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) - Milton Leitenberg
N . SIPRI, 'larch 5, 1971

Notes for the Conference on the Role of Nuclear Weapons in the Politics

and Defence Plannigg‘bf Non Nuclear Weapon States.

’ . i L]

‘be the following somewhat tangential topics have nowwheres been treated in the prepared

| papers. it might be considered worthwhile to discuss them at relevant points in the pro-
} % ceedings, ‘

The topics are:

1) proliferation of delivery vehicles

2) proliferation via poorer fissionable fuels

3) fabrication of nuclear w:apons without testing

4) testing under a "plowshare’ rubric; discussion of plowshare -~=s
5) analysis and examples of "nuclear blackmail"

I have put down some notes and several references for each of the topics. These
comments are crude and are only intended to aid discussion,

1} Proliferation of Delivery vehicles

The following discussion concerns only missiles or missile~capableé delivery vehicles,
for purely arbitrary reasons. ihere is of course extensive dispersion of nuclear wea-
pon delivery capable aircraft within the NATO alliance and also outside of it., I simply
have not had the time to put together the relevent data. In addition as missiles are
considered more sophisticated delivery vehicles than aircraft the point concerning
dispersion is heightened. On the opposite side,development of a weapon package for

some of the smaller sized missiles might be a more difficult task.

a) The following two tables are taken from Heymont I.,, The Nato Nuclear Bilateral
Forces, Orbis, ¢, no 4, winter 1966,

, Table I
f N 'CLEAR-CAPABLE WEAPONS SYSTEMS IN THE
: POSSESSION OF NATO NATIONS

L
e

8-in 155 mm Hﬁgﬁﬁt Corporal Hg%ggles Sergeant

Canada X
Belgium X X X X
Denmark X X
France X X h.4
Greece X X
Italy X X X X
Netherlands X X
Norway X X
Turkey X X X
United
Kingdom X
West ‘
Germany X X X
Table II
DELIVERIES OF NUCLEAR~CAPABLE WEAPONS
SYSTEMS UNDER VARIOUS U.,S., MILITARY
ASSISTANCE PROGRAMS
-
i DELIVERIES
g . Cumulative Estimated
& _ FY 1950-65 July 1965 and After
» Nike Missiles 2,927 261
Corporal Missiles 113 -
Honest John Rockets 3,673 185
8-inch Howitzers 123 1

Source: Department of Defense, ''Military Assistance Facts”, February 15,
.196 5:, :p'q “19‘ -



ro- . Even this data is very incomplete. It stops at 1966, The tables do not
mention Mace, Matador or Pershing, Lance is now to be procured by several
NATO nations, ¥When a successor missile system is introduced,various NATO
nations apparently retain the older missile - or at least there seems no
- available information to the contrary.

b) The Italian cruiser Giusseppe Caribaldi is fitted with four Polaris tubes.
(Janes Fighting Ships, 1965-46 to 1969-70), She test fired Polaris rockets
in the Caribbean in 1962. The newer Vittorio Veneto was reported to be the
second Italian cyuiser fitted for Polaris (Technology Week, 20, no 7, Teb.
13, 1967}, This is not ccnfivmed by Janes but the V. Veneto can fire Asroc.

¢) In 1963 a new West German submarine ordered by West Germany, Denmark, Horway
and Turkey was "veported to have tubes for eight torpedocs, which can be
atom tipped" (Undersea Technology, 4, no 5, "ay 1963),

2) Proliferation via poorer fissionable fuels,

a) At the June 1870 Wingspread conference in the U,S. J. Carson Mark quoted
J. Prawitz to the effect that "a colleague of his has become persuaded
that he could produce a nuclear explosion from essentially any grade of
reactor produced plutonium that might be available"., However the explosion
yield of a reactor grade plutonium bomb would be lower than a comparable
"weapon grace” plutonium device,

b) At 1960 issue of Ordnen-e stated: ... (refercnce misplaced; as I remember
it referred to Plutonium 2u1)

3) Construction of nuclear weapons without testing

Nearly all discussions of the test ban treaty imply or state explicitly that develop-
ment of nuclear weapens is impossible, or nearly impossible, whatever that means,
without testing. Discussien of this topic is impeded, not necessarily unhappily,

by classified information, yet it has never had adequate treatment in the arms

control literature, Ik1€, Lapp, ¥ranish, and a RAND report have spoken for the
minority view, Kramish states:

"Bxperience gives us no rcason to erpect that a nation's first
atomic Jevice besed upon a simple and tried design, -:ill fail,
If a nation iz reasonshly confident that it has the recipe for
the Nagasaki bomb, and feels confident of the results of pre-
liminary testing of non-nuclear componente, re can be reason-
ably sure that its device will explode ..... Cnly by dabbling
in advanced nuclear designs, sesxing to increase effciencies,
adapting warheads, etc,, does one incur substantial risk of
failure,

Withcut training in nuclear physics and experience in the inner councils of the
Nth nations it is impossible to reconcile these very divergent positions, and

it seems to be a desirable issuve on which to have as little uncertainty as possible.
People with experience in weapon design often tend to feel that a crude design
would work, without testing, but simultsnoously feel that no military command

or directorate would be willing to use an untested weapon. I am not implying

that such assessments are wrong, I just feel that more certainty is desirable

) To what degree such feelings derive from the ways of military thinking
in the major powers, and are perhaps less resolute elsewhere, is unknown, To

what degree such opinions will hold 25, 50 and 100 years from now is also unknown.
Testing for systems compatability and for logistic support can occur without the
detonation of an actual device. Finally there is the matter of political credi-
bility (to the adversary).

The relation of an untested weapon or stockpile to various theories of deterrence
is unclear, An untested weapon would have less credibility in the context of deter-
rence, less nuclear club impressiveness, and the opponent could always hope it
would not work, but it nevertheless would have some relevance in all these areas.
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The degree to which all observers agree that nuclear weapons are within the techni-
cal capabilities of the first rank Nth nations is an indication of the evaluation
problem that would arise if 1, 3 or 6 of these countries announced after x years
that they had fabricated an untested weapon. In addition use of a nuclear weapon
could oceur in a situation that was without a context of (previous) deterrence.
This cursory discussion may not be on the firmest of grounds, but these are prob-
lems that are likely to arise with time, 2nd the interest and value in halting
proliferation of nuclear weapons is presumably not relegated to the next 10 years
only but to the next 100 as well.

1) Testing under a Plowshare rubric

Brazil stated as policy the intention to develop and hence test nuclear explosives
for civil engineering and mineral resource extraction programs {'Plowshare), say-
ing at the time of signing the Mexico treaty that she would “produce (her) own
nuclear explosives as soon as possible'. (Though I have not been able to locate
one, I believe that India has made a number of statements to the same effect.) To
date, schemes for gas stimulation, carth moving, oil stimulation, extraction of
copper ores and tar sands, construction of storage caverns, etc., have all been
extraordinarily poorly analyzed and opportunistic suggestions by variocus interest
grours in the nuclear powers with strong and direct interests in increasing the
popularity and public acceptability of nuclear explosives of all types. There has
not been to date a single thorough cost-benefit analysis concerning any of these
proposed schemes which included consideration of technical or commercial feasa-
bility, alternative methods, utilizability of alternative materials to those sought,
et ., or one funded by a non-mission oriented agency.(This statement holds for the
recent Panama Canal studies as well.) Economic returns appear marginal or entirely
debatable., In a choice between nuclear engineering and controlling the nuclear arms
race, the former is trivial. There have been no studies (that I am aware of) sett-
ing these two choices out in detall either, Claims by non nuclear nations to be
developing nuclear explosives for peaceful purposes are to be considered trans-
par nt,

(The Questions of Nuclear Explosives for Peaceful Purposes by Non-Nuclear-
Weapon States and the Possibility of Misuse of Such Technology for the
Production of Nuclear Weapons, Ulf Ericsson U,N, A/conf.35/Doc. 3 July 3
1968 Geneva, -

Peaceful Nuclear Explosions and Disarmament, T.S., Lough, Peace Research
Reviews, 2, no. 3, 1968,

International Arrangements and Control for the Peaceful Applications of
Nuclear Explosives, M. Kalkstein, Stockholm Paper no, 4, SIPRI 1870.)

5) Analysis and esamples of 'nuclear blackmail” (This however refers as much to policy

of nuclear powers as it does to non nuclearfpowers).
There will be no analysis here. “he point of what follows, 2 list of dates, alle-

gations and references, is to indicate that such analysis in terms of specific
‘neidents and specific instances of policy process concern with nuclear weapon use
is long overdue., None exists, The Kennedy and Abel books and several papers are
available on the Cuban missile crisis,

In fact, hat is "nuclear blackmail"? "oes it include 155 mm guns landed on Quemoy?
Certainly it would include direct communications to a foreign power. NIut is it any
better defined a thing than what the other side does, or what the other side is to
be accused of doing. Where is the boundary which separates it adeguately from other
apparently legitimate aspects of polential uses of nuclear weapons as weapons. (If
there is no boundary there are no 'legitimate’ uses). In some usage it even seems
to extend to a nation's ownership of nuclear weapons:"(China's ... nuclear strategy
he said, vas to use nuclear weapons to break the unity of India', Hindustan Times,
Hay 10, 1970).

In 1957 Hans Speiler wrote: (World Polities, April 1957)

"The uncertainty about whether atomic weapons will be used in future war,'
~hether local or general, lends itself to political exploitation in the
cold war. The efficiency of nuclear weapons in wartime, and their result-
ing threat-value in either war or peacetime, constitute their political-
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military worth. In peacetime, the threat-value of weapons can be exploited
in many ways: by an ultimatum, by authoritative or inspired statements on
capabilities or intention, by studied disclosures of new weapons at cere-
monial occasions by means of maneuvers, redeployments of forces, or by so-
called demonstrations,

In the preatcmic age, naval demonstrations and partial mobilizations of
ground forces were standard measures for bringing to bear military pressure
on foreign governments in peacetime. In the present era, such pressure can
be exerted also by using the threat potential of modern air power and of
the weapons of mass destruction. Evidence of this is seen in official state-
ments on deterrence, in threats of instant retaliation, in propaganda to
foreign populations about the vulnerability to air or misaile attack of
their bases, industries, znd cities, =nd in discussions of the vastly
increased importance of surprise in war.

A government that is exposed to atomic threats in peacetime readily regards
them as "blackmail’, hereas the threatening power is likely to call them
“deterrence’. In order not to fall prey to this confusion of terms, it is
useful to distinguish threats according to (1) their nature, (2) their con-
ditions, and (3) their terms of compliance, First, what actions are threa-
tened; i.e., what is the precise nature of the threat? Secondly, what actions
does the threat seek to forestall; i.e. vhat are the conditions under which
it will be carried out? Finally, what alternative actions is the threat
meant to induce; i,e., what terms of compliance does it attempt to impose?

And in 1970 Chalmers Roberts:

".ves. opened for the Russians an opportunity, eagerly seized by Khrushchev,
to engage in rocket-rattling nuclear diplomacy, which at times amounted to
nuclear blackmail ,.... at the height of the Suez crisis, the Russians

had threatened to hurl nuclear rockets at Great Britain, which, with

Trance, had invaded Egypt. The threat added to world alarm at the time,

even though it was viewed in Washington as merely a form of political
blackmail."”

” "Nuclear diplomacy ..... nuclear Ilackmeil ..... -olitical blackmail”, a hodge-

; podge, aftér having con the very previous paré guetad Krushchev's 1961 uss of the

} same term against. the U.3.:
"There was a time when American Secretary of State Dulles brandished *termo-
nuclear bombs and followed a policy from 'positions of strength' with regard
to the socialist countries. e followed this policy with regard to all
states which disagreed with the imperialist claims of the United States.
That was bareface atomic blackmail, Lut it had to be reckoned with at the
time because we did not possess sufficient means of retaliation; and if we
did, Thewv. were not as many and not of the power as those of our opponents.’

Thus the material below will not take into consideration such things as Sec.
Dulles' doct:rine of "massive retaliation", nor Soviet statements such as that to
Feildmarshal Montgomery about the wvulnerability of X«.77 allies in wartime in con-
ditions of nuclear warfare, U.S. and USSR practice of what most persons would pro-
bebly subsume under a category of 'nuclear blackmail” seems to be different. The
Soviet examples have been overt public threats by the national leaders, =ither
bluff or intended, at times of particular crisis. The U.S. examples have been of
a different order and of several grades:

) pr}vate . . .
a) direct/communication of a threat to a foreign power
’ b) deployment of nuclear capable weapon systems at the time of a crisis,

or in a chronically stressed area
¢) discussion in national decision making bodies such as the National
. Security Council of proposed use of nuclear weapons in a conflict

The last of these should perhaps not be considered "nuclear blackmail™ (perhaps
unless information re the debate is leaked). If an equivalent category existed on
the Soviet side it would certainly not be known of, but for varying reasons such
consideration was probably not a feasable or necessary alternative for the USSR
since World War II. Because much less is spoken of or known about the U.S. examples
references for these were sought and are indicated below.
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‘l) Korea

= “President Truman 'considered' employing atomic weapons in Korea, bringing the

British prime minister, Laborite Clement Atlee, flying to Washington to dissuade
him from an action that many feared would ignite World War III", (G.C. Reinhardt,

~ RAND P-3011, Nov. 1964)

~——iy,

Some mention of the U.S, policy debate on this matter at the time of Korea appears
in books by Truman, Maxwell Taylor, Dernard Brodie, Kissinger, Schelling, J.C.
Spanier, and T,W., ¥ilson Jr, and in papers by Gen. Gavin, (BAS, May 8, 1970),
Wohlstetter (in Quade, 1964), Fruchtbaum (Science, May 8, 1970)

Eisenhower's memoirs apparently contain a reference to the communication to the
Koreans on this subject but I have not chased this down yet,

"Some high officials in the Eisenhower regime have indicated that we did trans-

mit to Ho, just as we had done in Korea, a threat to use nuclear weapons unless

some compromise was reached in negotiations to end the war”. (Wohlstetter in Pfeffer,
1968),

2) Vietnam ~ 1954

Admiral Radford's "Project Vulture" has had reasonably adequate treatment in the
literature:

Chalmers Roberts - The Reporter Magazine, Sept, 14, 1354

Norman Polmar - Aircraft Carriers, 1969

Edgar Kemler - Nation, July 17, 1954

R,J, Barnet - Intervention and Revolution, 13868

Bernard Fall ~ Hell in a Very Small Place; The Siege of Dien Bien Phu, 1967
Jules Roy - La Bataille de DIen Bien Phu, 1963

At least two aircraft carriers had nuclear weapons on board and naval aircraft to
deliver them were- available in the area. In-addition Wohlstetters quotation.above
refers te a transmittal to the Vietnamese, and Yarmolinsky has referred to "the
representations of the joint chiefs as to the liklihood that nuclear weapons might
be required..." which seems to be additional to and aside from Radford's plan.

3. Quemoy - 1955, the first Quemoy Crisis

"The Air Force and the Navy had, by majority vote, committed the Joint Chiefs of
Staff to the use of atomic weapons for the defense «f these islands. General
Ridgeway, however, opposed any use or threatened use of atomic weapons. Secretary
of Defense Wilson issued a directive forbidding discussion of this controversy

on the grounds that "security information" was involved". (H,L, Nieburg, Nuclear
Secrecy and Foreign Policy, 1964). See.also Chalmers Roberts, The Reporter Magazine,
Dec. 16, 195%4.

4, Quemoy - 1958, the second Quemcy Crisis

A reasonably thorough summary - Quemoy; The Use and Consequence of Nuclear Deterrence,
was written in 1960 by R.W. Barnmett, but is not generally available (Harvard Univ.i
Center for International Affairs). Whltlng and Hanson Baldwin (Limited War, The
Atlantic Monthly, 1959) also refer to the nuclear capable 8 inch howitzers which
were moved "from Okinawa to Quemoy, emplaced... and turned over to the Chinese
Nationalists". Baldwin states that the nuclear shells for these guns were never

sent to Quemoy; this is not commented on at all by Barnett. The nuclear capability
of these weapons was publicly identified by the U.S. Barnett questions whether these
weapons, deterred or were needed to deter, or what their function: was in fact, in
juxtapOSltlon to the 5 attack carriers with nuclear weapons then in the Szventh
fleet, Regnlus missiles in the area, and Matadors also gquickly set up and anncunced
as belng on Formoesa.




'5, Lebanon

-Available information or Lebanon is vague. The Sixth fleet was of course in the area
and presumably supplied with nuclear weapons - in fact there were reports that
conventional! seapons were rusked to it in response to an urgent request from its
coscander. (similarity to Adm. Felts statement in 1968 in the second Quemoy crisis).
Gen. Taylor later nade the ancmalous statement that "an™ Honest John rocket

was afloat off Beirut, but was not allowed to land because it could fire an

atomic warhead as well as a conventional one.

6. Vietnam: Khe Sanh, 1967-68, and 1970-71

Ellsberg h:# directly referred to government discussions at the time of Khe Sanh,
and these were discussed in the press at the time, finally drawing a disavowal of
sorts from president Johnson and Gencral Wheeler. In 1970 rumors began again and
private academic contacts with the office of the president have indicated that
the administration "refused to rule out the use of nuclear weapons'.

The above emamples on the U.5. side, - discussion re the USSR follows below - are
listed perhaps because they represent deployment or potential deployment against
a non nuclear power, (presumably deployment at the time of Lebanon would not

have been intended against the Lebanese). Thus the NATO - Warsaw Pact deployments
are considered to be in another category, as would be (U.S.) deployment at the
time of the Cuban crisis.

It would however be interesting to have a list of times in which these forces have
been placed on full alert. This was reported to have been the case with SAC at the
time of the Cuban missile c¢risis, and at the time of the Suez crisis SAC and

other US nuclear forces were put on alert, but not those in Europe. In 1966 Neville
Brown wrote that "the unique mobility of ballistic submarines has already been
exploited by the United States on several occasions to demonstrate her committment
to friendly non-nvclear nations under potential threat of nuclear attack". (Journal
of the R,U.S.I., 1966). French forces apparently went on alert at the time of the
Soviet invasion of Czechoslovakia.

(Reports of) Soviet deployment of nuclear weapons at the time of the Sino-Soviet
border conflict are left an open question. I would be inclined to put them together
with the listed examples. In this regard it is interesting to recall the constant
array of U.S. nuclear delivery forces that have been in the China theatre. We
mentioned the two attack carriers in 19%4 which increased to f£ive by 1958-59. In
1960 U.S. Chief of Naval Operations Arleigh Burke "said there were more nuclear
bomb carrying planes aboard five aircraft carriers in the Mediterramean and Far
East than in Russia's entire heavy bomber fleet™ (Missiles and Rockets, March

14, 1960). B-47s and B-52s3 were later based on Guam, in the Phillipines and at
Kadena AFB on Okinawa. Regulus missiles were deployed in the China seas throughout
the missiles' operational lifetime (1955 to 1965) on both surface vessels and on
submarines. Matador missiles were on Taiwan from 1958 to 1967, and 50 1,200 mile
plus Mace launchers on Okinawa from 1962-63 till the end of 19689.

"Military planners say the Mace requirement developed because there is no adequate
substitute for having a sizable heavy nuclear strike force 350 miles off the China
coast. Formosa does not £ill the bill because we do not have complete control

over it and its armed forces" (Missiles and Rockets, March 13, 1961).(Yet the)
Matador missiles were "turned over... to Nationalist Chinese with nuclear warheads
maintained under U.S, control™ in 1963. Matadors launched from Taiwan require
assistance from a ground control radar station maintained in the Pescadores Islands.
Regulus carried a high yield warhead, in the range of one megaton. Mace carried a
warhead in the high kilotons or of 1 megaton. One source gave a yield as high as

5 Mt in 1962 (Interavia, Nov. 1962)
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All in all, rather impressive.

In addition Matador missiles were also in Korea from 1959 to 1962-63, and at the
time of the 1969 Pueblo crisis the "USAF had only 12 fighter aircraft in South
Korea at the time - all McDonnell F-4s, equipped to carry nuclear weapons only..."
(Aviation Week and Space Technology, Jan. 29, 1968).

On January 31 1970 President Nixon stated re the ABM system:

"The area defense, on the other hand, is absolutely essential as against
any minor power, a power, for example, like Communist China .... an area
defense... therefore gives the United States a credible foreign policy in
the Pacific area, which it otherwise would not have'.

In plain English that means the ability, as long as possible, to use nuclear
weapons against China with total impunity. Since that is a '"threat” of sorts,
probably the entire 1954 to 1971 U.S. deployment of nuclear weapons off the
China coast would have to be placed somewhere in this framework.

Soviet examples

There is nothing very subtle about these, and in analogy to the older phrase

"sabre rattling" have been called "missile rattling"” and "rocket rattling nuclear
diplomacy" by various commentators. There are questions about how credible

they were at various times - that is whether they were bluff or not, (Sir J.

Slessor, Foreign Affairs, Oct. 1963), and what their purpcses were. (Hans Speier,
Soviet Atomic Blackmail and the North Atlantic Alljiance, World Politics, April 1857).

1) The most well known examples are the Nov. 5, 1356 notes to Eden awd
Mollet (U.K. and France) by Bulganin and their adjunct to President
Eisenhower.

to Mollet: "what would be the position of France if she were attacked
by other states having at their disposal modern and terrible means
of destruction".

t5 Eden: "In what position would Britain have found herself if she
herself had been attacked by more powerful states possessing every

kind of modern destructive weapon. And there are countries now which
need not have sent a navy or air force to the coast of Britain but

could have used other means, such as rocket technique. If rocket weapons
had been used against Britain and France,..."

to Eisenhower: ("The only direct refereénce to ®tomic and hydrogen
weapons made in any of the Soviet communications occurred in Bulganin's
letter to Eisenhower. It was altogether factual and read simply:

"+ s..."Speier) '

"The Soviet Union and the U.S.A. are permanent members of the
Security Council, and the two great powers which possess all
modern types of arms, including the atomiec hydrogen weapons'

Speier concludes his analysis of this incident by saying "The use of
atomic weapons was never overtly threatened", which is certainly in
contradiction to the general undeérstanding of the event.

2) In the 1958 Lebanon crisis Kruschevs' letter to Eisenhower recalled
that the Soviet Union "has atomic and hydrogen bombs™, very close
to the phrasing used by Bulganin iwo years before to Eisenhower.



3) In July 1960 Mr. Kruschev stated that "Soviet artillery can hit
America if the U.S. moves against Cuba".

4) At the time of the U-2 crisis (1960) I believe that Mr. Kruschev
threatened bases - and hence nations - from which the U-2's toock
off and at which they landed.

5) In 1958 Kissinger wrote. “From the Suez crisis to that over Syria
warnings of missile attacks have played an increasing role in
Soviet diplomacy'". (Foreign Affaris, April 1958)

In conclusicn to the listing of these U.S. and Soviet "examples", which hopefully
would all be within the (a), (b}, (c) categories I set up at the beginning of

this section, and which are not intended to be understood as complete listings

- they are simply the items to which I have references at hand - I would suggest
that the examination of these examples or incidents will teach us much more than will
theoretical discussions about the possible effects of "nuclear blackmail" in
prompting escalaticn, or other theoretical political discussions,

It would also be interesting to reconcile some of the crisis or alert force
deployments with the concerns various nations have had for security guarantees
against "nuclear blackmail". How does one separate the "nuclear blackmail" of

the deployment of nuclear weapons by one nuclear power against the other which

is implicit and must be seen as the necessary fulfillment of a "nuclear umbrella"
to protect a gggfnuclggr}%%om "nuclear blackmail'. If all nations recognize

this as obviocusly necessary, one ought at least tc do away with the slur value
of the phrase, and turn it into, if not a respectable term, at least one with
more precise and identifiable meaning.

At the meeting of the Security Council, from 17 to 19 June, the U.S.A., U.K. and
U.8.5.R. made declarations concerning the security of non-~nuclear-weapon states.
The core content of the identical statements was that:

"Aggression with nuclear weapons, or the threat of such aggression,
against a non-nuclear-weapnn State would create a gqualitatively new

i | situation in which the nuclecar-weapon States which are permanent

members of the United Nations Security Council would have to act
immediately through the Security Council to take measures necessary

to counter such aggression or to remove the threat of aggression in
accordance with the United Nations Charter, which calls for taking
"effective collective measures for the prevention and removal of

threats to the peace, and for the suppression of acts of aggression or
other breaches of the pecace™. Therefore, any State which commirs aggression
accompanied by the use of nuclear weapons or which threetets such
aggression must be aware that its actions are to be countered effectively
by measures to be taken in accordance with the United Nations Charter

to suppress the aggression or remove the threat of aggression.

The (USSR, United Kingdom, United States) affirms its intention, as a
permanent member of the United Nations Security Council, to seek
immediate Security Council action to provide assistance, in accordance
with the Charter, to any non-nuclear-weapon State, Party to the Treaty
on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons, that is a victim of an
act of aggression in which nuclear weapons are used."

The Conference of Non-Nuclear-Weapon States held in Geneva in September 1968 also
adopted a resolution re this topic. The Conference:
(] On the item Measures to assure the security of non-nuclear-weapon states:

1. "Reaffirmed the principle of the non-use of force and the prohibition
of the threat of force in relations between States; the right to
equality, sovereignty, territorial integrity, non-intervention in



internal affairs and self-determination of every State; and the

inherent right reccgnized under Article 51 of the Charter of individual
or collective self-defence'which, apart from measures taken or authorized
by the Security Council of the United Nations, i1s the only legitimate
exception to the overriding principle of the non-use of force in
relations between States'." (Adopted by 56 votes in favour to 5 against,
with 26 abstentions). (Sponsor: Federal Republic of Germany).
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PROGRAM

\

March 9th., 1971

.00 \ Luncheon at Parkveien 45
The luncheon is given by the Royal Norwegian
Ministry of Foreign Affairs.

Host: Thore Boye, Permanent Under Secretary
16.00 - 16.30 Departure for Klekken

20.00  Dinner

‘March 10th,1971

08.00 - 09.15 Breakfast

09.30 - 09.45 Welcome and Organization of the conference
‘Johan J. Holst

Pergpectives on the nuclegr issues in some

voluntary non-thregshold countries

Chairman: Kenneth Hunt

09.45 - 10.15 DNorwegian Perspectives
Johan J. Holst

10.20 - 10.50 Danish Perspectives
Niels J. Haagerup

11.00 - 11.30 Finnish Perspectives
Jaakkoe J. Valtanen

11.30 - 12.00 Coffee Break y

12.00 - 13.30 Discussion



15.30
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13.30 - Luncheon and recreation
15.30 - 16.00 Canadian Perspectives e o /g™
Michael E.Sherman
16.10 - 16.40 Dutech Perspectives
J.Henk Leurdijk
16,40 - 17.00 . Coffee Break
17.00 - 18.45 Discussion
19.00 Dinner
March 1ith, 1971
08.00 - 09.15 Breakfast
- Perspectives on the nuclear issues and
Buropesn security
Chairman: John Sanness
09.30 - 10.00 Italian Perspectives
Franco Celletti
10.10 - 10.40 ‘German Perspectives
ﬁwe Nerlich
10.50 - 11.30 Discussion
11.30 - 12.00 Coffee Break
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Treaty on the non-proliferation of nuclear weapons. -

The States concluding this Treaty, hereinafter referred to as the
«Parties to the Treaty»,

Considering the devastation that would be visited upon all man-
kind by a nuclear war and the consequent need to make every effort
to avert the danger of such a war and to take measures to safeguard
the security of peoples,

Believing that the proliferation of nuclear weapons would seri-
ously enhance the danger of nuclear war,

In conformity with resclutions of the United Nations General
Assembly calling for the conclusion of an agreement on the preven-
tion of wider dissemination of nuclear weapons,

Undertaking to co-operate in facilitating the application of
International Atomic Energy Agency safeguards on peaceful nuclear
activities,

Expressing their support for research, development and other

efforts to further the application, within the framework of the .

