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Summary:

With a nuclear nonproliferation treaty under consideration in Washington, INR
considered which countries were likely to sign on and why or why not. INR analysts,
mistakenly as it turned out, believed it unlikely that the Soviet Union would be a
co-sponsor of a treaty in part because of the “international climate” and also because
Moscow and Washington differed on whether a treaty would recognize a “group
capability.”
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Subject : Attitudes of Selected Countries on Accession to & US-8oviet Co-gponsored
Draft Agreement on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons

This paper reviews current world interest in a possible non-proliferation
treaty. It assesses the receptivity to such a treaty of those countries which either
possess muclear weapons or have the interest in acquiring them or the capability
of constructing them.

INTRODUCTION AND ABSTRACT
The basic assumption of this paper is that the US and USSR have agreed on the

text of & draft non-proliferation treaty to which they would urge all other governments
to accede. Without going into textual details, the treaty, in its general terms, would
require both a promise by all existing nuclear powers not to transfer any of their
military-nuclear know-how or weapons to any non-nuclear country and a pledge by the
non-nuclear states not to acquire nuclear weapons, either by transfer from a nuclear
power or by domestic production. No assumption is made about the procedures
adopted by the US and USSR to induce the cooperation and participation of other countries
in this endeavor.

Admittedly, it is highly questionable and unlikely, at present, to assume US-
Boviet co-sponsorship of a draft treaty. In part, this is because the US insists that
the treaty terms should not outlaw new national nuclear capabilities, but not joint
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such important lands as Japan, India, fsrasl, and the UAR.

snd Japan would adhere to such a tresfy, though

and misgivings. France also might well join, while Commmumist Ch

would be wiltkely, Israel and the UAR would sither accede togethe

& do not join up. Pinally, Dl would
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1. THE HORTH ATLANTIC AREA

The nuclear powers of Western Europe are the United Kingdom and France.
The presently unoa-nguclear Westernm European and North &ﬁnrican countries con~
sidered {ndependently capable, in varying degrees, of "going nuclear”, include
the Federal Republic of Germany, Sweden, Italy, and Canada. Switzerland bas
been reported to have shown interest in the possibility of aequiring nuclear
weapons by purchase from abroad or through joint programs with other countries.

Ye belleve that if the US aad the USSR agreed to co-sponsey a nuclear
non-disgemination, nop-acquisition treaty proposal of agreed draft text, the
attitudes eof the FONSHESEAL Lountries sand the decisions they would make as to
vhether to adhers, would be as follows;

UK. The United Eiangdom hes long been sctively interested in the prevantion
of further nuclear proliferation, and has produced its own draft treaties and
declarations for use in negotiations te this end, (A new British non-prolifere
ation dvaft was enly recently put forward to some of the Westeran governments.)
The UK can be expected to support any non~proliferatien proposals that ave not
nakedly propagandistic er in some way discriminatory in favor of the commumiat
conntries, The British would prebably not be fussy about the political
implications of adhevence by such potential signatories as East Cermany. The
UK would hope to participate is any initial US-USSR discussions as a principal
from the outset, but this would not be a precondition of fte own support of the
treaty plan. The UK would bend maximwm efforts to encourage the US to keep
moving, and would also exert {tself strongly to drum up support elsewhere, The
British will continue in the future to show concern about sny preposaed NATO
arvangements that wight threaten to make achievement of & non-proliferation
agraement more difficulr,

France. French officials from de Gsulle on down have stated that Framce
follows & poliey of non~dissemination, but the ¥Yrench do not believe that the
pursult of a non—-dissamination pelicy by the nuclear powers will prevent pro-
liferation, which they comsider inevitsble.

Despite this skeptiecism, France has nct taken a categorical stand against
noo-pfeliferation sgreements when the gquestion has arisen in the past, and any
such agreement would, in faet, serve at lesst some French interests., A non~
proliferation agreement would have to recognize France's status as a wenmber
of the select company of nuclear powers. France would also see benefit in
GCermany'e adherence, since this would inerease the pressures against an
eventual independent German nuclear capability, which France fears.

The French would probably be more vreceptive to @ simple Five Power non~
digsemination agreement or declaration (President de Gaulle has strengly
implied his readiness to join in negotiations toward such a declaration) than
to one with s non-aequisition feature, since they consider it isappropriate
and fruitless for nuclear powers to call upon the non~nuclear states to rsmain so.
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Reverthelass, if they zaw sufficient pelitical fringe benefits accrvulng to
themselves from a Five Pover agreement as such, they wmight not refrain from
joining the other four nuclear powers in putting forward & plan that included
a non~acquisition provision for the have-nots.

