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New Approaches to Nuclear 
Proliferation Policy 

Joseph S. Nye, Jr. 
Nuclear proliferation is not one but a complex of problems. One relates to the collapse of 
the Soviet Union and its effect on the spread of nuclear weapons and knowledge. Second, 
Iraq's violation of its Non-Proliferation Treaty obligation has exposed certain weaknesses 
in the traditional regime of multilateral nonproliferation institutions and treaties. Third, 
Pakistan's achievement of a nuclear weapons capability in the late 1980s brings the 
postproliferation question to the forefront in South Asia. There is no single solution to this 
complex set of problems, but the beginning of wisdom is to build upon the successes of 
the past, add new policy procedures, and, above all, increase the priority given to the issue. 
Otherwise, we may be faced with the ironic outcome that the widely welcomed end of the 
Cold War may increase the prospect of nuclear use. 

h the aftermath of the Cold War and the 
Gulf War, the problem of nuclear prolifer- 
ation has risen to new prominence. The 
end of the Cold War has reduced the risk of 
a large-scale nuclear war, but it has also 
reduced control by the superpowers. Not 
only has the disintegration of the Soviet 
Union removed Soviet control over its 
client states, but it has also raised the 
question of how many nuclear states will 
succeed it. The Gulf War showed that Iraq, 
in violation of its obligations under the 
Non-Proliferation Treaty (NPT) , had a 
massive program to develop nuclear weap- 
ons. The successful Iraqi deception raised 
questions about the adequacy of national 
intelligence efforts as well as of the Inter- 
national Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA) 
inspection system. Now there are questions 
about North Korea approaching a nuclear 
weapons capability. 

The 1990s will see three major problems 
in nonproliferation policy. One is the tra- 
ditional problem of slowing the rate of 
spread of nuclear weapons to additional 
countries such as Iraq and North Korea. 
The second revolves around what to do 
after proliferation has taken place in regions 
such as South Asia and the Middle East. 

The author is Director of the Center for International 
Affairs, Haward University, Cambridge, MA 02138. 

The third set of problems relates to the 
disintegration of the Soviet Union and its 
effect on the spread of nuclear weapons and 
knowledge. Each poses separate problems 
and questions about appropriate policy 
goals. 

Policy Objectives 

A policy to slow the spread of nuclear 
weapons is costly in terms of the friction it 
can create with other countries: witness the 
ill will created by the suspension of Amer- 
ican economic and militam aid to Pakistan. 
It is not surprising that skeptics raise ques- 
tions about costs. Some ~olitical scientists 
even argue that nonproliferation policy may 
have the wrong intent (1 ) .  If nuclear weap- 
ons produced prudence between the super- 
powers during the Cold War, could they 
not do the same for other pairs of nations, 
such as Argentina and Brazil, India and 
Pakistan, and Israel and its Arab neighbors? 

There are several reasons to doubt such 
general replicability. Statistics show a much 
higher incidence of governmental break- 
down through military coups and civil wars 
in many of the areas where nuclear weapons 
might spread. In addition, new nuclear 
weaDons states mieht not be able to build - 
enough survivable weapons to be confident 
of assured second-strike capability and thus 

might increase the risk of preemptive attack 
by frightened neighbors. Few of the new 
nuclear powers could develop the elaborate 
system of command and control, the special 
safety devices, or the satellite verification 
that reduced the risk of nuclear war be- 
tween the superpowers. Nuclear stability 
between the superpowers involved a long 
learning process ( 2 ) .  Opposition to nuclear 
proliferation is, therefore, not a question of 
elitism or racism. Some regional situations 
might see stable nuclear deterrence, but in 
many the risks of nuclear instability would 
be high. As more countries develop nuclear 
weapons, the probability of their use in war 
increases, as does the probability of their 
leakage into unauthorized hands or to ter- 
rorist groups. 