International Atomic Energy Agency safeguards system, of the
principle of safeguarding effectively the flow of source and special
fissionable materials by use of instruments and other techniques at
certain strategic points,

Affirming the principle that the benefits of peaceful applications
of nuclear technology, including any technological by-products which
may be derived by nuclear weapon States from the development of
nuclear explosive devices, should be available for peaceful purposes
to all Partjes to the Treaty, whether nuclear-weapon or non-nuclear-
weapon States,

Convinced that in furtherance of this principle, all Parties to the
Treaty are entitled to participate in the fullest possible exchange
of scientific information for, and to contribute alone or in co-opera-

" tion with other States to, the further development of the applications

of atomic energy for peaceful purposes,

Declaring their intention to achieve at the earliest possible date
the cessation of the nuclear arms race and to undertake effective
measures in the direction of nuclear disarmament,”

Urging the co-operation of all States in the attainment of this
objective,

Recalling the determination expressed by the Parties to the
1963 Treaty banning nuclear weapon tests in the atmosphere, in outer
gpace and under water in its preamble to seek to achieve the
discontinuance of all test explosions of nuclear weapons for all time
and to continue negotiations to this end,

Desiring to further the easing of international tensmn and the
strengthening of trust between States in order to facilitate the ces-
sation of the manufacture of nuclear weapons, the liguidation of all
their 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 effec-
tive international control,

Recalling that, in accordance with the Charter ‘of the United

Nations, states must refrain in their international relations from
the threat or use of force against the territorial integrity or politieal
independence of any state, or in any other manner inconsistent with
the purposes of The United Nations, and that the establishment and
maintenance of international peace and security are to be promoted
with the least diversion for armaments of the world’s human and
economic resources,
Have agreed as follows:
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ARTICLE 1

Ea.ch nuclear-weapon State Party to the Treaty undertakes not
to transfer to any recipient whatsoever nuclear weapons or other
nuclear explosive devices or control over such weapong or explosive
devices directly, or indirectly; and not in any way to assist, encou-
rage, or induce any non-nuclear-weapon state to manufacture or
otherwise aquire nuclear weapons or other nuclear explosive devices,
or contrel over such weapons or explosive devices.

ARTICLE II

Each non-nuclear-weapon State Party to the Treaty undertakes
not to receive the transfer from any transferor whatsoever of 'nuclear
weapons or other nuclear explosive devices or of control over such
weapons or explosive devices directly, or indirectly; not to manu-
facture or otherwise acquire nuclear weapons or other nuclear
explosive devices; and not to seek or receive any assistance in the
manufacture of nuclear weapons or other nuclear explosive devices.

ARTICLE III

1. Each non-nuclear-weapon State Party to the Treaty under-
takes to accept safeguards, as set forth in an agreement to be
negotiated and concluded with the International Atomic Energy
Agency in accordance with the Statute of the International Atomic
Energy Agency and the Agency's safeguards system, for the exelu-
sive purpose of verification of the fulfilment of its obligations
assumed under this Treaty with a view to preventing diversion of
nuclear energy from peaceful uses to nuclear weapons or other
nuclear explosive devices. Procedures for the safeguards required
by this Article shall be followed with respect to source or special
fissionable material whether it is being produced, processed or used
in any principal nuclear facility or is outside any such facility. The
safeguards required by this Article shall be applied on all source or
special fissionable material in all peaceful nuclear activities within
the territory of such State, under its jurisdiction or ocarried out
under its control anywhere. ‘

2. Each State Party to the Treaty undertakes not to provide:
(a) source or special fissionable material, or (b) equipment or
material especially designed or prepared for the processing, use or
production of speeial fissionable material, to any non-nuclear-weapon
State for peaceful purposes, unless the source or special fissionable
material shall be subject to the safeguards required by this Article.

3. The safeguards required by this Article shall be implemented
in & manner designed to comply with Article IV of this Tresaty, and
to avoid hampering the economic or techuclogical developme of the
Parties or international co-operation in the field of peacefu. .uclear
activities, including the international evchange of nuclear material
and equipment for the processing, use or production of nuclear
material for peaceful purposes in accordance with the provisions of
this Article and the principle of safeguarding set forth in the
Preamble of the Treaty.

4. Non-nuclear-weapon States Party to the Treaty shall conclude -

agreements with the International Atcmic Energy Agency to meet
the requirements of this article either individually or together with
cther Stoates in sccordance with the Statute of the International
Atomic Energv Agency. Negotiation of such agreements shall com-

~J
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mence within 180 days from the original entry into force of this

Treaty. For States depositing their instruments of ratification or

accession after the 180-day period, negotiation of such agreements
shall commence not later than the date of such deposit. Such agree-
ments shall enter into force not later than eighteen months after
the date of initiation of negotiations. ’

) ARTICLE IV

1. Nothing in this Treaty shall be interpreted as affecting the
inalienable right of all the Parties to the Treaty to develop research,
production and use of nuclear energy for peaceful purposes without
discrimination, and in conformity with Articles I and II of this Treaty.

2. All the parties to the Treaty undertake to facilitate, and have
the right to participate in, the fullest possible exchange of equipment,
materials and scientific and technological information for the peace-
ful uses of nuclear energy. Parties to the Treaty in a position to do
so shall also co-operate in contributing alone or together with other
states or international organizations to the further development of
the applications of nuclear energy for peaceful purposes, especially
in the territories of non-nuclear-weapon states party to the Treaty,

with due comsideration for the needs of the developing areas of

the world. ‘ :
ARTICLE V

Fach party to the Treaty undertakes to take appropriate mea-
sures to ensure that, in accordance with this Treaty, under appro-
priate international observation and through appropriate inter-
national procedures, potential benefits from any peaceful appli-
cations of nuclear explosions will be made available to non-nuclear-
weapon stafes party to the Treaty on a non-discriminatory basis
and that the charge to such parties for the explosive devices used
will be as low as possible and exclude any charge for research and
development. Neon-nuclear-weapon states party to the Treaty shall
be able to obtain such benefits, pursuant to a special international
agreement or agreements through an appropriate international
body with adequate representation of non-nuclear-weapon states.
Negotiations on this subject shall commence as scon as possible
after the Treaty enters into force. Non-nuclear-weapon states party
to the Treaty so desiring may also obtain such benefits pursuant
to bilateral agreements.

ARTICLE VI

Each of the Parties to the Treaty undertakes to pursue nego-
tiations in good faith on effective measures relating to cessation of
the nuclear arms race at an early date and to nuclear disarmament,
and on a Treaty on general and complete disarmament under strict
and effective international control.

ARTICLE VII
Nothing in this Treaty affects the right of any group of States
to conclude regional treaties in order to assure the total absence of
nuclear weapons in their respective territories.

ARTICLE VIII

1, Any Party to the Treaty may propose smendments to this
Treaty. The text of any proposed amendment shall be submitted to the
Depositary Governments which shall eirculate it to all Parties to
the Treaty. Thereupon, if requested to do so by one-third or more
of the Parties to the Treaty, the Depositary Governments shal]
convene a conference, to which they shall invite all the Parties to
the Treaty, to consider such an amendment,

o,
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2. Any amendment to this Treaty must be approved by a majority
of the votes of all the Partijes to the Treaty including the votes of all
nuclear-weapon States Party to the Treaty -and all other Parties
which, on the date the amendment is circulated, are members of the
Board of Governors of the International Atomic Energy Agency,
The amendment shall enter into force for each Party that deposits its
instrument of ratification of the amendment upon the deposit of such
instruments of ratification by a majority of all the Parties, including
the instruments of ratification of all nuclear-weapon States Party to
the Treaty and all other Parties which, on the date the amendment
is circulated, are members of the Board of Governors of the Inter-
national Atomic Energy Agency. Thereafter, it shall enter into force
for any other Party upon the deposit of its instrument of ratification
of the amendment,

3. Five years after the entry into force of this Treaty a confe-
rence of Parties to the Treaty shall be held in Geneva, Switzerland,
in order to review the operation of this Treaty with a view to
assuring that the purposes of the Preamble and the provisions of the
Treaty are being realized. At intervals of five years thereafter, a
majority of the Parties to the Treaty may obtain, by submitting a
proposal to this effect to the Depositary Governments, the con-
vening of further conferences with the same objective of reviewing
the coperation of the Treaty.

ARTICLE IX
1. This Treaty shall be open to all States for signature. Any State
which does not sign the Treaty before its entry into force in accord-
ance with paragraph 3 of this Article may accede to it at any time.
2. This Treaty shall be subject to ratification by signatory States.
Instruments of ratification anhd instruments of accession shall be
deposited with the governments of the Union of Soviet Socialist

~ Republics, the United Kingdom of Great Britain and Northern Ire-

land and the United States of America, which are hereby desxgnated
the Depositary Governments.

3. This Treaty shall enter into force after its ratification by the
States, the Governments of which are designated Depositories of the
Treaty and forty other states signatory to this Treaty and the deposit
of their instruments of ratification. For the purposes of this Treaty,
a nuclear-weapon state is one which has manufactured and exploded
a nuclear-weapon or other nuclear explosive device prior to January
1, 1867.

4, For States whose instruments of ratification or accession are
deposited subsequent to the entry into force of this Treaty, it shall
enter into force on the date of the deposit of thezr instruments of
ratification or accession.

5. The Depositary Governments shall promptly inform all signa-
tory and acceding States of the date of each signature, the date of
deposit of each instrument of ratification or of accession, the date
of the etry into force of this Treaty, and the date of receipt of any
requests for convening a conference or other notices.

6. This Treaty shall be registered by the Depositary Governments
pursuant to Article 102 of the Charter of The United Nations.

ARTICLE X
1, Each Party shall in exercising its national sovereignty have
the right to withdraw from the Treaty if it decides that extra-
ordinary events, related to the subject matter of this Treaty, have
jeopardized the supreme interests of i{ts country. It shall give notice
of such withdrawal to all other Parties to the Treaty and to The
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United Nations Security Council three months in advance. Such
notice shall include a statement of the extraordinary events it regards
as having jeopardized its supreme interests.

2. Twenty-five years after the entry into force of the Treaty, a
Conference shall be convened to decide whether the Treaty shall
continue in force indefinitely, or shall be extended for an adidtional
fixed period or periods. This decision shall be taken by a majority
of the Parties to the Treaty.

ARTICLE XI \

This Treaty, the English, Russian, French, Spanish and Chinese
texts of which are equally authentic, shall be deposited in the archives
of the Depositary Governments. Duly certified copies of this Treaty
shall be transmitted by the Depositary Governments to the Govern-
ments of the signatory and acceding States.

In witness whereof the undersigned, duly authorized have signed
this Treaty.

Done in triplicate, at the cities of London, Moscow and Washing-
ton, at the first day of July one thousand nine hundred and sixtyeight.

10..
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Resolution 255 (1968) 'Adopted by the Security Council
at its 1433rd meeting on 19 June 1968.

The Security Council,

Noting with appreciation the desire of a large
number of States to subsecribe to the Treaty on the Non-Proliferation
of Nuclear Weapons, and thereby to undertake not to receive the
transfer from any transferor whatsoever of nuclear weapons or other
nuclear explosive devices or of controel over such weapons or explosive
devices directly, o¢r indirectly; not to manufacture or otherwise
acquire nuclear weapons or other nuclear explosive devices; and not
to seek or receive any assistance in the manufacture of nuclear
weapons or other nuclear explosive devieces,

Taking into consideration the concern of certain of
these States that, in conjunction with their adherence to the Treaty
on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons, appropriate measures
be undertaken to safeguard their security,

Bearing in mind that any aggression accompanied by the
use of nuclear weapons would endanger the peace and security of
all States, :

1. Recognizes that aggression with nuclear weapons or the
threat of such aggression against a non-nuclear-weapon State would
create a situation in which the Security Council, and above all its
nuclear-weapon State permanent members, would have to act im-
mediately in accordance with their obligations under the United
Nations Charter;

2, Welcomes the intention expressed by certain States that
they will provide or support immediate assistance, in accordance with
the Charter, to any non-nuciear-Weapon State Party to the Treaty
on the Non-proliferation of Nuclear Weapons that is a victim of an
act or an object of a threat of aggression in which nuclear weapons
are used; '

3. Reaffirms in particular the inherent right, recognized
~under Article 51 of the Charter, of individual and -collective self-
defence if an armed attack occurs against a Member of the United
Nations, until the Security Council has taken measures necessary to
maintain international peace and security.
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NUCLFAR WEAPCNS AND DANISH SECURITY POLICY

Niels Jorgen Haagerup

Berlingske Tidende

The very term "threshold power" would probably be
abhorrent to Danish policy-makers. They see Denmark ---as
does the public, undoubtedly---as a small, non-nuclear state
with no'ﬁucleér pretensions whatsoever and with 6n1y a highly
theoretical, and very tiny, potential for militafy nuclear
power. The idea that Denmark ﬁigﬁf yield some influence, how-
ever limited, in preventing the spread of nuclear by pléying
upoﬁ an implicit threat of going nuclear herself unless other'sj
and real theshold powérs definitely abstain from acquiring

nuclear weapons has probably not even been considered.

This is curious from at least one point of view, since
Denmarﬁ7has tried to play a role in the international efforts
to sto§ or to limit the spread of nuclear weapons. The Danish
position is by no means unique in‘;his respect, but Denmark
has practically been in competitioﬁ, especially with Ireland,
to bé and to remain the perfect non—ﬂuclear state par ei-

cellence.

The Danish government has been active in the diséus—
sions in the United Nations, especially in the deliberations
of the First Committee of the United Nations during the annual
General Assémblies. Not a member of the CCD herself, although

she would have liked to have had the place which was taken
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by Holland, she has often praised the work of the CCD and

its predecessor, and unlike Sweden and other threshold powefs
has been very reluctant to engage 1in any criticism of the

super powers.

- Denmark was one of the very first countries---after
Ireland--—to,ratify'the NPT. What i# more remarkable, in
September, 1968 the Danish government, by way of a memorandum,
tried to influence the governments of almost all the key
threshold powers to sign and to ratify the NPT. The Danish

ambassadors or charges d'affaires in Bonn, Rome, Berne, Tel

_Aviv, Tokyo, New Delhi, Buenos Aires and Rio de Janeiro were

instructed, as of September 26, 1968, to inform these respec-
tive governments of the Danish government's views on the graat
importance: of a rapid ratification of the NPT.1) It should be
added that this highly unusual Danish diplomatic initiative
was not mentioned or noted in the Danish press at the time
and presumably not by the press in the countries concerned.

No information is available as to the reactions of the recipi-

ent countries, if any.

More constructively, Danish nuclear scientists and other

staff members of the Danish nuclear research station at Risd

* have developed various control methods which are in fact used

by the IAFA in its work in member countries. Danish specialists
are also cooperating with experts from certain other countries
in developiﬁg and improving control methods. This wOork was
started-in April, 1970. Finally, Denmark has actively coﬁtri-

buted to fhe work of the Nordic Cooperation Committee for
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Detection Seismology, established in 1967. It submitted its

report in 1969.2)

The Danish political éctivity to hasten the ratifica-
tion of the NPT cannot be explained in purely a foreign poli-
tical context. It must also be examined against the background
of the domestic political scene in Denmark, the composition
of the present government and, in particular, the persocnal
interest of the Danish Minister for Disarmament, Mr+i Helveg
Petersen---who is also Minister for Cultural Affairs and
Minister for Developing Countries. This splendid mixture of
jobs can hardly be rivalled by any other country, deve10ped

or under-developed.

It would not suffice, however, to explain the activity
in terms of personalities or in tefms of one individual. It
is accepted, if not very much discussed, that the prevention
of a further épread of nuclear weapons would definitely con-
tribute to international.security, and thereby alsoc to

Demmark's security.

It is interesting, however, that since the NPT Denmark
has been at a loss as to what should be done to "follow up"
on the signing---and eventual ratification--~-of the treaty.’
A subcommittee of the‘Danish Disarmament Committee, cdnsisfing
of both political representétives and foreign ministry éffi-
cials, was asked in 1967 tb study the possibilities for sup-
'plementing a NPT with otﬁer partial disarmamént_measures in
Europe. The réport of the sub-committee, which was headed

by the chairman of the Disarmament Committee, concluded that
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it was not possible to pinpoint concrete European disarmament-
steps which would be a natural follow-up to the NPT, It was
suggested that the besf thing for Denmark to do was to follow
the international disarmament debate very closely, so as to

3

be bétter aware of the possibilities for further steps.

lSince that time the Danish disarmament efforts have
mainly concentrated in the field of conventional armaments.
This began in 1962rwith the proposal by the then Prime Minister
and Foreign Minister Jens Otto Krag in the United Nations re- |
questing the Secretary Géhéfal to'ascertain the views of the
member states on the possible registration of all transfers
of weapons from one country to another. This was submitted
too late for discussion'in 1967 but was reintroduced in~1968,
again as a proposal to inquire about the views of the UN
member states on the registration of international arms trans-
fers. But although a number of countries had indicated their
‘ support beforehand, other countries, especially some non-
aligned and Communist ones, opposed the proposal as discrimi-
natory'towards the arms receiving nations (an Indian argument),
or as a deviation from the road towards disarmament (a White
Russian argument). This proposal was, therefore, recalled
before a vote was faken, but the Danish interest in it was
maintained, and the Danish emphasis on disarmament méasures
relating to cbnventionalﬁweapons has been stressed more than
once. By far the largest majority of the UN member states are
burdened budgetwise by conventional weapons, and these weépons

constitute a danger, as a member of the Danish delegation
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pointed out on November 12, 1970 in the First Committee of

the 25th General Assembly.h)

In the field of nuclear weapons
disarmament Denmark is no longer particularly active, except
for strongly supporting SALT in various official proneounce-

ments inside and outside the UN.

As far aé nuclear weapons in Danish defence policy are
concerned, it is doubtful if the Danish views differ radically
or évepqsl;ghtly from those of Norway. Very briefly, it can
be said that when the Danish nuclear exclusién pelicy was first
stated in 1957 it was with thg stipuiation that this policy

applied to the '"present conditions". As recently as 1964

. Foreign Minister Per Hskkerup stated, in a speech to the

Danish Folketing, that Dehmark continued to refuse nuclear
weapons on her soil, "But that does not mean that in saying

no we commit ourselves to an indefinite future which we do not

. know...."S) But this statément, however cautious in its reser-

vation, was rather an exception. As time went on the "present
conditions" reservation to the nuclear exclusion policy began
to disappear altogether, and for a number of years the Danish
nﬁclear policy has simply been that Denmark will not accept
nuclear weapons on her soil. Sometimes the words "in peacetime"
are addedj; more often they are not. Not too much sigﬁificaﬂce
should be attached to the wording. The'policy in a war situa-
tion, or even in a period of tension, is not prejudiced. Still,
the refusal to accept nuclear weaponsdgn time of" peace has
become almost dogmatic and has also been justified by the

so~called Nordic balance, to which Mr. Per Hzkkerup especially
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has referred more than once.

However, this stand was a purely political decision.
The Danish Chiefs of Staff urged that Denmark should acquire
ammunition and pointed ouf that the Honest John and Nike
missiles received from the United States were of very limited
military use without nuclear warheads. When a politically
important defence agreement was concluded by all major poli-
tical parties inside and outside the government in 1550 the
Chiefs of Staff again advocated that nuclear ammunition be
stored in Denmark under the approved nuclear stockpile arrange-
ment of NATO. They were supported in this by the two opposition
parties, the Moderate Liberals and the Conservatives, which

together held almost W% of the seats in the Folketing.

But the three government parties, thé Social Democrats,
the Radical Liberals and the Single Tax Party, opposed the
idea., Mr. Poul Hansen, the Defence Minister, explained the
Danish attitude in an article in January, 1961 : "As the
situation is today it is probably doubtful if Denmark -would
obtain greater security against an act of aggression launched
especially against us by réceiﬁing nuclear weapons. The deci-
sive factor is that we (Denmark) are part of a larger whole,
and that it is certain that an =mgression would release such
an opposition that the aggressor must take into account that
the alliance becomes effective. Accepting nuclear weapns
could, on the other han&, contain a risk for the detenté efforts
and make them more difficult if nuclear weapons were spread

to larger areas than where they are already. Denmark and Norway
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have pursued the same poliéy.in this, and no change in this

policy seems to be called for."7)

The reasons for the Dutch refusal to accept nuclear
ammunition are thus given to be the fear‘of its detrimental .
effects upon'fhe detente, the danger of a further geographical

spread of nuclear weapons and the wish to follow the same

policy as Norway. The view that nuclear weapons on Danish soil

might not add to the deterrent effects of the NATO guarantee
of Denmark's security was also incluaed among the arguments for

the nuclear exclusion policy.

It is not possilile to say to what degree these arguments

constituted an after-rationalization of the origihal Danish

decision. They could all be considered valid from a Danish
point of view, although it would be erroneoué to ignore the
domestic political climate. The influénce of the nuclear
disarmers was negliigible and very likely nonexistent at the
time of the‘ofiginal Danish decisicn in 1957. Their claims

of having influenced Danish nuclear policies were la£er répudi-

ated by Mr. Hszkkerup.

But aé the campaign against nuclear weapons grew stronger
in the early 60's it is likely that it influenced public -
opinion. It is notable that the Conservatives and the Moderate
Liberals dropped their demand for nuclear weapons (ammunition)
as early as 1962 without any explanatiéh. Thg matter was not
?aised again, ;n spite of the fact that the military reasoning
behind the advice given by the Chiefs of Staff in 1960 was
still considéred valid by the military leaders. Bﬁt by 1962
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it had become an axiom that Denmark could not accept nuclear
weapons. It was no longer a controversial issue. The Nordic
balance argument was added to those of Mr. Poul Hansen in the

1961 article.

The impression was gradually created that the nonexis-
tence of nuclear weaponé in Denmark was favourable to the
detente, though suggestions such as thoée made by the Finnish
President;:Mr. Kekkonen, in regard to a more permanent commit-
ment for making Scandinavia a nuclear-free area were rejected.
Such an arrangement coulaléhly be brought about as part of a
wider EurOpean'security scheme, it was officially stated by

the Danish government.

Back in 1958 the Danish Prime Minister, Mr. H.C. Hansen,
in a letter of reply to the Soviet Prime Minister, Mr. Bulganin,
wroté that the Danish government assumed that his (Buiganin's)
idea of an "all Northern Europe" free of nuclear weapons had
been submitted with the understanding that "Northern Europe"
also~included those areas of the Soviet Union which, from a

8)

geographical point of view, belonged to that area.

"Also the Chiefs of Staff seem -to have accepted thé idea
that the political assets of thé Danish policy are of more
importance to the security policy of the country than the mili-
tary advantages obtainable. If this holds true, the basis for
such an evaluation is presumably that the risk that an aggression
would escalate into nuclear war is Just as great without nuclear:
ammunition on Danish soil in normal times of peace as it would

be with a changed policy.
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The issue of nuclear wéaﬁons on Danish soil did not
come up again until 1968 when an American B-52 plane carrying
hydrogen bombs crashed close to the coast of Greenland out-
side Thule. The Danish government made it clear that the
Danish_nuclear exclusion policy also applied to all of Green-
land, and that it was assumed that this policy was fully re-
spected by the United States. This was not contested by Wash-
"ington, since the U.S. government pointed out that the plane
had been on a routine mission flying along the coast of Green-

land and had not been stationed in Greenland.

The quesfion of nuclear weapons also arose in a different
context when the MLF was discussed. The Danish government re-
fused to commit itself to a policy of straight approval or
blank refusal, but made it clear that it did not plan tc parti-
cipate in such a scheme if it were carried out and that it (the
Danish government) was completely satisfied with the present
nuclear arrangement within the alliance. However, when fhe
fofmation of a Nuclear Planning Committee was discussed later
Denmark supported the idea, mainly because it diverted atten-.
tion away from the controversiél ML¥ plan. Denmark was not con-
vinced that the MLF would, in fact, increase the likelihood of
the proliferation of nuclear weapons, or that Germany would

get access to nuclear weapons via the back door, as it was put.

But Danish official circles and public opinion were
very much aware of the Soviet arguments against the MLF and
feared that the negative Soviet position would make a NPT

less likely. In view of the strong Danish interest in a NPT
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it was cconsidered undesirable to establish a multilateral

nuclear force or any other kind of jointiNATO nuclear force.

The Danish support for the idea of the McNamara committée
applied to the original idea’ of an "sélect" committee, since
Denmark had no wish to be involved herself. But when it turﬁed
out that other small andgmedium—éized NATO countries such as
Holland and Turkey were anxious not to be excluded from the
planned consultatinns, the Danish government indicated its
willingness to participate in tbe new arrangement. Consequently
Denmark---though in the first round:ﬁot Norway---became a
member of the NDAC and 138 months later joined the NPG for a year
and a half. This participation has not been particularlj con-
troversial in .Demmark, although newspaper reports on new
guidelines on the use of tactical nuclear weapons, possibly
as'a means of demonstfation and conceivably in the Baltic,
aroused some interest for a short time. But the reports were
denied and probably only briefly stimulated the general feeling .

that nuclear weapons are bad and therefore are to be avoided.

It has never been denled, however, and several times
was publicly'acknowledged'that nuclear weapons play a vital
role in the defence of the alliance. Furthermore, the Danish
'Defeﬁce Minister has more than once warned against "lowering
the nuclear threshold", although his statements on the subject
have normally been used to combat proposals to cut the conven-
tional forces. His warning appeals to the -popular loathing of
nuclear weapons, making it clear that any reduction of con-

ventional manpower would most certainly increase the difficulties
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in preventing a possible aggfeséion from escalating into a
nuclear war. The argument warning against lowering the nuclear
threshold was used as recently as December, 1970 by the Defence
Minister in his rejection of a Social Democratic defence reform

proposal implying considerable manpower reductions.