The procedural aspects of negotiastion would alse ba important te Prance.
France has not taken its seat at the UN-sponsored Eighteen Nation Disarmament
Conference in Geneva because it invelves countries that, in France's view, are
not ankitled to participate. But the French would, for example, probably
participate in talks involving only the five nuclear powers (1f Bed China is
8o defined). We would expect France to be more likely to sign an agreoment
that had gone through the stage of Five Power nsgotiations than to adhere te
one presented by the US and the USSR on a tske-it-or leave it basis. DBut it
cannot be ruled out that France would gign an agreement produced solely under
bilateral US~USSR auspices if enough countries, includiag Red China, committed
themseives to it. In any case, we would not esxpect the Fremch to take any
inttiatives 1in the non-proliferation field,.

the

FRG. The Goverament of/Federal Republic of Germsmy, with the support
of a sizable majority of the public, has repeatedly declared its adherence
to & policy of nuclear non—acquisition, and the Germens are treaty-bound not
to produce nuclear veaspong in Germany. Nonetheless, the West German Covernment
has become increasingly resistant te the fdea of a formal non-acquisition
undertsking, for two fundamental ressons. First, the West Cermans suspect that
East Germany would inevitably be a signatory te any such agreement, and would
thereby gain some degree of de facto internstional recognition. The German
Government was subjected to severe domestic eriticism for fts failure to
anticipate and prevent this eventuality in the case of the partial nuclear test
ban treaty. Second, West Cermany argues that disarmament measures and other
measures contyibuting to Rast-West detente must be sccompanied by progfess toward
German veunification, Specifically in the cawe of non-acquisition, the Federal
Republic has teken the position that if Germsny’s signature on such an egrae-
ment is a désideratum of the Bast, thew it is alse one component of Germany's
limited leversge on the Soviets in the rauaifiaatiﬁn context, and should ba
used in that context.

We do not believe that GErmany will be prepared to consider z non-prelifer-
ation apreement before the German elections of Septewmber 19635. Thereafter, tha
Ceymans would prebably put up a behind-the-scenes fight te short-circuit any
non-proliferation agreement not coupled with progress om the Cerman question.
But if such an sgreement were reached by others, presented as a falt sccompli,
snd signed by & large nusber of powers, world opinion, especially {n sllied
countries, and Cerman domestic epinion as well, would probably impel Germany
to sign.
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x Commg MLC spect. We have been discussing
tha Fm@h ami ﬁam @r@smatﬁ, mm, m a gmti:iai vacwum, Certain cop-
siderations, howewver, cansot be overlecked., If France were favorably motivated
toward a son-proliferation agresment, this would sot pecessarily result from
& belief 1n the efficocy of such #n agreoment as 3 wesas of avoiding prolifes-
atien, but vather from the depres to which the form of the agreswent apd the
procedures by which it had besw rveached sdvanced Frence's place In the werld.
In this respect, if the agreewent were balug proposed at a time and undey
circunstences in vhich West Cermany were prepaved U4 go to grest langths te
eppose it, and If Prance econtipued at rhat date to gsee hope for political
benefits frow & Franco~Cewman eatente, theas France night cenclude that it
bad move to galn by aligning {tself with Cermeny fa opposition to or abstention
from the asev-proliferation tyeaty tham by swsportisg the sgreemsnt. This
eventuality sight sct to limier the smount of effective pressure which third
parties could bring te bear on the Fedevral Rapublic te sidherve.

Howewver, apother complication iu this plcture fa relevant, ¥FRO Povelpgn
Hinister Schroeder agaln declared on July 3 that West Cermany would be willing
to sign 2 aon~acquisition agreement only s part eof a packags deal setting
ap the MLY, ot some “equivalent™ Allianee nuclesr syrangement, sud even then 3
only 1a the form of a pledge to 1ts allies, net to gll the world. Fraoce would, |
¢f course, not relish Serman adhevence to ¢ non~digsemination treaty if ;
formation of the MLY were the price, since defast of the HMLY i3 central to de ‘
Goulle’s policies. Thus, 1f the sbssnce of new Alllance auclear arraugements
~of the MLY type became the tactical ground on which the ¥BS based s epposition
te the non-disseminastion agreement, Paris would be very dnlikely to support
Bomn'e fntransigence {in rejecting the treaty. On the other hesd, 1t wust be
recallad that the assunption behimd this paper is Soviec-US se-sponsovship
of s draft treaty, and thiz virtusdly presupposes prior Americes abandonment
of the MLY project. Thus, L{f FRE epposition fo the treaty were still bhaing
wanifested, 1t woull probably be in terms cither of the SDE'2 likely accession
er of raqunification issues, rather than of the nos-crestion of the MLF. Im
that case, thoe commeats »f the previcus paragraph would be applicable.

