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plans for nuclear weapons, nuclear collaboration with it would
still be 2 contribution of importance 10 the maintznancs of
apartheid.

In the context of prodable worries about the ‘oil weapon’,
the export of uranium and the possibility that South Africa
will become an exporter of enriched uranium assume a further
impartance. Nuclear power programmes around the world
mean that South Africa possesses in its uranium a raw material
of the same kind of strategic importancs as oil. It is not
inconezivaole that against a threat of oil sanctions South
Africa would ariempt 1o use uranium 2s 2 counter-weapon.
This might de done by threatening to withhold uranijum from
states who collaborated in the sanctions or maintained friendly
relztions with those who imgplemented the sanctions. Or it

I UNCLASSIFIED U.S. Department of State Case No. F-2007-03097 Doc No. C05123283 Date. 09/04/2017 ™

West Europe for equipment and technology, 3nd would
probably look to meet their uranium requirements with
material supplied from Gabon and Niger through Francz or
from South Africa. Uranium from these sources could be
enriched in West Europe by the commercial eanichment
consorta of Eurodif, Coredif and Urenco.

This situation could tempt West European states o take
American, Australian or Canadian vranium with fullscope
safeguards for their own domestic neads, but 10 use
unsafeguarded uranium itom South Africa for enrichment 2nd
re<export under the NSC limited safeguards. States who have
not ratified the NPT (such as Argentina, Brazl, Ezypt, India,
Indonesia, Israel and Pakistan), and who object for one reason
or another to the more stringent safeguards, couid be expected

might.be-done by using umanium.-to-buy.and.barter away —to-wum-10. the easier conditions available by importing South

round or through the sanctions. The agresment under which
the deposed Shah of Tran invested i South Affican urariam
enrichment in retumn for suppiies of uranium-was an efTort not
only fo gzin investment financs but also to ensure friendly
relations with 1 major oil supplisr. In general, in the absence
of ihe use of the oil wezpon against it, South Africa can use its
uranium 0 buy off some of the international pressure against
ft - :

1. The international energy market

The more important the regime can make itsclf and, in this
context, i1s uranium 1o other siates, the greater protection it
wiil have agzinst hostile international pressure. This
protectzion might not inciude open staiements of support, or
sven the absence of suaiements of condemnation, but it could
include quist =fforts to water down international action
against the regime in forums such as the United Nations. It is
in this light that we must undersiand South African attempts
10 carve out a distinct and essential role in the intemational
energy market, 2ttempts based on jus uranium resources and,
at least poteatially, its 1echnology of uranjum enrichment.
Irenically, this strategy is made possible by the differential
condilions of uranium supply which result from conezrn at the
prospect of nuciear weapons proiifsraton.

This conczm has led to restrictions on the supply of
auciear technology and materials, in the form of safeguards
zmbodied in the Non-Proiiferation Treaty (NPT) and Nuclear
Suppliers Club (NSC) of nuciear exporiers, formed in 1975.'%
The US, the larzest uranium exporter in the cpitalist
internationsl economy, is now in the procsss of renegotiating
1greaments on the supply of auciear matcrais with several
countries. Undzr its Nuciear Non-Proliferation Act, with effect
from September 1979, the US must ensure that imporiers of
its materials submit ail their nuclear {acilities to safeguards
lzid down by the Intemnaiional Atomic Enerzy Agency (IAEA).
IAEA safeguards on all faciiitiss (fuilscope safezuards) are
aiso required on non-nucicar weapon states who are Parties (0
the NPT. Ausiralia and Capada, iwo other major uranium
exparters, requirs simiiar kinds of safzguards from siates (ney
‘sugply.'®

"However, NSC safeguzrds 1pply only to the facilities in the
importing country which actuatly use the material in quastion.
Thus, NSC safeguards are distincdy less onerous than
American, Ausiraiian. Canadian or NFT safeguards. 17 states
wishing 10 import squipment or malerial find the stricter
afecuards 100 burdenscme, they are therzfore liXely to tmto

African uranium through West Europe.

Howevér; West European states may also_tighten up their
export conditions, even retrospectiveiy renegotiating for
tightzr conditions as happened with Ursnco's contract to

"enrich wanium for Brazil."*" This situation would open the

way for South Africa to revive is plans for large-scale export
of enriched uranium, providing the material with no safeguards,
enriched in facilities themselves not subject 1o safeguards.