The Danish rejection of tactical nuclear weapons for her
own forces is now faken so much for granted that in a wide-
ranging official review pf Danish security policy published
in the autumn of 1970 no attempt was made to analyse the reason-
ing behind this policy. it‘is considered not only unequivocal
but unalterable. To question it is out of the question. To
discuss it is unnecessary. Therefore---this abrupt end to a

brief éufvey of Danish nuclear policies.
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manuseript copy
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published by the Danish Foreign Ministry, Copenhagen, 1968

Per Hzkkerup, Dansk udenrigspolitik, Fremad, Copenhagen,

1965, p. 99
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op. cit., p. 118-119
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WHO'S WHO AT THE CONFEEENCE

WILLIAM B, BAOER is the Director of the Ford Foundation's
office in Europe. Born in 1931, he holds a Ph.D. in history
from Princeton University. In 1964/65 he was a lecturer in
the History Department there and a Research Associate at the
Princeton Center of International Studies. He was a Foreign
Service Officer with ihe Department of State in the Cffice

of Atlantic Pelitical-Military 2ffairs in 1965/66. From 1966
to 1969 ne was a member of the staff of the U.S. Senate For-
eign Relations Committee. He is the author of Austria between
East and West1719h5—195§ and The United States and the Spread

of Nuclear Weapons.

JENS M. BOYESEN holds the rank of ambassador and since 1968
has been Norway's Permanent Representative in Geneva. He was
born in 1920 and earned a Cand. Jur. (Law Degree) from the
University of Oslo in 1947, He was State Secretary, Ministry
of Foreign iffairs, 1951/54 and State Secretary, Ministry of
Defence, 1954/55. From 1955 to 1963 he served as the Norwe-
gian Ambassador and Permanent hepresentative to NATO and OEEC.
From 1963 to 1965 he was again State‘Secretary, Ministry of
Foreign Affairs. He is a member of the Council of the Insti-

tute for Strategic studies.

DONALU G. BEENWAN conducts research studies at Hudson Insti-
tute, Croton-on-Hudson, N.Y. Born in 1926, he received a

B.S. (1955) and Ph.D. (1959) in mathematics from the Massa-
chusetts Institute of Technology. ¥Yor nine years he was a
rezearch mathematician and communication thecrist at the
Lineceln Laborgtory, MIT. Since 1957 he has been a student of
national security protlems. He i1s especially. interested in
adﬁance military policy, alliance relationships in Europe,
and selected areas of arms control. Mr. Brennan was President
of Hudscn lnstitute from 1962 to 1964, He is the editor of
srms Control, Disarmament and National Security and the Fall,
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1960 issue of Daedalus cn Arms Control. He has written
numerous articles on arms control, lectured extensively
on national security subjects and is editor of the Jjournal,

Arms Control and National Secﬂrity.

ARNE OLAV BRUNDTILAND was born in Norway in 1936. He earned a

Magistergrad in peolitical science from the University of Oslo
in 1962, .He was a visiting scholar at the Center for Inter-
national Affairs, Harvard in 1964/65, at Helsinki University
in the spring of 1968 and at the Institute of World Economy
and International Relatiwns, Moscow in January, 1970. Since

1963 he has been a Research Associlate at the Norwegian Insti-

tute of International Affairs. He is the author of Sikkerhets-

politisk omprdvning (1968) and Problems of Nordic Balance.

FRANCO CELLETTI was born in Rome in 1945, He is a graduate
of the University of Rome in mathematics and since 1968 has
been in charge of the Section on Disarmament and Strategy

of the IAI in Rome., He is cugrently involved in a project

cn "Nuclear War in Europe! The Problem of Tactical Nuclear
Weapons'. In addition, Mr. Celletti has edited several works
on strategy including Military Pdlicy and Strategy in Modern
China arid Effects of Nuclear Weapons: Expérts Report to the
UN Secretary General. Since 1968 he has been the editor of
the Italian edition of Strategic Survey.

ALAN DOWTY was born in Greenville, Ohic in 1940. He received
a B.a. from Shimer College, Mt. Carroll, Il1l. and then pur-
sued graduate studies at the University of Chicago, Depart-
ment of History as a Woodrow Wilson Fellow. He completed his
doctorate in 1963, That same year Mr. Dowty won a fellowship
to Hebrew University, Jerusalem, Israel and since then has
tavght in the Departments of Political Science and Interna-
tional Relations at the same university. At present he is a
Visiting HResearch Fellow, University of Chicago and Visiting

Ass't Professor, University of Illinois. He will return to Israel

later this vear as a Senior [ecturer at Hebrew University.
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Mr. Dowty has published numerous articles and is currently
working on a comparison of historical international systems
and patterns of conflicts, and a study of international poli-
tics and nuclear proliferation in the Middle Bast.

INGEMAR NILS HANS DORFER was born in Berlin in 1939, He has
degrees from the Universities of Lund and Stockholm and
earned a Ph.D. in government from Harvard University in 1971,
where he is presently at the Center for International Affairs.
He has published extensively on Scandinavian foreign and
defence policy, international aspects of Swedish nuclear wea-
pons and the politics and economics of weapons systems.

RYSZARD FRELEK is a publicist who is presently Director of
the Polish Institute of International Affairs. Born in 1929,
he studied at the Academy of Political Science and the Main
School of Foreign Service. As a journalist, he was with the
Polish Press Agency from 1948 to 1962, was a correspondent
in India and the Far East, served as deputy editor-in-chief
of the Agency in 1968/69 and lectures in journalism at the
University of Warsaw. He was a staff member of the Central
Committee of the Polish United Workers' party from 1962 to
1968 and is the author of several literary works and books on
international problems.

B.G. CELBEE is a Reader in Politics at Monash University,
Melbourne. His recent research has concentrated on strategic
studies. Educated at Cambridge, for several years he was a
foreign correspondent in Europe with Reuters, The Times and
the B.B.C. In 1966/67 Dr. Gelber held a Visiting Fellowship:
at the University of California, and in 1969 he was a Fellow
of the American Council of Learned Societies and a Research
Associate at the Center for International Affairs, Harvard.
His books include Australia, Britain and the E.E.C., 1961 to
1963 (1966), The hustralian-American Alliance (1968) and
Problems of Australian Defence (1970)
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NIELS HAAGERUP ig the diplomatic correspondent and an edi-
torial writer for Berlingske Tidende5 Copenhagen., He is also

editor of Fremtiden, the foreign affairs magazine published

by the Danish Foreign Policy Society. Born in 1925, he received
an M.A. in international relations from the Fletcher School of
Law and Diplomacy, Boston, in 1953. He is the author of a num-
ber of publications including NATO efter 1969 (1967) og Dialogen
om atomtruslen (1970).

MALCOLM W. HCAG has been a Senior Economist and Systems
Analyst at The RAND Corporation, Santa Monica, Calif. since
1952, He was born in Toledo, Chio in 1922, recei ved his B.A.
and M.A. in economics from Ohio State University and his Ph.D.
in economics from the University of Chicago in 1950. He has
tauwght various university courses and since 1960 has served
as a consultant to the Departments of State and Defenée.

Dr. Hoag has published numerous articles on economics, stra-
tegy and operations research. He is presently project leader
of a classified study on "Strategic Retaliatory Forces'.

JOHAN JORGEN HOLST has been Director of Research at the Nor-
wegian Institute for International Affalrs since 1970. Born
in Oslo in 1937, he graduated from the Army Language School
in Russian,then received an 4.B. in government from Columbia
University in 1960, In 1965 he earned a Magistergrad in poli-
tical science from the University of Oslo. In 1962/63 he was
a Research Associate at the Center for International Affairs,
Harvard and from 1963 to 1967 was a Research Associate with
the Systems Analysis Group, Norwegian Defence Research Estab-
lishment. Mr. Holst was on thelprofessional staff'of Hudson
Institute, Croton-on-Hudson, N.Y, 19€7/69, and in the spring
of 1970 he was Visiting Professor to the Chair of Strategic
Studies, Carleton University, Ottawa. Since 1970 he has been
a member of, the Norwegian Advisory Commission on Arms Contrel

and Disarmament. He is the author of Norsk Sikkerhetspolitikk
i Strategisk Perspektiv, Vols. I & II (1967) (Norwegian Secu-

rity Policy in a Strategic Perspective), and he is editor of
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and a contributor to Why ABM? Policy Issues in the Migsile
Defence Gontroversy (1969). Since 1971 he has been editor of
the Nordic journal, Cooperation and Conflict.

KERNETH HUNT §§ Deputy Director of the Institute for Strategle
‘Studies, London. He served as an officer in the British Army
and attainad the rank of Brigadier. He has had regimental ap-
pointments with the British Army of the Rhine and elsewhers.
In 1963 he was a student at the Imperial Defence College and
in 1964/66 was Daputy Military Representative to the Horth
Atlantic Council in Paris. He was a Research Associate at ISS
in 1966/67 and has contributed to the ISS publications Adelphi
Papers and Defence, Technology and the Western Alliance.

RYUKICHI IMAI was born in Tokyo in 1929 and was educated at the
University of Tokyo in mathematics, the Fletcher School of Law
and Diplomecy, Boston, in international relations, and the
Argonne Nakional. Laboratory in nuclear engineering. He started
hig career as a science reporter for the newspaper Asahl Shimbun.
At present he i1s the Manager of Nuclear Fuel with the Japan
Atomic Power Company and also lectures at several colleges. He
wags the alternate representative from Japan to the 1970 IAFRA
Safeguards Committee and to the 1968 Conference of NonwNuclear
Weapon States in Geneva. He isg a réguiar‘participant in the
IAFA's experte' panel on safeguards technology. Books he has
written in Japenese include Science and Nation (1968), Nuclear
Fuel (1970), and International Safeguards---Interface batween
Technology asd Diplomacy (1971). In English, he authored The
Fon-Proliferation Treaty and Japan, Bulletin of Atomic Scien-
tists, May, 1969. '

"FRIK KLIPPENBERG is a Superintendent (Systems Analysis) at the

Norwegian Defence Research Establishment. He was born in Norway
in 1926, Be earned an H.S8e: degree in electrical engineering

&t the Danish Technical University in Copenhagen and was then

a Visiting Fellow at the Hassacﬁﬁsetts Institute of Technology.
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He is a former Chief of the Operations Reserach Division of
the SHAPE Technical Center . in The Hague. He has published
numerous reports on technical matters, Operatibnal research
and defence planning problems,

MILTON LEITENBERG 1s a native of New York City. Born in 1933,

he received an undergraduate degree from the College of the City
of New York, attended Johns Hopklins as an interdisciplinary
student in biochemistry and psychology, and completed his doec-
toral work at Brandeis University. He is presently a staff mem-
ber at the Stockholm International Peace Research Institute.-
Mr. Leitenberg has taught scientific subjlects &n the university
level for several years, was a Research Associate in the Depart-
ment of Pyschology, Washington University, St. Louis and served
as Sclentific Director, Committee for Nuclear Information., His
current lnterests are strategic arms control and dlisarmament,
and science and its effects on contemporary society. He has pub-
lished very extensively in these filelds.

J.H. LEURDIJK was born in 1939. He received a doctoral degree
in political science from the University of Amsterdam in 1965
and is currently .teaching international relations at the same
university. He has published various articles in Dutch journals
on the peaceful settlement of international conflicts and the
spread of nuclear weapons.

O.K. LIND is a Lieutenant Colonel in the Danish Army. He was
born in 1920 and graduated from the Danish Army Officers Aca-
demy in 1943. He has also studied at the Danish Staff College
and the NATO Defence College. He attained the rank of Lieuten-
ant Colonel in 1960, Since 1970 he has been chief of the Long
Range Planning Group of the Danish Defence Staff.

SVERRE LODGAARD 1s a Research Associate at the International
Peace Research Institute, Oslo and a graduate student at the
University of Oslo in political science, with minors in soci-
ology and economics. He was born in 1945, He has been active
in several student and youth organizations and at present 1is
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the leader of Fredsakademiet (The Peace Academy), a forum of

Norweglan researchers and politicians. His work bhas concentrated .
on interaction and integration patterns in Europe, and he has
published extensively on these subjects. He is a member of the
international relations group of the Norwegian Labour Party.

UWE NERLICH has been Director of Resear: ; the Research Insti-
tute for International Politics, Security roundation for Seience
and Polities (SWP) in Ebenhausen, Munich since 1966. He studied
philosophy and mathematics in Frankfurt and at Cambridge. From
1962 to 1965 he was head of the Security Studies Division at the
Research Institute of the German Society for Foreign Policy
(DGAP) . He has published extensively on strategic and foreign
policy issues.,

JAN PRAWITZ is Special Assistant for Disarmament at the Swedish
Ministry of Defence. From 1956 to 1970 he was a Research Asso-
ciate at the Swedish Defence Research Institute. He was born

in 1932, received an M.S. from Stockholm Univeriity in 1956 and
a Ph.D. from the same university in 1968,

JOHN M. SANNESS has bear the Director of the Norwegian Institute
of International Affairs since it was founded in 1960. In addi-
tion he is Professor of History at the University of Oslo. Born
in Leipzig in 1913, he received a Cand.Phil. in history in 1940
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In what T have to say I shall be speaking enly for myself,
though obviously it is Bound-to be infimenced by the situation
of my country and its currents of opinion. Fuclear weapons-are
a subject which has aroused s¢0 much irterest, not te say apprehen
sion, in Poland that it has even produced a orop of widely circu~
lated jokes. Here is a specimen. Question: What action is to be
taken if a nuclear war breaks eut? Answer: Lies down on the ground,
wrap yeurself in a white sheet and slowly, witbout paniclking,
crawl to the nearest cemetery, I imagine that the defense dootring
expressed in this answer can be treated as 8 universal one. The
only effective insursnce against the. nuclear threat is to de
everytding in ouir power that is necessary te banish this danger,
which means making absolutely suré that these weapons will not
be used..

As far as Poland’s positien on the nuclear wespouns issue
1s concerned, it is in a sense paradoxical, After all, it was oy
country which pioneered the idea of atom-free zones which has
gained great favour in the werld and even been implemented in
a number of regions in the form of treatles or declaratioens.

‘But net, unfsortunately, in the area to whioh it originally

referred, which was Central Europe. Moresver, it is Poland which,
along with Czeohoslovakia, has been marked eut as the target for
tactical atomic wespons, for what is ocalled a “warning salvo",
This i8 to be learned from the "Guidelines" for the use of
tactical nuclear Veapons in Eastern Burope recenfly adopted by -

'NATO, You can imagine how FPolish public opinton feels sbout that,

Not that I think there is any polnt in taking issue witdh the
authors of these “guidelines" on moral groundis. What I shall %xy
to do later is to put forward some pragmatic arguments whickh
suggzest to me that anyene whe thinks along such lines has taken
leave of the instinct for self-preservatien,

Among the geneXfal remarks presenteﬁ by Mr. Jehan Helst,
with which incidentally I thoroughly agree, there is the f£:llcwing
recommendationt *The papers eught to identify ¢the explicit
policies which the oguntriea have pursued as well as characteriaeg

LN



the nature of the position actually arrived at, "This, I think,
is absolubely right. '

Polish policy on nuclear weépons is fétrxy widely known,
thanks chiefly to two initiatives: the Rapacki Plan and the
Gomulka Plan. As you know, the Rapacki Plan, first tabled in
1957 and subsequently revised in the spirit of the comments it
aroused, proposed the creation of an atom=~free zone in Central
Burope. Its object was the complete denuclearization of this
area, the elimination of all atomic weapons, Thus it also aimed
at removing the danger of these being used in the intemsely
~ inflammable contact-zone between two 0pposed politico-militaxy
groupings and at sealing off this area against any possible
proliferation of them. : -

Obviously, as regards this latter point, one ef the prineipal
objects was to forestall the nuclear armament of West Germany, This
was the aspect of the Rapacki Plan whioh attracted tha'greates%
attention in the West end was in faot seized on as the main
objection to the idea of an atom~free zone. However, it was not
long before it transpired that the Plan had shown conSidersble .
foresight in- its anticipation of this particular danger as well,

L few years after its announcement and its dismissal hy NATO oame
the disclosure of the well-known memorandum of the Bundesgwehr gene-
rals concerning West Germah access to nuclear woaponBQ‘Various
schemes were canvassed with this end in view, notably #he so-called
“multllateral force", This made it much easier to understand the
hostillty shown by the governments of Ghancellcr Adenauer and his
successor to the Rapacki Plan, This said, let me make it quite
clear thét_I fully appreciate and endorse the observation made by
the present West German Chancellor, Herr Willy Brandd, in his

book, "Frieaenspontik in Europe", that the rejeetion ef the Rapacki
Plan was wrong and that it should have been made the. Buhaeot of
wide and constructive discussilon. -

I make no secret of the gaet: nor for that matter have we
in Peland ever done so, that one of the chief purposes of the

-
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PoLﬂsh'ipitiatives on'nuclear-weapons was to prevent them getting
into the hands of West Gérmany. I don't see how anyone can find
this surprising. Poland which lost 6,5 million people in the _
fecond World War and was spared none of the horrors of total wsr
in its Nazi version, had and has not ‘only the right but also an
inepcapal:le obligation to take an active stand against any
.prospect of Weapoﬁs of mass destruction being made available %o
Germany. This will be understood all the Petter when we remember
that all prev1ous Viest German governméﬁrs persibtently disputed

a. third of the present qrea of Poland. Nevertheless I cannot
emphasise too strongly that it was not these aspects of the Polish
initiatives on nuclear weapons which were the heart of the matter.
The results of the Second WQ?ld War and abcve all alliance with
the Soviet Union and the appearance of the German Demooratic
Republic have utterly transformed Poland’s security conditions.
Before the war, Poland, like Czechoslovakia and certain other

*- countries, lived in scute danger from the German threat and had

. to face it alone; As things stand now, my country is in Just the

~ same position over security as other parts of Burope. Germany is
no longer the menace with which we had to contend in the past,

The problem that now oonfronts us, and other counthries as well,

is to remove the danger of a new war in BEyrope and, in particuliar,
te ensure peace in the area of central Burope where the security
of the whole continent is at its most vulnerable.: '

The reason I am stressing this point is that appreciation
of these new security conditions is essential to proper under-
starding of the Polish initiatives on nuclear weaponé and,’ in more
geperal lerme; Policlk policy on the issue of security in Burope.

If we are so firmly opposed to any thought of West German
nucléar armament it is out of concern for the.particular danger
in which this would place the whole of Europe. The reason we feel
80 strongly on this matter is not simply the past record of Ger-
many and our memories of the last war. Although this is an argu-
ment of some Lforce, especially on the grounds of political moral-
ity, there are oth:rs which are far more immediately to the point.

N\
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In the first place, the prospect of West German aocess to nuclear
weapons is made particularly alarming by the diwlsion of Germagy
into two states - Whjr, I need hardly elaborate. In the second _
place, it would be positively inviting proliferation ef nuclear
Weapons. ‘ ‘. : ‘ '

Iet me be perfectly frank: I am sure that if, despite the
signature of Chancellor Brandt’s Government, the Non-Proliferation -
Treaty fails to achieve ratification and came into force in West
Germany, Poland, and no doubt certain other eountries as well,
would be compelled to bave second thoughts abeut their atitude to
the Treaty, whioh we were one of the first states to sign and
ratify. In the same way, any multilateral_sohemes, like the MLF
er the "European nuclear pool", would raise the question of the
response of the Warsaw Treaty, I am drawing your attention to this
because the idea of West Germany securihg access to nuclear weapons

bes not, as we know, been altegether abandoned, On this matter
Herr Strauss, for one, does not see éye tg.y cellor Brandt

"and has been apenly toying with the possibility of oreating

a "Buropean nuclear pool” made up of Britain, France and West
Germany. And there are other straws in the wind which we fipd

- disturbing, like the :eo%glmendéﬁion of a Buropean nuolear weapon

made over a year ago by a group of Conservative Party members -

in Britain. I think therefore that the West would be well-advised
te get it clear that the Soviet Union and the other Warsaw Treaty
countries are thoroughly determined to pr'event the nuclear armamen¥

. of West Germany in any cirgumstances. As we see it, such an

eventuality would spell war in Europe,' I myself believe that in the
same way as it is beld in the West that West Berlin would de

a casus belli for NATQ, the 'oorre'.e.ponding issue for Eastern Europe-
would be West German docess to nuclear weapons,

The purpose of what I have said is to explain our.point -ef
view on nuclear weapons, and not to put West Germam' in the deck,
which is how Polish pronouncements on the problems of sseurity in

Central Eurcpe have tended %o “be treated, especially in the past.
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In my own mind I am sure that Ohancellor Brandt's Government
knows the score and is anxious %o keep West Germany out of
. a blind alley. It is in point of fact trylng to steer West
German policy out of the dead ond ih which it was stranded by its
predecessors in Bonn. One token is the lahdmarg'Treaty conciuded
in Moscow on August'12th, 1970 which opeded the. door to a process
of normalization .of relations between the socialist countries
‘and West Germany. A second is the Treaty eoncluded with Poland
on December 7th, 1970. We believe in Poland that Chancellor
Brahdt!s Governmsat will succeed in overcoming the opposition
at bome and among some of its allies and push through the rati-
fication of both these treaties. This lies not only in the vital
interests of the countries direotly eoncerned, West Germany in-
cluded, but alse has a crucial bearing on the prospects cf
strengthening peace and security in Europe, To bring down the
‘curtain-on the cold war in Central Furope, Which also entails
accepting all the recessary political and legal consequences of
the existence of tWo German states, 18 of cardinal importance
to building up the process of detenté on our continent and
ushering in a new phase in the development of the Buropean sxtua-'

'bion.

We fully appreciate the significance of the Brandt
Government?s signature on the NIT and we have no doubts that he
is eager to have it ratified and does not share nuclear ambitions °
'of Herr Strauss and the Bundeswehr generals. It would, however,
be a mistake to forget that there are also other political forces
in West Germany, that these have not given up hopes of securing
access toenuclear weapcns and that in this théy have, unfortunately
the blessing of certain quarters in other NATO countries. For this
reason it is essential that on“the basic questions of European
security, including nuclear weapons, the issues be draw absolute-
1y clearly. ' 5

As far as Poland is conoerned, we neither wish nor plan tc
embark on a courss of nuclear armament. Poland was among the .first

/
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group of states to sign and ratify both the Mescow Partial Test--Ban
Treay of 1963 and the NFPT. We have also recently signed the

treaty on denuclearization of the sea and ocean bed. It was

a Polish initiative which led: the United Nations to appoint

a group of expérts to study the effects of using nuclear weapons.
My country has,. therefore, been a consistent advocate of putting
an end 6 the nuclear arms race and a particularly V1gorous oppon—
ent of prollferatlon. This in fact applies to all weapons of mass
destruction and 86 also includes chemical and bacteriological
weapons. Poland is seeking a total ban on these weapons and their
complete ellmlnatlon. We are pleased to see that Norway, aleng '
with other Scandinavian countries, takes a 31mllar view on these
matters. ~ ‘ ‘ /

This brings me bagk +o my starbting-point — the question of
non~proliferation. I fully agree with the point made in Mr. Johan
Bolst?s memorandun that "the possibility of continued nuclear '
proliferation constitutes one of the most salient challenges to
the future stability of the international order™.

Poland is not a nuclear state and, as I have sai&,‘does not
intend to become one, even though it oommands the requisite seli-
entific, technological and industrial capacity. Nevertheless as
a Buropean country and a member of the Warsaw Treaty, Poland is
placed in the situation which MP. Holst describes in the general
phrase "nuclear security environment'. We Iie in the "nuclear
engagement" areca of two great politico-military alliances, NATO
and the Warsaw Traty., Furthermors?, we have seen that in the
"suidelines" adopted by NATO Poland has been singled out as
a target for the possible use of tactical nuclear weapons.

No wonder then that the problem of nuclear weapons ig one that
is bound to be one of our most vital concerns.

*

Along with the other treaties that have been concluded, the
NPT offers a chanse of preventing the proliferation of nuclear
weapons in the world, theugh it is not in itself a guarantee that
is foolproof. I doubt personally whether the NFT can prove

-
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fully effective unlessg backed by detente and the defusing

of the world’s trouble spots. On the other hand, if armed con-
fliocts and the cold war continue, this could scuttle the NET
arrangements., In other words'the political formula for non~pr0~
liferation reads: NFT plus further detente, -

This is a formula which seems to me to be of universal val-
idity. In Eurepe and perhaps in certain other areas as well, i%
would need to.be extended to include regional aystems of sollec-
tive securrty.

Before I go on to certain observations on this matter, I
would like to pause for a moment and, as I promised earlier,
consider the “guidelines" for the use of tactical nuclear
weapons recently adopted by NATO,.Here I find myself in agreement .
with some of the comments made by Major E.Hinterhoff in his article,
"RATO’s Nuclear Strategy and Eastern Burope', published in the
November 1970 issue of "NATO's Fifteen", In this he presented
certain reservaitions of -a strategic and political natwe to the
idea of using tactical nuelear weapons. To these I would-like
to add a few questions of my own which may, I hope, provide some
food for thought.

First, to contemplate the use of tactical nuclear weapons
by one side, in this specific case, by NATO, must perforce pre-
suppose the possibility of retaliation in the same coin.

Becond, if you are thinking of using tactical nuclear
weapons against the "transit zone" of the Warsaw Treaty, you nust
expect the same move to be made agalnst the "trasit zone" of NATG,
Now, frankly speaking, I can just understand the authors of the
"guidelines", experts from West Germany and Britain, the first of
vhom assume that both German states will be exchuded from the
nuc lear weapons target area while the latter bank en their
country not being treated as a part of the NATO "tTansit zone",
though both propositions seem at best argusble. Nowever it simply
beats me how on earth thinking of this kind eould have been
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accepbed by counbries like Denmark, Norway, Holland, Belgium,
'?ranoé‘and Italy which in the event of a clash would form the
patural “transit zone" of NATO. In\effect they are puttlngqthemr
selves in exactly the same position as they have agreed to pubt
Poland and_Czechoslovakia, : - -

'Third, if you acpept the idea of firing s "warning saivo"

- with tactical nuclear weapons, you must face up to the guestion

of whether You are not forcing the other side into a position ‘
- where, in the event of a conflict, it has absolutely no alternative
but a pre-emptive strike against the sites of these weapons.

A number of other questions could be added to this 1list, but
T imagine.that these three speak forcefully encugh for themselves.
Not to put too fine a point on it, I must say that of all the
suggestlons regarding the use of nuclear weapons 1 have come
across, the many~levelled &scalation’ concepts not excluded, this
particular one strikes me as exceptionally absurd and dangerous.

However I have brought up this matter simply as a footnote
t0 ny main argument which concerns the European “nuclear security
enyironment"'

We are confronted by two great challenges:
~ preventing nuclear proliferation in Furope and .
- nuclear disengagement in Central Burope.

.4s regards the first of these, the most important task at
present is the universal ratification and observance of the NET by
all the‘states of Europe. When you come down to essentials, what
non~proliferation on our continent means primarily and, in peint.
of fact, even exclusively is ruling out West German nuclear
‘apmament, This is the key to removing altogether the threat either
of “simple', "individual" proliferation to specific Eurepean |
countries or of nuclear Weapons spreading on a "multilateral" basis.
It may well be that this latter from of proliferation ls the
greater danger, especidlly as its advocates are busily going over
the NPT for possible loopholes. : :
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However, in Europe, in our specific circumstances, we
cannot leave the matter at heading off fucther proliferatisn.
- We are already living in a "nuclear security environment® _
which totals, taking both sides, NATO and the Warsaw Treaty, tc-
gether, something like 15.000 warheads, a quantity many times
greater than what would be needed to wipe out Buropean.civiliza-
tion.