Sweden. Au apreed US-USSE nou-proliferstion propossl (if it fneludud a
non-acquisition provision) would present the Swedes with a3 perplexing problem,
Sweden, whose traditiomally vectmal stetus rvequives s strong defensive capabllity,
has for some time been putting ftself in a position te exercise an optiom to ]
sroduce nuclear wesponz £f it declides that this is indispessable for a credible
defense posturs, Howsver, it has sot yet gone Into production, partly because
it hopes ths US snd the Soviet Usnles will mshe some prosvess towayd disarsa-~
ment, but sven mwore becsuse of demesti{c pelitical disscr@ion on thia fssve.

A nop-proliferation agreement that wes not part of & larger dissrmamount packasge
would face the Swedas with » permomently woakensd defensive capabililpy vis-a-#is
the USSR, Bat et the same tiwe, the Swades would noet wish publicly to stand

in the way of 2 messure that would appear to contiibute to an Esst-Wast detents.
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«’}" We would expect Sweden to attempt to stall off such & dilemma by diplo-

matic maneuvering before the fact., But if a US-USSR proposal reached Sweden

in a form like that of the partial nuslear test-ban treaty, that is, as a

signed treaty open to further signatories, and if many other countries adhered,
we believe that Sweden would eventually probably also sign, perhaps with a
reservation about possibly invoking the treaty's escape clsuse if there were

no long-term progress toward muolear disarmanent among the five existing mmclear

powers,

dtgerian The situation of the Swiss is analagous to that of the Svedes
in that the cernsratann of their national security polisy, armed neutrality, is
potentially jeopardized by the appesrance in the world of muclear weapons., In
both countries, therefore, there are pressures from the military in favor of
acquiring such weapons, There are, of courss, certain important differences:
Switserland has not, so far as 1s known, insugurated a research and development
progranm to put itself in s position to produee nuclear weapons if it decides

it wants them; Switwerland does not now lie in the shadow of a nearby threaten-
ing, nuclear-armed powsr; the Swiss lack domestlie uranium. To the extent that
Bwiss interest in nuclear wespons hag been reported, it has centered largely
about the possibility of buying weapons or produesing them jointly with others.
But, although the Swiss Government has so far successfully resisted domestic
pressures to declare itself out of the rmuclear weapons field, we believe that
the Swies would adhere to a non-proliferation agreement if presented with the
igsue, for reasons, and probably also with conditions, similar to those noted
above for Sweden,

Italy, JItely has shown no interest in scquiring independent control of
muiclear wefpons. The government is, in fact, committed to work against nuclear
proliferation. If & US-USSR draft non-proliferation treaty or declaration were
fortheoming, we would expect the Italians to support it, and to jJoin in whatever
agreement eventuated. Barring some unforeseeable international upheaval, ve
would expeet no change in this forecast a» long &s the Italian left remains a
major politieal foree and Italy's economic developmsnt needs remain atrong,
which means for & long time.

Canada, Canade strongly and actively supports the non-proliferation eonsept
and would almost certainly partiecipste in any reasonable sgreement to that end,

In considering the reaction of Communist Chins to a US-Soviet co-sponsored
draft non-dissemination sgreement, it is analytieslly useful to consider substan-
tive and prosedural questions separately. This is because such willingneess as
Pexing may feel to see a non-proliferation agreement come into world-wide opera-
tion is probably outweighed by a strong determination to insure that Commnist
Chinats acgession be compensated by a& general enhancement of the CPR's status.
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Peking bas made it clear on & number of ccecasions that it would not be
averse to the genersl global elimimation of muclesr delivery eystems and
nuclear wespons, since this wourld leave China in the position of being one of
the worid's mightiest conventiomlly-armed powers. However, given its views
of the aggressive nature of U.S5. imperisliss and of the inevitability of armed
gonfrontations between America and variocus soris of "peoplets forees®, Peking
peither expects much progress to be made on disarmement matters nor will take
many initiatives to that end. Ite interest is largely eenfined to preventing
any propaganda setbacks to the CPR image that might result from & candidly
negative posture,