- Thus the situation may make it possible for South Africa 0
become an essential part of theinternational energy network,
either supplying uranium for endchment in West Europe and
export with limited safeguards 1o third parties, or itself
directly exporting enriched uranium, whiie still possibly
supplying domestic nesds in Japan and West Europe. This
position could help alleviate pressure on it, creating new allies
for apartheid. It is in this sense that importing or treating
South African uranium must be seen 25 a form of auclear
collaboration with apartheid, as important in its own way as
the supply of equipment, material and expertise.

3. Nuclear weapons

Nuclear technology has besn and will continue to be politically
important to South Africa. regardless of any plans it might
have to develop nuciear weapons. But the greatest concsrm has
besn quite rightly focused on the possibiiity that South Ajrica
either has or could have at short noticz 2 small nuclear arsznal.
To assass how probable it is that South Africa has nuclear
weapons or mighl have them we nezd to consider both how
nuclear weapons might be used and the feasipility of South

" Africa producing them.

That the existence of the white South African state s
threatened is recoenised by just adout everybody. including
the regime. To heip meet the threar, the acged foress have
been increased over the years by staggering proportions. South
African militarisation really éates from 1961 when in one vear
milizary spending was incrsased by 60 per ceat in reai terms
(ie after aczounting for inilation), and has Sean susizined sver
sincz, recziving another major boost in ihe mid-1970s in the
wake of the Portuguese r=volution which signalled the
immineat demise of Portuguess cojonialism in southern Affica,
thus removing major regional allies of apartheid.

Taking 1960 s the tase year, 2y 1978 2nnual mifiary
spending had incrs2szd Dy cver 3,000 per ceat in actual
sxpgenditure, equivalenz to 2 real increase of apout 1,730 per
cent. In 1977 the annual mditary budgst accounted for 2.5 pa

27

UNCLASSIFIED U.S. Departmeht of State Case No. F-2007-03097 Doc No. C05123283 Date: 09/04/2012




UNCLASSIFIED U.S. Department of State Case No. F-2007-03097 Doc No. C05123283 Date: 09/04/2012

czat of Gross Domestic Product, up from 0.8 per cznt in
1960.7

Total military and garamilitary personnel, including
reserves, increased by around 130 per cent between 1966 and
1979 — from 172,300 to 404 500 — with an increase in active
military forcss (ie regular and conscripted personnel, excluding
reserves and paramiiitary forces) that was nearly thresfold —
from 22,600 10 63,250.'*° The South African Air Forcs flies
418 combat aircraft, including operational traigers and
aircezit with the Citizen Forcz, while the army is equipped
with 270 medium and heavy tanks, 1,600 armoured cars. 230
scout cars and 1,780 armoured personnel carriers.'® This is a
powertul military establishment, built up by a determined and
sustained effort.!*

Ewven so, the Soutfi African regime may think this is not
edougi. In 1976 the military expedition into Angola recsived
a very rough handling from the Cuban and Angolan (MPLA)
forces.!® White South Africa’s myth of its military
nvincioility, 3 myth buiit on a racist foundation, was sorely
chaileng=d. Whife oropaganda attempted to retrieve and
resuscitate the myth, mare scber and accurate assessments
" werc probadly to be found within the regime itself, and one of
the eifects of the advanture was probably to solidify the
conviction that something more was needed. But bath
economicaily and in lerms of personnel, the curreat military
sffort is already stretching South Africz; if there were to be
‘something mare’, it would have g be some dramatic increase
in the capacity to appiy fores. And Lhat immediately directs
attention towards nuclear weapons. .

Therz is no problem for South Africa in regard to means of
delivering nuclear wespons: it has combat aircraft capable of
@rmving nuclear weagons, including British Bucczneers and
Canberres and French Mirages.

it is likely that the South African regme has specific targets
in mind. [t might consider that the auclear destruction of
major guertiila camps and bases would be 2 dramatic
demonstration of jts determination; the use of nuclear
weapans against the towns of any state aiding guerrillz forcss
might be =xpec:ed 10 cause an abrupt t2mmination of that aid.
More important, the regime might expect that the theeat,
whether exglicit or implicit, of nuclear bombardment would
deter states such as Angola, Mozambique and Tanzania from
2iding the guerrillas. [ndesd, ii South Africa were to usz its
sossessicn of nuclear weapons to deter threats 10 it, the gbject
ar targ=t of that deterreace would almest cartainly be those
states who could be expectad to 2id guerrila forcss fighting
the white rezime.