- Complete nuclear disengagement in Europe will not te prac-
ticable until such time as we have a total ban on these weapons,
if only because there are three Buropean states, the Soviet
Unior, Britain and France, which are npuclear powers, though the
main reason is the military commitment in Europe of a form:th
nuclear powser, the United States. _ ’

However; this does not rule out the prospect both neces-~
sary and possible, of nuclear dlsengagement in Central Zurope.
. There are many arguments in its favour, above'all the fact. that
this is an-area that. can be the maklng or breaking of pe&ce snd
security on the whole continent. To banish the danger of nuclear
weapons being used in this region Would be tantamount to insuring
they were not,use§ anywhere in Burope.

I am convinced that the time will come -When Burope returns
%o the idea of an.atom—free zone. It may well de so by stazes,
. vig the Gomullm, Plan which recommended no more than a nuclear
weapons freeze in Central Burope. In my personal view, tbe success
of the §@BT talks, by which we in Poland set gresat store, could
open the way to this.

The point is that our approach to the problems of securivy
in Europe and so to nuclear weapons must be dictated by trhe re-
guirements of security and guided by deteénte. For many years they
were treated solely, or almost so, from the strateglc point of
view ~ in terms of threats and counter-threats. However, the pro-
cess of detente to date and in the fubure shouwld be used to maiks
our bearings in this matter the possibility of furthering the
chances of a Europe-wide system of coll%ctive seccurity and 50
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of overooming the cleavages and perils produced by the cold war,
- v

I personal;y Would pm my hopes of such a change of aﬂproach
%8 the .convening of a conference on security and cooperation in
Ew_zrope. Not because I imagine that it could solve all these
‘pi:o‘nlems- that would be asking too much. Nevertheless such a
conference would herald the opening of a new phase in the devel-
epnent wof the Burcpean situation and migh‘b perhaps lead to the .
getting-up of some permament body, such as a Security Commission
for instance, in which these issues could be given deeper and
more businesslike scrutiny. I believe j:hat current developments
in the world and still more in Burepe warrant such optimism.
» iy ~
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* internatiocnal system in which war and the switching of

NUCLFAR WEAPONS IN DUTCH FOREIGN POLICY

J.H. Leurdijk

Univeréity of Amsterdam

I. The present era is often referred to as "the nuclear
age", a term which implies a qualitative change in the
relations between stétes as a result of the introduction

of nuclear weapons in thé international system, as compared
to the nature of those relations in the pre-nuclear age.
Hassner is right in saying that, "The expression 'the nuc-
lear age' implies an assumptiou on the decisive relevance
of military techﬁology {(or, if one wishes, of the gloﬂél
strategic balance) which may be justified but is certainly

1)

not self-evident". Nuclear weapons have deeply influenced

not only the conduct of world politics, but also the theo-
rizihg on international relations. The theory of the balance
of power, for example, no longer refers to a multipolar
alliances are the traditional mechanisms of adaptation

to a disturbed balance, but to a bipolar, nuclear system

in which the nuclear armaments race is the equilibrium

factor. The question now under discussion is whether the

Leurdijk | 2..
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concept of balance of power,’refefing to a. special structure
of the international system with a characteristic pattern of
interstate relations; 1s still relevant.now that we are in
the nuclear age.

The formation of theory in international politics has

'traditionally taken place on the level of the big powers

which were the subjects of international politics, while the

small states were the objects of international politics. Has

" the influence of nuclear weapons made this traditional differ-

entiation between large and small obsolete and replaced it
with the distinction of nuclear and non-nuclear?

The effort to check the further spread of nuclear
weapons was given priority on the agenda of the disarmament
negotiators after China revealed herself as the fifth nuclear
power in October, 1964. At that time a natural limit to the
spread bf nuclear weapons seemed to have been feached, since
the five nations possessing these were the ones explicitly
recognised in the United Nations Charter,'which pre-dated
Hiroshima and the édvent of the nuclear age, as the major
powers in the post-war system. Have nuclear weapons enabled:

small countries to break down the categories of large and

small powers, so that the only discriminating factor in the

future will be the possession of a nuclear force? On one hand

Leurdijk 3



nuclear weapons are seen as the '"great equalizefs" which
enable small countries to have national solutions to the
security problem by creating a system of "global deterrence".
This i1s probably a dangerous myth.2) But on the other hand
.we are witnessing a further differentiation which places the
U.S. and the Soviet Union in a class of their own, because

of the continuous nuclear arms race between these two.

If the Non Proliferation Treaty (NPT) succeeds in
keeping the "nuclear club" closed, which is to be seriously
doubted for several reasons, it will exclude the acquisition
of nuclear weapons as a possible solution to a country's
security problems. In the-present situation the NPT is unac-
ceptable to those very countries on which the success of the
treaty depends. But the great majority of the non-nuclear
countries is willing to accept the NPT as a framework within
which they have to'adapt themselves td the nuclear environ-
ment. The range of adaptations by non-nuclear countrie§ |
varies from a policy of consciously acquiring nuclear weapons
or keeping the nuclear option open, to a complete reliance
on the nuclear guaraptee of a nuclear weapon country.

Classification according to this continuum does not
correspond‘with the differentiation between large and small,

as may be seen by comparing Israel and the Netherlands.

Leurdijk b
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These twb nations are at extreme opposite points of this
range, even though both have the capability of producing
nuqlear weapons. Some countries which practise a poliey of
nuclear abstention can nevertheless be inﬁolved in nuclear
problems by being the object of nuélear-aggression or black-
mail, by membership in an alliance wiﬁh nuclear allies, b&
the stationing of nuclear weapons on their territory, or by
membership in an organization of nations striving for a
distinct iden£ity in nuclear affairs..The last case applies
to the Netherlands. In this paper I shall analyse'how the
Netherlands, as a non-nuclear country, behaves vis-a-vis
the nuclear problems they are involved in because of the

abovementiondd factors.

IT, There is a gréat deal of agreemen§ among the authors of
Netherlands foreign policy as to the constant factors which
determine both the style and £ne actual orientation of that
policy. The_approach to international problems is leéalistic
and moralistic, rather than in terms of the balance of

power like most of tbé big Eurcpean countries. In addition
this policy is characterized by the priority given to econo-
mic interests, a natural preoccupation for a country whiéh
depends sosﬁery much on international trade for its pros-

perity. Trade flourishes in an international climate in

Leurdijk _ : See
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which law andworder pfevail andlwhich is based on an inter-
national legal order and a respect for moral principles.B)

Bécause of her maritime tradition resulting from her
geographical positiocn, the Netherlands' péiicy is oriented
towards the Atlantic, instead of in a more continental direc-
tion towards Europe, as is the case in most large European
coﬁntries.h)

After the Second World War Netherlands foreigﬁ poiicy
was findamentally reoriented---mostly in 1947-48---with a

£,

It was an

shift from voluntary neutrality to alignmen
alignment which was determined in the first place by the
bipolar structure of the ihternational system, within which

a small country had to adapt to the dominating relations
between the big powers of the time. On the other hand this
alignment agreed in various ways with recognized tendencies
in -the external relations of the Netherlands: NATO, and
especially cooperation with the U.S. wiéhin that framework,
has since thén formed the b?sis of Netherlandé foreign policy;
A natural symbiosis, as it were, was formgd between the
maritime, Atlantic-oriented tfehd and the preference for a
legalistic-moralistic style in foreign policy, which was

also found in American foreign policy. As Van der Beugél
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sald, "The course changed, much of the attitude remained."6)
This Atlantic orientation of Netherlands policy has hardly
been challenged since then, neither by Parliament, which on
November'21, 1968 rejected a motion by the-Pacifist Socialist
Party that the government legve MATO by 121 votes to 57), nor
by public opinion, as was evident in a poll by the Socialist
Broadcasting Company which showed 85% of the population in
favour of continuing thelNetherlands' membership in NATO.S)
Although the new orientation in Netherlands foreign policy
can be well explained by the post-war situation in Europe,
one should take the new nuélgar situation into account in
explaining the continuation of this orientation. In an exclu-
sively conventional situation it would probably not have

been possible for fbe European countries to bring about an
equilibrium with the Soviet Union, since this would have

required the permanent presence of too large an American

army. But through nuclear weapons the U.S. can be permanently

- involved in EBurope in spite of an ever decreasing army, which

now 1s the physical evidence of the American nuclear guaran-
tee to West Europe. The nuclear weapons came at_a natural
moment in the evolution of internaticnal relations. The
scope of the weapons adaptéd itself to the framework of

interests such as had devéloﬁed, and which was evident in
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the decisive interventions of the U.S. in both world wars
when they temporarily brought conventional armies to Europe.
In pfinciple, nuclear weapons have made the geographical
extensions of alliances unlimited, as long as the nuclear
guaranteé is credigle. The American guarantee of her security
is not 6niy the bé#is of Dutch foreign policy but is also
the determining factor in the Netherlands adaptation to the
nuclear environment. |

If it is true that Dutch foreigﬁ policy is determined -
by the bipolar, nuélear-structure of the international system
on the one hand, and on the other hand reflectslthe constant
factors determining the style and orientation of this policy,
the same policy can be expected to continue through the 1970's,
if the NPT succeeds in freezing the nuclear status quo in
Europe. In the following we shall try to identify a number
of basic factors of Netherlands politics on nuclear problems,
and within this f;amework the Netherlands attitude towards
the effort to check the spread of nuclear weapons will be
analysed. Two observations should be made beforehand:
1) As the challenge to the bipolar, nuclear structure, which
has characterised the world since 1945, manifestedzitself

in the sixties, only the Netherlands policy for the decade
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1960-1970 will be studied. This challenge was created by the
spread of national nuclear capabilities under the impact of
economic and technological developments and by nuclear nationa-
lism, as reflected in the nationalrnuclear armament of France
and Chiﬁa who were willing to reduce or break their glliance
commitments, and in the deliberate development or maintenance
of the nuclear option by such nations as Israel, India and
South Africa.

2) The analysis of this poliicy is mainly based on the discus-
sion of nuclear problems in the Netherlands Parliament, as

it appears in government documents and the Proceedings of

Parliament.

III., When the Netherlands accepted NMATO as the basis of her
forefgn policy she also embraced the philosophy of the Atlan-
tic defence efforts. A representative excerpt from 1961_out-
lines the elements of this:

"It is only thanks to NATO and the defence cooperation it
realised that the individual nations could find the required
confidence to bring the considerable sacrifices which were
necessary for the building of a reasonable defence against
the serious Russian threat. In the first place the Nether-
lands Gevermment is convinced that in the light of the
threat experienced the national existence of the Netherlands
people and the security of West Europe in general can only
Be safeguarded by an alliance as stron® as possible with
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the U.S., by virtue of which the latter country becomes
permanently invovled in the West European defence. In the
second place it 1s also strongly convinced that, because of
the extent of the threat experienced and the scientific and
financial consequences of the modern armament, a national
Netherlands defence effort can only have sense and effect

as part of an integrated allied armed force, which is adapted
to the requirements of the present moment. The MATO fulfills
both conditions and for the Government the NATO is therefore
the pivot of the Netherlands foreign policy."9)

There are few indications that public opinion, parliament or
the govermment want to guestion the basis of NMATO policy,

even though there has been a more critical attitude towards

"western defence in the Netherlands in recent years. Those

who reject NATO and the balance éf power based on nuclear
weapons still keep themselves outside the scope of any dis-
cussion on Netherlands foreign policy. There is considerable
consensus on this aspect of the policy, and individual critics
are not supported by any effectively orgénised group, major
political party or pressure group. |

In a report on nuclear armament, issued on July 3; 1962,
the Generai Synod of the Dutch Reformed Church prdnounced a
radical "no" against the use of nuclear weapons, even as
retaliation for a nuclear attack. (This "no" did not apply
to the possession of nuclear weapons.).Although ca. 30% of
the population belongs to this church, it is typical of the
situation that none of ﬁhe big political partiés—;—even the

Christian Democratic parties which are connected with it---
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10)
supported this pronouncement. The Netherlands finds the ﬂ
theoretical justification for her participation in NMATO in
the theory of the balance of power, and she acceptg nuclear
weapons in the nuclear situation as an indispenablie element:

"The Government accepts nuclear weapons as part of the
Western defence and continues to consider those weapons,
together with the inherent means of delivery, as an
indispensable deterrent."

This "deterrent"™ has to be credible in all aspects, so that
any doubt about the continuance of the military balance is

13)

avoided. From-the rejection of the denuclearisation of
Europe by the Netherlands, it also appears that the Dutch
government had made the maintenance of the nuclear balance
of power in the world the highest directive of its foreign
pplicy. The plans offered by Rapacki and Gomulka were re-
Jected by i.a. the argument that the opposition of the two
blocs had brought about a decrease rather than an increase
of tension;1h) Neifher could the governﬁent back Sweden's
resolution 1664 (XVI), December 4, 1961, in the General
Aséémbly of the United Nations, which suggested an agreement
on the prohibition of the stationing and storing of nuclear

weapons in non-nuclear countries, because it could "especially
, .

'in Burope, seriously affect the present balance of power

"1 5)

and could be detrimental to the interest .of one of the parties.

IR
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Though the Netherlands endorées the effort towards general
and complete disarmament, the nuclear balance has to be main-
tained, and the partial and coliateral measures to it should
be tested. The government supported the effort to stop the
spread-of nuclear weapons, for the very reason that this was
a danger to the stability and balance in the world, and it
recognized this as the most urgent arms control question in
the world.'®

This identification with the NATO doctrine and the
balance of power as the best guarantees for peace has hardly
been influenced by the changes in the international system
during the sixties. It will also.be the frame of reference
for Dutéh foreign policy in the eighth decade of this century,
as outlined extensively in the 1968 Memorandum on the Policy
Concerning NATO.and Defence Matters. It alsolmeahs that there
are no changes in the basic elements of this policy on
nuclear prqblems. These cah be summarized as follows:
1) The Netherlands does not desire either the acquisition of
a national nuclear force or_participation in particular forms
of collective ownership of nuclear weapons.
2) They do not want the independent decision oﬁ the usé of

nuclear weapons or participation in the use of atomic weapons.
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3) The Netherlands relies entirely on the nuclear guarantee

giveﬁ by the United States through NMATC for her security. The

power to decide the use of the nuclear weapons of the alliance

should rest entirely with the President of the United States.

This attitude implies a rejection of the existence of national
nuclear powers within the alliance, and of a European nuclear
force not integrated with the American force.

4) Out of political considerations the Netherlands does con-
sider desirable ccnsultation and participation in the ‘planning
cbncerning nuclear weapons, such as has been realised in the
NPG and the NDAC.

5) The Netherlands is against the proliferation of nuclear
weapons and regards measures to control this spread as most
urgent.

The Netherlands does not wish to produce her own
nuclear weapons, although she has the capability to do so.
Unlike the situation in other small European countries like
Switzerland and Sweden where there has been a great publie
discussion on the acguisition of tactical nuclear weapons,
the possession or production of such weapons has never been
discussed in the Netherlands. There have only been thé dgcla—

rations of the Minister of Foreign Affairs, Mr. Luns, -that
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the Netherlands does not intend to produce nuclear weapons17)
and "...that the Netherlands Government has no independent
decision powers on the use of nuclear weapons and does not

18)

strive fTor these decision powers." The absence of a dis-
cussion-on these matters can be explained by the iﬁtegratiOn
of the national defence efforts in MATO, and the complete
confidence in the nuclear guarantee of the U.S. Neither is
there any, or hardly any, discussion of the credibility of
the guarantee in relation to Americg's own vulnerability.
"he Goverrment does not doubt that the U.S. will use, if
necessary, any possible means for the defence of the whole
territory of the treat.“19) Dﬁtch pelicy is hardly influenced
by the way the American government makes this guarantee effec-
tive Qithin the framework of different possible nuclear doc-
trines. The replacement of the -doctrine of "massive retalia-
tion" by the doctrine of "flexible response" did not give
rise to any serious resistancé, such as occurred in West
Germany, even though the interests of both countries---

i.e. excluding the possibiliity of their own territory being
the battle theatre and limiting the need for conventional

troops---are to a great extent similar because of their com-

parable geographical positions. One author explained the
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Netherlands passivity in thesé matters by the fear of being
put on a par with Germany.20)
Our support for having the decision-making cn the use
of nuclear weapons completely centraliéed with the American
President is based on our complete confidence in.the will-
ingness of the U.S. to defend West Europe with nuclear wea-
pons if necessary. It is the view of the Netherlands that
the nuclear defence of Europe should be left entirely to the
U.S, and that every encroachment on this undivided power
would affect not only the credibility, but also the effec-
tiveness of the American should nuclear weapons have to be
used? On January 9, 1963 State Secretary for Foreign Affairs
Van Houten declared, "The Netherlands-Government does not
object if in fact the nuclear deterrent and the power to use

2DHence, the U.S. should

it remain an American monopoly."
have and maintain a veto on the use of the nuclear weapons

of the Atlantic alliance. This belief plays a strong role

in Netherlands policy concerning the non-proliferation of‘
nuclear weapons. The discussion in.the Netherlands on an
Atlantic nuclear fleet was based on the understanding that
the U.S. .would méintain their veto on the usé of nuclear
weapons, even though it was reported in 1963~ 64 that‘mgmbers
of the American‘government sald that the possibility wés Open
for a transfer of that decision to the European participants.
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The Dutch view was that only 1f the decision to use nuclear
weapons could be taken without the consent of the existing
nuclear countries would it constitute proliferation. There
still remained the possibility of forming a multilateral
fleet in common ownership with a number of countries while
smerica still retained her veto on the use of nuclear wea-
pons, which was fiercely rejected by tﬁe Soviet Uniqn. The
desire to centralize the decision making on the use of
nuclear weapons rejects the existence of other national
nuclear powers. In a statement backed by the major parties
Mrs Luns said that he would be pleased if England (and
implicitly France) wouldlrenounce her nuclear weapons?2 1-
though formally Englénd can decide independently on the use
of her nuclear weapons, he stated firﬁly that England would
not use her weapons outside NATO, and that within NATO
nuclear weapons would be used only with the consent of the
American-President.23)In addition, the Netherlands Parlia-
ment has repeatedly emphasized that the abandonment of

national nuclear armament in Furope would facilitate the

solution of the German nuclear problem by complete military-

nuclear.integration in NATO, and would also end the diseri-

-mination against Germany, which many parties in Holland
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24) Since the Dutch people are strongly

consider undesirable.
suspicious of West Germany's military ambitions, the Nether-
lands is definitely against any nuclear armament of this
country, even ﬁnder the cover of an Atlantic nuclear force.
The Government of the Netherlands declared that the extent
to which Gerﬁany obtained a‘say.in nuclear "hard~Ware"
would negatively influence its willingness to participate
in such an arrangement.?S) When the_NLF plan threatened to
be watéred down to a bilateral agreement between the U.S.
and Germany the Netherlands declared herself against it.-
These considerations imply a certain image of the
- nature of the internationél systeﬁ which offers the best
guarantees for the maintenance of peace. In the nuclear age
peace is best guaranteed by a bipolar balance of power, in
which the‘U. S. and the Soviet Union have exclusive powers
to decide on the use of nuclear weupons. This point of.view
is dictated by utilitarian éonsiderations, i.e. the credi-
bility and effectiveness of the nuclear deterrent as far
as the West is concefned, and not by any moral aversion to
our sharing in the nuclear defence. The Netbérlands has
accepted her NATO obligations concerning muwlear tésks, as

well as the stationing of tactical nuclear weapons and
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the nuclear policies of NATO. The Netherlands' policy on

the most urgent pfoblem of nuclear arms control in the
_sixties, the prevention of the spread of nuclear weapons,

Was ingpired by this image of the nuclear system. The Nether-
iands wholeheartedly supported the efforts of the U.S. and
the Soviet Union to maintain the bipolar nuclear structure
against possible challengers, as expressed in the limited
nuclear test ban treaty of 1963 and the NPT of 1968, as well
as the efforts to maintain the nuclear balance between each
other through SALT, although the latter was never made a

condition of the former.

IV. The contol of the spread of nuclear weapons has always
been given great importance in Dutch policy, especially since
1965 when certain demands by‘Western European countries con-
cerning the substance of a non-proliferation agreement threa-
‘tened to fruétrate the Soviet-American approchement. Nuclear
technology -has made it necessary to seek solutions to many
problems of disarmament and arms control in a world-wide
treaty, to which regional solutions must be subordinated.

The necessary, universal context for the regulation of the
problem of the spread of nuclear weapons is determined by

two cireumstances:

Leurdijk o 18..



- 18 -

1) the range of nuclear weapbns and their means of delivery
is univérsal; the repercussions of their use will be felt
throughout the international syétem, while the competitive
involvement of £he U.S. and the Soviet Union in different
parts of the world makes regional conflicts liable to
nuclear escalation;
2) on the other hand, the’spread of nuclear technology and
matérials all over the world in the context of peaceful
applications of npcleér energy and the importance of this
in the economic development of all countries has resulted
in greater and greater demands for a policy to control the
spread of nuclear weapons. The necessary universal framework
for the solution of this problem is also determined by the
fact that more and more countries have become self-sufficient
Iin nuclear matters, while international trade in nuclear
materials and reactor technology is growing. Since a non-
proliferation policy demands.sacrifices by non~nuclear
countries, it.is most realistic to ask these of all non-
" nuclear countries on an equal basis.

The danger of the proliferation of nuclear weapons
among nations first originated 6utside Europe. Neﬁertbe—

less, Buropean nuclear probleéems dominated the non-proliferation
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debates to a considerable degfee. The demands made by

Western Europe were not in agccordance with some basic con-
siderations of the non-proliferation policy, such asluniver—
sality and non-discrimination among hon;nuclear countries.
These demands were:

1) the recogﬁition that certain forms of alliance cooperation
in nuclear matters would remain possible, which concerned
proposed NATOIarrangements,

2) the maintenance of the possibility_ of the establishment

of a European nuclear force, and

3) the protection of the exclusivity of the Euratom séfeguards
system within the territofy of the European community.

These conditions were especially advocated by West Germany
and Italy, whose point pf view differed considerably from

that of the small West European countries, notably the Nether-
lands. We wanted to subordinate these demands to a policy
aimed at creating a ﬁniversally acceptable non-proliferation
treaty. In éummarj, while the incentive for an active non-
proliferation policy resulted from the dangefs of the spfead
Qf nuclear weapons cutside Europe, the preoccupation with
regional FEuropean interests considerably delayed the accep-

tance of a universal ndn-proliferation agreement and even
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endangered it. Secondly, the claim of special consideration
for tbese interests was not related to the purposes of a
noﬁ-proliferation agreement but was inspired by the wish
not torendanger a distinet European identity ip nuclear
matters.

With regard-to these claims, Dutch policy has always
been inspired by the recognition of the greater priority for -
an agreement on the non-proliferation of nuclear weapons and
by the constant factors of adaptation to the nuclear environ-
‘ment. We will deal with fbis in more detail when studying
the controversies over the MLF, the European option on nuclear
weapons and the position of the Euratom control system in
a non-proliferation agreement.

The controversy over how far éertain forms of "nuclea:
sharing" in NATO were compatible or incompatible with a
policy of non-proliferation delayed real progress on an
agreement forlseveral years. Three sorts of nuclear arrange-

ments can be distinguished:
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a) the U.S. or other nuclear countries share part of their

nuclear weapons with a mixed association of non-nuclear and
nucleér countries, and the latter renounce their vefo on

the ﬁse of nuclear weapons;

b) the same arrangement in which the nuclear countries keep
the veto on the use of nuclear weapans, and hence the emphasis
is on common ownership and cpntfol of nuclear weapons;

¢) purely consultative agreéménts in which the non-nuclear
countries participéte inlthe planning of nuclear matters.

The Netherlands did not seek any participation in the decision-
making on nuclear weapons nor consider this desirable for
othér countries. Her approach to the nuclear arrangements
within NMATO was based on the fact that the decision to use
nuclear weapoﬁs should rest unconditionally and totally with
the American President, since this was the best guarantee

for the credibility of the_nuciear commitments. At the time
the first version of the MLF plan, which left open the pos§i¥
bility of transfer of the veto, and according to which the
American non-transfer article of the draft non-proliferation

- treaty of 1965 was formulated, was discussed the government

stated:
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"...the transfer...of a part of American nuclear planning
and responsibility to the multilateral project is contrary
to an efficient distribution between the allies, especially
in the light of the existing necessity to strengthen the
conventional element in NATO defence, on which the European

228)

countries should concentrate more.
-The Netberlandsldid declare herself willing "to study...

the political opportuﬁity and the practical possibilities"29),
because she recognised the political advantages of the plan:
stronger ties of the U.S5. and Englapd with Europe, the préven—
tion of the development of independent nu:leaf powers, a pre-
emption of German irritation over unequal status in nuclear
matters, and fhe po;siblity for Europe to get more into line
with the U.S. technologiéally and industrially.30} The Dutch
did partibipate in the MFL discussion in the so-called Paris
working group of NATO and in the experiment with a mixed crew
on the "Claude Ricketts".3') A1l this, in addition to positive
statements on the NLF by Foreign Minister Luns outsidé Parlia-
ment32), suggests that in the last instance the Netherlands
would still have been willing to participate, especially
since the Christian Democratic parties in Parliament favoured
the plan.33) However, a certais evolution is evident in Dutch

views. As a result of a change of government in the spring

of 1965, which brought the Socialists to power, (Mr. Luns
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‘was seconded by thé Socialisf Van der Stoel), and by the
reali#ation that the MLF¥ plan stood in the way of any early
agreecment on.the nonfproliferation of nuclear weapons, the
government proceeded to emphasize that a non-proliferation

: agreemént should have priority over the nuclear arrangements
in NATO%”%his was clearly stated in the Second Chamber for
the first time in December, 1965.35)

But the Netherlands government did accept an arrange-
ment providing ‘for the right of veto on the use of nuclear
weapons by the nuclear powers, hende pfoviding for common
ownership and control of nuclear weapons. It did not consider
such an arrangement contfary to a non-proliferation policy.
As State Secretary for Foreign Affairs Van der Stoel said
on Cctober 21, 1965 in the U.N.

