators are likely to
succeed. And that certain countries of concemn to us are some of the
most determined. For proliferators, the end of the Cold War and the
break up of the Soviet Union has increased the potential for access to
WMD technology, material, and expertise, although the successor
governments to the Soviet Union are taking steps to maintain—and
actually expand—their export controls. At the same time, the global
economy is enjoying a rising tide of trade and techinology that improves
the ability of a proliferator to produce indigenously, or leap
developmental hurdles and purchase key components "off the shelf."
Thus, where proliferation succeeds, we must be prepared to protect our
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troops, our interests, and our allies. This military preparedness is at the
very heart of what constitutes the Defense Counterproliferation Initiative.

The Defense Counterproliferation Initiative

The Defense Counterproliferation Initiative is not a single, acquisition-
oriented program within the Department. Rather, we are working to
integrate a greater emphasis on the threats from and military implications
of WMD into all of the activities of DoD. This is a large task and we
will only be able to accomplish it over time but I think we have made
some significant progress in the short year since we launched the
Initiative.

Let me spend a few minutes to review the five elements of this
initiative and the progress we have made in each.

Policy Framework

As we began to formulate our thinking about counterproliferation, we
realized that a well-articulated policy statement was essential to direct the
myriad of relevant Defense Department activities. Secretary Perry issued
this guidance to the Joint Staff, the Services and the Major Commands,
directing them to take account in their defense planning and programming
of the increased threat posed by the proliferation of WMD and the new
DoD counterproliferation policy. Appropriate modifications have also
been made to the Contingency Planning Guidance and Defense Planning
Guidance documents. Additional policy development will be required as
the military departments and warfighting CINCs continue to wrestle with
the many dimensions of this tough problem.

Military Planning

Following from this policy guidance, the Joint Staff is leading a study of
the missions of the CINCs and functions of the Services to determine
how best to respond to proliferation and implement counterproliferation.
This study has the full participation of the CINCs and Services
themselves and is fundamental to bringing about a sea-change, if that is
necessary, in the thinking of the Department on how to handle these new
threats. The study will be completed in January 1995, when Chairman
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Shalikashvili is expected to make his recommendations on Service
functions and CINC missions to the Secretary.

An important tool for military planning is the ability to model or
simulate future battlefields. In the past, nuclear, chemical, and biological
weapons effects were analyzed by a small group of experts, but were
often not included or marginalized in scenarios developed for our
conventional wargaming. There are many reasons for this lack of
integration, primarily that the modeling of unconventional effects is
extremely difficult. But the result was that military planners had few
tools for determining the full impact of WMD on their plans. However,
now we are seeing a greater effort in many wargames to combine
conventional and unconventional weapon effects as the importance of
NBC/M on the conventional battiefield is becoming more widely
understood. We have a long way to go, but the growing demand for
modeling NBC/M effects is encouraging. As a natural progression from
our wargaming experience, we have planned for further educational
requirements at our senior and intermediate service schools as well as a
need to facilitate CP doctrinal development. Here, the National Defense
University has established a new Center for Counterproliferation Research
to infuse the senior leadership of our military with a greater
understanding of the political and military implications of WMD.

Intelligence Support

As I discussed earlier, most of the lessons we learned in the Gulf were
related to the orientation of our intelligence collection requirements, and
specifically to our increasing need for operational intelligence. We now
place far broader and more detailed demands on our intelligence assets
than simply to determine if proliferation is occurring so we can notify the
relevant nonproliferation regimes. We know that proliferation IS
occurring. To prepare our forces to meet the consequences of that
proliferation on the battlefield, the quality of our intelligence gathering
and analysis must be measured in terms of its operational utility: Exactly
what agents is a state developing? Have the agents been integrated into
weapons? Have the weapons been deployed? Where are they deployed?
How does the state intend to use them-—What is the doctrine? Where are
the WMD facilities?

To answer these questions and others, the Intelligence Community’s
Non-Proliferation Center has created a new directorate for military
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planning and DoD has assigned personnel to help the NPC better
understand and meet these operational requirements. The Defense
Intelligence Agency also has instituted a Counterproliferation Issue
Manager position to coordinate assets in support of the military
intelligence requirements. In a moment when I discuss acquisition
activities, I'll again highlight some of the areas where we are augmenting
existing funds to operationalize intelligence.

Acquisition Strategy

To match our new policies, our new functions and missions, and better
intelligence, we are also looking at ways to better equip our forces should
they have to engage an adversary armed with WMD. In designing our
acquisition strategy, we have been guided by our goal of integrating
counterproliferation throughout the Department. Therefore, we are
adapting, where possible, current systems and platforms rather than
building specialized ones. We do not want anyone to think that there is
a single solution to the problem of proliferation and risk ignoring other
necessary preparations of our forces.

The first analysis of where we should focus our acquisition strategy
came from the interagency Nonproliferation Program Review Committee,
chaired by Deputy Secretary John Deutch. The Committee recommended
several "areas for progress" where additional funding of programs already
in development could significantly enhance counterproliferation and
nonproliferation capabilities.

+ Real-time detection and characterization of biological weapon and
chemical weapon agents

. Detection, characterization, and defeat of WMD-related
underground facilities

« Detection, location, and rendering harmless of WMD inside and
outside the U.S.

+ Personnel and equipment protection and decontamination versus
BW/CW agents

+ Rapid production of BW vaccines

« Intercept of low-flying, stealthy cruise-missiles

« Boost phase intercept of ballistic missiles

« Prompt mobile target kill

The Committee’s report not only served as a catalyst for action within
the Services and Defense Agencies, but also gamered funding support
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from Congress in several important areas. Congress provided $60.0M in
FY 95 to accelerate DoD efforts to fix capability shortfalls in the
following areas:

» BW/CW detection and characterization

o Hard target characterization and defeat

 Paramilitary/terrorist WMD threats

» Detect and track WMD shipments at sea

+ Individual/collective protection and decontamination

Counterproliferation International Cooperation

The final major element of the Defense Counterproliferation Initiative
recognizes that in future conflicts where NBC/M may be involved in all
likelihood, we won’t be fighting alone. We will be engaging along with
allies or coalition partners, and most likely will be operating from the
homelands of regional partners. I spend much of my time in very
constructive dialogue with representatives of other governments,
explaining our ideas about counterproliferation, gaging their reactions,
clarifying misunderstandings, and in general creating an environment
where we can come together on a multilateral basis to work on these very
difficult issues of mutual concern.

We embarked on a premiere initiative for international cooperation
at NATO in January of this year when NATO Heads of State and
Government agreed that NBC/M proliferation represented a risk to the
alliance and that NATO should act. The Alliance established a new
structure to address this issue and established the Senior Defense Group
on Proliferation, which Assistant Secretary Ashton Carter co-chairs with
his counterpart from the French MoD Jean-Claude Mallet. Those of you
familiar with NATO history will appreciate the significance of French
participation, much less co-leadership, with the United States, of a NATO
group working on defense planning. I see this as another indication of
the consensus building around the military implications and the threat to
our common security.

The Defense Group on Proliferation has a three phase plan:
assessment of risks, analysis of the impact on Alliance capabilities, and
analysis of necessary improvements. The first phase of NATO’s DGP
workplan, development of a risk assessment, is scheduled to be completed
this December. The final meeting of the DGP, where the Risk
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Assessment is to be approved will be held in mid-November, 1994. This
assessment:

« Identifies countries of concern to NATO and provides technical
detail on their NBC capabilities.

« Seeks to outline potential WMD threats out to 2010 as an input for
defense planning.

« Begins discussion on the operational impact of use or threatened
use of these weapons against NATO populations, territories, and forces.

Future work will evaluate necessary military capabilities and make
programmatic recommendations. This risk assessment will lay an
excellent foundation for all of the work at NATO on proliferation, not
just that of the Defense Group on Proliferation.

We also are pursuing counterproliferation discussions with the
Russian Federation, through the Strategic Stability Working Group. In
October 1994, we presented our counterproliferation conceptual
framework to members of the Russian general staff, and engaged the
Russians in a constructive dialogue. The Russians offered to present their
views about proliferation threats at a subsequent meeting, and we look
forward to another constructive exchange.

We also continue to explore a possible relationship with Japan built
around theater missile defense issues and technology sharing. Of course,
the situation today in Northeast Asia represents a critically important
venue for further counterproliferation and nonproliferation discussions,
planning, and negotiations.

Conclusion

1 will be the first to say that the progress we have made in the past year
represents only the first step of many that will be necessary to improve
the capabilities of our forces when confronting an adversary armed with
nuclear, biological or chemical weapons and advanced delivery systems.

In the coming year, we look forward to further progress on the
military side as a result of the review of service functions and CINC
missions. And the first fruits of our acquisition strategy also will be
ripening.

At the same time, our policy work will continue to move ahead. I
am convinced that the key to combatting the spread of weapons of mass
destruction lies in expanded international cooperation. We plan in the
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coming year to work for the unconditional and indefinite extension of the
NPT and the entry-into-force of the CWC. Complementing these
international regimes against proliferation, will be our continuing efforts
at NATO, as we work to ensure that alliance forces also are prepared for
the military problems posed by WMD conflict.

The Defense Department’s fundamental responsibility for the national
security of the country and the requirement that we be prepared against
any and all risks posed by the proliferation of WMD would be reason
enough for our counterproliferation efforts.

But there is another rationale as well. As potential adversaries come
to understand that the possession and/or blandishment of WMD is not
sufficient to deter or dissuade the United States from defending its
interests—and those of its allies around the world, as we have for
decades—they will be compelled to reconsider the value of the huge
investment of time, money and international credibility they are making
to develop such weapons. This would be the optimal outcome of our
efforts, since our primary goal remains to stop proliferation from
occurring in the first place.




Proliferation Prevention:
Beyond Traditionalism

Lewis A. Dunn

THE CHALLENGE POSED BY NUCLEAR, CHEMICAL, AND
biological weapons proliferation is now widely-acknowledged to be one

of the major threats to U.S. security in the post-Cold War world.
Reflected in the counter-proliferation initiative announced by then-
Secretary of Defense Les Aspin in December, 1993, efforts have begun
to identify needed defense-related responses—from acquisition to
doctrinal development—to protect against future proliferation threats.
This new emphasis on the defense planning implications of proliferation
is both to be welcomed and long overdue. Nonetheless, it is equally clear
that putting in place effective military responses to proliferation will be
operationally difficult, technically complex, costly, and in some instances
not fully feasible. For that reason, measures to preserve and strengthen
U.S. efforts to prevent proliferation remain essential. Indeed, preventing
proliferation in the first place ultimately may be the best means of
proliferation protection.