In these circumstances, apart from its advoossy of the total destruction
of nuclesr arms, Communist Chins bas, sinoe 1964, given most attention to
achieving a "first step” agreemsnt by all countries not to use nuclear weapons.
It has explieitly added that, if this were done, non~-nuclear nations would have
no need to develop or import nuclear arms, The latter point ties in with its
sapport, in 1963, for an agreement banning the "import and export® of nuclear
Waapons.,

It would thus appear, on the record, and in prineiple, that Peking is rmt
hostile to the concept of a nop~dissemination, non-asgquisition agreement, and
this coincides with what can be sssumed of its polisy gosls. 4 primary objective,
of eourse, has been to augment the CPR's stature as s mmjor world power, and the
possession of muclear weapons has been seen ss an important way of sttaining this
by making visible to all China's "different-ness™ from all other less-developed
countries. HNuclear proliferation, espeelally in Asia, would diminish Peking's
goin in this regard, as well as ralse obstacles to its ability to use its
mielear power status as an instrument of politieal pressure and military threat.
Hence, Communist Chine itself is unlikely to tranafer nuslear weapous (of which
it so far has only a few anyway) or production know-how to friendly or allied
states. Moreover, it would certainly like to inhibit similar transfers by other
ruclear powere (6.g., the U.8. or USSR to Indis), and it would probably be pleased
t§ have various non-muclear countries undertake self-denying, non-acguisition
B ngﬂ‘..

Nonetheless, procedural diffieculties sculd act very strongly to ilmpede
Feking's adherence Lo a US-USSR go-sponzored draft treaty. In the first place,
- the mere faet of & joint American-Soviet initistive would srouse intensely
hostile feelings among the Communist Chinese leaders, and they would interpret
the move as an effort by their two foremost enemies to isolate and denigrate
China. They would almost certainly counter with s call for the entire issue
to be teken up et some sort of world conference, not under United Hations
asuspioes, They would not loock with much favor on any French osall that might
be made, for considerstiion of the proposal st & meeting limited to the five
macloar powers, inasmich as they are still anxious to build up their position
among the great LDC majority of nations, Moreover, while probably not rejecting
outright the draft proposed by the U.8, and USSR, they would be most 1ikely to
seek to broaden the agenda by adding more far-reaching disarmament proposals,
as well as propsgends items unaccepteble to the U.S., such as an unenforced and
unenforceable m on the use of nuclear weapons. In addition, in all of this,

they would exert maximum efforts to ensure that Pe became even more y
accepted as an indispensabie participant in the consideration of all major world

problems, and they would insist that Nationalist China be excluded from participa-
tion in the undertaking,
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These Chinese tactics would pose a dilemma for the treaty's co-sponsors.
Should they acqulesce in Peking's procedural demands and thus risk having

the project bog down in the confusion and distractions of a world conference?
Or should they press ghead with their draft in the hope that a mass of
accessions by other nations all aromnd the glebe will eventually bring the
CPR to accede? It should be noted, in the latter comnection, that Peking could
probably not be bluffed into thus adhering to the agreement. However, this
might not seem too important, given China's own disinelination to disseminate
nuclear weapons and the probable accession of almost all the non-nuclear
states {except North Korea, Worth Vietnam, Albania, and, perhaps, Cuba) to
which Peking might even consider transferring nuclear arms in the next decade.

IIT. QTHER COUNTRIES

Israel and the UAR. Israel's nuclear development 1s substantially shead
of that of the UAR, but its wmaln deficiency fér a weapons program remsins the
lack of a plutonlum separation plant. Israel could build such & plant in
sbout two years after a decision to do 830 and could test a first nuclear
device less than a year after the plant's completion. At least another two
vears would be needed to develop a weapon suitable for asircraft delivery,
provided outside assistance were not availshle in the form of technological
advice. Isrsel would probably need about four years after testing its first
device to produce a nuelear warhead compatible with the MD-620 missile, The UAR,
however, would have to acquire almost all the technical know-how from another
country or else recelve the weapons themselves from abroad.

