DEAN RUSK CENTER FOR INTERNATIONAL AND COMPARATIVE LAW*

RUSK CENTER
NEWSLETTER

May 1987

The University of Georgia, School of Law

Thomas |. Schoenbaum, Executive Director

Volume 4, Number 1
Kim Carr, Editor

Nuclear Proliferation: The Bad News and The Good News
An Excerpt from a Speech by George Quester

The Department of Government and Politics
The University of Maryland at College Park
Visiting Scholar, 1986, Dean Rusk Center

Let me lay out my initial premises
to be perfectly clear at the beginning.
I am convinced that nuclear prolif-
eration, the spread of nuclear weap-
ons to a great number of additional
countries, would be very bad for the
world. | think it would greatly in-
crease the damage done in any war
that happened. It would also, in many
cases, increase the chances of the war
happening. At the same time, | feel
a certain kind of optimism in that |
think many states around the world,
many observers around the world,
many political leaders share this feel-
ing, share this apprehension, and in
a certain kind of self-denying proph-
ecy will take moves to head off the
spread of nuclear weapons. They, in
effect, will see how bad this possi-
bility is and will, despite various
things they say publicly, despite the
posturing that goes on at the U.N.
General Assembly or N.PT. review
conferences, quietly in various ways
outline and take steps to reduce the
number of countries that have nu-
clear weapons by the year 2000 or
2010.

Let me start with some of the items
of the bad news. There are several
countries that are edging closer to
nuclear weapons right as we stand
here. Pakistan has continued to make
moves in the direction of buying and
installing the kinds of equipment that
would let it produce fissionable ma-
terial. The United States has been let-
ting the Pakinstanis know that we are
very much opposed to this. There is a
distinct possibility that India will then
feel that it has to do something to
match this. [There is] some specula-
tion that India has been tempted over
the past three or four years to launch
a preemptive air attack comparable to
what Israel directed at the Iraqi facili-
ty at Osirak. Most people are saying it
is probably too late for India to do
that. The vintage year for trying to
close down Pakistani nuclear capabil-
ities by military attack perhaps has
been passed in 1983 or 1984.

A second kind of generic piece of
bad news is that west European nu-
clear suppliers continue from time to
time to be irresponsibly selling
equipment that they sort of know will

be useful for producing nuclear ex-
plosives in Pakistan or Iraq or Libya.
Then they pretend that they did not
know, react as if they are terribly
ashamed when it is called to their
attention that this sale should not
have gone through, and swear that
they will never do it again. The temp-
tation is very great because all these
countries want to sell equipment if
they can to improve their balance of
payments and also to recover the
costs of their investment, i.e., if you
can find a customer for a reactor or
for some sensitive piece of equip-
ment, it is much easier to have that
equipment for yourself. The cost of
producing five or so per unit is much
less than the cost of producing one
or two. It may make the difference
between this being a profitable ven-
ture or an unprofitable one.

But every so often one hears scan-
dalous stories of things being sold
that should not have been sold if the
major countries are serious about
preventing the spread of nuclear
weapons. Now this is against a back-
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Muclear Proliferation {cont.)
drop which still has not reached most
of us in the United 5tates, namely that
we are no longer the source of se-
rious nuclear technology. The bad
news, if you will, is that the U.5. mo-
nopoly on things that are sensitive is
gone. It has been gone for quite a
while. A miniature version of the bad
news is that American individuals,
and even American congressmen,
have not totally digested yet how
many other sources there are of sen-
sitive bits of technology, the kinds of
nuclear technology that can be used
to make nuclear weapons though of-
ficially they may be intended only to
produce electricity by nuclear means.
A different kind of bad news is that
there have been a number of wars in
the past seven or eight years involv-
ing countries close to nuclear weap-
ons or involving even the close
proximity of nuclear weapons. The
first one that should raise eyebrows
is the South Atlantic war between
Great Britain and Argentina where
after the war was over rumors start-
ed emerging that the British navy had
sailed into the combat zone with
ships carrying nuclear weapons on-
board. One account says there were
nuclear warheads onboard the
H.M.5. Sheffield which was sunk by
the Argentine air force. The British
had to send divers down to try to
recover those warheads that were
down at the bottom of the ocean.
Now, since Argentina is one of the
countries that we keep trying to dis-
suade from reaching for nuclear
weapons, with the British allegedly
helping us, this nuclear nonprolifer-
ation effort as a serious and respon-
sible undertaking of all the major
powers suddenly becomes some-
what hypocritical. You tell the Ar-
gentines, “Don’t get nuclear weapons
because if you had them around you
might be tempted to use them some-
day when you were in a war and it's
better to put that temptation behind
you." And here the British go into the
South Atlantic, not putting tempta-
tion behind them, but bringing
temptation right along with them.
A similar kind of situation is with
us every day right now between Iran
and Iraq. There is always a possibility
the Iranians will break through and
make their advance on Basra, and