Traditional non-proliferation measures—most often symbolized by
non-proliferation export controls—remain critical. These measures need
to be preserved and strengthened. But non-proliferation traditionalism
alone is insufficient. Instead, such measures need to be complemented
by new non-traditional initiatives. In that spirit, the following paper first
briefly reviews more traditional proliferation prevention activities before
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proposing some possible new thrusts. Its purpose is not to make an
unshakable case for these additional initiatives but to encourage more
thinking "out of the box."

Non-Proliferation Traditionalism

Traditional U.S. non-proliferation policies, supported by likeminded
countries, have emphasized three main thrusts. These have respectively
sought to: buttress technical constraints; reduce proliferation incentives
and enhance disincentives; and to build non-proliferation institutions.
Consider each in turn.

Enhancing Technical Constraints

Over the past two decades, multilateral export controls and suppliers’
restraints have been put in place to enhance technical constraints and
make it more difficult for countries to acquire NBC weaponry. These
controls have not been expected to block proliferation outright. Instead,
their purpose has been to "buy time."

In some instances, buying time has allowed other diplomatic and
political actions to be taken (e.g., use of U.S. influence in the mid-1970s
to persuade both South Korea and Taiwan to shut-down questionable
nuciear activities). Buying time, however, is also valuable in its own
right. Regional security and domestic political changes can lead to
unexpected decisions to renounce or rollback NBC programs. This is
perhaps best typified by South Africa’s decision in the early 1990s to
dismantle its rudimentary nuclear arsenal and join the Nuclear Non-
Proliferation Treaty (NPT), a decision made possible by the withdrawal
of Soviet and Cuban forces from Angola in the late-1980s and made
necessary in the eyes of the new government of President de Klerk by the
inevitability of black majority rule.

Reducing Incentives and Increasing Disincentives

Equally important, traditional prevention policies have sought to reduce
proliferation incentives. Diplomatic persuasion and non-nuclear jaw-
boning, use of conventional arms sales to help buttress defense
capabilities of U.S. allies and friends, political support in crises, and
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efforts to encourage regional stability and confidence-building all have
played a role. The threat of economic and other sanctions, reflected in
U.S. legislation, has also been used in attempts to enhance disincentives
to pursuing NBC weaponry.

Perhaps the most important measure for reducing proliferation
incentives over the past decades, however, has had little explicitly to do
with non-proliferation. This is the U.S. alliance structure in Europe and
Asia. By providing a framework for stability and security during the
Cold War era, that structure was an essential underpinning of decisions
by major countries in Europe and Asia not to seek a nuclear arsenal. (The
two exceptions, France and the United Kingdom, both acquired nuclear
weapons more because of concems for their great power status and
prestige than about their security.) But throughout this Cold War period
this alliance structure was, in effect, a "free good" for non-proliferation.
Henceforth, its maintenance will need to be partly justified—and paid
for—on non-proliferation grounds.

Institution-Building

Beginning with the creation of the International Atomic Energy Agency
in 1957, institution-building has been the third major non-proliferation
thrust. In an incremental process, major institutional advances have been
made over the ensuing decades. Their purpose has partly been to
reinforce, legitimize, and help implement the preceding efforts to enhance
technical constraints and reduce proliferation incentives. Equally
important, this process of institution-building has helped to create and
extend an overall norm of non-proliferation.

Specific advances include the:

« Treaty of Tlatlelcolo, creating a nuclear free zone in Latin America
(1967),

« Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty, with its legally binding
obligation not to acquire nuclear weapons as well as its provisions for
international inspections and export controls (1968);

+ Biological and Toxin Weapons Convention, at least creating a
norm—even if virtually unverifiable—against acquisition of BW
weaponry (1972);

« Zangger Committee "trigger list," identifying specific exports to be
controlled under the NPT (1974);
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* Nuclear Suppliers’ Group and Guidelines, buttressing supply
restraint and extending it to encompass technology as well as equipment,
components, and materials (1978);

» Establishment of the Australia Group to enhance export controls on
BW and CW-related items (1986);

« Missile Technology Control Regime (MTCR), restraining sales of
missiles, missile components, and related technologies by key industrial
countries (1987);

+ Periodic upgrades of the Zangger Committee trigger list and the
Nuclear Suppliers’ Guidelines, culminating in controls on dual-use
exports (1991);

» Creation and use of the United Nations Special Commission for
Iraq, valuable for the future both as an institutional-model and as a
precedent for Security Council involvement in proliferation crises (1991);
and

» Conclusion of a Chemical Weapons Convention (CWC), which
includes the most comprehensive challenge inspection system yet
negotiated (1992).

Key challenges are ahead to preserve and strengthen this fabric of
non-proliferation institutions. Indefinite or long-term extension of the
NPT in 1995 is not assured. With its limited verifiability, the BWC
remains at best a partial success. The CWC has yet to be ratified by the
United States Senate or to enter into force globally. Countries of
proliferation concern continue to seek new ways to circumvent export
controls. Regional confidence- and security-building has to be accelerated
in regions of proliferation concem, whether South Asia, the Middle East,
or Northeast Asia. Key outsiders need to be brought fully into these
regimes, not least China and the Newly Independent States. How well
these challenges are met will greatly affect the prospects for containing
proliferation.

Beyond Non-Proliferation
Traditionalism Alone

Over the first five decades of the nuclear age, the United States took the
lead in each of the preceding areas. The resulting creation of an overall
non-proliferation regime has been and remains a major policy success.
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Nonetheless, for several reasons, continued non-proliferation
traditionalism alone will not suffice.

Traditional approaches to proliferation prevention fail to take
advantage of potential synergies among global, regional, and national
non-proliferation efforts. Traditionalism also lacks a credible national or
international response to non-compliance with non-proliferation
obligations and norms. Perhaps most important, it offers too limited a
solution for dealing with countries that may be secking WMD not due to
insecurity but as instruments of regional domination and hegemony or to
pose a direct threat to the United States.

In light of these weaknesses, new thinking about proliferation
prevention is needed in least four areas. These are: leveraging global
arms control and non-proliferation actions to encourage regional restraint;
institutionalizing a presumption of Security Council action in response to
non-compliance and to deal with proliferation threats to the peace;
deterring acquisition of WMD by potential regional hegemons; and
contingency planning to provide an option of in extremis recourse to
military options to block proliferation.!

Leveraging Global Nuclear Initiatives

During the Cold War era, nuclear arms control and non-proliferation were
pursued in isolation from each other. The former focused on measures
to stabilize U.S.-Soviet nuclear competition; the latter sought to convince
individual countries not to seek nuclear weaponry for themselves. By
contrast, future proliferation prevention activities should seek to integrate
U.S. nuclear arms control and non-proliferation policies. In effect, the
U.S. goal would be to leverage global arms control initiatives both to
help define the context of national nuclear decision-making in several key
proliferation problem countries and to offer an alternative means of
regional restraint.

Efforts already are underway to begin negotiations on a global
convention cutting-off the production of plutonium and highty-enriched
uranium for nuclear explosives or not under safeguards, a fissile material
production ban. Such a ban could offer a more palatable vehicle for
decisions by India and Pakistan to cap their nuclear weapons programs
short of open nuclear competition. Similarly, should the Middle East
Peace Process remain on track, Israeli decision-makers could well find
eventual adherence useful to demonstrate nuclear restraint and to help
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legitimize a tough international stand against Iragi and Iranian nuclear
pursuits.

Short of conclusion of a fissile material ban, preliminary steps might
be taken with important non-proliferation payoffs. Discussions of
verification issues involving China, Pakistan, India, the United States, and
selected other countries could reinforce the confidence-building process
within South Asia. It also would begin to engage China more fully as a
player in that region, thereby meeting India’s concemns. An early Israeli
indication of its readiness to participate in cutoff negotiations, and to
adhere should an agreement be reached, would reassure its Arab
neighbors and help strengthen the NPT regime.

Similarly, bringing China, France, and the United Kingdom fully into
the global nuclear arms control process is important not only for the
success of future negotiations but also for its potential non-proliferation
payoffs. In particular, a cap on the further expansion of China’s nuclear
arsenal would reassure countries in Asia, while shaping, as well, the
debate in New Delhi about India’s future nuclear choices. More broadly,
the prospect of reducing the nuclear arsenals of all five acknowledged
nuclear powers would strengthen the global non-proliferation norm and
help ensure the longer-term legitimacy of the NPT. Success in on-going
negotiations for a global nuclear test ban would have comparable impacts.

Greater transparency, that is voluntary openness, about nuclear
activities—from doctrine to dismantlement of surplus nuclear
warheads—increasingly  characterizes the U.S.-Russian nuclear
relationship. Over time, the other acknowledged nuclear powers may
come to accept the principle of increased transparency. This will provide
an opportunity for the United States to seek to encourage new
transparency initiatives in the non-proliferation realm and more effective
implementation of existing ones. Examples could include requiring all
NPT parties to inform the IAEA of nuclear-related exports and imports;
enhanced implementation of transparency measures under the BWC; and
new regional non-proliferation-related visits to sites and facilities, e.g.,
between the two Koreas and perhaps in South Asia and later the Middle
East.
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Institutionalizing a Presumption of Security Council Action

The lack of credible and effective response to non-compliance with
countries’ obligations under the NPT, the BWC, and a future CWC stands
out in any assessment of non-proliferation traditionalism. Recent
experience has been decidedly mixed.

Since 1991, the United Nations Special Commission on Iraq has
played a vital role in rooting out Iraq’s NBC programs. At key junctures,
moreover, the members of the Security Council have also shown their
readiness to stand behind UNSCOM’s efforts. But it owed its existence
to the special circumstances of Iraq’s defeat in the Gulf War, a fact
undoubtedly not lost on other potential violators. By contrast, throughout
the summer of 1994, members of the Security Council, especially China,
resisted U.S. efforts to forge a consensus to impose sanctions on North
Korea unless it remedied its violation of the NPT. Ultimately, the United
States struck its own bilateral deal with the North Korean regime, aimed
at blocking North Korean access to growing stocks of plutonium but at
the price of deferring special IAEA inspections and a full accounting of
past North Korean actions for at least five years.