The UAR and Israel each probably feels that 1t must acquivre nuclear
weapons in the event the other does so. The motivation for acquiring nuclear
weapons is probably stronger in Israel than in the UAR simply because nuclear
arms can be geen as a potential equalizer of Arab manpower and resources in
the future, when and 1f these develop into a seriocus military threat to
Israel. Nevertheless, the Israelis know that their acquisition of nuclear
weapons would arouse strong disfavor in the U.S8. and could, at best, only spur
on the UAR to match them and that such arms in Egyptian hands would create a host
of serious problems for Israel, '

In these civrcumstances, even 1f Isvael 1s already toying, as it may well
be, with a decision to develop its own nuclear wespons, there is a good chance
that both Israsel and the UAR would be willing to adhere to a non-proliferation
treaty if each were certain that the other were also a party to the treaty.
Both countries accepted the test ban treaty, and their views on the IAFA safe-
guards suggest that they recognize their interest in preventing proliferation
of aunclesr weapong in the Negr East. As in the case of the test ban treaty,
the UAR would strongly emphasize the need for France and Communist China to
adhere to the agreement and might refuse to adhere itszelf unless these two
countries also signed the agreement.
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India. It has been a long-standing poliey in New Delhi to oppose the
existence of nuclear weapons, to say nething of their proliferation inte
many hands. The cenflict with Communist China in 1962 csused India to

review its traditional stand, but, so far, the government has maintained

its position against Indian aequisition of nuclear arms, either by indigenous
production or by procurement abroad. At the same time New Delhi has 2o ay-
ranged its peaceful uses nmueclezr research program as to keep open the optien
of diverting it to weapons research and development, if a political deecision
te do g0 were made, There have also been indications that India has become
somewhat less enthusiastic sbout plecemeal internstional arme control agree-
ments that would inhibit future Indlan freedem of cholce, while leaving
Communist China unrestrained in developing 1ts nuclear arsensl. This
sttitude has been reflected in a tendency in Hew Delhl to make Indisn accession
to any self-denving agreement contingent on broader scale international
disarmament agreements or at least on satisfactory US and USSR guarantees to
Indla in the event that sny other nuclear power (i.e., Peking) were to launch
an atomie attack on India. :

The proposed non-proliferation treasty would present Indla with serious
domestic political problems. Much would depend upen the way in which the
treaty were introduced, ite timing in relation to India's 1967 general
elections, the possibility of obtaining guarantees from the nuclear powers
and gimilar factors. The reception whieh the proposal received elsewhere in the
world would also he impertant,

Arguing for Indian adherence would be the ecountrvy's ffaditional espousal
of 8 non-proliferation agreement, i{ts leadership in Aissrmament couneils,

itas prominent rele in the Afro-Asian community, and the small likelihood that an =

Indian nuelear force, even 1f created, could counterbalance China's strategice
geographic advantages. Nevertheless, these arguments tend nowadays te gppeal
mainly to the minority group of sophisticated Indians, Hence, 1if Compmunist
China and Pakistan were not parties te the tresty, there {8 & good chance that
India would refuse to sign in the absence of assurances, satisfaetory ip form
and substsnce, from the U8 and USSR, It is even posaible that the process of

facing uwp te the issue of future nueclear poliey, which is implicit in the deecfsion .

on accesslon to the treaty, would tripger a domeetic debate that ended uwp with a
decision to move ahead with am independent nuclear capability,

if, on the other hand, Pakistan did adhere to the tresty, and {f India
received satisfactory assurances frowm the U8 and the USSR agalinst nuclear
attack from Peking, the chances are it would adhere. It might be helped teo
this decision 1f the draft treaty contained an eszcape clause of the type

incorporatad into the partial nuclear test ban treaty of 1963, However, even
then take place FecuvuL Geep 50Ul searching sad protrscted

this would net
argument 1ﬁside tha raling Cangresa Party, where pro-bomb elerents are now

sonsiderably stronger than they were at the time the test ban treaty was com-
cluded, .
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Japan. Many of the defense problems which beset India also afflict
Tokyo, in that there is concern sbout long-term Chinese Communist intentions.
Hevertheless, Japan i{s even further than India from taking serious steps to
develop its own nuclear weapons, and it relies heavily on the American
commitment to Japanese security., With these factors in the background, as
well as with the mass Japanese aversion to nuelear weapons dating from World
War IY experience, it is highly likely that Japan would speedily adhere to a
non~proliferation treaty.
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