Indireztly, however, South Aftican nuclear deteencs
wouid have other objeciives. The thrzar that it might use
audlear weapons might be expecied lo deter the regime’s
intzrational allies from jettisoning it. Staies such as Britain,
Francs. the FRG and the US who might, for pragmatic reasons,
srefer 1o “drop” the Sauth African regime might be persuaded
1o press for aczammodation with South Africa for fear that
otherwise it would unleash 2 nuclear ctastrophs.

Of course. whather ar not Sauth African nuclear deterencs
would work against ¢ither direct or indirect targets can only be
1 matter for conjecture, for Suuth African trategic planners
70 less than for outside obzervers. Bu the success of auclear
deterrenes cmn only 2ver be 1 matter for cnjecture; the
probiem is no more likely 1o dissuade South Africa from
drveloting nuciear weapons than it has dissuaded any af the
carrent nuciear weagen sules. What is likely to count most ia

the calculations is the prospect of having some extra insur.
wien the South African state’s very exisiencs is at stake.

If (ar when) South Africa possesses nuclear weapons. if wc
thus have an additional option of threarening to use them
by actually using them. Yet it must also fear that should it
announce it has.nuclear weapons, et alone if it acrually usi
them, there will be a tidal'wave of outrage. which its would
allies around the worid would {ind hard 10 resist; short-ierr
advantages could be wiped out and the demise of the regim
actuzlly hastened. The opposition Lo the regime activated b
such events as the Sharpeville and Soweto massacres or the
murder of Steve Biko would te 25 nothing compared to the
pressure it would come under if it used or threarened to use
fnuclear weapons.

Awareness of this probably explains South Africa’s use o
the ‘politics of uncertainty’, the use of hints and contradict
statements about jis military nuclear ambitions (such as
Yorster's repeated but later denied assuraness 1o President
Carter that thers'were no plans to producs nuclear weapons
conduct nuclear tests).

One of the advantages of this strategy is that it places
Wesiern states in a dilemma. If they acknowledge that Soutt
Africa has, or will soon have, nuclear weapons, they might
theredy appear (0 be detesred from certain courses of actior
by that assessment. But if they minimise the dangers, they a
unable to exzert public pressure on South Africa to try to get
to abandon its military nuclear programme. They may, of
course, exert pressure secretly, but seeret diplomacy is of
limited use, particularly in:the facs of corporzie interssts in
their own country who favour continued cooperation with
South Africa. '

A major task in the international response 10 the military
dimension of South Alrican nuclear technology must be 1o
devise a strategy which makes it passible 10 cut through this
knot. The ambiguities and prevarications of the responses of
some Western states plzy right into the hands of the South
African use of unczrtainty.

in sum, the South Africzn regme may well believe it ne=ds
nuclear weapons; it has the meaps 1o dzliver them to targsts:
can propsbly identify specific uses for them; and, sbove all, .
expecss political advantages from the pessesson of nuclear
weapons. We must next ask whether it has the'capacity to
manufacture them.

The short answer is that it does have the capacity. Uniezs
has ootained nuclear wespons mstarial by thart or other
dandestine mieans, it could earich urznium at Valindaba to 3
high groportion of Uranium-235, zven befors the expansion
the gilat enriciument glant into 2 production facility. Itis me
uniikely, unless there have beza clzndestinz means of obiaini
weapons-grads matenisl, that either Uranium-155 or, at this
siage, plutonium has besn used. .

To have matzzial for nucicar weapons by the Uranium-23!
route, South Africa bath nz2ds and has urznium, plants ro
manufacture urznjum Oxide, a uranium hexzfluoride plant an

an enrichment {aclity.