North Korea’s success in resisting international pressures to honor its
NPT obligations risks sending a signal that other aspiring proliferators
may seek to emulate. More generally, lack of effective international
responses to non-compliance can only encourage countries contemplating
treaty violations. Over titne, if some countries are perceived to be able
to violate with impunity their non-proliferation obligations, the credibility
of the overall regime will erode. Still other countries are all but certain,
as well, to rethink their own decisions not to seek NBC weaponry.

For the short-term, the task is to limit the North Korean deal’s
damage to global norms and institutions. For its part, the United States
needs to use its remaining leverage, e.g., the carrot of improved political
relations, to press for timely and full implementation of the agreement.
Chinese diplomatic intervention in Pyongyang to make clear that it, too,
expects timely implementation would back-up U.S. actions. Another step
would be to use suitable multilateral forums, e.g., the IAEA and the
United Nations Security Council, to serve notice to Pyongyang that
backsliding will be met by an international response. To lessen the
precedent set by North Korea’s successful resistance of IAEA special
inspections, both the IAEA General Conference and other forums could
be used to reiterate support for such inspections. Efforts might be made,
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as well, to hold a few special inspections soon, perhaps in the process of
developing initial inventories of to-be-safeguarded nuclear materials in
one or more of the Newly Independent States.

For the longer-term, however, more far-reaching efforts need to be
explored to create a presumption of Security Council action in support of
non-proliferation. This could help not only to fill this "non-compliance
gap" but also to build norms and lessen insecurities that could shape still
other countries’ proliferation decisions. A number of specific steps could
be considered.

The January, 1992 Summit of the members of the Security Council
declared the Council’s readiness fo respond to violations of IAEA
safeguards and that it considered proliferation to be a "threat to the
peace.” Going a step further, the Council could pass a formal Security
Council resolution on proliferation to give legal status to that declaration.
The Council could also state its readiness to respond to violations of non-
proliferation treaties.

To help institutionalize Security Council involvement, a second
Security Council non-proliferation summit could be held and a
commitment made to do so annually in the future. Similarly, the position
of a "Non-Proliferation Rapporteur” to the Council might be established.?
The rapporteur’s responsibilities could include keeping the Council
informed of matters of non-proliferation concem, providing an annual
report on non-proliferation, and serving as a source of information for
Council members lacking the intelligence capabilities of the great powers.
Moreover, the process of increasing Council involvement—and that of the
members of the Council as well as their national bureaucracies—would
be as important as the specific substance of a rapporteur’s reports.

Successful use of the Security Council to buttress and backstop
traditional proliferation prevention presupposes continuing bilateral U.S.
consultations with the other permanent members of the Council members,
especially China. With regard to the latter, U.S. policymakers should
think in terms of a long-term effort to integrate China fully into the
overall non-proliferation regime and to influence Beijing’s approach to
proliferation. Multiple points of engagement with Chinese officials
should be pursued—with political, economic, military, energy, and other
constituencies in China. China’s participation in international non-
proliferation organizations, from the Nuclear Suppliers’ Group to the
Australia Group, should be solicited. Periodic difficulties are to be
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expected. But over time, China’s policies may come to approximate
more closely those of the other Perm-5 countries.

Deterring Acquisition by Denial of Gains

Deterrence of acquisition has been a modest and not very successful
element of past non-proliferation efforts. Almost exclusively, deterrent
efforts have emphasized the threat of punishment. They have frequently
foundered, however, on the reluctance either of the United States or of
other countries to carry out such threats. Faced with aspiring proliferators
whose goal is regional hegemony and aggrandizement, actions are needed,
as already suggested, to lay a better political foundation for great power
punitive action under the Security Council. At the same time, the United
States and its allies need to take other steps to buttress proliferation
deterrence not by the threat of punishment but by the prospect of denial
of gains.

In that regard, U.S. policies should consciously seek ways to convince
aspiring regional hegemons that even if they acquire NBC weaponry, they
still will be unable to achieve their regional and extra-regional goals. To
the contrary, such countries need to fear that acquiring these weapons will
make them less not more secure. In effect, proliferation deterrence by
denial would seek to send a clear signal to countries like Iran, Iraq, and
others that "they shall not gain."

More specifically, a mix of political and military actions need to be
explored by the United States, unilaterally and with its closest allies. To
the extent that alliance or less formal security ties exist with countries
potentially threatened by aspiring regional hegemons, such ties need to
be reaffirmed and preserved. Political and diplomatic signals of U.S.
readiness to persist in the face of new NBC threats would figure as well.
This could include joint exercises, joint planning, and joint acquisition
programs with potentially vulnerable friends in key regions. It also might
involve articulation of a new declaratory policy to make the point that
countries seeking NBC weaponry as a means of coercing U.S. friends,
allies, and the United States itself will find themselves less not more
secure. Continued prudent military preparations—from enhanced active
and passive defenses to changes of operations—to neutralize the
advantages of NBC use against U.S. forces are especially essential.

Deterrence by the prospect of denial of gains also has a NATO
dimension. Currently, NATO’s Senior Defense Group on Proliferation is
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assessing the military implications of proliferation for the Alliance. This
is the first step to ensure that NATO has the required military capabilities
to neutralize future proliferation threats against NATO territory, NATO
peacekeeping operations, and NATO forces operating out-of-area.

Active Measures for Proliferation Prevention

Traditional approaches to proliferation prevention need to be
complemented, finally, by new attention to the option of more active
measures to block or set back pursuit of NBC weaponry by aggressive,
radical regimes. Forcible military interdiction, covert or special
operations, or outright use of conventional military power—or at least the
threat thereof—all fall into this category. Each of these military options
has significant downsides and risks; but each also could prove the least
bad alternative in certain situations.

Under some conditions, forcible interdiction may be the only means
possible to block particularly dangerous proliferation transfers. This
could be so, for instance, in response to attempted shipment of diverted
nuclear weapons materials or nuclear weapons from Russia to an
aggressive aspiring nuclear power. Sale of nuclear-weapons materials or
longer-range ballistic missiles by a rogue supplier to an aggressive
proliferator would be another example.

The military and technical risks of attempted forcible interdiction of
proliferation transfers would vary from case-to-case. Tailored military
forces will be required, backed by timely and accurate intelligence and
with the right on-call technical experts. Depending on the specific
situation, the political costs—both at home and overseas—also are likely
to vary. They could range from intensely critical in the case of
interception of questionable but legal dual-use transfers to widely-
welcoming in the event of use of military forces to block transfer of or
recover stolen NBC weaponry or critical materials.

The likely dangers of acquisition of nuclear or biological weaponry
by potential regional aggressors equally warrants exploration of possible
recourse to covert or special operations for proliferation prevention.
Theoretical possibilities cover a spectrum from tampering with shipments
of critical inputs before they reach a proliferator to sabotage of production
facilities in such a country. While unlikely to block pursuit of NBC
weaponry indefinitely, successful covert or special operations could slow
that pursuit considerably. The political risks and operational difficulties,
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however, would be high. This is especially so if such operations entailed
activities within a proliferator rather than "off-shore" actions. A sound
understanding of technical vulnerabilities—whether of specific shipments
or targeted facilities—also would be vital as would be intelligence about
the overall proliferation profile of the country in question. Here, too,
however, the likely dangers of acquisition of nuclear or biological
weaponry by aggressive regional powers could in some cases tip the
balance for covert or special operations as a last resort.

By contrast, use of conventional military forces to attack a
proliferator’s nascent NBC-weapons infrastructure in situations short-of-
war appears far more questionable. Once a program has been underway
for some time, the military requirements of successful conventional
military preventive action—from accurate intelligence on all facilities and
sites to target destruction with a politically acceptable risk of collateral
or environmental damage—are likely to be very high. At an earlier stage
when the military requirements may be more manageable, the political
will to act is very likely to be lacking since more traditional measures
will have yet to be fully tried.> Both early and late, "out-of-the blue"
recourse to force will most likely be widely condemned internationally,
including by neighboring countries.

Nonetheless, the threat of preventive military action could possibly
prove a useful adjunct to other proliferation prevention initiatives. An
implicit threat of recourse to military force could back-up political and
diplomatic initiatives, as may have occurred in recent negotiations with
North Korea. Similarly, the risk that acquisition of NBC capabilities
would prove a lightning rod not a deterrent of U.S. military strikes in the
event of conflict could reinforce other ongoing efforts to buttress
deterrence of acquisition by a strategy of denial of gains.*

The Tasks Ahead

Fears during the Gulf War that Iraq would use chemical or biological
weapons against coalition forces, reinforced by postwar revelations about
the scope of its nuclear weapons activities, have served as a proliferation
wake-up call for the U.S. defense community. The civilian defense
policy and acquisition communities, the Joint Staff, and the individual
military services all have been seized with the "proliferation problem."
Prudent defense planning to ensure that the United States and its allies
can deal effectively with the consequences of possession of NBC
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weaponry by hostile third world countries (and sub-national groups)
clearly is essential. Equally important, proliferation prevention activities
increasingly need to be complemented by new initiatives that build on but
go beyond non-proliferation traditionalism. For in the final analysis,
enhanced proliferation prevention remains the first line of defense against
future proliferation threats to the security of the United States and that of
our friends and allies.

Notes

1. As already suggested, non-proliferation traditionalism also needs to be
supplemented by greater attention to the defense planning or counter-proliferation
aspects of dealing with the proliferation threat. These issues, however, go
beyond the scope of this short essay.

2. My colleague Burrus Carnahan first proposed this idea to me. More
recently, establishment of a Security Council non-proliferation rapporteur has be
proposed by French Prime Minister Balladur and by the United Nations
Association of the United States.

3. This likely inverse relationship between the military feasibility of
preventive proliferation action and the political willingness to act was first
pointed out to me by Peter Engstrom.

4. Conversely, fear of preventive military action might only serve to
encourage proliferation hard-cases more to disperse, harden, and move
underground their NBC infrastructures. The balance of positive and negative
impacts is likely be highly scenario and case specific.
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The Emerging Environment:
Regional Views on WMD Proliferation

Krishnaswami Subrahmanyam

Current Status of Weapons
of Mass Destruction

Biological Weapons

WEAPONS OF MASS DESTRUCTION FALL INTO FOUR BASIC
categories—biological, chemical, radiological and nuclear. Biological

weapons are banned under the terms of the Biological Weapons
Convention of 1925. However, there is strong international opinion that
the treaty requires updating give, the recent advances in biotechnology.
Some hold that a rigorous, universal, nondiscriminatory verification
regime on the lines of the one developed within the recently concluded
Chemical Weapons Convention should be established.