A second sort of ske~ticism about non- 
proliferation policy doubts not its value but 
its feasibility. With time, technology 
spreads, and nuclear weaponry is a half- 
century-old technology. As the aphorism 
goes, "the horse is out of the barn." But 
such metaphors do a disservice to clear 
thinking about policy objectives. It matters 
how many horses are out of the barn and 
the speed at which they run. If the poliey 
objective is to prevent any spread of tec $1- nology, then the situation is hopeless. But 
if the policy objective is to slow the rate pf 
spread so as to manage the destabilizing 
effects, there has been considerable succes's. 
Nearly 40 countries have the technical and 
economic ca~abilities to ~roduce nuclear 
weapons, but fewer than a quarter of this 
number have done so. This is a sharp 
contrast to President John F. Kennedy's 
1963 mediction of a world in the 1970s 
with 15 to 25 nuclear weapons states pre- 
senting "the greatest possible danger" (3). 

The United States built the first atomic 
bomb in 1945, followed by the Soviet 
Union in 1949, Britain in 1952, France in 
1960, and China in 1964. Israel probably 
developed its covert capability in the late 
1960s, and in 1974 India detonated what it 
called a ~eaceful nuclear device. Since then 
the rate of proliferation has slowed, with 
only two potential cases. Pakistan probably 
completed a nuclear weapon in the late 
1980s, and some observers believe that 
South Africa developed the capability to 
build a bomb in the mid-1980s. In 1991, 
however, South Africa renounced any am- 
bition to become a nuclear weapons state, 
adhered to the NPT, and agreed to inter- 
national inspections. 

A number of countries have started but 
given up nuclear weapons programs, in part 
because of external pressure, but in large 
part because of the development of a regime 
of norms and conventions that have rein- 
forced the attitude against the spread of 
nuclear weapons (4). Libya has been trying 
to develop nuclear weapons since the 
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1970s, but it has been held back by its 
inadequate human infrastructure and by 
international rules and treaties that have 
inhibited its ability to purchase critical 
technology or weapons. In some cases, 
countries that seemed set for a nuclear arms 
race have desisted. For example, in the 
1970s Brazil and Argentina both an- 
nounced plans to develop facilities for en- 
richment and reprocessing that could pro- 
vide the fissile weapons materials of highly 
enriched uranium and plutonium. Yet a 
decade later, civilian presidents in Brazil 
and Argentina renounced plans to develop 
weapons and signed an agreement provid- 
ing for mutual inspection of each other's 
nuclear facilities (5). In short, history 
shows that buying time to manage destabi- 
lizing effects is a feasible policy objective. 

Traditional Proliferation Policy 

The United States began its efforts to re- 
strain the spread of nuclear weapons in 1946 
when it presented the Baruch Plan for inter- 
national control of nuclear technology. 
When Cold War rivalry prevented agree- 
ment. the United States turned to a ~olicv of . , 
strict secrecy, but its monopoly was broken 
by the Soviets in 1949 and the British 3 
years later. In 1953, President Eisenhower 
changed the policy by announcing an "at- 
oms for peace" program, which pledged U.S. 
assistance in promoting nuclear technology 
to other nations in return for their ~romise 
not to use that assistance for military purpos- 
es. In 1957, the IAEA was created to ad- 
minister safeguards over peaceful nuclear 
facilities. These safeguards include automat- 
ic monitors, surveillance cameras, and regu- 
lar visits by international inspectors. The 
IAEA currently has 200 inspectors, who 
together make more than 1000 visits each 
vear. but their mission has been defined , , 

purely in terms of preventing diversion from 
declared civilian nuclear facilities. 

A nonproliferation treaty was negotiated 
in the United Nations in the mid-1960s 
and entered into force in 1970. Under the 
NIT, the nonnuclear states undertook not 
to transfer or receive any nuclear weapons 
and to submit all of their nuclear facilities 
to IAEA safeguards. The nuclear weapons 
states promised "the fullest possible ex- 
change" of nuclear technology, provision of 
the potential benefits of any peaceful appli- 
cation of nuclear explosions, and good-faith 
negotiations on effective arms control and 
disarmament measures. Several significant 
holdout states, including China, France, 
South Africa, Argentina, Brazil, India, Is- 
rael, Pakistan, and Algeria, complained 
about the treaty's discrimination between 
nuclear haves and have-nots and refused to 
sign. In 1991, however, France, China, 
and South Africa reversed their positions, 