The amount of weapons-gradzs uranium which could have
been produced 1t Valindaba by now cumor se known witho
icz==s 1o dztailed spedfications of the enrichment syde.
However, one mode! of an sariciiment cycie comgatidic with
the adapted jet-nozzle t2chnicus suggests that the pilot plant
c:_:ab!c.or' sroducing slightly mers 90 ser ceat sariched

-
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uranium cach year than would be necsssary to build a single
nuclear weapon of the size that destroyed Hiroshima, Japan,
on 6 August 1945.'2 Sincs the pilot plant began operation in
April 1975'** a1t 2 lower capacity than it eventually attained
(50 1ons a year of thres per cent enriched uranium). it se2ms
likely that 2t the time of writing (Deczamber 1979) it could
have produced enough weapons-grade material for four
Hiroshima-size nuciear weapons. Of course, this would also be
material enough for a larger number of srmaller weapons; the
nuclear zxplosion over the south Atlantic in September 1979
was calculated 10 be less than Tour kilotons,'®® so that if it was
a South African nuciear test this may suggest the regime is
thinking in terms of weapons smaller than that which
devastated Hiroshima. Accordingly, we could speculate that
enough material™has been produced for about a dozen
relatively small nuclear weapons. -

Such an estimation of the range of sizes for South Africa’s
possible nudlear stockpile is vulnerable in a number of ways.
Firstly, it assumes 2 particular form of the enrichment cycle
which may not be torally accurate. Secondly, it assumes that
no weapons-zrade matarial has been obtained by theft or other
clandestine means. Thirdly, it assumes that all of the Valindaba
plant’s output is highly enriched uranium destined for the
production of nuciear explosives. If South Africa wanled (o
keep Safari | operating, sincs a new contract for supply of
uranium by the US has bezn held up, it would presumably
have to use Yaiindaba’s output jor this. Judging from the rale -
at which American uranium has bean used in Safari | (81 kg
from 1965 to 1976)** kesping it operating would absord
most of Valindaba's current potential cutput of highly
ennched uranium, leaving enough over for possibly one
weapon of approximately Hirushima-size. But 10 use some of
Valindaba's output for Safari 1, South Africa would need
also to have a facility (o fabricate the fuel elements. There is
no evidencs available that Scuth Africa has such a facility, and
the third assumption therefore seems reasonable. ‘

To summarise, it appears (in Deczmber 1979) that South
Africa could have enough matesial to mzke four Hiroshima-sizs
nuclear weapons. or around a dozsa smaller nuclear weapons.

NUCLEAR WEAPON MATERIAL

There are three roates 1 nuciecar weapons:

1. Nudiear weapons can be made of uranium, usuaily eariched so
that it consists aboat 90 per ceat or more of the isotope
Uranium-235. A bomb made of this material, with 2 yidd of
about 14 kilotons (iz equivaient in cxplosive power to
14,000 toas of TNT) wxs used (o desooy Hiroshimu om -

& August 19435,

Nudear weapons cn 2130 be made of plutonium which is 2
by-product of most normally cverating nuciexr resciors and
power stationt. A bomb made of plutonium, with a yicid of
nexsty 20 kilotons. destroyed half of Nazzsaki on 9 August
1945, Undl receady it was believed that commercal grade
plutomium would not make 2a e{fident audiear weapon
because of the baild-up of plutonium-240 and -241 which
would make the bomb likely ito expiode before the right time.
it was thought that weapons-zrade plutonium should consist
about 96 per cent of plutonjum-239 and only lour per canc
of ather isotopes. The way to provent the build-up of other
isotapes was simply 1o remove the [nd rods earlier than
would be economic il the intenton were simply (0 gencratc
energy for-cectricity. 1t is now known that commerdial gade
plutonium can make an efficient nucicar explosive. Au iz
extraction {rom the reactor core, the fued rods need to be
chemicaily reprocessed 10 remove other materials present in
them.

I

3. It is also posmble 10 make nuciear expicsives from Uranium-
233, which is bred by subjecting thofum (0 ncutron
irradiation. , ’

" Koeberg reaczors would add nothing.'®® Itis not, in fact, 1rue

that Koeberg would add nothing ic South Africa’s military
nuclear capacity. The plutonium which the reactors will
producs could, if South Africa were 10 develop its own

‘chemical reprocsssing plant,'?? be used for the manufacture of

nuclear weapons. Together with urznium from 1he Vaiindaba
plant after its expansion in 1681, this would transform South
Africa’s situation, from being sble to producs a very small
nuciear arsenal Lo being 2ble 1o producs an arsenai which,
within a few years, could number above 300 weapons.