Chemical Weapons

The Chemical Weapons Convention was signed in January 1993 and is
expected to come into force in 1995. The ratification of the convention
is slow mainly because most of the signatories are waiting for the lead of
the nations having the largest stockpiles of such weapons. If the major
stockpile holders of chemical weapons begin ratification, the process will
accelerate. The Chemical Weapons Convention has been hailed by some
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as the first such multilateral disarmament measure and as a model for
outlawing and eliminating similar weapons of mass destruction in
circumstances which are nondiscriminatory. India, Pakistan, Bangladesh,
Nepal and Sri Lanka have all signed the convention. There is also a
bilateral India-Pakistan agreement on “the complete prohibition of
chemical weapons” signed in 1992.

Radiological Weapons

Though some discussion on the prohibition of radiological weapons has
taken place in the Committee on Disarmament, the subject is not on the
active international agenda at present. However, the Indian offer to
Pakistan to conclude an agreement not to be the first to use nuclear
weapons against the other also encompassed the use of radiological
agents.

Nuclear Weapons

There are at present five declared nuclear weapon powers—the U.S.,
Russia, UK., France and China—and it is believed that Israel, Pakistan
and India either have nuclear arsenals or the ability to assemble such
weapons at short notice. The U.S. State Department Report to Congress
on progress toward Regional Nonproliferation in South Asia says: "We
believe both India and Pakistan could assemble a number of nuclear
weapons in a relatively short time frame.” North Korea which, according
to recent U.S. Government statements, is believed to have one or more
nuclear weapons, has recently entered into an agreement with the U.S. to
suspend operations of its present reactors, shut down the facilities it was
setting up for energy generation, and to accept two light water reactors
in their place. Though there is a provision in the agreement to relocate
the irradiated fuel rods into a third country no details are available about
the status and extent of any plutonium that might have been reprocessed.
Nor has there been any clarification from U.S. Government sources about
the earlier official statements that North Korea might possess one or more
nuclear devices.

There has been speculation in the U.S. press about Iranian aspirations
to acquire nuclear weapons, but it is believed Iran is some years away
from achieving nuclear weapons status. Iraq’s nuclear capability has been
completely dismantled under UN supervision.
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Ukraine has carried out partial dismantling and transhipment of
missile warheads. While Ukraine is committed to accede to the non-
proliferation treaty, recent reports indicate that the Chairman of the
Foreign Affairs Committee of Ukraine has declared that his country might
delay joining the NPT. The future of the Ukrainian arsenal is still
unclear.

There are reports of clandestine trade in nuclear materials originating
from Russia and other former Soviet republics. Germany’s Federal
Chancellor Helmut Kohl and Russia’s President Boris Yeltsin have
exchanged letters on the subject. German officials have also visited
Russia and there were meetings between the officials of the two countries
concerning foreign and domestic intelligence. The two sides have agreed
to work together in preventing the smuggling of nuclear material, by
tightening border controls and exchanging information. The Director of
the U.S. Federal Bureau of Investigation has also met his counterpart in
Russia to seek his cooperation in fighting organized crime, especially in
the nuclear field. He has pointed to the threat posed by criminal
associations obtaining nuclear material and selling it to terrorist groups
or states with clandestine weapon programmes. The FBI director signed
a memorandum of understanding with Russia’s Interior Ministry
providing for joint efforts to fight organized crime.

While there are reported attempts to smuggle nuclear materials across
Russia’s western borders there is no information available about such
smuggling on Russia’s southern borders. However, there are unconfirmed
reports of intensive activity by organized criminals to transport narcotics
from Afghanistan into Central and Western Europe. It is difficult to
exclude the possibility that criminal networks are attempting to smuggle
nuclear materials across the southern borders of Russia. According to
Programme for promoting Nuclear Nonproliferation, News brief, Number
27, Israeli authorities are said to have discussed with their German
counterparts reports that nuclear material smuggled from Russia is ending
up in Iran.

A former diplomat from Saudi Arabia, Mr. Al Khilewi, who has been
granted asylum in the U.S. has alleged that Saudi Arabia gave financial
support to Iraq’s nuclear weapons programme in the magnitude of five
billion dollars, hoping to obtain nuclear weapons and nuclear technology
from that country. He further alleged that Saudi Arabia, prior to 1971,
gave financial assistance to the Pakistan nuclear programme and had tried
to buy into a Pakistan covert programme. It is to be recalled that Saudi
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Arabia has acquired some 30 Chinese CSS-2 long range missiles.

According to the testimony of the Director of the CIA to Congress
in July 1993, China is the country that is probably most aggressively
recruiting CIS Scientists to help with a wide number of weapons
programmes. Subsequent to this testimony, a spate of press reports
indicated that the flow of CIS weapons designers to China continued on
a large scale in late 1993, according to the SIPRI 1994 Yearbook. More
recently, U.S. Defence Secretary, William Perry, during his visit to China,
has offered China technology for computer testing of nuclear weapons.

It may be recalled during the Security Council summit of January
1992 the Indian Prime Minister raised the issue of possible leakages of
materials and technology arising out of the dissolution of the Soviet
Union.

Nuclear Doctrines

The possession of nuclear weapons and the building of vast stockpiles of
such weapons were justified on the grounds of the ongoing Cold War.
After the signing of the Nonproliferation Treaty, the nuclear weapon
states quadrupled their arsenals. The underlying doctrines were not
persuasive at that stage and the size of the arsenals did not appear to be
rationally justified. Now that the Cold War is over, none of the five
nuclear weapons powers acknowledge any adversaries. The former
adversaries have become partners for peace. Russia and China have
entered into a "no first use" agreement in regard to nuclear weapons and,
once again, China is a large scale recipient of Russian defence
technology. In these circumstances, the rest of the world, which are not
as fortunate as the five nuclear weapons powers are not able to
comprehend the rationale for the continued possession of very large
nuclear arsenals by the five nuclear weapons powers. The justification
advanced by the three Westemn powers—the U.S., UK and France—are
as follows: 1) They have to keep their nuclear weapons because others
have them; 2) They need them as insurance against strategic uncertainties;
3) They cannot be certain at this stage that Russian progress towards
marketisation and democracy will not be reversed and, hence, would not
pose threats; and 4) They need them against rogue states like Saddam
Hussain’s Iraq developing nuclear weapons clandestinely and posing a
threat to international peace and security. Though Russia and China do
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not articulate their justifications in these terms, it would appear their
reasoning is also broadly along similar lines. This reasoning applies
perhaps with more force and justification to other countries which are
situated closer to Russia and China and in the region where potential
Saddam Hussains are likely to appear. So far there is no literature which
explains the rationale of nations not facing any threats at all keeping large
nuclear arsenals, while nations actually facing nuclear threats are being
asked to surrender their nuclear capabilities.

The Nonproliferation Treaty

The Nonproliferation Treaty was a compromise agreement concluded at
the height of the Cold War. The common purpose that brought the U.S.
and the Soviet Union together to promote the Treaty was their concemn
about Germany and Japan acquiring nuclear weapons. At that stage, it
was anticipated that within the next twenty five years some 25-30
countries could acquire nuclear weapons. India and Israel used to feature
in that list but not Iraq, North Korea, Iran or Pakistan. The language of
the Treaty makes it clear that it was an interim arrangement. The
preamble to the Treaty specifically refers to the liquidation of all the
existing stockpiles and the elimination from national arsenals of nuclear
weapons and the means of their delivery pursuant to a treaty on general
and complete disarmament under strict and effective international control.
Article VI mentions cessation of the nuclear arms race at an early date
and to nuclear disarmament and general complete disarmament under
strict and effective international control. The Nonproliferation Treaty did
not stop the proliferation of nuclear weapons by the nuclear weapon
powers. The U.S. and the Soviet Union continued to proliferate until the
middle of the eighties and then started bringing the stockpiles down. In
the case of the other three nuclear weapon powers the proliferation
continues.

The Treaty was no doubt successful in preventing other industrial
nations from acquiring nuclear weapons and this was secured by
extending the deterrence of the nuclear arsenal of the U.S. and USSR
explicitly in most cases and implicitly in the case of others. Israel and
India acquired their nuclear capabilities within the first few years of the
NPT coming into force and the world has lived with these capabilities for
over two decades. Neither of these two countries has behaved with less
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than the highest standards of responsibility and restraint.

India made attempts to obtain security guarantees from the nuclear
weapon powers against the Chinese nuclear threat during 1966-67 but
failed to secure them. Faced with a line-up of Pakistan, the U.S. and
China in 1971, at the time of the Bangladesh crisis when ten million
refugees were pushed into India, India concluded a Peace and Friendship
Treaty with the Soviet Union to generate a sense of deterrence vis a vis
China. The U.S. Administration’s pro-Pakistan tilt in 1971 and the
despatch of the aircraft carrier Enterprise against India presumably
influenced India in its attitude towards acquisition of a nuclear capability.
Through the sixties and most of the seventies, India faced an active threat
from China then under the dominance of Mao Dze Dung. Even at that
stage, India exercised utmost restraint. It carried out its first and only
nuclear test as a peaceful nuclear explosion and not an above-ground test
with all weapon parameters being monitored. This was a period when the
U.S. and USSR were conducting dozens of peaceful nuclear explosions.
When the U.S. and USSR came to the conclusion that PNES were not
viable, India conducted no further tests. India did not embark upon
building an arsenal following its test in 1974. This restraint is
unparalleled.

The Nonproliferation Treaty did not prevent nations signing the treaty
from embarking upon a clandestine programme as happened in the case
of Irag. Nor were the obligations undertaken by the industrial powers
(both nuclear and non-nuclear) not to transfer nuclear technology to non-
nuclear weapon nations without adequate safeguards fulfilled in practice.
Most of the equipment for the nuclear weapon programmes in Iraq came
from the UK and Germany. The Scott Commission of Enquiry report
from the UK when published will make interesting reading. South Africa
also acquired its equipment and technology from Western nations. Very
detailed documentation on the supply of equipment to Pakistan from
Germany, France and Italy are available in public literature. According
to the U.S. State Department report to Congress, China has helped
Pakistan in both missile and nuclear technologies. It is also well known
that China supplied enriched uranium to South Africa and Brazil. Twice,
China was subjected to sanctions under the Missile Technology Control
Regime by the U.S.. Only recently the two countries have signed an
agreement according to which China has agreed to adhere to MTCR
guidelines and the U.S. has lifted sanctions imposed on China. General
Aslam Beg, former Chief of Army Staff of Pakistan, in his article in
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DAWN of December 12, 1993, wrote that though Pakistan had reached
full nuclear capability in 1987 "oblivious of restraints or principles and
opportunistically propelled, the Bush Administration from 1987 to 1989
continuously for three years, certified that Pakistan did not possess any
such nuclear capability." He confirms Mr. Seymour Hersh’s account in
an article "On the Nuclear Edge" in the New Yorker of April 1993 that
the CIA analyst Mr. Richard Barlow got it right in his report. According
to Mr. Hersh, Mr. Barlow was harassed in the CIA for his report until
1990.