and 144 states have adhered to the NPT. 
In 1974. India used ~eaceful nuclear -, 

assistance from Canada and the United 
States to ~roduce ~lutonium for a nuclear 
explosion. The "atoms for peace" agree- 
ment with India had been looselv written to 
permit peaceful uses but not' excluding 
"peaceful explosions." The Indian test 
made suppliers more conscious of the fact 
that weapons and peaceful technology 
could not be easily insulated from each 
other. The result was the establishment of 
the Nuclear Suppliers Group (NSG), 
which published strict guidelines for nucle- 
ar commerce in 1978. Its 15 members, 
spanning the Cold War divide, agreed to 
exercise restraint in ex~orting enrichment - 
and reprocessing technology, to safeguard 
all exports, and to consult in the cases that 
might require sanctions. 

At the NPT review conferences held 
every 5 years, nonweapons states have com- 
plained that the nuclear powers have slowed 
the transfer of technology and have not 
agreed to a comprehensive test ban as a 
disarmament measure. Such issues are likely 
to arise at the 1995 conference, at which a 
majority of states must vote to extend the 
treaty. Despite such frictions, the NPT has 
succeeded in reinforcing the global presump- 
tion that proliferation is bad and that prolif- 
erators must pay some political costs for 
floutine an international consensus. Political u 

scientists use the concept of "regime" to refer 
to the set of rules, norms, and institutions 
that govern an international issue (6). The 
basic norm in the nonproliferation regime 
reverses the a priori assumption that in a 
world of sovereign states, any measure of 
self-defense is legitimate. This regime is 
centered in the NPT, but it also includes 
institutions such as the IAEA and regional 
arrangements such as the Latin American 
Nuclear Weapons Free Zone (the Treaty of 
Tlatelolco). Regimes can affect both the 
domestic and international incentives of 
states. When proliferation is stigmatized as 
illegitimate. it is more difficult for domestic ., 
groups and bureaucracies to initiate a nucle- 
ar program. Internationally, treaty obliga- 
tions make a nuclear program more costly to 
the state that violates its undertakings and 
provides a base for others to impose sanc- 
tions. Even in cases where a state is not a 
member of the NFT. sanctions can have 
some effect. For example, India's nuclear 
power program was severely set back by 
sanctions imposed by Canada, the United 
States, and Japan after the Indian explosion. 

The Status of the 
Nonproliferation Regime 

The current situation of the nonprolifera- 
tion regime is mixed. In 1991, nuclear 
suppliers met to tighten controls on the 

dual-use technologies that may be used for 
both nuclear weapons and civilian purpos- 
es, and Britain and France declared that 
they, like most major supplier countries, 
would require that any recipient state must 
place all of its nuclear facilities under IAEA 
safeguards, not merely those facilities that 
involve transferred materials. Also in 199 1, 
after Iraq's defeat in the Gulf War, U.N. 
Security Council Resolution 687 provided 
for intrusive inspection and dismantlement 
of Iraq's facilities. 

On the other hand. the U.N. ins~ec- 
tions showed that a state that wants to 
cheat on its NPT obligations can make 
major progress in a nuclear weapons pro- 
gram. Iraq was long suspected of harboring 
nuclear weapons ambitions. Indeed, such 
fears led Israel to bomb the French-supplied 
research reactor at Tuwaitha in 1981. Most 
Western intelligence analysts, however, be- 
lieved that Iraq was some 5 to 10 years away 
from being able to produce nuclear weap- 
ons. The U.N. inspection teams publicized 
the true scale of the Iraqi nuclear program 
as well as documents establishine the inten- - 
tion to develop nuclear weapons. Iraq's 
nuclear program is estimated to have em- 
ployed 10,000 or more scientists, techni- 
cians, and other workers and to have cost 
some $10 billion during the 1980s (7). 
Some members of the U.N. inspection 
team stated that Iraa mav have been as . > 

little as a year away from a nuclear weapon, 
although some American weapons scien- 
tists believe that 2 to 3 years is a more 
accurate estimate. In either case, Iraq was 
closer to a nuclear weapons capability than 
the consensus intelligence prediction, and 
the size of its covert program eluded outside 
estimates. 