The view that South Africa has thé ‘capacity To mdke nlicledr ™~ Thus, 1o argué that South Africa has 3 militzry nuclear

weapons is widcly held. In February 1977 US government
officials were quoted as saying that South Africa could
develop nucisar weapons by 1981, or within a few mdnths if it
devoted all its nuclezr resourcss to the task."*” 1a the same
month Raymond Barre, the Franch premier, stated that South
Africa already had 2 military nuciear capacity, Lo which the

capadity and nothing czn be done about it is misleading.
South Africa now has a very synall military auciear apaciry
which could be changed within a few years to an extremaly
significant one. This smphasises the urgzney of intermational
acrion, and it emphasises that there is sl rime for eiTective
action. -
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CONCLUSION

On the basis of the evidencs available, it is passible to reach comes easily 10 mind. If we acz=pl that the American satellite

the unambiguous conclusion that South Africa sould now have  which identified the double {lash over the south Atlantic in

a small nuclear arsenal. It is possible that the esfidency of its September 1979 was funcdoning properiy, it seems clear that

weapon design has bezn 1esied with an actval nuclear 2 nuclear st oczurred, and it is not clear what sates other

¢xplosion. But to say this doss not mean it is certain South  * than South Africa might have besn responsible for it.

Alfrica does have nudlear weapons or that it ha: sst aside Because of these two points, [ have 10 conclude that Se.. )
.. _material from which to construct them. These s no definitive.  Africa probably has at least set aside material for nuclear

proof on thissesre. © - ~ weagons, that it has developed and tested a weapon design.

Tnat South Africa has 1 military nuclear capacity is clear. and that producing a2 small arsenal jrom its available material

-

So far I have se=n no evidencs of any use for uranium enriched  would be the task of a few wesks at most.
at the Valindaba pilo1 plant and no alternative 1o miiitary uses

NOTES

NB: Discovering basic information abour South Afn'c:m nuclear development has never been easy. Resesrchers wio have donc
the fact-finding have had to work with a paucity of marerial and g grear deal of estimation has been involved. Nonetkeless. there
is now g considerable body of knowledge and the accuracy of most of the factual material presented here is widelv gccepled

Yer it musr be frecly admitted thar at czrigin points the lack of hard facts has been a major problem. leading different
researchers to differcnt factual conclusions. To prepare this paper [ have drawn largely on the worl: of other people. Bur | have
nut drawn un it uncritically: where possible, informarion from one source has been verificd by reference 10 other sourcex
Therefore, while acknowledging the problem, I take responsibiliry for the factual material presented here excepl. of cowrse,
where | have indicated thai the reference is to allegarions, rumours or unsubsianriared reports. These comments are not intended
1o throw doudt on the formideble job of research done by numerous people over ihe yezrs bul merely 1o draw atrention to
pmblems inevirable in studying the subject. ' ’
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105.  UN Czatre Against Apantheid, Collaboration by Member Statez .. op cit

106. JufTermans and Kouwenaar, op df .

107. Cezrwenka and Rogers, op ar, p 200

108. UN Cere Aminst Apartheid, Colleboration by Member Stares.., op cit

109. Se= SIPRI Yearbook 1979. op o, pp 313-22 passim

110. Anti-Apartheid Bewegung, op dr

111. UN Ceage Agimst Apartheid, Collaborarion by Member Sigtex.., op it
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113, Ant-Apartheid Bewegung, op dr

114, Omn the Treaty and safeguards, ses A ppendix below

115. Sce Gowing. M, Independence and Deterrence. 1wo volumes (London: Macmillan, 1974)
116. Cervenka 1nd Roc=s3. op cit, p 304

117.  Preparations are now being made 1o establish an enrichment plant in the FRG, probably at Gronau — Bosksna, op &, p 67

118. 1z should be noted that the profitzbility of sales of nuclear rexczors and other major itzms is arzuable: indsed. one of the r=asons for haavy
state involvement in the nuclar mdusiry af most countries is the doubtful profiabiliry of the business comparsd 10 the massive cpital
outlays which have deen nccsssary. Without suciear exporis, however, it could be argued that sither nuctear capacity would have 1 lie idle
or else the siate would incur yct hizher costs.