North Korea is yet another country which, having signed the NPT,
was believed to have embarked on a clandestine weapons programme.
In the light of these developments, there appear tc be enormous
uncertainties in regard to nuclear weapon powers and non-nuclear weapon
powers strictly adhering to their respective obligations under the NPT.
The U.S. was prepared to downgrade its commitment to nonproliferation
accepted both under the international Treaty and its domestic law and
look away as Pakistan developed its nuclear weapons, giving a higher
priority to get Pakistani support to sustain the war in Afghanistan than to
non-proliferation. This could happen again under a different set of
circumstances. Therefore, there is a strong feeling in India that the
nuclear option should be sustained as an insurance against these multiple
uncertainties.

The Nonproliferation Treaty is a mixture of success and failure. No
nation in the world, except potential new proliferants, wants the end of
the present non-proliferation regime with all its flaws and infirmities. At
the same time, if the present flawed NPT is perpetuated unconditionally
and indefinitely it would send a wrong message to the nations of the
world. It would lead to the logical conclusion that the nuclear weapons
powers desire to perpetuate the untenable division of the world into two
categories—nuclear and non-nuclear weapons states. The charge of
hegemonism against some of them will gain credibility. An international
environment where nuclear weapons are legitimate for some powers only,
will make it more difficult to deny the nonstate terrorist actors the
legitimacy of terrorist use of weapons among their supporters at large.
Resentful states prone to religious extremism will find more popular
support within their own countries to pursue clandestine programmes.
Societal verification in respect of clandestine activities will be easier if
the weapon is illegitimate and very difficult if it is legitimate only for
some nations. The unconditional and indefinite extension of the NPT is
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a clear negation of the spirit of the NPT, the goal of which is elimination
of nuclear weapons. Such an extension at the end of twenty five years
without a commitment to eliminate such weapons will be interpreted as
giving up that goal. Further, such an extension will deny an opportunity
to the international community to keep this vital issue on the international
agenda. Such indefinite extension will reduce nonproliferation and
counterproliferation strategies from a broad based international effort to
limited national strategies of a few powers interested in upholding their
nuclear hegemony. For these reasons, many Indians believe that the
appropriate strategy is to have a limited extension of the NPT and for the
international community to start negotiations for additional and
supplementary agreements which would commit the world to the goal of
elimination of nuclear weapons and to a non- discriminatory treaty to ban
and eliminate them on the model of the Chemical Weapons Convention.

Situation in the Sub-Continent

The U.S. assessment appears to be that both India and Pakistan have the
capability to assemble some nuclear weapons at short notice. While India
has declared that it has no intention to assemble nuclear weapons and has
offered proposals to Pakistan for an agreement that neither side use its
nuclear capability first, from Pakistan there have been a series of
nonofficial and semi-official statements on its possession of nuclear
weapons. Pakistan has not responded to the Indian proposal on no first
use. Dr. A.Q. Khan, the man who is reputed to have designed the
Pakistani bomb, told a senior Indian journalist in January 1987 in the
presence of a Pakistani editor, Mr. Mushahid Hussain who confirmed the
interview and consequently lost his job, that Pakistan had the bomb.
General Aslam Beg, the Chief of Army Staff during 1988-91, wrote an
article in Dawn on December 12, 1993 that Pakistan reached full nuclear
capability in 1987 and suspended weapon grade uranium enrichment on
the basis of a decision unanimously taken by President Ishaq Khan, Prime
Minister Benazir Bhutto and himself as the Army Chief in January 1989
since they felt Pakistan had adequate deterrent capability vis-a-vis India.
In an interview with NBC TV on December 1, 1992, Ms. Benazir Bhutto,
then Ieader of opposition, said that she came to know that bombs were
assembled without her knowledge. General Beg has challenged her
veracity in his article quoted above, and he has not been contradicted
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about his statements that Ms. Benazir Bhutto knew fully about the status
of the programme, and the U.S. Administration issued misleading
certificates on Pakistan not having an explosive device in 1987, 1988 and
1989. In February 1992, when Mr. Nawaz Sharif was Prime Minister of
Pakistan, his Foreign Secretary, Shahryar Khan, gave an interview to the
Washington Post to the effect that Pakistan had all components needed
to assemble at least one nuclear weapon. He also said that he was
making this statement to set right the problem of credibility that had
persisted till then. Ambassador Robert Oakley told the Pakistani Editors
in a speech in Lahore in August 1991 that Pakistan crashed through the
red light of the Pressler amendment in the spring of 1990. Now Mr.
Nawaz Sharif, the former Prime Minister of Pakistan, in his statement of
August 23, 1994, has asserted Pakistan has the bomb.

The position in India is different. There have been no reports of
militarization of its nuclear capability. Various retired Chiefs of Staff
have been calling for India to exercise its nuclear option and General
Sundarji has written a novel, The Blind Men of Hindusthan, describing
the reluctance of the government to weaponise its capability. Mr. George
Tanham of the RAND Corporation in his monograph on "Indian Strategic
Thought" also refers to the non-involvement of the Indian military in the
nuclear field. Things could have changed in the last few months, but no
evidence of any such change is available.

The Pakistani disclosures have not led to any serious reaction in
India. There appears to be general popular confidence that Pakistani
sabre rattling can be handled by the Government of India. There is
widespread consensus that Pakistan is inclined to focus attention on its
nuclear capability and tries to raise fears in the international community
on the possibility of escalation of war between the two countries to the
nuclear level in order to bring to bear international pressure on India to
settle the Kashmir issue on Pakistani terms. Pakistani strategy in this
respect was foreseen and described by the American academic, Professor
Stephen Cohen some fourteen years ago. In a paper titled "Nuclear issues
and Security policy in Pakistan," presented at the annual meeting of the
Association of Asian Studies, Washington D.C., in March 1980, he said
that a Pakistani nuclear capability would, according to many Pakistanis,
"neutralize an assumed Indian nuclear force. Others point out, however,
that it would provide the umbrella under which Pakistan could reopen the
Kashmir issue; a Pakistani nuclear capability paralyses not only the Indian
nuclear decision but also Indian conventional forces and a brash, bold
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Pakistani strike to liberate Kashmir might go unchallenged if the Indian
leadership was weak or indecisive.

It would appear the Pakistani leadership, having achieved a nuclear
capability, has been engaged in psychological warfare vis-a-vis India to
test the strength of the Indian leadership’s resolve on the Kashmir issue.
Over the last five years, presumably they have not found the Indian
leadership weak or indecisive since they did not try a bold Pakistani
strike. It is to be noted that most of the talk about risks of a nuclear
exchange emanate from Pakistan and not from India, which has offered
Pakistan a no first use agreement.

There are no serious worries in the Indian leadership or military
establishment about the risks of a nuclear exchange. India is already
committed to a no first use policy. Therefore, risks can arise only as a
result of Pakistani action. India is the status quo power and it is Pakistan
which seeks revision of the status quo in Kashmir. Therefore, it is the
risk taking proclivities of Pakistan that need to be studied. There is
reasonable confidence in India that Pakistan is not likely to take undue
risks. Pakistanis themselves have published extensively on the wars of
1947, 1965 and 1971, and it is to be said to the credit of the objectivity
of many Pakistanis they now accept that all three wars were the result of
Pakistani actions.

The defence capability of both India and Pakistan has declined in
recent years. India has been steadily reducing its defence spending as a
percentage of GDP and in real terms over the last five years, especially
after it embarked upon its economic liberalization and reform programme.
The Soviet Union is no longer present as a source of supply of defence
equipment on favorable terms. Indian defence imports have declined.
While Pakistan has not reduced its defence expenditures, it has ceased to
have access to U.S. arms supplies consequent on the invocation of the
Pressler amendment. Therefore, while both countries have suffered
impairment of their respective capabilities, Pakistan would appear to have
suffered relatively more. Having suffered three successive reverses,
Pakistan is not likely to start yet another war. American authorities have
been asserting that both India’s conventional and nuclear capabilities are
superior to Pakistan’s. In India there is confidence that, in spite of
nuclear sabre rattling, Pakistan would not start a war and there are no
significant risks of a nuclear exchange.

Indian policy has been able to sustain peace with Pakistan for 23
years, the longest period of peace between the two countries since
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Independence. Though Pakistan has exiended extensive support to Sikh
extremist terrorism, India has brought the situation in Punjab under
control. Five years of transborder Pakistani support to the low intensity
conflict in Kashmir has been contained without escalation and there are
distinct signs the tide in turning and the excesses of the Pakistan-based
mercenaries in Kashmir have alienated the valley population. It is this
development that appears to have compelled Pakistan to focus on the
nuclear issue to attract the attention of the international community and
persuade it to intervene in the Kashmiri dispute. While continuing
Pakistani support for terrorism in Kashmir must be contained, India feels
that Pakistan has reached the peak of its verbal onslaught on the issue.