Inspectors in Iraq found foreign-made 
machines and tools to make gas centrifuges 
as well as two carbon-fiber centrifuges that 
had been successfully tested. In aidition, 
they found a major electromagnetic isotope 
separation program similar to the calutrons 
that were used by the United States in the 
early stages of its efforts to enrich uranium 
for the first nuclear weapon. They also 
discovered large quantities of uranium tet- 
rafluoride, the chemical used in the cal- 
utron process, uranium hexafluoride, a gas 
used to make enriched uranium, and HMX, 
a high explosive used in detonating nuclear 
warheads. The inspectors also found nucle- 
ar weapon parts, including firing circuits, 
shaped explosive charges, and foreign-made 
machine tools used to produce them. The 
IAEA had visited the foreign-supplied re- 
search reactors on a regular basis and certi- 
fied that their highly enriched fuel was 
properly accounted for. Yet even at the 
Tuwaitha Research Center, which was sub- 
ject to IAEA inspection, Iraq had violated 
its safeguards agreement by secretly isolat- 
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ing a (militarily insignificant) 3 grams of 
plutonium (8). 

The scale of Iraq's deception has led 
observers to wonder if other countries have 
similar surprises in store. The case that has 
aroused the greatest concern is North Ko- 
rea, which signed the NPT in 1985 but 
refused to permit IAEA inspectors to visit 
its nuclear facilities. North Korea aigued 
that it would not sign the safeguards agree- 
ment as long as the United States stationed 
nuclear weapons in South Korea. After 
President Bush's October 1991 announce- 
ment of the removal of American nuclear 
weapons from South Korea, North Korea 
signed an IAEA safeguards agreement in 
1992 but continued to find excuses to delay 
and restrict inspection. North Korea's nu- 
clear program includes two gas graphite 
reactors ideally suited for production of 
plutonium and a large unfinished facility at 
Yongbyon, which could be a reprocessing 
plant for extracting plutonium from the 
spent reactor fuel (9). Some analysts be- 
lieve that such a plant could provide 
enough plutonium for a bomb within 1 or 2 
years; others believe that a longer time 
would be required. South Korean President 
Roh Tae Wu offered to make the Korean 
peninsula a nuclear-free zone, and the two 
sides agreed to mutual inspections, but 
North Korea insisted on restricting the 
locations. Japan indicated to North Korea 
that it must allow international inspection 
and dismantle part of its nuclear plant before 
Japan would provide foreign aid, and U.S. 
diplomats encouraged China to press North 
Korea into opening its facilities to inspection 
(1 0). Economic sanctions and military pre- 
emptive strikes against North Korean facili- 
ties have been discussed, but North Korea 
has little foreign trade, and South Korean 
officials wony about military retaliation 
against Seoul, which is only 35 miles south 
of the North Korean border (1 1). 

The United States has also pressed Chi- 
na to be more restrictive in its nuclear 
export policy. China is not a member of the 
NSG, and it is widely believed that China 
supplied Pakistan with the design for a 
nuclear weapon as well as with important 
technologies. There has also been concern 
over Chinese exports to Algeria and Iran. 
In Algeria, China supplied a research reac- 
tor, which was not alarming except for the 
secrecy with which the deal was arranged. 
China also agreed to sell a single calutron to 
Iran, as well as a small research reactor. 

Although not of major significance them- 
selves, they still aroused concern given the 
change in Iran's approach to nuclear tech- 
nology. In the 1970s, the Shah of Iran had 
a major nuclear energy program that was 
largely dismantled during the Islamic Rev- 
olution in 1978. Iran's nearly completed 
power reactors were badly damaged in the 
Iran-Iraq War, but the war also renewed 
Iran's interest in obtaining nuclear technol- 
ogy. As President Hashemi Rafsanjani de- 
clared in 1988, "we should fully equip 
ourselves both in the offensive and defen- 
sive use of chemical, bacteriological, and 
radiological weapons. From now on, you 
should make use of the opportunity and 
perform the tasks" (12). Iran has adhered to 
the NPT; Algeria has not. 