", ..an arrangement for nuclear sharing in the Atlantic
context is in no way contrary to, or conflicting with

the principle of non-preoliferation, provided that those
weapons cannot be used without the consent of existing
nuclear powers---in other words: as long as there are no
additional fingers on the trigger."3")

The Russians objected to MLF constructions which gave non-
nuclear countries physical access to nuclear weapons---a
situationlthey maintained which could lead to the use of

nueclear wéapOns by these countries with the consent of a
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37)

nuclear country or to abuse because they might not heea

38)

the veto. The Netherlands, however, did not wish to parti-
cipate in these arrangements, so it was easy to back the new
American plans proposed in the course of 1965 to improve con-
sultation“and planning concerning huclear ﬁeapons. These were
also supported by Parliament.39) The Netherlands and Belgium
are now alternating members of the Nuclear élanning Group
(NPG), changing every two yeéars, but both countries are perma-
nently involved with ambassadors and staff in the preparation
for the ministerial meetings of the NPG. Originally the NPG
was conceived of as a small committee of five countries; the
four‘big members of NATO-plus cne small country which would
alternate. Amenaments to this scneme were made on the initia-
tive of Canada and the Netherlands since the first arrange-
ment could have led "to a degree of discrimination...which

is no longer compatible with the principle of equal rights

in the Alliance".ho) Parﬁicipation in the consultation and
planning abbut nuclear weapons is more in accordance with the
Netherlands nuclear policy than is particecipation in the deci—
sion on the use of nuclear weapcons or in the physical owner-

ship and control of the same. An American author was correct

in concluding that, '"Consultation within NATO has been the
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Dutch method of compénsating.for being small and lacking
any automatic claim to a special relationship within the
‘United States".'!)

Lacking any incentive to create a national nuclear
force,rthe Dutch consider only one alternative to the complete
reliance‘on the American nuclear guarantee: the creation of
a Eurbpean nuclear force. If we assume that the Dutch accept
the NPT as a framework for their adaptation to tbé nuclear
environment---a reasonable assumption---then a European
nuclear force can only come into being when Wéstern Europe
is unified politically, acéording to the American interpreta-
tiog of the non-transfer article of the NPT.qg) On the ofhér
hand, the NPT does not allow any form of cooperation between
nﬁclea}'countries and non—nucleaf countries other than con-
sultative arrangements. In any case, the physical participa-
tion of non-nuclear countries in the ownership and control
of nuclear weapons is excluded, as is their participatién in
the decisién-making on the use of nuclear weapons. Thi§
situation wholly corresponds with the Netberlands wishes
in this field. The Netherlamds rejects any pre-federal Euro-

pean cooperation in nuclear matters in which existing nuclear

countries give up their veto on the use of atomic weapons
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and the decision to use these.weapons'can be taken by a majo-
rity of non-nuclear cogntries.-The objectivé of the American
amendments of March 22, 1966 to her draft treaty of August,
1965 was the exclusion of any construction in which the U.S.
would fenounce her veto on the use of nuclear weapons brought’
into a framework of multilateral nuclear cooperation, but
they did not exclude the possibility that other nuélear coun-
tries like France and England might bring their complete arsenal
into a mixed association of nuclear countries in which fhe
use is decided by the majority.

This last éxception was related to pre-~federal forms
of European nuclear cooperétion in whiqh England and France
would participate. The American amendments were discussed in
tﬁe North Atlantic Council in the spring of 1966..At that meet-
ing the Netherlands stated that she considered the creation
of a mixed nuclear association "in which a decision to fire
nuclear weapons could be made by a majority of non-nuclear
weapon states oufyvoting the nuclear weapons memhers of the

43)

association" to be contrary to a non-proliferation policy.
The Netherlands preferred the drafting of the non-transfer
article as follqws: "Not to transfer nuclear weapons into-the
national contrel of any non-nuclear weapon state, or into the
control of any association of states".
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The Netherlands equally rejected an independent Euro-

pean nuclear force: "An effective defence of Europe is only
feasible in Atlantic terms. The formation of an independent
European nuclear force'would be contrary to this idea and is
hence rejected by the government."uq)Over the course of the
years thé government has forwarded a great number of arguments
against such a nuclear force. The formation of a really effec-
tiQe Européan nuclear force would cause strains in the coopera-
tion with the U.S.h52*-a basic argument from the point of

view of the Netherlands government which places so much empha-
sis on £he American nuclear guarantee. If a European nuclear
power could function as the trigéer which could involve Ameri-
can nuclear power (even against her will), it could lead the
U.S. to sever her alliance coméitments.ué) In addition the
Netherlands has always rejected political and pilitary blocs
within NATO---even a militéry association of the six EEC

47)

countries. Also, the creation of a European nuclear force

would mean a far-reaching intensification of the military

48)

effort and would have a negative impact on the effect of

arms control and better East-West relations.u9) Such a Euro-
pean nuclear force is not considered credible in Holland

because YWest Europe, with its population density and industrial
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concentrations would be an ali too easy target for enemy
missilesgo)altbough this argument is unsound within the
coﬁtext of the present "counter-city strategy".

But the Netherlands has never excluded the possibility
that anlintegrated Furope could have a nuclear force integrated
with the Aimerican power, so that the alliance with the U.S.
would not be jeopardized.o!) However,‘it is doubtful if the
integration of a\European nuclear force with American nuclear
power could be realised on any basis other than that of
subordination, and at the same time not only.the condition
of EBuropean but also of Atlantic intégration must be fulfilled.

The Netherlands government recognises that the creation
of a European nuclear force is a purely academic question,
sd one may conclude that from the practical point of view the
Netherlands rejects the creation of a European nuclear force:
-~-a position which has the support of the major parties in
Parliament. The Netherlands did not press, as did West Germany
_and Italy, for the maintenance of the so-calied European
option clause in the NPT, which would have enabled Eurdpe,
once it unified, to build its own nuclear force. In any case,

this option could only have been realisad under the very

limited ccnditions mentioned above,
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Of all the nuclear préblems, the Netherlands has
given the highest priority to obtaining universal regulations
to control the observance of the peacéful use of nuclear
memeriﬁb. There was a question of if and how much the regional
control by Euratom could inspect this obligation within the
six Community countries. In the beginning two standpoints
were diametrically opposed to each other. On the one hand
there was the view of the Soviet Union, which characterized
Euratom as a "closed organization of West Gerﬁany's allies
in the military NATO bloc"?2) Even in December, 1967 they
declared that there should be a "single system of control for
all non-nuclear states"§3) to. be realised in the IAFA. On the
other hand there was the original position taken by West
Gérmany and Italy, with the gupport of the Euratom Commission
(later the European Commission), who wishéd to maintain the
exclusivity of Buratom control within the Community ,Aso
that the IAFA could not have any direct control on‘Euraﬁom
territory. This demand for recognition of the Euratom control
system on an equal footing with the IAFA ;ontrol gave rise
to opposition in the ENDC, from non-aligned as well as
Communist countries who advocated the principles of univer-
sality and uniformity of international control, which in

" themselves implied rejection of the Euratom inspection in
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favour of the IAEA safeguardsQ

The Netherlands has never backed ;he arguments which
werg given so very often, nofably by West Germany, that the
admission of IAFA control within Euratomrwould mean the end
of the bommon ﬁarket for nuclear materials and would expose
the‘Eurbpean nuciear industry to-international espicnage.
The Netherlands emphasized the central aspect of the credibility
of a control system, and her policy has been aimed at breaking
the exclusivity of the Euratom control to give priority
the IAEA control system: At various times the Dutch government
pronounced itself in favour of an effective, world-wide
control system. Although the Netherlands was certainly not in
favour of breaking down the entire Euratom control system?u)
she felt the essential factor for the credibility of an inspec-
tion arrangement to other countries was the acceptance of
physical inspection by the IAEA of the obsefvanée of the obli-
gation itself within the Euratom territery. She declared-tnaﬁ
the NATO coﬁntries must agree to at least what they would
demand of dther regaions, suéh as FEastern Europe.sg)
A Dutch author expreésed it as follows] "...third states

...cannot be expected to accept a community .self-inspection

by a group which is apparently interested in xeeping its

Leurdi jk 3.,



its nuclear optiocn open..."57) The.emphasis on the integrity
of the Euratoﬁ control system could also lead to a prolifera-
tion of regional control systems?s)while a credible arrange-
ment for inspection under the NPT could set a precedent for
future regulations in the field of arms control?g)
The‘Netherlands position on the appropriate relation

of Buratom and IAEA safeguards, which she has aétively pro-
motéd in the European Community?ogan be summarized in four points:
1. The IAFA should function as the central instance of control§1)
2. The IAFA should have a real possibility of exercising contrel,

which would mean that the IAEA should not oﬁly be informed

of the methéas of Euratom control, buf should also exercise

control over the observance of the non-production obliga-

tion 1tself®? o
3. This real possibility of control should be given substance

by common inspections by Euratom and IAFR within Euratom

territory, which is "technica;ly feasible and equally desir-

able politically, in order to make the verification by the

IAFA credible and acceptable in the eyes of the other

parties to the treaty."63)

4, The relation between Furatom and IAFA should be laid down
in a verification agreement which should establish the

modalities of the control and which may not be contrary to
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the bases of cooperation within Euratom and which would
avoid duplication and adminstrative—problemséh)

The priority the Dutch government had given to IAEA has found
expression through the years in the effort to strengthen the
positioﬁ of the Vienna organisation by, on one hand, broaden-
ing the field of its activities, and on the other by propos-
ing_to admit IAFEA control within thé territory of.the Community.
Its policy was motivated by the interest in counteracting the
spread of nuclear weapons and in establishing an effective

65)

international inspection system.

V. The way in which the Netherlands has adapted herself to her
nuclear enviromnment can be characterized as "qualified absten-
tion": she rejects a national nuélear armament but accepts the
nuclear guarantee of an ally. The broad framework of her policy
has been determined by the bipolar nuclear structure of the
international system for more than two decades after ﬁhe
Second World War, but there is good reason to suppose that in
future this policy will be more and more determined by the
.agreements between England, France and West Germany on Euro-
pean political problems, including the nuclear defence of
Furope. Should this lead to a European nuclear fdrce, it
could mean the end of the American nuclear guarantee for
Europeis gecurity, since ‘the U.S. would no longer be able to

aovd
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organise the Western defence on its own terms. Dutch policy
would then bg confronted with a dilemma! fo participate in
these argeements or to return to a policy of neutrality. The
policy in nuclear affairs is aimed at avoiding this dilemmé.l
Theoretically it is based on President Kennedy's dumbbell
cohcept s which has already been supersedea, according to
which "...a unified Europe will be able to come to full deve-
lopment and hence will be able to give a more valuable contri-
bution to the development of the world, within the broader
framework of an Atlantic Cpmmunity, in whid¢h North America
and Furope will be able to act as complementary partners on
the_basis of complete politico-economic equality and co-

resonsibility“§6)

However, both the intellectual consistency
éhd practical feasibility of this concept are seriously gues-
tioned in Holland.

On the level of practical politics the Netherlanﬁs is,
striving for an Atlantic defence system, in which the deéision
on'the usge of nuc;ear weapons rests with the U.S. and the
European aliies are invelved in consultgtions on'the.nuclear
defence of their territory. As Russell concludedj "The Nether-
lands has striven for a nuclear defense system which places
~the United Statés glone in the first category and puts the
remaining alliance members on a virtually equal plang in the

67)

second rank."
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The two parameters which will determine the Netherlands
poiicy in the seventies are the continued trust in the nuclear
guarantee of the U.S. and the NPT.  "The Government is still
of the.opinion that the effort to prevent the spread of nuc-
lear weapons implies th§t the nuclear defence of Europe should
be placed. within the Atlantic Framework, based on the nuc-

68)That is why the government has

lear guarantee of the U.S3."
always emphasized the open character of the European Community
and rejected any bloc formation within NATO, such ‘as an inde-
pendent European nuclear force. Rather they advocate the
Special Committee of as many couﬁtries as possible to regulate
nuclear matters within NATO, and the choicg of consultative
arrangements in which all allies could participate on an

equal footing; "...for a suc;essful solution of the probiem _
of nuélear.sharing (it is) of the greatest importance "f“
that an element of real co-decision of the European allies is
realised with regard to the totality of nucleér planning and

69)

strategy of the alliance." If the creation of a European

nuclear force integrated with the U.S. is not possible, the
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Netherlands would probably come to the conciusion that "as a
permanent solution a strong alliance in the nuclear field of
the U.S. with a number of individual European powers would be
by far preferable to the blind promotion of the unification of
a rump-EurOpe which could follow an obstinate policy."70)

One does not necessarily need to agree with a foreign policy
¢losely allied to the United Statés to recognize that this

has been the basis of the Netherlands pogittengin nuclear mat-
ters and is supported by a broad consensus in the-Netherlands?1)
The Netheflands has been positive towards an‘agreement to pre-
vent the spread of nuclear weapons. from %he first drafts and
emphasized that the treaty does not necessarily hinder the ¢
te;hhological development of countries which renouiee;kbe:pro--
duction of nuclear weapons, the possibilities and objectives

of Euratoﬁ, nor the peaceful use of nuclear energy.

Both the American nuclegr guarantee arnd the NPT could
disappear, over a period of time, as guides for the nucléar
policy because of developments beyond the influence of the
Netherlands. Shouid that occur the Netherlands would be forced

to redirect her policy, but shegsis not prepared for any re-

orientation at present.
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Sweden frequently appears in close-fo-~top positions when threshold
nuclear weapon states are listed, The reaschn is mostly a general
appraisal of its technological and industrial copabilities rather
than an analyeis of its defence requirenents. Also ‘mportant is
the fact that the need for o Swedish nuclear strike force was in
the late fifties and early sixties strongly aavocated by poweriul
political and nilitary groups, However; cwn 9 January 1970 Sweden
deposited its dnstrusents of retification of the Treaty on Non-
Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons (NPT) and is thus bound to stay

non--nuclear.

The Toct that it lasted 17 month from signing the LPT (19 Aug 1968)
to ratification has in some places abroad been interpreted as due
to an hesitotion cn the par£ 0f the Swedish governent wether

to acced to the NET or ret and that in the final decision political
argunents in favour of the NPT were given priority to military

arguients which, however, were very valid in their own meriy.



One purpose c¢f this papcr is to show that that conclusion is

ETTONEOUS ,

The decision to abstain from a noaticnal nucleor strike force was
not made wheit an evaluation of the NPT for political reasons

srodually and silently

could not wait any longer, Instead, it was
made as o consequence of an evoluastion of the strategig doctrines
of surrounding power-blocs years before a Tformal decision on the

. NPT had to be made,

The debate wether Sweden should have the boab or net, criginally
starting on the day of Hiroshina, reached o level of political
significance in 1954, The Jgsue stayed in the focus until 1662

when 3t started to fade put. In the wid sixbies it wos alnmest poli-
cally dead. The number of arguaents for and agninst a Swedish

bonb is ilmpressive, It covers questions of forsign relations and
strategy, cosis, research and development, risks involved in
testing, and idealistic, pacifistic and moral aspects., The political
parties were nostly eplit oun the guestion and o "han-the~bomb" nove-—

ment was orgonized,

A few facts are basic. Sweden iz 2 non-aligned country. This
ruled out sharing of nuclear weapons with other unations or buying
nuclear weapons abroad, The latter was also ruled out by the
attitude of the nuclear powers. Domestic manulfacture would be

in Toavour of o

'~

the only way to aquire the bomb., ALL aguirin
Swedish nuclear force asgsumed a tactical weapon to support the

resistance azainst invasion across the borders or cver the sea,
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An independant strategic deterrence was disussed but never
seriously proposed. In the tactical context it is quite clear

that the Swedish armed forces would be greatly more able to cause
damage to an invador T equipped with nuclear weapons than without.
The doubts were based on considerations of alternative costs aﬂq

of the great power-bloc’s doctrines,

There is no guestion that Sweden absoclutely spenking will be able
to manufacture a nuclear weapon independantly. The two basic fac-
tors, domestic uranium and on advanced ruclear technology, are
there, Testing in Sweden both in the atmosphere and underground
would be possible without radiocactive risks %o the population.
Available capacity for research and production would, however,
restrict a nuclear wecpon program to one type of waread, In
addition, the tactiecal concept did not make specinl meons of

delivery ﬁecessary. The exigting light bombers would deo.

In the late fifties the political debate over the nuclear igsuc
was lively and emotional. It resulted in 1959 in o compromnise
éecision of the Swedish goverment to the effect that thers would
be no crash-program for production of weapon grade fissionable
material ond uno reseafch effort to design and test o warhead.
Instead o possible military production of plutonium should be
linked te the civil nuclear reactor progrom, This made pessible
final/

a sostphonement of the/ﬁgz?sion toc go nuclear by severnl years
until the civil program wos further developed,without loosing
time 1f the Tinol decision was to be positive or loosing money
ifT it wos to be negative., 4 coordination of the civil nnd mi-

litary programs was also supported by econcmicoal factors, This

weg the content of what wos called the nuclear option policy¥.



On the research side the effort was limited to o sgwdy of
possible measures to proftect the country against nuclear attack,
also including a general review of bomb desizn necessary to

make an assessment of pogsible nuclear wespons deployment ocgainst
Bweden. This latter progrom would alse provide information of

importance for a possible manufacture of o Swedish bomb.

In the fall of 1962.the Secretary General of the United Nations
eirculated o question to the non-nuclear member states on what
conditions they would be willing to abgitoin Trom squiring nualear
weapons cnd join into a "nen-stomic club®, The club had been
sugzested in the General Asseably by Sweden’s foreign minister Mr
Undén. The Swedish goveraentg Yéeplied positively, however, on several
condltions: its posi¥tion wos valid throughout 1963 only (it wos
later prolonged), that the nuclear powers agreed To a test bong

that o rumber of siates in Burcpe also agreed, and that o nuclear
attack or blackmail would involidate the bogis for the Swedish

posgition,

On 12 August 1963 Sweden signed the Treonty Banning Huclear Wespon

Tests in the Atmosphere, in Outer Space and Under Water., It was

understood that this would limit the possibilities 4o develop 2
not/

Swedish bomb "somewhat" while severely, and that the nuclear

option policy in a Tormal sen e would be only marzinally in-

Tluenced by the treaty.

The expected developiment of the eivil nuclear program had
indicated that by 1965 “the Decision'" had to bhe token if time

was not to be loste However, approaching that tlme
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many people wakened up only to find that the wheole bhagis for the
nuclear option policy had been changed. The eivil program was
congiderably delayed. The "8wedish siyle™ natural uraniumheavy
water renctor concept hod been exchanged for a enriched uranium-
1light woter model under the pressure of concreite econcmical focts,
But enpiched uranium was oveilable only frem ebroad and only upon
the condition of exclusive peaceful use. A reprocessing plant
for plutonium extraction had not been built. IT was clesr thaot
& coordination of civil and military nuclear production was no
longer a practical path to the bemb. Instead of approaching the
day of Decision, Sweden pushed a constant estiunated seven-year
pericd of research and developﬁent ahead of every day the Decision
wes not made, A number of economically moiivated deviations from a
line cf developnent of the civil atomic power progroa compatible
with o military co-production had practically srealking over the
years almost added up to a "silent No!" to the Swedish bomb and
postphoned the first possible deployument into the mid gseventies.
This develeopment is not uniguely Swedish., All countries but

IMrance have taken the some steps.

However, the expressed Ilo tc the bomb codified in Sweden’s
adherence to the NPT wos not o result of an industrial situation
but an snalysis of the stratesic position; econoimical resources
available and the requirenents of the nationsl security. The
Swedish defence policy ig based on a few agsumptions, One is

that the Bwropean theater for the foreseenble future will be
domingted by two majoer bloes, HATO and the Warsawpoet, with
partially contradicting interests and in geuneral balance of mili-
tary power beltween each other., Sweden is o suall country and

connot influsnce this situsation. Sweden is Ffurtherimore in itselfl
hAo)

of no value To either of the blocs, but access o Swedish
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territory may in time of crisis be of value for one of the blocs

in its actions against the other bloc. Ezch bloc will thus be able
to mount margzinal forces only agninst Sweden as its primary problen
will be to match the forceg of the ndversary bloc, in digolated
atiack on Sweden with the full forces of o superpower ig thus

definitely unlikely,

The securiiy geal of Sweden is to survive as o sovereign state.
To achieve This goal Sweden has declared the intention to stay
neutral Yo any @military confliet din accordance with the Haog—
conventions. To make this intention credible Sweden is a non-
aligned stote in peace~time ond has o relatively strowng defence.
The strenght of the arued forces should be sufficient to deter an
attack of any of the blecces using the margingl forceg they may be

able to allocate against Sweden,

It is clsc necessary to recogunize the strong hesitation of the
levels /
superpowers to escolate o conflikt to nuclear/and their interest

to contein o conflikt on low levels (flexible response) by means
of nefonsiations. Consequently, conventioncl Tforce hos been given
increased importance; wiiile nuclear weapouns primarily are o
politicel necns for signalling an extreme Jdeftermination to the

adversary.

The relevent question is now wether nuclear wecpons would increase

Siven

r

Sweden’s possiblilties fto stay ocutside o conflicet in Burope,

‘a recsonable level of defence expenditures. As shall be shown the

oNSWer 1ig Nno.



Az indicated above an agressor against Sweden will zlways be prinma
rily conceg¥nzd with the measures of his main adverscry. If thg
moain conflict is on the conventiconal level it is unlikely that

an aggressor escolates to the nuclear level on the Swedish front
and by that risks & nuclear counterattack from his main adversary
on ail fronts. If Sweden allocates all its resources availeble for
defence to cenventioconal forces, 1t may be able to deter a oonveg—
tional attack cr force the asgressor to use nuclear weapons, If
the main conflict is conventional, the aggressor may abstain
rather than escalate. If Sweden on the other hond allocates rescurces
to o tactical nuclear force and by that less to the conventional
forces, the latter mny 1ot be able to deter o conventionel attack
and Sweden may be forced either to give up or to eacalate ond by
that attract a nuclear counterattack on itself in rontradiction with

its securify goals.

If the mein conflict hos reached the nouclear level au agpgressor

may use nuclear weapons clso ngainst Sweden witheout risking any-
thing in relation to his nain adversary. But either he does use
nuclea® weapoins Tor the =2titack agoinst. Sweden or not,he must
assume o risk that hig wmain adversary directs o nuclear strike
against his Swedish operctioini., Buch a strike could easily bhe nmade
orders cof magnitude more impressive than any possible Swedish

nuclenr foree could inflict, as there would be no shortage of

nuclear wezopons in the assenals of the two blocs.

The obove reasoning nlso rules out an independant Swedish deferrent
force. A french type "Force de frappe’” would cost so much that very
1ittle would be left to convenbional forces ond its capability would
probobly net be sufficient to deter a conventional attnck., ITn =ddi-

tioen developaent of such o force would toake mcme thon 10 yezis ot



the end of which Sweden would be militarily weak in other

respects and thus copen to preventive countermeasures.

Thus, assuming continued dominance of the twe blocs and a hizgh

&

nuclear threshold there would within any conceivable level of
Swedish defence expenditure not be posgsible to gain sufficient
priority for a nuclear force. Omly if nuclear weapons would be
standard squipment for smaller nations, this conclusion would

not be valid any longer. This was precisely the decision taken

by the Swedish goverment in the sumaer of l968.aftér several years
of investigation work. Whea the NPT wns opened for signoture the

decision was already made.

In fact the NPT has limited relevance for Sweden’s muclear option,

L S
ey

Its basis, oun advanced nuclear technelogy ond domestic uranium

deposits will remaln regnrdless of the trezty. The treaty permiis

-

a varieiy of preparations and research for manufacture of nuclear
weapons except for iest explosions. If Sweden would change its
mind in the future and decide to go nuclecr, it can withdraw from
the NPT with three momths ‘notice, while the tine reguired from

degision to deployment will be many years.

For Sweden the role of the NPT is rather to lmpose restrichtions
A e T e ek A oMt e, M -
on other parties. Tueclear weapon states psrties to the itreaty are

&
forbidden to provide both nueclear weapong nnd agsgistance in thelr

manufacture Lo non-nuclear weopon stotes nud oll parties will

<
O

undertaike not fo tronsfler nuclear materiel and eguipment

such states except uander saicguards,

These provisions, intended to ecumforce restriciions on non-sgigno-
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tories as well, will *n Inct have such a strong effect that they
aloiie will make up most of the treaty. Only a very limited number
of countries completely self-supporting in both uraniuvm and nu-
clear technclogy will not be coverd, but possible nucleadr defence
ambitioxrs will even for them be substantinlly more expensive

and time-consuning to satisfy. It is therefore fair %o say thnot

[ S——

the non-proliferaticn treaty is on internationsl scheme for

thas

gooperative prevention of the spread of nuclear weapons rather

i .

R

o treaty fqr the parties’gnilaterql nbsfeniﬁoanf_their‘nuf

1
Ly x P

=

clear options. If the treaty is widely adhered to, there will be
W

1little meaning in being a non-signatory os foreisn ossistance will

not be available,

During the negotiations on non-proliferation ot the Geneva
disarmament conference the Swedish delegaticn urged o complete

stop cn all internaticnal cooperation whatscever in the manuincture
of nuclenr weapons in crder to isolate the present nntional weapon
programs from foreigsn nssistance and supply. Such o measure would
have a definite disarmamceat effect on the nuclear weapon states,
for which the non-nuclear weapoen states have arpued for o long

time as o balance to the surrender of their cwn nuclear options.
However, the Swedich propcsals were neot accepted for inclusicn in

the formal text.

It is on fthe cother hand reasenable te asgume thot on an individunl
bagis 2% least the majority of non-nuclear weapon stotes will
refrain from assisting or from being connected to ony weapon pro-

gram in nuclear weapon giates.

Bult, as was : pointed out in an appeal by Sweden in Geneva,
when o formnl provision to this effect ig locking 1% will be of

fundamcental Anportance for stotes which, lilke Swedeun, recognize
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the necesgglity of continuing thelr peolicies, primarily in the field
of safeguards; to do so ‘n a standardized manner, If most countries,
including the main nuclear maiterial suppliers, aossume an infornal

"ecode of ethics” in these terms, it will definitely have a practi-

cal effect.

Algo in the negstiations on the test ban has Sweden taken an

active part. It has engaged in variocus control mcosures. In the

case ¢f the partial test ban it runs a program for surveiling
airborne radiocactivity in Sweden to asses the stotus of the treaty.
Twe "techuical vielnotions”(leskeges of radioactivity from under-
ground tests) have been independantly established by this progrom.
All results are publighed in the scient’fic Litterature and thus
made avallable to the world community. In preporation for o possible
comlprehensive test ban Swedem has set up an advenced seismic station
and cooperates witk other contries in establishing o world wide data

exchange (dotectiou club),

Assuming the analyses above znd the success of The NPT, at least
in Burpoe, how should the Swedish defence be.designed Yo meet
rogsible conventional nond nuclear attacks. And which levels of
agoression are possible o contain in the moain conflict and against
us, O0f course the conventicnal level is possible. Alsc pOSSiblé

is a conventional level where isolated nueclear weapons were
exploded for the purpose of demenstrating strength., This will
result either in de-esenlation or in escalation {to the nuclenr
level, As 7t seems almost ‘mpossible to achieve political control
aneiyy the portles con any nyclear gublevel “n Bursnpe the nuclenr
level will include all use of nuclear weapons except for an inter-

continental wissile exchenge Suvolving population centra of the super-
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power, which will constitute the top level,

Against Sweden methods of aguression involving nuclear weapoins
may include isclated explosiw§3 for the purpose of demonstrating
strength, use of nuclear weapons ageinst military torgcts and
agoinst population centra, provided of course that the main
conflict has escalated fo the nuclear level, In addiftion the
asgresser may restrict his use of nuclear weopons in order nod

f

to counteract agaoinst his own operations.