The Nuclear Issue in Pakistan

There appears to be general agreement in Pakistan that its weapons grade
uranium enrichment programme was suspended in 1989. Whether this
was a voluntary act as General Beg claims it to have been or an
involuntary one due to technical reasons, as a section of the Indian
scientific community suspects, is difficult to conclude. The U.S.
government appears to subscribe to the view that the weapons grade
enrichment programme has been suspended, and it wishes that suspension
be made permanent under international verification. However, popular
opinion in Pakistan would not permit such capping to be imposed
unilaterally on Pakistan. There are estimates of the Pakistani nuclear
arsenal ranging from two to seven or eight weapons. In the Indian view,
Pakistan would not have kept its uranium enrichment programme
suspended but for the fact of the tightened export controls and withdrawal
of U.S. permissiveness extended to the Pakistani programme during the
war in Afghanistan. This situation is not likely to change unless the
industrialized countries and China extend technical help to Pakistan. One
cannot rule out that possibility so long as the nuclear weapons powers try
to maintain the legitimacy of nuclear weapons and vest them with
prestige using them as currency of power in international relations.
Therefore, over and above the uncertainties inherent in the nuclear
policies of China and other nuclear weapon powers, this additional
uncertainty about Pakistan compels India to keep its nuclear option open,
although in the very restrained and non-provocative manner it has
adopted over the years.
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However, for Pakistan its nuclear arsenal appears to have an
importance in its national psyche totally disproportionate to its operational
significance. It gives them a sense of equality with India which has been
an obsession since partition. As noted by General Beg, it endows
Pakistan with a sense of deterrence vis-a-vis India and, consequently,
gives Pakistan a sense of security. It also gives them status among the
Islamic nations, which was the dream of Zulfikar Ali Bhutto who talked
about the bomb in civilisational terms long before Professor Huntington
came up with his thoughts on civilisational conflict. Without the bomb,
the cut-off of U.S. military supplies woulid have created a paranoid sense
of insecurity in Pakistan. In my view, the token Pakistani nuclear arsenal
has contributed significantly to stability in the sub-continent and there
are no advantages in disturbing it. The only problem posed by the
Pakistani bomb is the talk by a section of the Pakistani military and
political establishments about the Pakistani "strategy of defiance." This
has nothing to do with India. This is an implied threat that unless
Pakistan is accommodated in regard to its demands it will defy the West
(the U.S.) and move closer towards Islamic countries with extremist
proclivities. This strategy was unveiled by General Aslam Beg in support
of Saddam Hussain in 1990 and continues to be propagated in Pakistan.
In India, there is an impression that sections of the U.S. political and
strategic establishments are worried about this contingency and, hence,
attempt to placate Pakistan lest it should move closer to Islamic
extremism. While that contingency cannot be ruled out, in India the
assessment is that such a shift will create enormous tensions within
Pakistan and will have an extremely negative impact on Pakistani
territorial integrity and unity. That is a worrisome possibility. However,
placating Pakistan on the nuclear issue by applying pressure on India on
both the nuclear and Kashmir issues would be counterproductive.

Some analysts present the scenario of a "mad general” in Pakistan
starting a war, as happened in 1965 and 1971, or using the bomb. While,
again, though the possibility cannot be totally ruled out, the probability
is extremely low. Pakistan has a way of dealing with its own generals.
None of them exited from office with honour or died in bed while in
office. Pakistanis now recognize that the past wars were ruinous and the
next war, if started may have serious consequences to Pakistani unity and
integrity. Pakistanis started the earlier wars under a mistaken perception
about India’s non-martial qualities, or international political alignments
favouring them. They have no such illusions now. The Pakistani military
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has kept the past wars as copy book exercises. Within Pakistan, there is
an awareness of the country’s extreme geographic vulnerabilities should
there be a nuclear exchange. While one encounters extremist views on
political, social and economic policies, there is no extremist view in
Pakistan on the nuclear issue.

India and Counterproliferation

India cannot have an adverse view on the concept of counterproliferation
since India considers nuclear weapons as unusable in war and has been
consistently in favour of elimination of nuclear weapons. India continues
to keep its nuclear option open only because it has to interact and operate
on the belief systems of the five nuclear weapons powers conditioned by
four decades of nuclear theology, and India must counter the possibilities
of political blackmail and misperceptions that a totally non-nuclear India
might invite. However, there are serious doubts about the cost
effectiveness of counter-proliferation strategy. It would appear future
nuclear threats are likely to arise largely out of leakage of weapons,
fissile materials and scientific and technological skills from existing
nuclear weapons powers. The risks may not be confined to the former
Soviet republics. There are possibilities of extremist leadership groups
attempting to acquire such weapons, but that is not likely to be achieved
unless there are large scale inputs from the industrialized countries with
requisite technologies or from China. Secondly, the countries which are
likely to have such ambitions are identifiable, and it would be better to
focus on country specific strategies than indulge in grandiose global ones.
Thirdly, whatever proliferation has taken place beyond the five declared
nuclear weapons powers, is mostly because certain powers have
consciously subordinated nonproliferation goals to political expediency.

The best counterproliferation strategy is to delegitimise nuclear
weapons and start negotiating a treaty along the lines of the Chemical
Weapons Convention to ban and eliminate them. Perhaps, unlike the
chemical industry, the nuclear industry may lend itself to internationalized
control as envisaged in the visionary Baruch plan at the dawn of the
nuclear era. The world cannot talk of universal standards on trade and
technological competition, democratic norms, human rights, and
ecological concemns but continue to insist on having double standards on
nuclear weapons. Any attempt at perpetuating such double standards is
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bound to fail. The worry is at what cost to humanity. Let not
counterproliferation become a costly capability in the perpetual search for
a nuclear weapons mission.



Proliferation of WMD and the Security
Dimensions in South Asia:
An Indian View

Krishnaswami Sundarji

THE PROLIFERATION OF WEAPONS OF MASS DESTRUCTION
(WMD), or the already existing presence of WMD and their impact on

security perceptions, cannot be examined strictly by region. For example,
in South Asia, the circles of concern of India and Pakistan intersect.
India’s circle of concemn intersects with China’s. China’s circle in tumn,
interacts with Russia, and for that matter, with the USA. Unless arms
control initiatives take cognizance of such inter-relations, they will not
succeed.

In this paper, I focus primarily on nuclear weapons, although I will
cover chemical weapons as well. The concemns of any country are
security or status or some mix of the two. Security consists of freedom
from aggression or undue interference from others; first in the physical
(military) and political sphere; and second, in the material and economic
sphere. Status or prestige could also be a manifestation of a drive for
worthy self-image. To assess the regional impact of the DOD’s counter-
proliferation policies, I have made certain judgments regarding the
concems of not only China, India and Pakistan, but also of the USA.

General Krishnaswami Sundarji is the former Chief of Staff of the Indian Army. He
is a graduate of the U.S. Command and General Staff COllege and has commanded at the
battalion, brigade, division, corp, and army levels. Gen. Sundarji is the author of Blind
Men of Hindustan: Indo-Pak Nuclear War.

55




56 WEAPONS OF MASS DESTRUCTION
USA

I judge that the following are the primary U.S. aims:

+ Avoid universal nuclear disarmament for as long as possible.

« Keep the U.S. nuclear stockpile level comfortably high, not only
to ensure U.S. security, but to maintain a domestic consensus.

« Prevent any country other than Russia from obtaining a large force
of missiles capable of reaching the continental United States (CONUS).

+ Keep the numbers and sophistication of Chinese ICBMs as low as
possible.

« Keep the numbers and sophistication of Chinese, French and
British SSBNs as low as possible. Prevent new entrants to the SSBN
club.

« Accept no international commitment that would hinder the
maintenance and enhancement of U.S. technological preeminence.

» Prevent proliferation of WMD, local arms races and regional wars.

Retain U.S. freedom to use conventional forces to influence regional
situations in order to safeguard U.S. interests, without any threat to
forward deployed U.S. forces from WMD of regional powers: first, by
preventing the emergence of new regional nuclear powers; second, by
nuclear deterrence; third, by protecting forward deployed forces from
regional nuclear attack by the deployment of an anti-theater ballistic
missile system; fourth, by deterring chemical attacks from regional
powers by retaining the right to retaliate with nuclear weapons (this last
requirement requires that the USA not subscribe to a "no first use”
doctrine).

China

China no longer sees Russia as its greatest threat. India was earlier seen
as siding with the USSR against China, but is no longer seen in that light.
This, coupled with the fact that India has explicitly accepted Chinese
sovereignty over Tibet, places India in the category of potential friend
and supporter, rather than in the category of potential enemy. China is
therefore motivated, due to enlightened self-interest, to cultivate Indian
friendship and support. China has made a nuclear "no first use"
declaration and has up to now not shown a penchant for nuclear
blackmail. However in looking to the future, one must exercise caution.
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The Chinese nuclear weapon capability and delivery means have thus far
been vulnerable to possible Russian and American strikes. When their
second strike capability improves, there may be a willingness to flex their
nuclear muscle. This is speculative, and the Chinese may be serious in
their claims that they will not use nuclear blackmail to achieve foreign
policy goals. However, planners in other countries have to be cautious
and not accept these statements at face value. As long as the capabilities
remain, intentions can change overnight.

China had stated that it would not join any strategic arms reduction
talks with the super powers till they first reduced their arsenals to fifty
percent of the then existing levels. China now says that it would enter
arms control talks when the big two reduce to the Chinese level of
nuclear weapons, and in the meantime, it goes on defiantly with nuclear
testing,

I judge that the following summarize China’s aims:

« Be in the major league of world powers, by right and not accepted
grudgingly as an "also ran."

» Become near-coequal in nuclear arsenals generally, if not yet in
total military terms.

Keep the number of nuclear weapon powers in the world restricted
to the present five, but not make common cause with the USA in this
regard, if that country thwarts Chinese ambitions of becoming gradually
coequal. The enlargement of the nuclear club might serve Chinese tactical
aims of obtaining better leverage vis-a-vis the USA.

India

India has an unresolved border problem with China. Pakistan and India
have fought three major wars and have yet to resolve the Kashmir
problem. India’s security problem is not limited to a bilateral Indo-
Pakistan one. The threat from China has also to be taken into account.
In the absence of credible international or big power guarantees, India
judges that it needs both a nuclear and a conventional minimum
capability to deter both China and Pakistan.

There might be some strengthening and restructuring of the United
Nations. But, there is serious doubt in Indias to whether, in the next
decade, it would be objective enough and reliable enough in maintaining
international peace and order, and in effectively safeguarding the interests
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of all the members. Big power guarantees, such as they are, have very
little credibility in India.

India and China have a border problem. Neither side has shown any
intent of solving the border question by force of arms over the last three
decades. However, Soviet constraints that operated in the past are no
longer there. With the present balance of deployable conventional forces
on the high Himalayan border, India can take care of any Chinese
conventional threat (because of logistics on the Chinese side) as long as
the Chinese do not have a one-sided nuclear advantage. Even if there is
a strategic break through, terrain and climate will guarantee that unless
the Chinese can totally capture the whole of India within the non-winter
months—a virtual impossibility—they cannot make any deep foray into
the plains of India and defend it successfully through the winter months.
So, the strategic Chinese threat would more likely be nuclear blackmail.
However, if the Chinese were to face a very adverse tactical situation in
a border war and feel a threat to Tibet, there could be a nuclear threat to
India. The targets could be tactical and strategic or only tactical, the latter
being more likely. If the Chinese use only tactical nuclear weapons,
India would do likewise on a quid pro quo basis. For the future, as long
as both sides are aware that the other would be no pushover militarily and
clear deterrent signals exist, the chances are that the border question
would be resolved by negotiations involving give and take.