The Postproliferation Problem 

Governments are uncomfortable in dealing 
with the postproliferation problem, so they 
try to ignore it. Given the dangers of 
nuclear weapons being used in an unautho- 
rized fashion or falling into the hands of 
terrorists, it might seem appropriate to pro- 
vide technical assistance to new weapons 
states to im~rove their command and con- 
trol systems. Yet doing so might appear to 
reward the proliferator and thus weaken the 
deterrent effect of the regime on other 
states. The policy dilemma is analogous to 
distributing clean needles to drug addicts in 
an effort to prevent AIDS. The problem is 
complicated by the fact that in the Middle 
East and South Asia, the two areas where 
proliferation has occurred since the signing 
of the NPT. it has not been o~enlv ac- . , 
knowledged. Israel is suspected of having 
develo~ed an arsenal of about 100 nuclear 
weapons, but its declaratory policy is that it 
will not be the first to introduce nuclear 
weapons into the Middle East. It has main- 
tained this policy even after nuclear tech- 
nician Mordecai Vanunu disclosed Israeli 
nuclear secrets to a British newspaper in 
1986 (13). Israeli strategists believe that 
the diplomatic fiction reduces incentives for 
Israel's Arab neighbors to follow suit and 
avoids complications with the United 
States. which has to a laree extent turned a - 
blind eye to Israel's nuclear program. 

The other region of covert proliferation 
is South Asia. One of Pakistan's top nuclear 
scientists, Abdul Qadeer Khan, has said 
that whether anyone believed it or not, 
Pakistan has become a nuclear power and is 
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now concentrating on manufacturing so- 
phisticated arms to fill its requirements 
(14). In spite of Pakistani government de- 
nials that it was developing nuclear weap- 
ons, the United States cut off economic aid 
to Pakistan in 1990 when President Bush 
was unable to certify to Congress that Paki- 
stan did not possess nuclear weapons. India, 
on the other hand, exploded a nuclear 
device in 1974, but there is little public 
evidence that India has gone on to deploy a 
nuclear weaDons arsenal. India has done 
enough preliminary work and separated 
enough plutonium to be able to develop an 
arsenal within a relatively short period, but 
it may have chosen not to do so. 

One of the dilemmas of postproliferation 
policy is whether to encourage or discour- 
age the covert nature of the new weapons 
programs. The diplomatic fiction of being a 
nonweaDons state makes it more difficult for 
a new nuclear country to deploy nuclear 
weapons in war-fighting postures. This in 
turn may make it more likely that the 
weapons will be kept under tight central 
control. As another aphorism goes, "better 
a bomb in the basement than bombs spread 
all over the front lines." In cases like that of 
India, a short waiting period before the 
assembly of weapons may add to stability in 
a time of crisis as well as greater robustness 
aeainst loss or theft. On the other hand, - 
because the nuclear programs are secret, 
countries are not compelled to state a for- 
mal nuclear doctrine to make clear what 
kinds of events, military or otherwise, 
might provoke nuclear use. Secrecy may 
retard nuclear learning. General K. 
Sundarji, India's retired Chief of Army 
Staff, argues that "lack of doctrine is a very 
dangerous thing. The Indian High Com- 
mand must think through that they should 
not go past a certain threshold, but they 
cannot be sure what Pakistan thinks the 
threshold is. One must go with impressions 
and guesses" (1 5) .  

Another policy issue after proliferation 
is the relation of nuclear testing to ad- - 
vanced weapons design. Proliferation is 
more like a staircase than a cliff. While the 
first explosion is a clear signal in terms of 
the NPT, there are still a number of signif- 
icant steps before a country has a modem, 
deliverable arsenal (Fig. 1). By using trit- 
ium to boost the vield of fission devices or 
by developing thermonuclear weapons, 
countries can reduce the size of their weaD- 
ons and thereby increase their deliverabil- 
ity. While new proliferators can generally 
have a fair degree of confidence in their 
ability to explode a fission device without 
testing, there is greater uncertainty about 
the success or yield of a fusion device. 
Thus. di~lomatic fictions or formal test , L 

bans that inhibit testing may retard devel- 
opment of advanced nuclear devices and 
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slow the march up the nuclear staircase 
even after the initial threshold of weapons 
capability has been crossed. 