It is clearly imposéibie to zZive the armed forces and the poialation
suffilcient protection Lo make them able to stond o nuclear aftack
i.2. to mnke such an attack unprofiable and by that less attroactive,
Should the maib confiict escalate to the nuelear level ond such an
attack be dncurred on Sweden, then the long range security interests
would have to be evaluoted sn the light of the Zmmedinte situaton
and the confliect will hiaove to be solved by mcoang of negotiation.

It would then be egsenticl that such protective measures have been
undertolken so that armed defence con contiumne for a time~-pericde,

which 1lg long enough to permit proper organization of megotiations.

Finally o nuclear war in Lurope, where Sweden is not involved, wmay
couse radioactive debrig i Sweden and make protective mensures

NecCessnry.
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The strategic Environment

The current Australian strutegic debate is being conducted in an
environment of unusual complexity. The nation's foreign poliey and
strategic decisions for the next decade must be taken in the light of
forecasts QbOut not just aome but all the gréut powers, This is an
unusual circumstance for a small or medium stete. It seems unlikely that
for defence planners'in Sweden or Italy the defence postures of China |
and J:pan are decisive matters; or that such officials in Polend or
Korea find the Soviet-American involvement in the Middle East very high on
their agendas. But Austr-lien strategic planning

account the defence policies of}Chinp agd,JaQ%gA as well as of the Soviet

-

1 . . .
Union and the United States, questions concerning the Sues canal and the

Indian Ocean as m:ch as developments in surveillance techniques and the
defence aspecta of the great powers' space efforts, The range of uncer-
tainties in these matters is Vefy larpe, This in turn accentuates the
cautious and derivative elemeﬁts in Australian policy-making, in the sense
that policies depend upon developments elsewhere over which Aust{a}ia has

t’_’— R S "
little or no control-

r' By contrast Australia's own defence exertions are primarily regional/

Since Australian federation at the beginning of this century, security has

been thought to depend upon the protection of a great power. Until 1942

that power was Britain, after that the United »tates. These relationships

alone have pefmitted Australian governments to think in terms of sending



troops to Furope in two World Wara, to Korea and Vietnam. More recently,

a8 great power protection has seemed to wane, ~ustralians have concentrated
their efforts in areas closer to home, where great power support was less

B e P S e AR e o

R
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llkely to be available and where their own limited efforts could be most

g et e e =

effeétlve. penlnsulsr southeast Aaizwzﬁﬁmlhe Indoneaian archipelego. This,
together vith the character of disputes in the region has meant that
potential troubles in New Guinea, the security of Malsysia and Singapore,
anad'a peaition on the shipping routeas through Indonesian waters, the
Soviet presence in the Indian Oceen and the Viat&am war have all been

‘thought to concern Australia not only more. -intimately-but-more_urgently
j S SO0 : oL ons ently

‘than questions of nuclear strategy.

TR

Nuclear problems have theref.re been, comparatively apeaking, a
minority interest. There have been officials and academics concerned with
(T e
long-range strategic planning, groups concerned with power production,

desalination and continental development, persone concerned with the

directfon and control of techniecal progress, Including arms controllers

)

and political groups which argue that in a world of uncertain allies and

poverful enemies a amaell Australian population cannot forever safeguard

its large and rich continent unless it secures the most advanced weaponry.
In éenoral, discussion has ranged over four kinds of nuclear conflict
in which Australia might be concerned. &She might be involved in, orl
nffected by, a conflict between some ofithe gr:at powers, even without
being the object of a direct attack. Australia could not, for examyle,

remain immune in the event of a Soviet-Americin conflict. American stations
L e T ——
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j:é/;ggilitien in Australis would bes involved. Australis would have a

part in the counter to any Soviet atfack upon the UR by aouthabout
Cﬂ_,aw*‘"““““ SR :

e L

o

Praetjpnal Orbital Bombardment %yatema. Australian fnqilitiea would be

Vinvolvgauln,rand sroad Au;tralian ;n£;rests profoundly aflected by, any
Soviet American naval clash in the FPacific or Indian Oceans. Or, secondly,
Australia might hersclf be subjected to long-range attack or thrnnt of
attack. A Soviet-American conflict could easily include & boviet atrike,
either by long-range weapons or by cruise misciles, egainst some American
ingtallations on Austrazlian soil. Another bodhibility which has been

discussed is that a China which hed developed a first-gensration 1CBM

)

A

force but confronted reasonably effective American nntl—missiie defences
nigh£ threaten to retaliste eguinst Australiar cities in the event of a
ES strike against Chinese population centres. A third,rand somevwhat
difforent.kind of danger could be presented by an attack upon Australia's
cities by cruise miscsilea from hostile submarines., It is nﬁt an implausible
scenaric, By far the greater part of the Austrelian population is concen-
grated in a few cities on the coast. The Hoyal ‘fu:tralian Navy could not
hope to guerantee the nation against such an attack by adequately
controlling the verv large sea areas from which it mipht be launched,

A Such a threet might be posed sither by the firqt-generation bosta.which a_____

e e ceeer MMW
povwer like Chine might develop during the next decnds or more, or by a

—

second-echelon soviet force, this &voiding a cerimitiént of first-line
forcees r<quired to confront the United States. TFourthly, there is the

"queation of protecting Australia against the possibility of a futﬁre



invasion attempt. Howvever unlikely this now seems, it has been srgued
thaf Australia should not sacrifice the option of nuclear weap;ns so long
as there is any possibility that numerically inferior Australian forces
might one day need them to repel an invader. There is a fifth possibility
which has not been widely discussed but lies in the logic of recent
technical developments. Australian tréops ebroad might at some point
find themselves fighting with or against a force possessed of sm;ll-yiald
tactical nucleers, Nor need such poasibiliﬁ?es arise only in the region
vith which Australia is currently preoccupiod; Uiven mudern methods of
communication and transport and what Albert Vohlatetter had christened
the Illusion of Distance, the primary Australian concern for Southern Asia
may itself be merely a phase.

Defence planners and arms controllers in Australia must therefore take

into aecoﬁnt a large range of political and strategic possibilities. The

L”Pﬂnﬂﬂﬁnﬁééﬁgmau

antra‘ians are {iﬁﬂ}:Nﬁ9«?93%24?¥5?hw§§§?r7“s If the Japanese and

Tise of Japanese military power will 4

Chinese positions on Taiwen and Korea prove incompatible,‘as secms likely,
‘relations between them will have direct strategie repercussions in Southeast
Asie and the ses routes between Austr:lia and Japan. The evolution of
relations between Yashington and Peking will pose another set of problems.
S0 will the developmént of & Chinese nucleunr force snd the strategic
‘doctrines required for its de loyment. The fluctuations of the Sino-Soviet
relationshiy will directly affect the ooviet presence in and around couthern

Asin and the Indian Ocean, Soviet plans in the Middle East and Chinese
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attitudes to Southeast .sia. It is evident thet amonﬁ the more probable
Australian security involvements are local conflicts, onerations in support
of the civil pover in wvarious parts of the Indo-racific, flag-showing
deployments end other low~key affaira to which nuclear weapons are not
relevant. Fqually, some of the circumstance; in which Australia might be
affected by nuclear weaponﬁ nov seem highly.unlikely., Yet Australian
planners, like oihars,"fnc. the awkvard problem of lead-times. if the
lead~-time for the deployment of sophisticated weapons systems, whether

by Australis or one of her potential rivels, is sefen to ten years, it is
dangerous to disregard the seemingly unlikely.

Amid these uncertainties the United States is a key factor. Though the
American alliance remains the centropieéo;of Australian strategic policies,
it is not relevant to every Australian interest. Nor does it prewent
divergences of view, Nor can i£ offer unconditional guarantees for
rarticular future situations, The ANZUS treaty has been repeatedly
reaffirmed. It is one of the fev American treaty engegements which have
not baénlseridusly questioned in recent times. But; like any treaty, it
involves ambiguities, Action under it, including nuclear protection for
Austraiia, will depend upon the precise circumstances, and the mood of
the moment, as much as upon the doecument itself, osuch action e-nnot be
clearly predicted. it is & commonplece {hat American strategic poli?ies
are undergoing importent changes, Technicsl developments and budgetary
stringencies play their part. In some important se ments of US opinion

the will to maintain the US global position appears to have all but
i i

’




collapsed., This mood has gone beyond disenchantment with Vietnam. It
amounts to a deep suapiclon of -the entire political philosophy which has
underpinned American efforts in the world since the Truman eru. Among the
diaanchanted.are precisely those establishment liberuls who were formerly
among the stoutest proponents of US engagement abread. Many young people
inoressingly assume that the US fuces no external dangers of any conse-
quence, that this security is part of the natural order of things, and that
military effort is at best » mere distraction from the country's more real
and urvent domestic problems. There has annllﬁén a sustained attempt

by powerful segmentas of the US political and academic communities to

reduce US strotegic jpover in relation to the Soviet Union. This has been
undertaken inApursuit of a concevt of "brlance” and "parity" whose relevance
to American domestic debates is cleur enough but whose wider politiecal
consequen?es have been little examined end less understood. These.
developments offer no encouragement to smaller powers seeking American
nuclear protection in any circumstances in which the physical security of
the US is not immediately and obviously threatened. If these trends wers
to pro;e decisive, the world including Australia vould have to adjust to
that hct,

Yet many aspects of the US world position ere not susceptible of
quichkh or easy change. The US cannot, «ven if it would, oyt out of the
bileteral strefegic balance with the Soviet Union. In fact, the recent
history of Soviet—American‘negotiations does not suggest that either

govérnment has any interest whatever in abandeoning super-power status, in



needlessly expanding the super-power club or in relinquishing its measure
of control of the ceniral strantegic relationshi:s of the world., The US
cannct abandon its nuclear arsenal, whatever ihe shori-term fluctuations
of domestic opinion might be. Washington cannot be disintérested in the
future of Japan, or America's position with respect to the Simo-Soviet
relationship. Neither can the US abandon Hawaeii or the Marianas or its
domipant position in many of the world's oceans or its investment in the
stretegic aspects of s.ace technoloyy.

How Ameriecan power will be deployed and used in future is another
matter. Here, there are wider consider: ticns than those of American
politics or admini- tration iﬁtentions. omall nations must teke particu]ar
note of the inereasing fragm: ntution of the intarpationai gysten,
Diplomatic history has often fluctusted between an emihasis on alliances
and a strésslon national freedom of sotion. The first can offer security,
but at the cost of periodic involvements in conflicts of secondary concern
yet burdensome coasts, The second can offer freedom from theme burdens,
but at the jossible cost of later involvement in big conflcts whose
eruption an esrlier engegement might have helped toryrevont. The evidence
is clear that many nations are at‘éresent tending towards i1he second
aprroach. Population érovth, economic problems and genmerational conflicts
dispose them towir.s introspection. The decline of the effectiveness of
the United Nations, the smaller role of foreigﬁ aid, the breakup or
attenuation of the great post—1945 alliance sy-tems, the disillusionment

of the sdvenced nations with \fro-Agian pretensionaﬁ and incompetence, all



testify to this trend., The stress is on sovereignty, ihdependence of
action, ecceptance of the notion that peace is divisible, It is not a
trend likely to fevour the concepts of compromise in a common intercst, of
accejtance of broasder thﬁn merely natiomel jpurposes, which underlay the
Concert of Furope efter 1315 rn& which must,.in part; again underlie any
suocessful effort to rrnveﬁt or limit the prolifer&tion_of nuclear weapons.
Fr m Australia's point of view, however, American doubts and inter-
nationnl fragmentation relate wore to an unknown future than to the present
and its raciical decisions, Though the circumstances of American
ascendancy and strategie primacy are chanpging, the 5 remninsg the most
rowerful country in the world, Its slliance with Australie is hardly
af{ected. 1f there sre to he outside nuclear guarante;s, thev esn hardly
be ther than American ones, The Chinese nuclear force ie not yet buiit,
Japanese ﬁtrategic 1:o0wer is not develored. The Soviet in-erest in
southern Asia is partial, the Soviet (resence shows n; evidence #s vet of
massive efiort, . rguments about lead-~times notwithstanding, if there are
reasons for constructing an Australian nuclear force,‘clear and precsent

dangers are not among them,



-

The Ausiralian potential

The reul driving force behind the current Austra}ian ap . roach to a
nuclesar capacity is not military but economic. Nucleur instaliations are
expocted to j;lay un incressingly aignificant role in power production,
desalination and general develo:ment, They will help to provide the basis
for economic growth, population incrense and the broad strength on which
other things, including security and military power, ultinately rest.

Australia has shown an integest in Project Plowshare~tye uses of
nuclear technelogy. Though a project for crewating a harbour on the northern
coast was shelved for a variety of reusons ranging frum cost to diplomatic
complications, Australis doeg not wish to be prevented from accepting other
projects ﬁhiah may become feasible., Among them may be undergfound blasting
in order to free o0il, natural gas or mineral depgsitﬂ, or perhaps for,‘
eventual underground water storage for irrigation and other purposes.

More immediately, however, there is the mattfer of nuciear power. As with
other developed countries, power cunsumption is increasing rapidly., It

will be further stiﬁulated by the consequences of recent mineral discoveries
which promise to give Austrslia a general resource base not unlike that of
thé'North American ;Ontinent. Austrelia's total installed eleciricity
capacily in 1970 was arouad 15,000 megewatts. Consumption is doubling
every eight yoérs. By the end of the century, according to some estimat<s
by the Au-tralian Atomic Energy Authority (AAEC), the country wi:l have

some 110,00C megaw tta of instelled capacity, 36,000 megowatts of it from
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nuclear sources.:
Yet in 1970, Austrielis did not opercte a single power reactor. The

AAYC has twe smnll experimentrl re ctors, HIFsk end MCUATA, both subject to

Inte;gationﬁl Atomic Lnerpgy Agoncy (1:'\) ssfrguards. This lack of

development has to do with the peculinrities of Austrnlian conditions.

Thermal electricity has Leen cheaj;. The isolention of stete carital cities

has mede feeding the 5 cr 75C megawstls from lerge nuclesr reactors intu

the grid of any one state either unnecessary or uneconomic. But the

federal government has now begun a project for ; 500«megawatt reactor at

" Jervis Bay on the Southeast coast. It is a pilot project, clearly intended

to give Australia experience in a complex new field of tecimology, to train

personnel and to ;repare for the day vhen Australia can build recacrors of

her own, as much ae to supply yover, By the end of 197C, Australia had

made no final choice between the various Canadian, British, German and

Americen reactors which were on offer. It is evident that overseas

reactors, and any other help with nuclear technology, will only be

aveilasble under stringent safeguardé against military exploitation. 1f

Australia adds ratifiestion to her signaturelof the nuclear Nor-Proliferation

Treaty {NPT), future Austrulian home-built reactors would also have to

come under inspection, The AALC is elenrly lookine towar 5 eventual acle

national control of‘the nation's nucleer fuel. Australia 10EBeS86s

natural urenium. During the lust tﬁo ye:irs there have also been probes in

the direction of a uranium enrichment capahility, for example through access

to the Anglo-Dutch~Germen centrifuge technolegy. By . late 197(:, a preliminary
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agreement had been secured, under which Australia would have such access
provided that the'output would not be used for weapons ;urfoaes and
enrichment would be ﬁubject tg I1AEA mafeguards., Knriched urenium is likely
to plgy a special role when Australia begins to instal fast breeder
resciors #n the 198.'s. The whole thrust of policies s0 far is consistent
with en emphasis on economic benefits, which in turn has obvious optical
and diplomatic advantages. bBut none of this wholly j;recludes eventusl
strategic benefits, Nei her these arnanggments, nor Australian siénature
of the NIT, prevent Austiraliam from refining her éenaral competence in
nuclear engineering so that, if she ever had to opt out of the treaty, e
weapons capability could be swiftly avemilable. Indeed, it is & refusal

to sign the NPT which would probably have created the greatest obstecles

to such a refinement of her capabilities in this field, in that it would

have led to & cut-off in the cooperation with fiendly povers from which

the Australian nuclear progrumme has grently benefited. Moreover, as time

goes by, the costas of nuclear projects cen be expected to decline while

_the gendrel process of technological proliferstion will vrobably meke

individuel moves less noticesble and therefore less politically
o;pensivo.

For the time being an a;pansion and consolidation of Australia's
general scientific and technological competence and in any case .re-
conditions for nuclear developments of any kind, whether in the reactor
area or in weapone. In 1970 ‘ustralie still lacked the scientific and

industrial manpowe:, or the experienced industriasl base, for unaided progress
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in either direction. Nor, for that matter, does she ;ossess the
aerospace and advanced electironics industry required for the independent
construction of sophisticated delivery systems or effective defences
against, for instance, modern highnspeed, low—flying attuck aigcraft or
submarine~launched c¢ruise missiles, 1ln these are s also Austr#lian
capabilities, though of good quality, lack the broad base requirgd for
an effort both indopeuden£ and substantial,

Though no official figures are availatAQ, it bas been estimateﬁ;thgt‘
in 1962 Australia had about 5;600 scientists and engineers qualified in
the fields appropriate for atomic weapons, about 10 per cent of the |
UK figure and 20 per cent of the French figure at the same time. By 197
the Australian figures wmay have increused to 8-8,500., OUne of the problems
is the very limited employment opportunities for graduates in the
relevant fiolds. In physics, for examyle, it has been estimated that in
recent years up to haif of all new Australien praduates had to seck
employment overseas, Not the le.st of the virtues of an Australian
pover reactor programme will be the employment and further treining
oprortunities it will afford aucﬁ groduates, For the time being, hovwever,
it seems likely that the diversion of 2-3,500 scientists and engineers to
& weapons programme = the minimum‘pumber required to produce simple
explosive devices and some form of deiivery vehicle - would impoae an
unacceptable atrain on the Australiaq sconomy. Lhis manpower shortage
may last until the middle or late 1570s, |

The relatively small ﬁumber of scientists and engineers is alsc

connected (whether as cause or effect) with the paucity of the Australian
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i & D effort. Again, no firm figures are available. But it hus been
estimnted that during ﬁhe later 1960s Australian h & 1' expenditure was
between G,7 and 1,0 per cent of the UNF, 0.2 per cént of it in the privete
sector. As & rough comparison, in 1964/65 Britain spent 2.5 ;er cent of
GNP on K & D, 1.8 per cent of it in the private sector, irance s:ent
2.3 per cent in 1965, 1.0 per cent of it in the private sector and in
1964 Japan spent 1.6 per cent of G(NF, 1.0 jper cent in the privat; sector.
Between 1967 and 1969 the {raction of defence spending which Australiae
devoted to h & i) was about 1.1 per cent. This is fractionally more than
similar expenditure in Belgium or Holiand but compares badly with the
) per cent spent bv West Germany or the 10 per cent spent in this arexu
by Sweden, let slone the I & U expenditures of nationa like Brit:in or

(2)

Prance, in nbsnlute terms, Australian expenditure on gener.l defence

R & D in 1968~7¢ was about A®12 millions p.a. iy wuy.of comparison, the
average annual K & U cost of an air-to-air miseile, spread over some ten
years, has been estimated at sround A3%45 to A$55 milljons, On the broad
issues of a national K & [ effort, however, the figures are not alone
docisivel At least equally important are non—quantifiable matters asuch aas
the genefal encouragement of and rece:tivity to innovation, the science
poliecy ot the government and the large corporations, the management skills
of eivil servants anﬂ ipdustrialists. Here, too, there are grounds for
doubt. In pmrt, this is‘dOubtless hecause the Austr lian economic

experience has been that prosperity is achieved through the large-~scale

production of primary produce, and latterly mineralé, rather then through
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innovation and high technology enter;rise. If these are needed, they

can be bought abroad more cheaply than created at home. lNoreover, much

of Austrelian manufucturing industry is hoth foreign owned and strongly
rrotecte... The second blunts the spur of comgetition from tecihnieally
more sophisticated producers ebroad. ‘he first, which is most significant
in some of the technicully most im ortant areas, meuns that overseas
copnpanies tend to have their research and development work done éverseds,
not by their Australian subsidiaries.

These are important handicuﬁs. Given the.gcceler;ting pace of
tectinical development they will make it difficult for Australia, as for
almqat all ofher nations, to maintein her reletive technical standing
let alone to close the -ap with technologically learling powers, preeminently
the United States. Nevertheless, this same process will meke particular
and eomparstively static cupabi.ities more eusily available, Among these
will be Au-tralia's ability to build her own reactors, to proces: her own
fuola and to refine a simyle weapons option. Australis might begin to |
stockpile plutonium (albeit.under inspection) once the Jervis Bay reactor
begina to operate in 1975 or T6. Australian~built reactora fuelled by
netural uranium might begin to operste between 1978 and 1930. These
‘reactors wiil probably operute under inspection, and reactors run for
pover purposes would not be very efficient producers of plutonium.
Nevﬁrtheless, some plutonium reserveg might be physically available in
Australia by the end of the 1570s. GCome gas centrifuge capability must

also be expected to be available, as will fuel fabricetion fucilities and
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(3)

a piutonium searation plant, Purthermore, Australia has no shortage

(4)

of test facilities. The nation could thercfore be in a position to

manufacture some simple plutonium-besed weapons devices. within eight to
ten years of the acquisition of the first foreign reactor and within a

year or two of & government decision to go for nuclear weap:.ns.

(5) that over & ten yedr period from the late

I+ has been estimated
1970's to the later 1957's fustralie could probably build 150-tweﬁty
kiloton or 30-40 one hundred kiiotqn rlutonium=bused werherds for an
average cost of less than A$5C mil ion a-yzﬁr; "In eddition, one hundred
1,000-mile missiles, capable of being launched from ships, would cost
another A$50 million o yesxr, with ¢ruise missiles costing still less,

A command and control network, tLgofher with enrly wurning radars agninst
bomber or missile attack, would cost encther A360 millions a yesr. The
matter of.delivery systems i3 referred to below; but allowing a notional
" A$50 million a year for such & aystem, the totel cost of the force would
be well ﬁithin Australia's capacity. Lxpenditure of A3200 wmillion & year
amounts to less than 20%er cent of the Australian defence budget for
1969/1970, On the other hand, it is clear that if Briﬁish and French
costs for thermo-nuclesr syatems are a safe guide, Australia cannot in the
foreseeable fulure consider these. The French nucleur force, with its
limited capability, éppears to be costing about as rmuch jer annum as the .
entire Australian defence budget, and even this crude guide makes no

allowance for peak expenditures during some yeurs of particularly he.vy

capital expenditure.
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A future weapons programme?

Australian nuclenr weapons choices will be limited in other ways. In
most . foreseeable situations alliance with a nuclear power, certainly the
U% and possibly the UK, would be more effe;tive in fulfilling Australian
-purposes then an uwnaided Australian nucleer weayons effort., Obviously
enough, credible American support for Australi; constitutes a strongef
deterrent than most threats which Australia herself could offer. If the
eredibility of the US guarantee were to become doubtful, & veriety of
steps may be open to Australia to strengthenrthe'American comnritment.
'Thig is one sspect (though not the only or nécessaaily the most important
one) of Australia's hospitality to a variety of US milktary and space
facilities on Australian soil. In a situation where this no longer seems
sufficient, Australia may wish to produce advanced weapons of her own,
‘but as f;r as possible in conjunction with her greater ally., A wholly
independent voapon§ programme 18 likely to be undertaken only as a last
resort. The exercise onveupon;Z:T;1 therefore be in considerable part
a function of the Australian perception - and the perception of Australia's
poﬁential rivals -~ of the relimbility of her allisnce with Americe.

The two major dangers, from the Australian point of view, are that
the American guarantee may become doubtful or that, even if it does not,
its effectiveness mﬁy become limited. The doubts mey arise as American
coﬁmitments are refined over time, or as other nations sequire an

effective deterrent apainst the U5, oo far, only the Soviet Unicn has this

capability and its interests in the Indian Ocean and Southern Asia ere not
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yet major. It is therefore o mejor Australian interest that other powers,
especially China, do not achieve an effective second strike capability
cupable of jenetrating ULE defences, Once such povers have this sort of
capability, a US guurantee of Australis, even if it continues to be
aveilable, may result rerely in a2 mutuul stendoff at the stribegic level,
which need not yrevent other, ur-cénventional, forms of action., iven US
help against minor nuclear powers might, in tenﬁor fifteen ye rs' time, only
be avuilable where that minor power has nqt achieved alliance st:tus with

8 povwer which is itself eble to dissuade or deter the US,

If Austrelie comes to the conclusion that ¢ nucleur force of her own
has lLecome necessury, shelwill surely wish to acquire it without unnece-
ssarily incrersing then-existing dangers. It would be unwise to speed
eny American dimengngement. The leust p:ssible encourusgement should be
given to the gener:l tendency towards proliferation., It would not be
heipful to create in, for example, Indonesia a mood of alarm which could
lead to the local development of nuclear weapons or a future resumption of
friendship with Chine or milifary connections with the Soviet Union.
Moreover, the sooner Austiralian weapons are deployed, the more they wi:l
imp}y a quick fix at the ekpenaa of broader, longer term techniecal dov§10p—

(6)

ment. A 1ongerrperiod of technicrnl growth  and the postponement of e
wesnpons decision which it implies ~ will mean betier techniques and we.pons
in the end, It will therefore also cut short the period of maximum

vulnerability, between the time when the decision to deploy has becume

obvious and when weerpons become oper:tional.



18

If weapona do in future hecome desirable, it will resumably also be
because the péssibilities of sthtioﬁing allied weupons on Australian soil
or partly under Aust-nlian command hive been found unreal or inedequeste.
It is not impossible that some anti-satellite, ground-to-sir, anti-FORS
" or ¢ven anti-missile systems may come to bhe st:tioned in or made aviilable
to Australia. Bui Austrelie wi:l not, by her own unaided efforts, be able
to consider the construction of such sophisticated weapous es ﬁIRVs, |
advanced nuclear nmissile submarines or anii-ballistic missile defences.