Pakistan

In Pakistan and India, there are broadly three schools of thought
concerning mutual relations. The first believes the worst; that the other
country is devious and untrustworthy besides being unreconciled to the
very existence of the other. Hence, attempting to find peaceful and
lasting solutions will be impossible; the only possible course will be to
remain in a wary adversarial stand-off or undo the other country. Many
in this group are misguided by propaganda, with some cynically pushing
this line because of its value in domestic politics. This kind of thinking
produced the three rounds of war between the two countries. Such wars
in pursuit of policy might have appeared affordable in the past.
However, today with both countries de facto nuclear, such wars have the
potential of devastating India, and destroying Pakistan.



REGIONAL CHALLENGES ' 59

The second group consists of "do-gooders” who believe
that if only we can side-line the wicked ruling elites, and enable large
scale contacts between the two peoples, our countries can make up
tomorrow moming! This group contains true idealists who abhor all and
loathe nuclear weapons; some who are soft in the head; and a few who
exploit this line cynically for their own purposes.

The third group is nascent in India and Pakistan. It
consists of realists who have studied nuclear doctrine as enunciated by the
big powers and believes that a fair, honorable and peaceful solution of all
problems between the two countries is possible. It believes that even
conventional war might lead to nuclear weapons use, and is no ionger an
option that can be lightly chosen by decision makers. This group feels
that nuclear deterrence, in the interim, will add to stability and peace and
that the only salvation is for both countries to follow policies of
cooperation and not confrontation. I agree with this third school of
thought.

At this juncture of UN efficacy (or, rather, the lack of it), only
nuclear weapons would ensure the ability of Pakistan to live in security
and with honor with an India seen as permanently hostile and with greater
conventional power potential. Hence, that is its aim. Unless there are
credible international and big power guarantees Pakistan quite rightly, in
my opinion, would not give up a nuclear option.

Viability of a Doctrine of Nuclear Minimum
Deterrence in South Asia

A mutual minimum nuclear deterrent will act as a stabilizing factor.
Pakistan will see it as counteracting India’s superior conventional power
potential and providing a more level playing field. The chances of
conventional war between the two will be less than before. As Kenneth
N. Waltz puts it, "Conventional wars fought by countries that do not have
nuclear weapons are likelier than conventional or nuclear wars fought by
countries that have nuclear weapons."’

Assumed Indian Nuclear Doctrine?

India’s nuclear doctrine is based on the following premises:
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+ Nuclear weapons can only be deterred by nuclear weapons.

o Minimum deterrence is adequate.

There is no need to match any adversary in the number of weapons,
nor yields nor types of weapons, nor of achieving superiority as long as
there is an assured capability of a second strike that can inflict
unacceptable damage. Hence, a nuclear arms race is counterproductive.

At the tactical level also, the philosophy is nuclear deterrence.
Tactical nuclear weapons are not regarded as automatically usable as the
big powers used to think in the Fifties. The intention is to deter the
adversary from making first use of tactical nuclear weapons, and thus
gaining a battle-field advantage. In case this fails, the second strike will
not be on tactical point targets but on area targets that abound in the
combat zone. Most of these are optimally attacked by weapons of yields
of 10 to 20 Kt fired as low air bursts (producing hardly any fall out).
Hence, there is no need for unique tactical nuclear weapons to be
produced. There is also no need for producing expensive, miniaturized
sub-kiloton warheads to be fired, for example, from artillery. Such a
requirement would only exist if they are to be used in war-fighting for
giving close support to troops, whilst ensuring requisite safety.

Finally, I have also assumed that with no aim of changing the status
quo, and with only deterrence that we are aiming for, Indian policy will
be one of no first use of nuclear weapons. A declaration of no first use
does not take away the fundamental right of a nation to defend itself by
all means at its disposal when its very survival is in jeopardy. What it
does do is to forswear brinkmanship in the very early stages of a conflict.
This adds to stability and would be in the interests of all.

Western analysts have quite naturally been steeped in super- power
nuclear doctrine, and most of them use scaled down versions of super
power-doctrine for the developing world. Applying this, they assert that
the spread of nuclear weapons to conflict prone areas like South Asia,
will increase the likelihood of nuclear weapons use in war’. A few have
articulated a contrary view, that the spread of nuclear weapons may
indeed increase stability, rather than threaten international peace. Kenneth
N. Waltz is the best known exponent of this theory of stable nuclear
deterrence* and others have supported parts of his theories, if not the
totality.’

Many weaknesses are attributed to SNP. The human ones are crazy
or marginally competent political leaderships, a lack of knowledge
leading to over-insurance and over-reaction, and teeming populations
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simmering with discontent tempting their rulers into popular but
irresponsible acts. Structural weaknesses are poor political organization,
a lack of checks and balances, a small nuclear force that may not survive
a nuclear first strike against it, thereby encouraging a "use before you
lose" attitude, likelihood of loss of nuclear weapons by theft or hijack to
terrorists, and finally, weak safeguards against accidental explosions.
Technological weaknesses are low levels of reliability, rudimentary
Command, Control, Communications and Intelligence (C’I), and weak
controls leading to the "mad colonel” carrying out an unauthorized attack.
Finally, there were so many false alarms in spite of the sophisticated
surveillance systems in the West, that SNP systems put together with
scotch tape and chewing gum invite disaster.

This listing appears formidable, but has never been argued against the
background of a broad minimum deterrence doctrine. Discussions
degenerate into theological harangues from the West, indignantly dubbed
by the third world analyst as racist! Many young scholars, without cold
war intellectual baggage, such as Devin T. Hagerty, argue that both the
"proliferation is dangerous” school and the "more may be better" school,
rest their arguments on "logics" that "...are ultimately inadequate, because
neither yields compelling explanations of the consequences of nuclear
proliferation."® He argues that, "The two countries continue to feel their
usual assortment of imperatives toward conflict, like the insurgency in
Kashmir, but nuclear weapon capabilities introduce a new set of
incentives to cooperate. Among these are the desire to avoid mutual
devastation....The fear of escalation is thus factored into political
calculations: faced with this risk, states are more cautious and more
prudent than they otherwise would be."” Having occupied a ring side seat
for many years at the center of Indian decision making, I intuitively feel
that Hagerty is right in his reading of the South Asian situation.

The Inner Ring—China, India and Pakistan

While some are prepared to concede for the purposes of discussion that
minimum deterrence might be effective in the India-Pakistan relationship,
most continue to be skeptical about its effectiveness in an India-China
scenario. This skepticism is usually based on a few assumptions. First,
that a comparatively minuscule nuclear arsenal that India might field can
in no way survive a Chinese first strike and hence can be no deterrent.
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Second, that even if some weapons survive, not much damage can be
done by a few fission weapons when compared with the Chinese
thermonuclear capability. Third, that in view of the foregoing, the fielding
of such a puny nuclear force by India, far from adding to the security of
India, would indeed increase its insecurity. An irate China may well
target India, and hence India should desist. Targeting or retargeting can
be done reasonably easily at any time; so whether one is targeted or not
does not have much meaning per se. We are perhaps already targeted
and have been so for quite some time. Why would the Chinese want to
fire nuclear weapons at us; just because we are supposed to have
deployed some nuclear weapons that have the range to reach China?
That is absurd. There must be some strong reason to make the Chinese
want to do so. If we are foolish enough to attack them first with nuclear
weapons, they would certainly retaliate. If we attack them
conventionally, in Tibet say, and create a situation so critical that they
cannot handle it conventionally, they may use or threaten to use nuclear
weapons. They may also threaten to use them as part of coercive
diplomacy or nuclear blackmail, especially if we remain non-nuclear.
Whatever the cause, are they more likely to use them if we are able to
retaliate and do some damage to them subsequently, or if we are totally
incapable of retaliating?

The survivability of an adequate Indian second strike is highly
probable if we adopt rail mobile modes of deployment, with adequate
dummies incorporated. In the event the Indians are content to remain in
an "unweaponized" and "undeployed" state of existential deterrence, it is
not just a question of needles in haystacks, but parts of many needles in
many haystacks which might be brought together when required within
hours to days, to form needles in yet many more different haystacks.
Kenneth Waltz writes, that a preemptive first strike would be effective,
".only if the would-be attacker knows that the intended victim’s
warheads are few in number, knows their exact number and locations, and
knows that they will not be moved or fired before they are struck. To
know all of these things and to know that you know them for sure, is
exceedingly difficult."® With any such deployment, an Indian planner
may not have the degree of assurance that he would like about the
survival of his second strike. However, with such a deployment no
Chinese planner can be certain that no Indian second strike will survive
to devastate a few major Chinese cifies. There will be enormous
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reluctance to go for such a Chinese first strike. That is what deterrence
is all about,

Doubts have been expressed regarding the efficacy of a few fission
weapons against a more massive thermonuclear capability.” Writing about
both these aspects, Waltz says, "Why compare weapons with weapons
when they are not to be used against each other, but against cities that
cannot counter them? China may need quite a bit to deter Russia, but
India needs little to deter China. What issue between the latter two could
justify the Chinese Ieadership risking a city or two? .... We know from
experience or the Japanese do, how devastating small yield plutonium
weapons of between 14 and 20 kilotons can be."'

The Outer Ring

The Geopolitical Threat

The nuclear weapon capable countries in the outer ring are Khazakstan,
Israel and South Africa. Of these, South Africa claims to have
dismantled its nuciear weapons, and Khazakstan has declared its intention
to adhere to the NPT as a non-nuclear weapon power. India hopes that
both these do happen. I do not think that India sees any threat in the
Israeli possession of nuclear weapons, even though its missiles may have,
or have in the future, the range to reach Indian targets.