then their advance on Baghdad.
Some people are speculating that the
uranium that is sitting in the Iragi re-
actor, the one the Israelis attacked,
would be enough for one atomic
bomb if you put it together properly.
The irony is that if the Israelis had
not attacked Osirak, that reactor
would have been in operation and
the uranium core would have been
contaminated enough by now that it
could not be made into a bomb. But
because the Israelis attacked, they
kept the Iragi stockpile up at one,
possibly, instead of below one, down
closer to zero. Again, it is dangerous
when a country that you worry about
as to whether it will get nuclear
weapons is involved in a war which
may threaten its very existence, when
warfare gets closer to where reactors
are, when the Iraqi reactor is not on-
ly being attacked by Israeli aircraft
but also by Iranian aircraft some of
the time, and where the Iraqgis, in
turn, are attacking Iranian reactors
that have not been in operation.
The last sensitive place that is be-
coming a zone of warfare is South
Africa. The pot is boiling in South Af-
rica in a way that many of us approve
of, but also worry about how will it
end. South Africa is a place that is
like Israel in that it is rumored to be
making nuclear weapons, hiding
them in the basement, perhaps hav-
ing 15, 20, 25 of them, perhaps never
admitting that it has them but quietly
letting the rumors out that it has
them. What if guerilla warfare grows
in South Africa and urban terrorism
and guerilla warfare in the country-
side? Won't we be getting into a sit-
uation where somebody in South
Africa says, “We have to bring our
nuclear potential more to bear.”
Continuing on with the list of bad
news, something that has been with
us for the entire time of the Reagan
administration is much greater ten-
sion between the United States and
the Soviet Union. There is an almost
automatic attitude that if the Soviets
propose something we have to de-
nounce it, if we propose something
the Soviets have to denounce it. Now
this Soviet-American lack of coop-
eration compared to the years be-
fore 1980 is bad or good, depending
on how you see superpower rela-
tions on their own. | think most of us

regret it. With regard to the issue of
nuclear proliferation, it hurts in at
least two ways. First, it gives an ex-
cuse to erstwhile seekers of nuclear
weapons to move in that direction
on a moralistic argument that says,
“If the Soviets and the Americans
cannot agree to limit their arsenal,
why should we limit ours? How can
the superpowers ask us to avoid nu-
clear weapons when they are going
to SDI and cruise missiles and all
these new weapons?” Secondly, this
kind of bitterness between the United
States and the Soviet Union is ele-
mentally a threat to further coop-
eration between us and the Russians
on the nonproliferation issue.

Let me shift to the good news be-
cause | think there is good news that
is not as likely to get headlines. The
first point would be almost a prop-
osition about international law. | think
that the world is coming to a certain
kind of consensus about nuclear
proliferation that has remarkable
bonding powers seen in few cases
implemented by a formal treaty. Did
you or did you not sign the Nonpro-
literation Treaty? Did you or did you
not ratify it? Aren’t you bound by it?
In many cases it goes beyond that
and starts to tie people’s hands even
if they didn’t agree by treaty to sub-
mit to it, just because everybody else
is binding themselves.

Now this is a lot like the mutual
deterrrence model. The mutual de-
terrence model says, “I've got a bomb
and you've got a bomb. | won't use
it as long as you don’t and you won't
use it if | don‘t.” And that mutual de-
terrence model would have struck
many people as strange in 1945. If |
had given a lecture to military offi-
cers in 1945 saying that these weap-
ons will be built that won't be used,
people would have said, “You're
much too idealistic. Where are you
getting this from? There’s never been
anything like that in history.”

Now this is one step further that
says, “l could make bombs, you could
make bombs, but neither one of us
will do it as long as the other doesn't
because we know that if we do it you
will and vice versa.” | think this is the
attitude that is now starting to show
up between Argentina and Brazil. |
think there are lots of people in Ar-
gentina who would love to be the