In considering an Australian-built nuclear force one is thinking primarily
about four groups of aystems,

The first is an inter-continental missile of up to 3,500 miles range,
with solid fuel boosters. 3Such missiies would be based in Northern Australian
silos or, more expensively, on mobile launchers. OUnce acquired, the:e
missiles.could be used to deter muwjor opponents -~ the Soviet Union, China
or, in the more distant future, nussibly Japan - from launching a direct
attuck upon Austrelia, For such an op:enent their presence would imply
some risk of major damage iﬁ the event of a conflict, irrespective of the
stance of any of Australie's nllies, There would, however, bLe important
disadvant:ges. Such systems would be very'much'more expensive than the
cost structures ocutlined ;n the :revious section. They would take longer
to produce. They involve n;w kinds of technology, especinlly for re-entry
vehicles. Though Australia has taken part in & variety of space flight
and testing programmes in conjunction with Britein or the UB, it is

not evident that the technology required by a warhead-carrying re-—entry
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vehicle would be quickly mastered. 1 ven once de;loyed, such mieciles might
"be vulnerable to an opponent's disarming strike, Their commend and control
srrengements might also be suspect ~ or else extremely expensive. As a
result, the would be provocaztive to an op;onent who might expect Austral'a
to be forced to adopt a fire-on-warning strutegy. ./t the same time the
missiles would be unlikely to be aveilable before the midiile 198('s and by
then, even if £hey wero successruily launched, such é first-generantion force
"would probably have little pehetrability ageinst the anti-misszile defences
of a tectnically sophisticated opponent. |

The second type of system would be ;n air-to-surface missile or free
fa:ling bomb carried by aircraft. buch & miscile would offer few problems
for Australian technology. In the bomber citegory, Austrelia possesses
some 60 Mirage IV-A stirstegic bombers, controls some Fhantoms and has 24
F 111C #ircraft on order., A system of thias kind, based in Northern
Australia or on friendly territory, could be used in support of a variety
of policfes, or the deterrence of threats, in muech of Southeest Asia and
"the Indonesian archipelage. Since anti-airceraft systems are far from
perfecf and low-flying aircrgft can penetrate even very sophisticuted
defences, such aircroft mipght elso have some use as a deterrent aguiost
ma jor opponehts like Chine and the voviet Union, But here, t-o, there ure
difficulties, tnly about two thirds of the aireruft would be availeble
at any one time, The airfields would be vulner:ble to preemnption by
missile, aircraft or submarine-borne atteck, It would therefore be

‘necessary t¢ maintein en airborne alert, which implies a total force
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rather greater than Australia's prospective 24 F 111s. The aircraft,
moreover, have a radius of less than 2000 miles., If any of them are to
reach a major opronent, therefore, iustralia will also need uir tufiMers
which she has not bought or oversess L)ases which she does not have.
Purthermore,sn announcement, or evidence, of plans to de loy & nuclear
force would reise acditional difficulties, If Austrulia continues to

buy major wenp&na sy-tems abroad, their use may in some circwrstonces be
nubjoci to a veto by tﬁe supplier power which could deny the necessury
spare rarts if it disapproved of the purpeose for which the system wss
being used. It will be interesting, in this connection, to see what, and
vhat quantity, of spare parts Australia acquires together with her T 11ts,
If, on the other hand, Australia were to try to build Flll-equivalents
bherself, they would - even assuming thet Australia commanded the necessary
technology -~ be wveestily more expensive than the A$300 miilion which
Australia is likely to spend on the version from Gener:.l Dynamics. Nor
have the American-supplied aircraft been modified to c#rry nuclear
veapons, Australie has not develo ed the Short Range Atﬁuck'Misuilea
with nuclear warheads which the American FB 111 version of this aireraft
vwill carry. No moves appear to have‘hren made to acquire such weapons.
Nor is it eclrar vhﬁt effect Australivn modifications to the plane, to
enable it to carry similar or cther means of delivering Australian-
produeced nucleers, would have on the operaticnel :erformance of the
aircraft. Apother poasibility, on a very differont level of sophistiecation,

- may be open to Austraulie. Once free falling bombs are available, potential
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opponents would be faced with some risk that an attack upon Australia
would be nvenged by civil aircraft requisitioned and sent on one~wny
nuclear delivery missions. Whether, and under what conditions, a
potential opponent would consider such vulnersblas aircrafﬁ to be a serious
‘factor in his styategic equations is another matter.

A third kind of system would comprise eight to ten ships - surface
or submarine or a mix of both - carrying eruise or ballistic missiles of
several hundred miles range. These would constitute a force which no
opponent could disregiri, Jsurfage ships could be-built or bought and
convorted reintively cheaply. The cost of conversion of submarines has
been estimated at around A3300,000 per boat per year. Pending a break—
through in Anti~Submarine Warfare neither the soviet Union nor China, and
perhaps not even the Japenese, could guarantee the prevention of an attack
from such a force. As for the surfade ships, they would be hard to
detect, and therefore preemptively destroy, among the hundreds of merchant
ships on the world's sea lanes, Both in the case of major opponents and

.9

within the 5outh East Asien region, population centres within several
hundred miles from the coast would be at risk in a conflict with an
Australia thus armed. The cruise missiles would not be wvulnerable to
anti~ballistic mizeile de¢fences, though many of them might be destroyed
by moro‘conventional ground to air systems, The force would represent
a powerful deterrent. The difficulties in this catrgory are that to be
viable the force woﬁld have to be much bigurer than Australia's present

navel capﬁhility would permit. It would create prodlems for naval
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buses situated near the fustraliam population centres. Heliable control
and communications systems for the fleet would prrsent sdditional ppoblens,
possibly including a need for facilities abroad: Nevertheless, this seems
the most promising system,

The fourth kind of affort would be to counter a future invasion
attempt.. An atteck on an invasion force before it had sailed would be
strat&gically and politically indistinguishable from a first atrike. It
is very haid to imagire Australis having either the means or the
disposition to undertake it, An attack on an invasion force at sea or
aster it had landed on Australian seil would involve shorter-range surfece-
'to-su}face miswiles end free falling bombs, (Another, and perhaps more
improbable suggestion has been for nuclear landmines to be sited on
uninhabited parts of the coawt.) Technically, these systems .resent no
problom.l Their usefulness, however, is not always evident. An attack
upon an invasion fleet properly deployed at sea might be much more
effective if carried out by conventional mesns and in conjunction with an
ally (especially the US Navy) than by unaided Australian nuclear bombard-
ment. A 20 kiloton device neesd not disable a warship if it falls more than
one mile away. A fleet of 100 shipys stationed at proper intervals might
therefore need, szy, 50 bombs to disrupt the fleet and 100 bombs aimed
with ressonable uccﬁracy if the defence wished to put every ship out of
action. Even the use of larger plutonium bombs does not resolve these
difficulties, An attack on troops landed in Australia might be eagiers,

‘espeeially if the enemy had landed in the North, vwhere his resupply would
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be easiest byt no majér Australian population centres would be in danger.
On the other hand the enemy, kmowing that Australia pbssessed tactical
nuclenr weapons, would be wunlikely to oper«te in a fashiﬁn which sxposed
his troops to them; and a lending force near fyiney or Drisbene could
presumably not be thus dealt with.

It is evident enough that many of these Scenarjos contein large
improbabilities. No invesion of Australia is at present remotely likely.
No Australian povernment is likely *o accept significant expenditure to
guard apainst it, es distinct from retsrininpg the option to do so in the
future. The question of {ncijHl nuclesr wenpons, however, hesrs upon
less unlikely Australian involvements? fow-level conflict oversens,.

Several nowers, snd especially the US, ere plecing incrersed emphasis

upon greater fire-power to compensete for decre: sing numbers of men in
uniform. There is fresh emphasis urcop miniaturisution of warheads,

yields in the single-fipure kiloton range end only short-term r-diation
effects, If rursued, this develeopment will tend to obliterate any but

the psychological gap beilween nuclear and conventiqpal veapons, - It will
create a8 nevw family of armements whose use would be much less likely to
lead to escelation, ﬁnd might therefore be subject to fewer hesitetions.(7)
If Australian troops engnged ove-sens should find themselves fighting
alongside allies, or.againgt enemies, equipped with small«yield nuclears,
there could be great pressures for Australia to acquire the technical
knowledge needed to construct these sophisticated amall wenpons. !

Aetual ‘ustrslian procurement rolicies to dnte have been much ess

ambitious and much more complex than this simple cateéorisntion would



imply. No single weapons system has been acquired; or.proposed, which
would unambiguously indicate an Auétralian desire for ; nuclear capabifity.
Australian bombers, including Mirage jets snd older ﬁénberrns, could be
modified o cirry such wenpons if they were aveilable, and subject to the
kinds of disadvantuggs outlined above, The P 11's will have an ohvious
nucleur - otential, useful 'n spite of the frct thet Australia is not

buying eir tamkers. The imnlicsxtion, espeecially for neurer neighbours like
Indonesic is that the nircraft could exrry such we pons if it became |
pecessary, This may hove divlometic rlvantrges ;ithout constituting a
threoat sufficiently overt to arouse &n Indonesinn r-sponse., In the naval
area, Austranle hes housht four conventional "Oberon" élass submarines from
Britéin, and. sever-1 Charles P, ‘dama-tvpe destroyers from the UR. The
destroyers are fittid vith the Australian L:Ez; anti-subm-rine system end

~ the US Tartar ghip-to-nir missile. Austr«lian expansion in theése categories
is limi‘ed by the fact that procurement of major naval items tends to be

by purchase abroad. ‘ustralian shipyards ‘ave not attempted to build
submarines, and Ausfralian-built destroyers have in the past proved to

be distinctly rmore expensive than ships bought overseas. In a period

- vhen.a vessel is, inere singly, merely a .latform for the deployment of
weapons systéma, the need for sdvionced raders end missiles moy emphasise

the desirability of‘huying the entire syatem, ship and weapons, in one
package from abpp:-d. Nevertheless, these purchases also refine Australian -
wilitary copability and truin personmel inm operating sdvenced systems. They
tie in with other Austrnlian eperience in mi sile testing and launching,

and in telemetry. This, tco, carries implications for the coming decrde

which other nations cannot ignoré;
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The domestic politics of a nueclear weapons decision

At no point since the second World War has any Australien
Government shown itself enthuéiastic about'acq&;ing nuclear weapons and
there has never been large-scale public suprort for such a policy. Few
Members of Parliament have spoken in favour of it. Noone has suggested
that such veapons are needed for reasons of,prestige or, inderd, for any
reason other than the posaibility that American protection mighf hecome
doubtful. The reluctance of successive governments to pursue a nuclear
weapons policy has doubtless'been reinfofced by the realisation that,
for the time being, Australie is in no positifon to do so. Indeed, it is
cﬁmﬁon ground between the Government eosalition and the opposition Apstralian
Labor Part& (ALP) that Australia is not yet in e position to decide whether
to acquire nuclear wenpons., Debate has therefore involved the somevhat
vaguer afod of vhich futuré optiona Australia should foreclose. The ALP
has usually stregsed its abhorrence of all forms of nuclesr warfare. On
the érounds of both moral ﬁrinciplo and strategic argument it has stressed
support for the ﬁuclearINon—Broliferation Treaty.and bhas, indeed, spoken
in terms of nuclear-free zones for the southern hemisphere or the
Southwest Pscifie. It rejects the notion that Australia should acquire,
or retﬁn the option to acquire, nuclear wveapons. But the ALP also has
certain difffculties. Though the party supports the US alliance, the
Government has over the jeﬁré scored repeated electoral succeuses by
claiming that the ALP is uirelisble on this issue. The ALP has therefore
had to present both iﬁs anti-nuclear ﬁeapons views and its suspicion of -

us bases and facilities in Australia without inereasing its vulnerability
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t0 this form of attack. The party has heen able to argue that any
Australian move which conflicted with the NPT would offend ageinst American
support for that treaty and thus harm rather than help the alliance, But
its position has not always been ersy. Thi; element of ALP weakness
underlines the importance of other groups which take a very different view.
The most powerful among them is the Democratic Labor Party (DLP)f a
lurgel; Catholic groun which split from ALP some fifteen years ago on

the iasug of rlleged AP "sgoftness" on C?“““Pfsm- Though it is a minority
groun, the DLP strengthened both its repular %o;e Qnd its Parliementary
representation in the Senate elections towaris the end of 1970, But its
most important ssset is the fauet that Australic's  referential votiing
system makes the Gévernment conlition dependent unon the mecond preferences
of DLP voters in certain crucial aress of the country, notﬁbly the State

of Victoria., In a general election, the loss of &« major portion of those
second preferences vouid topple the Government., Consequently, though

the DLP would presumably be reluctsnt to bring in an ALP administration,
the coalition headed by Prime Minister John Gorton is very sensitive to
issuesn on whigh the DLP feels strongly. One of the foremost of these
issues is defence, The DLP Las persistently argued ip favour of a

greuter defence effort, arguing that in the longer term meither the US

nor any other sally ;an be' relied upon and Au-trelia's security domanﬁs‘

the jrovision of a nuclear force. <These proposals have not always been

- either techniecxlly sophisticated or diplomaticelly wise. Nor has the «

' Government favoured them. But in terms of Australian prolities, they
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unquestionably bave some influence.

Given the regional character of uch of Austra!’'a's jolities, the
techﬁical complexity of the issues which nre ﬁot vwell understcod by the
public, and the need to take decisions which, once taker, will be binding
are into the future, the viéws of the e¢ivil gerviece are of particular
importance. Bot!: within the service, and among acedemics and intellectusls
on the fringes of goyernment, the number of people concerned wits nuclear
veapons aflairs is small., Those who havargrgucd that weapons are, or
night be, necded have been fewer still. Some officials within the AAEC
have been attrected by the prospect. Its Chairmen, 5ir FPhilip Baxter, is
on recoxrd as saying that Auat®alis will need the most advanced weapons,
of vhatever kind. Vithin the Department of Defence there is a whool of
through vhich believes that in view of the great range of uncertainty in
;11 Auztr#lian strategic plannipg at present, & clear renunciation of
veapons opiniona might be unwise. The weight of opinion in the Treasury
seems to be that no major expenditures in this direction are warranted;
and in Foreign Affeirs the dominant view is probebly that moves towards
s veapons option would heve highly undesirsble consequences vis a vis;;
the United States &nd Britain and, not least, among Australie's neighbours.

Public discussion of these matiers has usually concerned one or more
of four issues. The first is the morality of owning or produecing nuclear
weapons or of threatening to use them. The second is whether any Australian
force could reasonably be expected to fulfil the purposes for which it wus
scquired and deployed. Some opponents of a weapon o tion argue, for exaﬁple,

that Australia will never be the object of a serious Chinese nuclear threat;



that Chine will continue 40 be adequately deterred by the USSR and the US:

and that even if a threat to Austrulia does .emerge ‘n the 198 's, un Australian
nuelenr force would be too small und unsophistiecated to offer a credible
dgterrent to it. The third is whether the explicit adortion of a weupons
option would on balance increase Austrelia's powe: and influence in the

areas of her greautest concern, especinlly Southeast ssia, or whether it
would on the contrary diminish Australiun security by arousing énnecessary

and hostile reactions, The fourth is vhgtﬂkinds of policies Australia could

pursue without unnecessarily antagonising her friends in Britain, the

U$S end, jerhaps, Japan. On the one hand it is argued that Britain would

strenucusly object to any attempt by Australia to expleit any form of

British help and cooperation in the direction of a nuclenr weapons optionj

and that the US would strongly object to unyv Austrgliun move which under-
mined Amofican anti-proliferation efforts. JThe latter might carry
especially heavy penalties in a wvariety of matters from US military
cooperation and supnort, and Australian defence purchases in Americs, to
the import of US capitel amd technology, But it alsc seems likely that
the US 'as shifted the emphesis of its anti-proliferation strategy. The
stress uscd to be on preventing or slowing down all kinds of nuclear
proliferation. It has moved to maintaining an American technicel leud

so great that the acﬁuisitinn of second or third-grade nuclear forces by
lesser states no longer jjoses a threat to the US. If thie is go, a minor
nuclear force in Australian hends need not a-riously affront US policies

in this arca. The logie of the US desire for regional balances may even
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compel sequieseence in at least some nucle:r component in the stébili-ing
of those balauces. In any case, hoth the British and the Prench precedents
“indic:te th;t once A nuclear force has bLeen acquired by & smaller state,

US policy accepts the fait accowpli and adjusts itself to it.

At the hub of these arguments has been, for the lust two years, the
Australian attitude to the 4PT. Groups to the left of cenire on the
Australian pﬁlitical spectrum have arcued for a »wift and ungualified
acoeptance, signatur; and ratification of this instrument. rThe DLP has
suggested that the treaty would tie Australiasn handas githout offering a
serious measure of security in return. The AAEC has fnised a variety of
technical objections, including a suspicion of the consequences of
inppoetidn which seems to have heen derived, at least in pert, from German
and Japanese doubts on these matters. 'wt mujority opinion (including
academie strategists)has crgued in favour of the treaty. Australia, it
has beer said, should adopt a generally favoursble attiﬁude to it. GShe
bhas a stake in vreventing or slowing down the spread of nuclear wespons,
both as & member of the community of nations and, more svecifierlly.
because proliferstion would increase instability and thererore denger in
her own region. It is true that the treaty cannot, of itself, urevent
proliferation. Nor do the treaty, and the associated big powe: guarantecs,
ensure the security of signatory states. DIut the tresty can hope to
influence the iﬁtentions rather than <+the capacities of;nearununloar
countries. It will make absention ensier for those stutes which de not

have a compelling need to go nuclear. It can previde some essurance for

paira of antagonistic states that neither will take sudden advantage of
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the othe; in this area. The treaty'will have an effect on the great
powers also. Its succe;s will affectgjhe-guarantéea wvhich the great
povers are willing to give to their smaller ellies. Tts failure would
adversely affect the chances of detente ﬁetweﬁn fhe US and the USsk and
accelerate the trend towurd; fragmehtation of the international systew,
with the great poﬁers seeking to insulate themselves from unvanted
invelvement in the disﬁutep of others. 1p)so-far as Australia has an
interest in a world built around a Soviet-American detente, and:;ncreasing .
rather than decreasing intermationsal cooperation, she sh.uld support t§§%
NPT. At the same time, Australia should reinforce the trend which se;ks
to make the _eaceful uses of nuclear tec'nolopgy, including the peaceful
use of explosioné, widely avnilable. And she sh;uld refine her nuclear
capabil -ty and engineering skiils in ways wﬁich are cémistible with the

treaty. The Government ap:ears to have accepted at least some of these

arguments,
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‘The Australian Government and the NPT

The most recent full astatements on the Government's attitude came
early in 1970. On the 18th February the Prime Minister, Mr. Gorton,
announced the Austraslian decision to sign £he treaty. On 27th February
Aultralin signed the treaty, but tabled a series of reservaticns on
matters vhich required clarification hefore Australis would proceed to
ratificetion, The Government ;roclaimed its support for the principle
of non-proliferation of weunons of mass destruction, accepted the
yroposition that the security of the world would depend upon effective
measures to.control nuclear érms, and exprrssed the ho;e that the ﬂreaty
would be effective and contribute to that end, It commended the trenty
to other governments, and hoped its imrlementztion would lead to improved
relationghi;s. The Governmentlnotad thet some.im:ortant nesr-nuclear
states ~ including two of particular interest to Australie, Vest Ggrmany
and Japan ~ had agreed to sign, and their avceasion would help to make
the theaty‘more effective. At the same timé, it vas stressed that the
sustralian signature did not of itself imply ratification. Assurances
would have to be obtained on seversl points. it would have to be made
clear thaﬁ the treaty would not affect exigting mutual security arrange-
ments. In psrticular, the pro osed preat iower guarantees to accompany
the NPT must not be taken to af'ect or replace arrangements in accordance
with the normal ripht of individusl and collective self-defence under
Article 51 of the UN Charter, The Govermment stressed its understanding
that the NPT would not c¢nly not hinder but ositively assist non-weapon

states in the exploitation of the remceful uses of nuclear energy. The
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Government elso paid eai'eial attention £o the matter of aafeguards‘undor
Article E¥1I of the NPT. Its statemeﬁt of reservations made three points.
Ausiralis must not be Qubjected to safeguards agreements less favourable
than those accorded to other signatorias, individually of collectively.

It seems likely thet this referred to the discussions on whether the
inspectfng agency, the IAEA. should inspect Luropesn sjgnatorieé Alrectly
or should accept supervision by the anpropriate section of the Furopesan
commmnity. The Australian stotenent also asked thet safeguards arrange-
ments should not hinder the development and use of the nesceful uses of
nuclear energy or obstruct economic development and trade. On the other
hand, innpeétiun should be pbsitive enough to ensure detection of any
breaches .of the treaty. Thirdly, the statement asked for a review of the
IAEA safeguards system to ensure that provisions ﬁere made for Australia's
apecial neede. It wna further noted that the iresty contained provisions
for withdrawal in the event of the supreme national intercrsts of a signatory
being jeopardised.

From the indirect evidence at present mveilable, there were‘several
reasons for the Australian Government's tentetive support of the treaty.
Austrelia would feel more comfortable in a world where the NPT waas effeciive
then in one where it was not. The maintenance of US nuclear preponderance
end of a stable Soviet-Americon belance is consistent with Australian aims.
Thelreassurances which Canberra sought during 1969 and 1970 with regard to
the Nixon doctrine seem to heve been brordly satisfecioryv. The Austrrlian
' aignature Qay.also have been :receded by more specific diacussions about

the applicability of US guarantees of Australia in any future circumstances
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of nuclear threat. Australia's signature was in any case delayed until
after those of West Germsny, Japan and Italy and -receded that of

Indonesia by only a few days. Obviously the general trend on rroliferation
vas very much in the Government's min&.

Australia's continuing need for foreign technology must also have

pointed towards'signature. Indeed, given the diplomatic circumstances of

SWiFT
1970/71 and the adherence of the UK and the US to the treaty, the jdeveloyp-~

rent of Auspra]ian capabilities, whether for weactorz or for wves; ons,may
yositively demand acceptance of the NPT, At the same time, in so far as
the treaty suecceeds in slowing down proliferation, it may enable australia
to catch uﬁ in such matters as delivery systema and general weapons

technelogy in case the spread of these weapons does go on. Once Australia

W=

has ratified, she widd rlso be a member of the conference to be held to

Weu
review the treaty's nrogress. She will have a voice in deciding on any

amendments which mey be proposed. And there remein ambiguities about whieh
of these decisions will be settled hy simple majorities and which may
require unanimity.

On the other hand, it s~ems that the safeguaris provisions are,

from the Austrelian point of view, a most difficult hurdle. Jiscussions

"with the IAEA ns to safeguards procedures have gone on throughout 1970,

‘What the issue will be is not yet clear. It is sufficiently well 'mown

that safeguards can offer a warning of, say, the diversion of fissionable

materinl to military purposes. They cennot yrevent it. Even if e warning

‘: were given, the mechanism to act upon it is not established; the use which -

any political authority might meke of that mechanism is quite unclear.
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In any ¢ase, safegurrds will not be foolproof. A nation determined to
divert fiss#;able material could divert perhaps uj; to 5 ner cent oflita
throughput of plutonium without detection even if its reactors were being
inspected. This uncertainty, moreovef, operates more effectively nrainat
small than against larre nuclear powers: five per cent diversion in an
;mbryonic nuclear povwer programme might\not matter., lMive per cent diversion
from a lerge and sophisticates programme might permit the eonstruction of

a strategically significant mili£ary force. At thelsame time, the very

fact that Aﬁatralia and the US ha-e ratified the NPT could make it
pelitically mofe difficult for the UB to give Ausiralia help with some of
the relevant technolbgies, even in ways which are technically compatible
witi the tréat&. Tthese and other uncertninties must give j;ause to a
threshold power like Australia. i‘or one would expecf that her attitude

to nuplear policy »roblems will continue 1o be formulated in the light

of the relationship between US strateglie power cnd develo.ments in Eastern
and Southern Agia, with ,articular reference to the developing attitudes

of China, India, Indonesiz and Japan to the treaty snd its conscquences.

0f equal importance will be the impact of the eventuaml sufrgurrds provisions
on the induatrial and technical development of Australia. The Government
seens determined to have no unnecessary oistacle placed in the way of
Australiats entry é:f; nuclear post-industriclism. That a military cupaﬁity
will be at least a bye~product of that ebtry seems inevitable. VWhethar

that bye—product will be exploited remains to be s n,



ot

(1)

(2)

(3)
(4)

(5)

35

POOTNOTES

In Australia, as elsewhere, the situation promises to be rich in
ironfies. One effect of conservation and anti-~pollution pressures is

likely to be an acceleratad development of more advanced power

‘production techniques., Many of these, from adveanced breeder

raactofa to methods for harnessing solar energy, will have uses,

or by-products, or clear military value.

The figures are derived from C.J.E. Harlow, The European Armaments

Rase: A Survey, Parts 1 and ', (Defence, Technology and the Western

Alliance, No.2) London, Institute for Strategic studies, June and
July 1967. For a general discussion of the Austrelian procurement
position, see Ian Bellany end James.Richardson, Australian Defence
Procurement, in H. Gelber (ed.) Problems of Australian Defence,
Melbourne, Oxford University Press, 1971, Ch.16. For R & D see
eap, Tables 9 and 10, pp.267-69). '

Whose capital cost was estimated in 1969 at A$30-40 millions,

There might also be the pouuibiiitj of producing untested devices.
Or underground nuclear explosiona, conducted for legitimate economic
purposes, could nevertheless produce some militarily useful
ipformation.

The figures quoted here are taken from lan Bellany: Nuclear Arms
for Australia? Current Affairs Bulletin (Sydney) Vol.46, No.1,
June 1970 and len Bellany: An Australian Nuclear Force ( Canberra
Papers on Strategy and Defence No.4) Strategic and lefence Studies
Centre, Australian National University, ANU Press, Uanberra 1969,

For somevhat higher satimates, relating to a somewhat differsnt ..
force structure, see H.G. Gelber, The Australian-American Alliance,

Harmondsworth, Penguin Books, 1968.
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They might, however, £it inte the growing Australian stress on home-
produced weapons rather than relisnce upon overseas hardware. For

& discussion of this at the conventional 1e§el, and doubts about
expensive foreign weapons for the sake of compstibility with sllies,
see the 1970 Roy Milne Memorial Lecture by the former Secretary of
the Nepartment of Defence, Sir Henry Blahd, "Some Aspects of Lefence
Administration in Australia”, Australian Institute of International

Affairs, 1970, pp.14 et seq.

¥hether such weapons would in faet be eessier to use remiins to be
seen. And vhether it is reslly in the interests of the international
compuinity to eliminate the nuclerr allergy of all nuclear powers to

daete may also be a matter for doubt.
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THE NUCLEAR GENIE : NORWEGIAN POLICIES AND PERSPECTIVES

a Johan Jorgen Holst

Norwegiaﬁ Institute of International Affairs

A Small Power Outlook

The nuclear weapon has presented the industrialized
Small Powers with a unique security dilemma. The traditional
Hobbesian predicament has been. compounded by the imposition
of the need to consider tﬁe nationai security in terms of
the long term stability of the international system. The
short term maximization of deterrence and defence against
threats to nationél surﬁival may set off chain reactions
which ultimately could éause a serious deterioration in the
- structure of the internationai order.,

By now it seems clear that the nuclear weapon did not
constitute‘the great egualizer iﬁ international politics. The
international system is still a stratified system where the
power to coerce and to withstand coercion separates fhe power-
ful from the not so powerful. Nor did nuclear weapons hecéme'

the ultimate differentiator, putting any and all nuclear

weapon states in a category of salient superiority vis-a-vis
all non-nuclear weapon states. History has taught us something
of the limited politicél convertibility of nuclear weapons.
Super power, it turns out, isg to a lafge extent paralysed

—
power. The paralysis of power is basically, of course, a

- Holst' _ ' 2e.
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function of the reeciprocal déterrence obtaining between the
two Super‘Powers. It is the result of some widely shared
taboo notions. The possibility of escalation, which is inher-
ent in any armed conflict where the commitments are limited:
by the will rather than the capacity, to some extent tends to
paralyse the conventional power of the Nuclear Powers as well.
The paralysis is far from complete, and it wili depend on
issues and circumstances.1)
The nuclear weapon constitutes an unpleasant but ines-
capable fact for the Small Powers who must make adjustments

to this added complexity. Such adjustments have varied from

country to country. It is the purpose of this paper to outline

-the adjustment policies of Norway.