Postproliferation policy also needs to 
focus on delivery systems. In 1989, former 
CIA Director William Webster reported 
that some 15 countries mieht have the 
ability to produce ballistic Gissiles by the 
end of the century, but that estimate looks 
high (1 6). The majority of these countries 
are highly dependent upon external tech- 
nology. Only two-Israel and India-have 
significant programs to develop ballistic 
missiles with ranges beyond 1000 kilome- 
ters. In 1990, the Argentine-Egyptian- 
Iraqi Condor missile project was terminat- 
ed, in part because of the 1985 Missile 
Technology Control Regime (MTCR) , in 
which advanced countries agreed to re- 
strain export of technologies for missiles 
with ranges beyond 300 kilometers. Al- 
though 16 countries now adhere to the 
guidLlines, neither China nor the former 
Soviet Union is a member of the MTCR. 
And because of its limited membership, 
the MTCR could not provide a legal basis 
for stopping North Korea's shipment of 
Scud missiles to Iran in 1992. 

The spread of ballistic missile technol- 
ogy has raised interest in theater and 
continental ballistic missile defense. In 
1991, Congress agreed to fund 100 missile 
interceutors at Grand Forks. North Dako- 
ta, parhy in response to 'the threat of 
accidental Soviet launches and partly be- 
cause of concerns about new proliferators. 
It will probably be decades before new 
proliferators have ballistic missiles that 
could reach the United States. While 
research on ballistic missile defense makes 
sense, it should not divert attention from 
the more likelv air deliverv of nuclear 
weapons or the smuggling of nuclear weap- 
ons into American cities in commercial 
aircraft or in the holds of freighters. The 
most relevant policy responses in this dec- 
ade are improved intelligence, improved 
border monitoring, and emergency re- 
sponse procedures. Since none of these 
measures will be perfect counters, the 
difficulty of the postproliferation problem 
suggests the importance of the traditional 
policy of maintaining the nonproliferation 
regime in the first place. 

The Soviet Disintegration Problems 

The third major set of problems for prolif- 
eration policy in the 1990s relates to the 
disintegration of the Soviet Union. Empires 
have declined throughout history, but nev- 
er has the world seen the decline and 
disintegration of an empire possessing some 
30,000 nuclear weapons (1 7). Strategic 
weapons with intercontinental range were 
based in four republics: Russia, Ukraine, 

Byelorussia, and Kazakhstan, each of which 
has a large nuclear arsenal on its territory. 
Soviet tactical nuclear weapons posed even 
more of a problem, as they have been 
stationed in many more republics in the 
past (18). In September 1991, Presidents 
Bush and Gorbachev announced reci~rocal 
plans for unilateral withdrawal and destruc- 
tion of most eround-based tactical nuclear " 
weapons as well as nuclear weapons on 
surface naval ships. In January 1992, Rus- 
sian officials announced that tactical nucle- 
ar weapons had been withdrawn from most 
republics and would exist only in Russia by 
July 1992 (1 9), but Ukrainian and Kazakh 
statements have raised questions about that 
timetable. 

There are two asuects to the ~rolifera- 
tion problem caused by Soviet disintegra- 
tion. One is the number of new nuclear 
weapons states that may succeed the Soviet 
Union. An increase in the number of suc- 
cessor nuclear weapons states raises many of 
the same questions as does an increase in 
the number of new nuclear weapons states. 
Since most experience and components of 
the command and control system are locat- 
ed in Russia, there is ground for concern 
over the control capabilities of the other 
nuclear republics (20). If hostile relations 
evolve, preemption could be a problem. 
The adherence of the new states to inter- 
national arms control and proliferation ar- 
rangements, as well as the adequacy of their 
export controls, is also a concern. While 
rational deterrence optimists might argue 
that a system of stable nuclear deterrence 
among several countries may evolve in 
Central Eurasia, the risks are considerable 
in a period of revolutionary social and 
political instability. 