The other potential candidates for proliferation in West Asia are Iraq
and Iran. Saudi Arabia has nuclear capable missiles (sold by China) that
can reach India, but as yet no nuclear weapon capabilities. In East Asia,
the North Korean drive towards nuclear weapons, unless halted or capped,
might lead to the following alternatives in the Korean peninsula: nuclear
weapon armed North and a South with a nuclear weapon capability or at
least an autonomous full nuclear fuel cycle, or a united Korea with
nuclear weapons. This in part, and an unbridled vertical proliferation on
the part of China, might more certainly propel Japan towards reexamining
its nuclear weapon policy. On top of this, any weakening or perceived
weakening of the USA’s extended nuclear deterrence in defense of Japan
will almost certainly push Japan towards producing its own nuclear
weapons and ballistic missiles. It is true that Japan has been the only
unfortunate target of nuclear weapons thus far, but faith in Japan’s
perpetual sainthood is not too strong in Asia. The memories of World
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War I are still very vivid. In South East Asia, a possible proliferant is
Indonesia. It might be driven by vertical proliferation by China, or
horizontal proliferation in the Korean peninsula and Japan. If all this
were to occur, India would be generally uneasy, but is still unlikely to
feel any big threat geopoliticaily.

The Psychological Threat

Though clinically looked at, geopolitics may allay a sense of threat,
psychological reasons may supervene and color threat perceptions. Indian
allergy to fundamentalist Islam, reinforced by the Chinese sale of missiles
to Saudi Arabia, Iran, Pakistan, etc., would play a part. It would almost
appear that Professor Samuel P. Huntington’s prophecy regarding the
accommodation between the Confucian and the Islamic worlds is indeed
being fulfilled.!! The threat would appear to be most from rabid
fundamentalist regimes with Iran leading the pack, and at the other
extreme a non-fundamentalist Indonesia posing no threat for the present.
However, the recent upsurge in fundamentalism in Indonesia is
worrisome.

Effects of Proliferated Threats
on Minimum Deterrence

If proliferation occurs, whether it is little or much, how would it affect
SNP doctrines of minimum deterrence, with special reference to the
Indian doctrine? Would a larger number of possible nuclear adversaries,
severally or in varying combinations and alliances, compel or induce
increases in nuclear stockpiles? If increases occur would they be modest
or open-ended? In short would it lead to a spiraling Asian nuclear arms
race? These are pertinent questions and have to be addressed. Not much
literature exists on these subjects, and I will do my best to think them
through.

Before analyzing this, Iet me ponder for a moment on the likelihood
of alliances forming, and taking conjoint or orchestrated nuclear action
against a nuclear adversary. We have all been used to the idea of
alliances in the pre-nuclear era, fighting either powerful single countries
or adversary alliances. In the post-nuclear era also alliances did face off,
but did not fight. These post nuclear alliances were also qualitatively



REGIONAL CHALLENGES 65

different. These alliances had two preeminent superpowers leading them.
On the side of the Warsaw Pact, only the USSR had nuclear weapons and
controlled their use. In the case of NATO too, this was essentially so
with control resting with the United States, although the token British
deterrent (and later the French force-de-frappe) did make a theoretical
difference, although none in practical terms to the supreme control of the
U.S.A. These were, therefore, not truly alliances of equal states, with
equal states in an alliance defined thus—States all and each of which
could undertake activity that might trigger adversary reaction that could
cause exceedingly severe damage through nuclear weapons use to some
or all the states of their own alliance. These cold war alliances were
essentially two preeminently powerful states with adherents who were less
than equal. This bitter pill was somewhat sugar coated in NATO without
essentially changing the roles of supreme leader and camp follower. It
was stark and without any attempt at camouflage in the Warsaw Pact.
The question to be answered is: In a non super power milieu, can
meaningful alliances of nuclear weapon powers form, against other
nuclear weapon powers, given that any automatic inter-linking of the
nuclear action-reaction sequence might very probably cause unacceptable
damage to one’s own country and people? Under these circumstances,
any light hearted repetition of pre-nuclear formulas such as "an attack on
country" A, "my ally, will automatically be considered an attack on my
country” seem highly unlikely.

Even in pre-nuclear days when the scale of damage in conventional
total war was rising, one saw the extreme reluctance of say, Neville
Chamberlain’s Britain to live up to professed obligations to some of the
European powers at the cost of crossing swords with Hitler’s Germany.
As the damage potential of even conventional war rises still more with
today’s technologies, we see that the willingness to accept hurt for the
sake of altruism is palpably decreasing; one can see national reluctance
even on the part of the so called great powers to accept damage and hurt
except possibly when their innermost core interests are threatened.
Further, even the perceived extent of the innermost core interest is
shrinking. For the present, tightly knit coalitions are most unlikely to
form in a multipolar world of somewhat autonomous nuclear powers to
confront other nuclear powers. There may be coalitions which form
against non- nuclear weapons states that can be lectured, coerced, and if
necessary militarily attacked without any danger of severe damage to the
homeland of the "avengers." It is quite possible that loose groupings




66 WEAPONS OF MASS DESTRUCTION

might form which avow common aims and generally make noises about
consulting about the situation when any member is attacked, hoping
vaguely to deter the aggressor (if it is a nuclear power) without
committing themselves to any automatic nuclear action-reaction sequence
in advance.

If this be so, there would be no need for any nuclear
weapon power to assume that it needs a substantial addition to its nuclear
stockpile to deter a multiple threat from more than one adversary. The
multiple threat is most unlikely to take the form of a coordinated and
premeditated nuclear first strike, so the size of the first strike against
which survivability of the second strike has to be measured need not be
inflated to the combined might of all potential adversaries. In war
fighting, while more is generally better, in deterrence more is not better
if less is adequate. Shouid deterrence unfortunately fail and a nuclear
exchange takes place between two nuclear states, the theoretical
possibility of a third nuclear state doing a hyena-act by threatening to use
or using nuclear weapons on one of the stricken countries with whom it
had a score to settle cannot be ruled out. However, such a brazen act in
today’s world is far-fetched. Even if this kind of contingency has to be
catered for, 1 cannot imagine a steep increase in the level of nuclear
stockpiles.

U.S. Policy on Counterproliferation

American policy has so far been dominated by attempts to tackle the
supply side of proliferation without, in my opinion, conspicuous success.
There are advocates for stronger punitive measures—political,
technological, economic or even military against deviants to reinforce the
present policy. Punitive actions have a high probability of success only
in the case of nations that are below a critical size or level of key
ingredients of national power. These ingredients include geographical
spread, sizable population, natural resources, a technologically advanced
industrial economy, military power, and competent political organization.
If nations are above the critical level in these ingredients, punitive action
may for a while appear to give results, but in the long haul will be
decisively counter productive. India belongs to the latter category.
Notwithstanding the disappearance of the Soviet Union and the USA
being left as the lone super power, the state of the world is vastly



REGIONAL CHALLENGES 67

different from the period when Great Britain produced such effective
results from gun-boat diplomacy. Any U.S. attempts at emulation in
today’s world will be messy.

The demand side of the equation, the assuaging of the genuine
security concerns of potential proliferants by credible international
guarantees must get at least equal emphasis, if not priority over the
supply side. This must be accompanied by such Confidence Building
Measures (CBM) initiated by the "nuclear haves" led by the U.S., as:

« A genuine and credible effort on the part of the U.S.A. to reduce
its own nuclear arsenals to drastically lower levels than presently
contemplated, and to persuade the four other legalized nuclear weapon
powers to follow suit.

« A non discriminatory universal comprehensive Test Ban Treaty
(CTBT), with no loop-holes for the privileged.

« A universal cut off of weapon grade fissile material production,
with non-discriminatory inspections.

» A No First Use declaration by all nuclear weapon powers. There
are understandable reservations on this in the U.S.A. These could be
overcome by ensuring that the declaration does not preclude nuclear
retaliation against any country making proven first use of chemical
weapons. In all other cases, the right to first use could be subject to prior
UN approval.

I believe that India would fully support CTBT and fissile material cut
off, if the regimes are non-discriminatory and leave no loop-holes for
anyone. When these effective and non- discriminatory inspections are in
place, India (and Pakistan) could agree to capping their nuclear weapon
capability. This does not mean a roll back or dismantling of the
capability to deploy and use nuclear weapons at short notice. A roll back
and dismantling will have to wait for universal nuclear disarmament. It
could mean capping the future production of weapons grade fissile
material, that would, in turn, limit the size of potential nuclear arsenals
of both India and Pakistan, and thus prevent a nuclear arms race.

The Indian short range Prithvi missile is undoubtedly dual capable,
as are many fighter-bombers in the inventory of both India and Pakistan
are. I do not see any pressures to decommission these fighter-bombers in
South Asia! The conventional warheads of the Prithvi include top attack
anti-tank munitions, for example. Non-deployment of this missile, in
which India has invested resources over many years, would seriously
compromise India’s anti-tank capabilities, because this system had an
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allotted role in the total anti-tank function. Similar imbalances would
occur in other conventional functions as well. Hence non-deployment of
the Prithvi would not be acceptable to India. I believe that neither India
nor for that matter the U.S.A. should make heavy weather of Pakistan
obtaining, developing or deploying short range missiles. This would only
make the undeclared minimum nuclear deterrence that is present in South
Asia more stable.

The Agni (IRBM), on the other hand, only makes sense with a
nuclear warhead. It will have the reach to cover much of mainland
China, and without it India would have no minimum deterrence vis-a-vis
China, as Indian fighter-bombers can only reach Tibet. India would
never accept limitations to Agni development now. Waiting to do so
after being hit by a Chinese first strike would be too late. Non-
deployment may be negotiable, but not non-development. 1 also believe
that India would desist from developing an ICBM that would have the
range to reach CONUS.

Chemical Warfare (CW)

I intend to address here a hoary and much touted belief that CW is a poor
man’s answer to an adversary’s nuclear capability. The assumption is that
the non-nuclear country is either technologically, industrially or
economically incapable of producing nuclear weapons, or that the threat
has come upon it so suddenly that there is inadequate time to produce
nuclear weapons. If the non-nuclear power uses its CW capability before
the other side uses its nuclear capability, there has to be the presumption
of almost certain nuclear retaliation. It can be argued that this fear of
escalation into nuclear response was what deterred Saddam Hussein from
making first use of CW either against Isracli strategic targets or on
tactical targets in the combat zone during the gulf war.

Let us assume that minimum nuclear deterrence is operating mutually
in the South Asian context. This might be unweaponized and undeployed
by Western definition. However, as long as all parties are understood to
be capable of retaliation within a matter of hours, the first use of CW by
any country seems most unlikely since the recipient of chemical attack is
almost certain to retaliate by makin