The poliecies pursued by Norway have been, to a large

exten%;ﬁ;’;;;ction of the limitation of resources. Thus it
is certainly possible that had Norway been a richer nation in

the first post-war years she would have set out to create a

serious option of a nuclear weapons program. Norwegian security -

policy has reflected the geographical location of close proxi-
mity to vital Soviet base areas, as well as the nature of
interdependence obtaining' in the Nordic system. Hence it has
come to réflect a balance between deterrence and reassurance:i
deterrence inherent in the membership in NATO and the staging
of allied manceuvres in Norway and the Norwegian Sea, and
reassurance in the unilateral restraint of not permitting the
stationing of foreign troops in Norway, the practice of not

permitting allied manoeuvres in the northernmost county of

Holst 3..
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Finnmafk, and the enforcement of the prohibition against

allied military aircraft overflying Norwegian territory

further east than 24'E. Such a system of restraints also

constituted a framework for decision-making in regard tothe

emplacement of nuclear weapons.2)
lThere is a sense in which the fact that most of the

specialist literature on the security problems of the nuclear

age are written from the perspective of the United States

has tended to induce the specialists in the Smaller Powers

to view the issues in a global and systemic context. Nuelear

weapons are not very pleasant realities. They also do not

sell well to electorates which have a basic moral aversion

.to the practice of power polities. Hence, the formulétion of

a policy which was "responsible" from the point of view of
international society and'"popular" in terms of doﬁestic
politics was not a particularly surprising outcome of the
Norwegian debate on nuclear weapons. It‘also laid the basis
for a set of priorities which caused Norway to give precedence
to considerations of curbing the atom whenever it might con-
fliet with efforts desigged to produée grgater cohesion in

the Atlantic alliance.

The “Peaceful" 2tom: Norway's Efforts

The Norwegian effort in the field of atomic energy
grew out of the research programme of the Norwegian Defence

Research Establishment (FFI), which was founded in 1946,

Holst k..
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As early as j945 investigations of the Norwegian uranium
depdsits had bégun. A process for the refinement of uranium
from alum slate was developed. In 1947 the Storting granted
N.Kr. 5 million fof the building of a uranium research reac-
tor iﬁ Norway. The request for the funds was made in the con-
text of extraordinary appropriations for national defence
purposes. In 1946 the Norwegian government observed that

"the production of the atomic homb requires and will continue
to require, unless completély novel and sensational disco-
veries take place, industrial and technical commitments on

such a large scale that the smaller countries could hardly

-sustain them." - However, by the time the government asked for

the funds to construct thé research reactor, it observed that
the defence authorities could not "dismiss the possibility
that technological developments---combined with a failu:e in
the international effort to control nuclear energy---may make |
nuclear energy also a part of the defence of a small country."u)
The primary purpose was, however, to establish a research

milieu which could ensure Norwegian competence in the field

of civilian energy technology. The research reactor programme

. was delegated to the National Research Council (NTNF). In 1948

the Institute for Atomic Energy (IFA) was founded. It was
clear by 1949 that Norway could not count on obtaining uranium
from the U.S. due to the then existing legal restrictions.s)
It eventually also became clear that the pegmatite deposits

in southern Norway contained a lower concentration of uranium

than had been estimated. The problem was solved, however,

Holst | 5.,
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by the conclusion of a cooperative agreement with the Nether-
lands, whereunder the latter would supply the uranium for

the reactor. Graphite had been obtained from France in ex-
change for heavy water. The Institute for Atomic Energy became
an independent entity (separate from the Norwegian Defence
Research Establishment) in 1953.

The cooperation with the Netherlands was organized
within the joint institute JENER (Joint Establishment for
Nuclear Energy Research). The cooperative agreement concluded
in 1951 was the first of its kind. The research reactor JEEP I,
.which'used natural uranium, went inﬁo operation in the summer
of 1951. It.was origiﬁally designed for a capacity of 100 KW,
thermal, but in 1956 a new cooling tower with a capacity of
800 KW increased the capacity of the reactor. The most impor-
tant applications of thé reactor were radiocactive isotope
production and experiments in neutron physics.

In 1953 a Chemistry Division was formed at IFA, the
priméry purpose of which was the deveiopment of processes for.
the separation of uranium and plutonium. The miniéture purifi-
cation plant was in full operation by 1961.

In 1955 plans were approved for the construction of an
experimental 20 MW boiling heavy wéter power reactor at Halden.é)
Bilateral agreements with the U.S. (heavy water) and the
United Kingdom (ns%tural uranium) constituted a basic precondition
for the realization of the project.7) The reactor was located
in the underground chamber®$ large paper pulp factory. In

order to obtain 20 MW the natural uranium had to be supplemented

Holst : 6..
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by a fuel charge of 1.5% enriched uranium oxide. Part of
this charge was produced by IFA, whilé the remainder was
delivered by the Swedish "4 .B. Atomenergi". In June, 1958
an agreement was signed on the operation of the reactor as
a joint OEEC project.B) |
‘Ih 1958 IFA concluded an agreement with a consortium
of 19'Norwegian shipping companies, REDERIATCM, for design
specifications of a huclear powered vessel. The design study
of a boiiing light water reactor for a tanker of 65,000 tons
was concluded by the end of 1962. A similar joint Swedish-
Norwegian design study for the reacfor of a 67,000 ton ore
carrier was concluded in 1965. Cost-effectiveness calculétions,
however, led to a decisioﬁ not to proceed with the construction
of a ship reactor.g)
In 1959 plans were approved for the construction of a
zero-effect reactor, NORA. This research reactor was designed
to generate data for the planning of power reactors. The reac-
tor was placed at the disposai of the International Atomic
Energy Agency (IAFA) for a common reactor physics research
program. The IAEA ggreed to furnish the needed enriched uranium
which would be rented from the U.S. Atomic Energy Commission.
The IAFA safeguards provisions would hence apply to the NORA
reactor program.10) In 1964 an agreement was concluded among
Norway, Yugoslavia, Poland and the IAFA for a cooperative
research programme in reactor physics, involving inter "alia
the NORA reactor}1%he NCRA reactor ceased operations inAf969,

although .the international cooperation among Norway, Poland

Holst _ e
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and Yugoslavia continued. The planning of a new reactor,

JEEP II, was begun in 1959. This reactor was designed fo: a
thermal effect of 2 MW. It would use slightly enriched uranium
oxide as fuel and heavy water as a moderator. The reactor
started operations in 1966.

1h)

12)  1am 3, gurocHeMIc' ¥,

Norway participates in CERN
(a Buropean company for the operation of the uranium repro-

cessing plant in Mol, Belgium), and the DRAGON projec a
British high-temperature , gas-cooled reactor project).

During the spring of 1966.1F%_and the chemical-industrial
company, "Norsk Hydro", concluded a”codperétive agreement for
the project desigh of a 500 MWe atomic power reactor. Fdr some
years there was disagreement concerning the level of aspiratioﬁ
and scale of effort.in the Norwegian atomic energy programme.
The Naticnal Eeseérch Council and the Industrial Association
advised against basing the utilization of atomic energy pri-
marily on indigenous research®) The présent level of aspira-
tion aims at the establishment of competence enabling IFA to
serve as consultant to the authorities andtQ the main con-
tractors for the construction of power reactors in Norway.

There appear to be few doubts-that such reactors should be
built. The kinds of reactors which formed the basis of the
design studies were of the boiling water (BWR) and advanced
gas-cooled (AGR) reactor varieties. The constuction of a
power reactor is estimated ﬁo take about eight years. The

optimum time for such reactors to be introduced would be

around 1980, and in the late eighties at the latest. Current

. Holst _ 8..
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policy decisions énvisage the planning phase for the first
power reactor to be completed by 1972-73, permitting the
Storting to make a decision in 1973!7) It has been estimated
that by the time the firéf power reactor became operational
contract negotiations would be under way for power reactor
number four of five. Norwegian energy production has concen-
trated on hydro-electric power. Nuclear power reactors would-
not be pricq competitive until about 1980. |

0il And gas production on the Norwegian continental

shelf could affect the relative cost calculations of alterna-

tive energy sources. It should also be noted as a general

" caveat to such cost calculations that considerations relating.

© to conservation and environmental protection are likely to

introduce new value criteria in the estimates of social utility.
According to a pilatefal U.S.-Norwegian agreement the
United States has declared its willingness to'make availahle
the enriched uranium for -a Norwegian power reactor. Norway
has considerable reserves of thorium (approximately 100,000
tons) . However, the utilization of thorium is dependent on
the development of economically competitive high temperature
(HTR) reactors based on the thorium cycle.18) |
It‘is noteworthy that since some ambiguities in 1947
the c¢ivil reactor programme has not been considered in the
context of creating an option for a bomb programme. The general-

1y high competence which Norwegian scientists have accumulated

over the whole post-war period, in addition to the existing

~reactor-eapabilities, place Norway in the category of a

—
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potential nuclear weapon state, when such categories are ~
— . ‘

based \on gggigilities alone. According to the former director

- \
of I¥hy a Norwegian bomb program could produce a Nagasaki-
type device in the course of "a few years", provided the

19)

financial conditions were established.

The Nuclear Threat and Civil Defence

The Nofwegian defence posture includes a civil defence
programme which is designed inter glia to provide a certain
amount of protéction against the effects of nuclear weapons
attacks. In 1948 a plan was'approved for the construction of
public blast shelters for 20% of the populatiqn in urban areas,
generating a total shelter capacity for 180,000 inhabitants
by 1954?0) This turned out to be an overly ambitious programme.
By January 1, 1970 there were approximately 250 public blast
shelters with a total capacity for 160,100 people. Around
75% of the.shelterslare built in hard rock; the rest are build
out of reinforced concrete. According to the present regula-
tions, public shelters should be constrﬁcted for twenty percent
of the population in towné with more.than 5,000 inhabiténts_
in Southefn Norway and with a population exceeding 2,500 in
Northern Norway. The current construction target involves
the construction of public shelters for a total of 375,000
inhabitants;21) The design regulations stipulate that the

| public sheiters should be able to withstand an overpressure

from 2 (concrete shelters) to 3 (rock shelters) atmospheres

Holst ' 10..
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(i.e. 20-30 tons/m2).
Private shelters must be built in all houses with a

2

groundspace exceeding 150 m“ or a total rented floorspace

of over LOO m2

. The private shelters must be designed to

withstand an overpressure of 1 to 2 atmospheres (10 to 20

tons/ﬁ2).23) By January, 1970 there were private shelters

for 908,635 inhabitants. There are no regulations about the

construction of fall-out shelters in rural areas, but there

exists a recommendation for such regulations to be established.

Plans exist for limited and complete evacuation of all

towns with a totali/ ,

pepulation of 10,000 or more. Existing evacuation plans in-

volve the transfer of up to 800,000 people from the urban

to the rural areas. No major evacuation exercises have taken

place however.,

" The civil defence programme in Norway has been the
subject of surprisingly little public controversy. Arguments
about civil defence contributing to a first strike posture
have not been particularly applicable to the Norwegian defence
posture, and there appears to prevail é general notion that
the objective of protecting people against the effects of
nuclear war is a reasonable and just one. It is clear,‘never-
theless, that the Norwegian civil defence programme falls
far short of cqnstituting a maximum effort. A lack of integra-
tion also appears to prevaillin‘the planning assumptions
which form the basis of the civil defence effort on the one

hand and the formation of the military defence posture on

the other.

Holst 1..

2l)



-

The Tactical Weapons Controversy

Indigenous production of Norwegian atomic weapons
has never constituted a serious policy option. The possible
stationing of tactical nuclear weapons under a dual-key
arrangement with the United States was the subject of rather
intense examination and political dispute during the years
1957-61. Since that time Norwegian nuclear policy has been
confined to participation in the consultative arrangements
in MATO about guidelines for the possible use of nuclear
weapons.

The immediate post-war years confronted Norwegian
defence planners with the need to adjust to the potential
threat from nuclear weapons in a future conflict. The main
emphasis was put on indirect protection through dispersal.
It was argued that the Small Powers would probably be unable
to mobilise the industrial and technical resources needed
to implement a nuclear weapons program. But, as we have seen,
there‘was an element of prudent hedging in the justification
for the first research reactor.gg) It was emphasized that
the topographical and deqographical profile of the cbuntry
facilitated the task of protection against nuclear weapon
attacks. It was also estimated that since nuclear weapons
were unlikely to be available in large numbers for some time
it was therefﬁre unlikely that atomic weapons would be used
against targets in Norway. This array of considerations did
not amount to a wishful degradation of the perceived impor-
tance of nuclear weapons, but it did structure a perspective

within which conventional forces would still have a substantial

Holst 12..
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role to play.26)

The MATO decision in 1954 to base the defence planning:
on the early use of atomic weapons had some important indi~ih
rect consequences for the Norwegian defence effort. A commis-
sion appointed in 1955 fof purposes of evaluating the Nor-
wegian defence programme tried to assess the implications
of the quantitative and qualitative growth in the nuclear
arsenals and concluded that "the nuclear threat already ih
the immediate future could, in the event of a major conflict,
assume such proportions that it could be directed against
targets in Norway as well."27) There was no longer.pfotecti?n
in insignificance. In addition to dispersing units protection
had to be obtained through the hardening of base installa-
tions. The Military Chiefs Committee (Sjefsnevnda) arrived
at the unanimous conclusion that in order for the Norwegian
defence forces to have the necessary punch they would need ;
more modern weapons. It recognised that nuclear weapons could
not be produced by Norway, but it recommended that steps be

Hy

taken to enable Norwegian forces to receive and operate

28)

tactical nuclear weapons. The Ministry of Defence, however,
argued that the control of nuclear weapons ought to be cen-'
tralized in the joint commands.??’ In June, 1957 the Storting *
accepted an American offer to transfer to Norway a battalion
of Honest John missiles and a battalion of Nike air defence
missiles. It was emphasized at the time that the acceptance
in no way implied a decision to accept nuclear weapons in

30)

the Norweglan defence system. However, it is not unrea-

sonable to surmise that for some elements in the decision- -

Holst 13..
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making system the acquisition of the missile systems con-
stituted a foot in the door, keeping it open for the subseap
quent intvoduétion of nuclear warheads. This 1s a method
which is not ‘uncommon in any military establishment.

During the 1957 heads of government meeting in NATO
the Norwegian Prime Minister carried out a preemptive dip-
lomatic strike, stating that Norway had no plans "to let
stores of nuclear weapons be established on Norwegian terri-
tory or to install launching bases for medium range missiles."31)

There had been some speculation in the press that Norway might

constitute a favourable areé for the emplacement of medium

- range missiles, and the Prime Minister acted to preempt any

pressure arising in this direction. He did so in the context
of a strong public sentiment against nuclear weapons, {the
Schweitzer appeal obtained a great many dignatures in Norway),
and the adoption of a éurprise motion by the Labour Party |
in the summer of 1957 to the effect that nuclear weapons must
not be emplaéed on Norwegian territory. Questions relating
to the emplacement of nuclear weapons in Europe had also
been the subject of communicatioﬁ in the exchange of letters
between the Norwegian Prime Minister and the Soviet Premier,
Bulganin. It is likely that thé Nofwégian announcement was
interpreted in Moscow in the context of. this exchange.

In 1960 the Military Chiefs Committee recommended that
the Norwegian forces "be equipped with tactical nuclear wea-
poﬁs for the direct defence of Norwegian territory.“32)

Fmplacement in Norway was considered necessary in order to

cfeate a situation in which an adversary would be subject to

Holst | 1k, .
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tactical copstraints similar to those which applied to the
Norwegian forces. The rapid concentration and dispersal of
troops also necessitated the emplaaement of nuclear weapons
in Norway in peacetime. The governmeht decided, however, that
a total evaluation of the issue led to the conclusion that
no ﬁuclear weapons be stationed in Norway during peacetime.
The considerations which motivated this decision were quite
analogous to‘thqse which formeq the rationale for the reser-
vation in regard to foreign bases in 1949, i.e. the need to
balance deterrence with reassurance and the need not to upset
the regional stability. If was also argued that the decision
was motivated by a desire not Qp contribute to the further
proliferation of nuclear weapons. Proliferation was understood
in this context as the geographical distribution of nuclear
. weapons and not as a concept focusing on the identity of the
decision-making authorities.33) f
The'Norwegian government was careful to emphasize
| { that its decision constituted a unilateral constraint which

3 /WWM“*'W% -‘v—_i“‘*«._ﬁ«
did not constitute an internatnggimgggglmgp;;ggzigg. Hence

‘- '; v-_”_‘“*—»__‘_‘,.—--‘— et )
ii Norwegian authorities would, in principle, be free to re-

verse the policy in a situation where the perceived threats
are such as to make a reversal necessary.

The decision was preceded by the most extensive debate
on security policy in Norway since 19#9: The arguments are

summarized in the table helow.

Holst 15..
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PRO

CON

MILITARY ARGUMENTS:

-Emphasis on deterrence

-Tactical advantage/symmetry

-TNW as compensation for
manpower Iinferiority

-Low population density mini-
mizes collateral damage
problem

-Topography forces adversary
to concentrate

~-Need modern weapons for
morale reasons

MILITARY ARGUMENTS:

-Emphasis on censequences if
deterrence fails
-Fear of preemption/escalation

" -Nuclear warfare increases need

for manpower
-No targets necessitating use
of nuclear weapons against
Norway ‘
~Incredibility of Norwegian
first use
~-Fear of reduced conveational
forces

POLITICAL ARGUMENTS:

-Loyalty to NATO0
-No proliferation control
over nuclear weapons
~-No inconsistency with
base policy
-Prevent neutralist erosion.
-Prevent power vacuum in

Northern Europe

PCLITICAL ARGUMENTS:

-Avoid subservience to NATO

~Avoid complicating control
of proliferation ‘

-Avoid upsetting regional
system stability

-Avoid provoking the Soviet
‘Union

-Nuclear weapons illegal and
immoral

TABLE T : Arguments in the Norwegian Nuclear Debaﬁe, 1957-1961"

It is worth noting that the proliferation issues played

a rather marginal role in the debate. More specifically,

the potential impact of the Norwegian decisions on the deci-

sions in the only serious threshold country in the Nordic

system, Sweden, did not receive any attention.

The insistence on the part of the government that the

Holst '
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constitutional authorities retain the right to reverse the
- W _‘——‘)

policy on tactical nucleaf'weapons in extrene circumstances

s e et s -5

constituted one of the reasons for the emergence of a new
W

T

M
left party in Norway. The other parties, however, supported
w

the Labour Party's position, and it soon became part of the
conventional wisdom or n#tional credo, imbedded in party
ﬁ;ograms and policy étatements. Paradoxically such broadly
based support also tends to degrade the credibility of the
flexibility inherent in tﬁe original policy formulation.
The official position also became a focal ﬁoint in the pro-
cess of public opinion formation. Thus the percentage of
people whq considered it advantageous for Norway not to
possess atomic weapons rose from 56 in January, 1961 to 78
in November, 1964, 57% of those questioned in a 1964 survey
thought that Norway should not make a.cdmmitment never to
use atomic weapons, while 39% thought she should .3
Thé.contingent nature of the Norwegian atomiclweapon
policy is pontradiéted also by the fact that Norway has not
concluded either a 144b agreement for information sharing
cr a stockﬁiling agreement aécdrding to'the provisions of
the U.S. Atomic Energy Act. In addition to Norway within
NATO, only Denmark, Iceland, Luxembourg and Portugal do not
have such agreements with the U.S. In the absqﬁce of such
an agreement, a request for thg transfer of nuclear weapons

would, in principle, have to rest before the Joint Committee

on Atomic Energy in the American Congréé:for sixty days.

*In 1963 the decision was made to dismantle the Honest John
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battalion in North Norway.

In spite of the perhaps questionable credibility of
the Norwegian option to reverse its nuclear policy in a
crisls, the contingent nature of the policy commitment has
nevertheless constituted a rather important'political buffer
against efforts to formalize the commitment in non-contingent
treaty form. Hence the government used the 1961 formulations
as a rationale for rejecting the second part of the 1962
Undén plan which attempted to determine the conditions under
which governments were willing to commit themselves hot to
produce or otherwlse acquire nuclear weapons and not to re-
ceive atomic weapons on behalf of any other country. The
second part of the scheme was unacceptable since it also
appeared to contravene the need to maintain.options for pur-
poses of maintaining sanctions to keep the .balance in the

35)

Nordic system. Similar calculations caused Norway to reject

the 1963 Kekkonen plaﬁ for the creation of a nuclear free
zone in Northern EurOpe.36)
The Norwegian government has been reluctant to agree
to any regional arms control arrangement confined to the
Nordic region, probably because of a fear of generating
expectations about a change in ba;ic orientation, which in
turn might induce pressure.' Hence the position has been that
regulatory restrictions ought to cover a larger part of
Europe, including the Soviet Union. Such a position does not

constitute only a verbal camouflage. It reflects a recognition

of the fact that the peolitics of nuclear arms control can
w
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-begcome a currency-for-the~manipulation of political align-

ients and regional structures.

\M

Nuclear Proliferation : The Systemic Perspectives

In regard to the diseussion of nuclear management with:
in NATO, Norway has advocated the position that the power of -
decision ought to be centralized in the Amefican Presidency.
This position reflects, of course, the fact that Norway does
not entertain nuclear ambitions. However, the strong depen-
dence on American support for the defence of Norway in the
event that war should break out has caused Norwegian decision-

'makers to oppose any intra-alliance arrangements or confiicts
which could cause the United States to reconsidef or reduce
its commitment to defend Europe.

During the MLF negotiations in NATO Norway adopted
the position that d® would not want to participate and that
she would oppose any arrangement which would involve the
diffusion of decision making power on nuclear weapons. The
task of preventing the proliferation of nuclear weapons
should, according to the Norwegian view, be given priopity
over the solution of intra-alliance management problems.

The central consideration in thils connection was not to

increase the number of decision centers in the control of
nuclear weapons in the g}liance. Norway could adopt thig
view also because there was a fairly low articulation of

interest in a project which-was‘designed to preempt future
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and potential interests in independent nuclear decision
power,

Norway made it clear that she would not participate

"in the MLF project, nor would ML¥ vessels be permitted in

Norweglian territorial waters. The suggestion that Norway
should veto the whole project was, however, rejected by
the goverhment.37)

| The change in the'American pdsition in 1965, invol-
ving a shift from a hardware solution to a consultation
solution of the nuclear management issue in NATC caused
several ambiguities which were compounded by the confusiog
prevailing within the American bureaucracies. The original
écheme for a select committee gave way to an open-ended
committee as Turkey and the Netherlands wanted to be in on
the arrangements.. Norwayldecided not to participate, in part,
I suspect, because wires got crossed in both Washington and
Oslo, causing the latter to misperceive the preferences of
the former. When the temporary "Special Committee" was suc-
ceeded in December, 1966 by the permanent Nuclear Defence
Affairs Committee, Norway corrected the "mistake" and joined.
Presently she is also serving in the Nuclear Planning Group.

The choice of a consultation arrangement coincided

with the Norwegian views on preferred strategies for pro-

liferation management. It may be worth noting also that the
issue involved in enhancing the credibility of the American
nuclear guarantee to Europe is structurally analogous to

the problem of insuring the credibility of the American
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guarantee to commit forces to defend Norway if and when
needed. There is no acceptable way of automating such decision-
making, and hence no absolute solution to the credibility
problem. Ipe only approximate solution, according to Norwegian
views; must be sbught aleng the lines of consultation and
reciprocal involvement at the planning lével. Such involve-
ment carries highest confidence assurance that the shared
interests on which the commitment is hased become "interna-
lized" in the bureaucracies on both sides.

| Norway was one of the 55 original signatory powers
to the Non-Proliferation Treaty?s)zt“was ratified in January,
1969 by a unanimous decision of the Storting. During the
ratification debate it was emphasized that the NPT, according
to Norwegian views, does not prohibit the kind of consulta-
tion arrangements which Norway participates in within NATO;
nor does it prohibit the transfer of nuclear weapons to the
territo;y 6f a non-nﬁclear weapon state as long as the power:
of decision remains with the nuclear weapon state.39)

The experimental power reactor at Halden is presently
controlled by ENEA (The European Nuclear Energy Agency under
OECD) . The JEEP II research reactor is subject to USAEC .
control. The U.S.-Norwegian‘agreement for peaceful atomic
-energy cooperation cohtains a provision permitting the
inspection té be transferred to IAFA. However, that option
has not been exercised, primarily it seems, because Norway

is negotiating for membership in EURATOM in connection with

the general membership negotiations with the European
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Community. IAEA and EURATCM have not yet concluded a safe-
guards agreement. It is also worth noting that several
EURATOM countries participate in the ENEA reactor at Halden.
Norway has declared her readiness to negotiate a safeguards
agreement with the IAFA, in accordance with Article III of
the NPT. The Norwegian negotiator in Brussels has stated to
the permanent ambassadorial committee representing EURATOM
that ény bilateral agreement between Norway and IAFA will

cbntain a provisibn that Norway may subsequently Jjoin the

40)

N

arrangements concluded between the Agency and EURATOM.
Norway has also shown interest in managing the pro-
cess of nuclear proliferation by the imposition of constraints
on tésting beyond those of the limited test ban treaty (LTB)
of 1963. The possibility of making a contribution to the
solution of the problem of verification was discussed on a
Nordic Easis from 1969, and a Nordic Cooperative Committee
for Detection Seismology was established. In 1967 it recom-
mended the“cbnstrugtion of a Nordic siesmic array. At this
time, however, negotiations between Norway and the U.S. for
the construction of a large seismic array in Norway had come
- such a long way that the Nordic alternative was dropped.
NORSAR, Norwegian Seismic Array, consisting of 22 sub-arrays, .
reached operational status in 1970.412 It is connected with
two large arrays in.the United States (IASA in Montana and
_ ALP: in Alaska). It is possible that NORSAR may become an
important part of the infrastructure of a threshold test
ban treaty or a complete test ban treaty.
) By

Thus, Norwegian perspectives have changed drastically

as the nuclear age became a reality, from a nostalgic search-
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for protection in insignificance to an active participatidn
in the constuction of the infrastructure of an internationél
sfstem of a limited number of nuclear powers,and_a great
many non-nuclear powerg. Norway has.been able to éstablish

a framework for national éecurity within which 1t has been
stsible and even easy té marry enlightened self-interest

fo a wider conception of world order. No wonder she finds

it hard to show empathy for those whose predicaments are

less conducive to harmonious wedlock.
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