The second uroblem deuends not on 
the number of nuclear successor states, but 
on the political and social conditions in 
the former Soviet Union, especially in 
Russia. Command and control systems 
have technical components, but in the 
large, they are social systems embedded in 
their larger social context. If Russian so- 
ciety disintegrates, it will be impossible to 
keep nuclear control systems intact. The 
drastic condition of the post-Soviet econ- 
omies creates ereat incentives for nuclear 
leakage. Not k l y  is there a danger of 
black market sale or theft of Soviet weap- 
ons or fissile material in a time of disinte- 
gration, but even without such dire sce- 
narios, unemployed nuclear personnel are 
finding opportunities to transfer their 
skills to the proliferators at great personal 
profit. There is already a company formed 
by nuclear experts, Chetek, that is offering 
to sell nuclear explosions for commercial 
purposes. Russian experts report that rep- 
resentatives of would-be uroliferators are 
already in Moscow inquiring about the 

availability of nuclear technology compo- 
nents, and, by one account, 60 former 
Soviet scientists have left to work in 
India, Pakistan, Iraq, Iran, and Brazil 
(21). In 1992, Western countries dis- 
cussed financial assistance and the estab- 
lishment of an institute designed to keep 
former Soviet scientists from emigrating. 

Policy Responses 

Each dimension of the proliferation prob- 
lem requires different policy responses. 
The Soviet problem is the most urgent. 
With regard to the number and type of 
successor states, technical and financial 
assistance from the United States and the 
other G-7 countries can help the central 
military authorities to speed up the remov- 
al of nuclear weauons to central and inter- 
nationally monitored storage sites in Rus- 
sia. The United States should inform 
Ukraine, Byelorussia, and Kazakhstan that 
assistance will depend on their adherence 
to the NPT as nonweapons states, as well 
as on their observance of existing arms 
control agreements. The successor repub- 
lics should also be encouraged to develop 
export controls for sensitive technologies 
and to join the NSG and MTCR. Imple- 
mentation of the 1991 Strategic Arms 
Reductions Talks (START) agreements 
should focus initially on the strategic 
weapons outside the Russian republic. 
Arms control talks, technical missions, 
and nongovernmental contacts can help 
to educate the successor republics about 
the uroblems of nuclear control. 

The danger of a collapse of the com- 
mand and control svstem should be met 
with both broad andZnarrowly focused pol- 
icies. Broad policies of humanitarian and 
technical assistance.that help stave off eco- 
nomic and social chaos can be seen as 
nonproliferation policies. Specifically, out- 
side assistance can be provided in building 
new storage and deactivation sites for nu- 
clear weapons. Late in 1991, Congress ap- 
propriated $400 million that could be used 
for such purposes. It has also been suggested 
that such funds be used for projects to 
provide employment for former Soviet nu- 
clear personnel. An international role in 
monitoring weapons and fissile materials 
storage could help to diminish leakage. 
Intelligence sharing and technical cooper- 
ation with authorities charged with the 
recapture of nuclear materials from unau- 
thorized parties would also be appropriate. 

Policies for postproliferation will have 
to be tailored to the specific circumstances 
of interests and instruments in each re- 
gion, while at the same time the effect on 
the global regime will have to be consid- 
ered. In some cases, reversal may be pos- 
sible. Diplomatic pressure and domestic 
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social change may lead governments to 
reverse their policies, as in South Africa. 
At the other extreme, if a new proliferator 
threatens the peace, it may be subject to 
reversal by economic and military sanc- 
tions, as occurred in Iraq. Most cases will 
fall between these extremes. In keeping 
with the objective of slowing rates so as to 
manage destabilizing effects, postprolifera- 
tion policy should focus on discouraging 
the development of large arsenals and 
delivery systems, obtaining assurances that 
the new proliferator will not transfer nu- 
clear weapons or technology to third 
countries, and enlarging indigenous con- 
trol capabilities to prevent leakage into 
unauthorized hands. 

The bilateral policy instruments to 
achieve these goals include a mix of sticks 
and carrots such as sanctions (used in the 
case of Pakistan), security guarantees (as in 
Israel), and covert technical assistance 
(which the United States orovided to 
France). Indirect or secret assistance can 
helo to reduce the negative effects on the " 

overall regime. Multilateral instruments in- 
clude U.N. sanctions against NPT viola- - 
tors, regional confidence-building and in- 
spection measures to reduce incentives for 
conflict (often suggested for South Asia), 
and a cutoff of fissile materials production 
and monitoring of storage of fissile materials 
by the IAEA (suggested for the Middle 
East). A phased-in comprehensive test ban 
would have some cost in restricting safety 
improvements and reliability tests of our 
weapons, but it would have the benefit of 
inhibiting a proliferator's development of 
advanced weapons capabilities. 

Traditional proliferation policy must 
build upon past accomplishments with 
four types of instruments: security guaran- 
tees. technical restraints. unilateral mea- 
sures, and multilateral institutions. The 
security guarantees extended by the super- 
powers have been critically important in 
persuading many countries to forego nu- 
clear weapons. With the end of the Cold 
War, Soviet guarantees are finished, but 
U.S. guarantees to South Korea, Japan, 
and North Atlantic Treaty Organization 
(NATO) countries remain essential for an - ,  
effective nonproliferation policy. The new 
challenge will be to develoo institutions " 

such as the Conference on Security and 
Cooperation in Europe (CSCE) or extend 
expressions of NATO's concerns to fill the 
security vacuum left in Eastern Europe by 
the Soviet collapse. In light of Iraq's 
imports, technical restraints embodied in 
the Nuclear Suppliers Guidelines and the 
MTCR need to be extended to more 

dual-use items. Some states, such as Ger- 
many, have begun to tighten their export 
control legislation. Equally important will 
be seeking adherence of countries such as 
China and the post-Soviet successor 
states. Technical and legal consultations 
can help improve the implementation of 
control in Eastern Europe and former So- 
viet states. 

Unilateral oolicies include the whole 
panoply of diplomatic measures from mes- 
sages to sanctions. Perhaps the most im- 
portant unilateral measure is the gathering 
and analysis of intelligence. A much larger 
investment in targeting nonproliferation is 
needed to provide early warning and avoid 
the intelligence failures evident in the 
Iraq case. Increased gathering of human 
intelligence is particularly important. 
There is an important synergistic interac- 
tion between national intelligence efforts 
and the international inspection system. 
National intelligence can both verify the 
effectiveness of international inspection 
and alert international inspectors to prob- 
lem areas. The effectiveness of the U.N. 
special commission in Iraq depended 
heavily upon such efforts. 

Multilateral instruments include the set 
of institutions and treaties that make UD 

the nonproliferation regime. Because the 
NPT is necessary (although not sufficient) 
for an effective policy, it is essential to 
extend the treaty in 1995. Formal amend- 
ments to the NPT would open a diplomat- 
ic Pandora's box, but the regime can be 
strengthened by two practical measures: 
challenge inspections and sanctions. The 
IAEA Board of Governors has agreed to " 

extend special inspections whereby its in- 
spectors could visit suspect rather than 
only pre-agreed sites. While this is a useful 
step, it is not enough, because the IAEA 
bureaucracy has tended to define its role in 
terms of civilian nuclear power. When 
permission is refused to the IAEA or when 
NPT violations are alleged, the U.N. 
Secretary General should send a special 
group of inspectors that would report di- 
rectlv to the Securitv Council. In the Iraa 
case, the U.N. commission was able to 
communicate instantlv with the Securitv 
Council when it encduntered Iraqi resis: 
tance. The Security Council should im- 
pose mandatory sanctions under Chapter 7 
of the U.N. Charter if the resisting or 
violating NPT party refuses to allow access 
or to take remedial measures. In addition, 
the Council should oublicize the names of 
companies that violate export controls 
and should recommend nationally im- 
posed fines against them. 

Conclusion 

Nuclear proliferation is not one but a com- 
plex of problems. With the end of the Cold 
War, the decline and collapse of the Soviet 
Union have added a new set of issues. Iraq's 
violation of its NPT obligations has exposed 
certain weaknesses in the traditional regime - 
of multilateral instruments. Pakistan's 
achievement of a nuclear weapons capability 
in the late 1980s brings the postproliferation 
question to the forefront in South Asia. 
There is no single solution to this complex 
set of problems, but the beginning of wisdom 
is to build upon the existing regime, add new 
instruments such as challenge inspections 
and sanctions, and, above all, increase the 
priority given to the issue. Otherwise we 
may be faced with the ironic outcome that 
the widely welcomed end of the Cold War 
may increase the prospect of nuclear use. 
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