119. On cvasions of the arms embargo, see Klare. M T and Prokosch, E, ‘Evading the Emtargo: How the US Arms South Africa and Rhodecia’,
th Wentern Massachusents Association of Concamned African Scholars (ed) op it .
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125, Se= Appendix below
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133. Sez Burhop, op cit
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. 135, Intemarional Herald Tribune, 5 November 1979
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-~ APPENDIX-

THE NON-PROLIFERATION TREATY AND -
NUCLEAR SAFEGUARDS

" One method proposed for preventing South African
acquisition of nuclear weapans has been for it o0 sign and

. ratify the Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty (NPT).! There has
recently been considerable US pressure on South Africa to
accede to the NPT, a sizp the rezime has hitherto steadfastly
resisted.?

—_——

Ratification of the NPT by the South African regime would -

bring it within the scope of international efforts to prevent the
proliferation of nuclear weapons, efforts which have besn
supplemented in recznt years by the Nuclear Suppliers Club
(NSC). sometimes known as the London Club, and by
rastrictions on nuclear exports imposed by certain states. It is
therefore imporiant to consider these efforts and thus to assess
their potential valus on the context of South Africa.

The NPT can be summarised as an important but defective
instrument for preventing the proliferation of nuclear weapons.
Its weakness is partly due 10 the refusal of cartain important-
states 1o ratify it, states such as Argentina, Brazil, China,
Egypt. France, India, Indonesia, Israel, Pakistan and South
Africa. Their refusal to raiify is the result of difTerent .
motivations — some regard it as imposing heavier burdens on
non-nuclear weapon states than on nuclear weapon states;
others sez it as a devicz not of nuclear disarmament (despite
Ariicle V1) but of monopolisation of nuclear force by a small
number of states; others teject it in order to kesp open the
option of developing nuclear weapons.

Pzrhaps more imporwant is that the NPT swings on a bargin
between the nuclear *have-nots’ and ‘haves': while the ‘*have-
nots’ afres to rem 12in ‘have-nots’ (Articles | and 1I) the ‘haves’
underiake o tzks steps towards becoming ‘have-nots” (Article
V1). Despite arms limitation talks and agresments berween the
US and thes USSR, this bargzin has not been kzpt and, among
non-nuclear weapon stales who are Parties to the NPT, there is
increasing frusiraiion and impadence with this, threatening the
fabric of the Treaty.

One could thereiore argue that it would be wrong (0
sntrust the sk of countering South African military nuclear
plans 10 2 diplomatic instrumen: whose czatral bargain is not
kept, an instrument which is conseguenty in danger of failing.
apart.?

In addition. the NPT contains a clause (Arnticle X)
Fermitting withdrawal on threz months® notics, which could
permit a siate Lo accumuiate weapons material, announce i1s
intendon 10 withdraw and actually construct its first nucizar
weapons by the time the withdrawal took effzct

This clause would not be quite such 2 problem if the NPT
tanned or limited c2rain forms of avil nuclear tzchnology:
dut it dces the opposite, sncouraging the transfer of
experlise, squipment and matesals 25 Jong 25 everything is
subject 10 IAZA safeguards.’In fact, there have been
coraclaints that the NPT discriminates against those states that
become Partiss to it. that non-NPT siates have often recsived

more nuclear aid, trade and cooperztion than the Parties, thus
removing the incantive to ratify ths Treary. As the cases of
tates such as Argentina, Bradl, Indiz and South Africa itself
demonstrate, thers'is much truth in this compiaint — even so,
the text of the Treaty makes it clear that the apparenty civil
development of nuclear tachnology, on which South Africa’s
military nuclear capaciry rests, would not be hinder=d if it
ratified the NPT. Inde=d, it is likely that its civil nuclear
development would be eased, both matedally, in the sense that
it might {ind necessary imports ¢asier 1o come by, and
politically, in that its ratification of the NPT would ease some
of the pressure upon it.

The NPT also obligates the non-nuclear weapon statss that
have ratified the Treaty to subject their nuciear facilities to
safeguards administesed by the International Atomic Energy
Agency (IAEA). The system of safeguards is designed 10 meet
the objection that ratification of the NPT could provide.a
state with greater access to civil nuclear technology, on the
basis of which it could clandestinely Sevelop military nuclear
technology. However, the IAEA safeguards system s itself
flawed.

{AEA safeguards 2re designed to detect the diversion of
nuclear materials from peacsful nuclear activities 1o the
manufacture of nuclear weapons, other nuclear explosives or
unknown ends, and by creating the risk that such diversion will
be detected at an carly siage, to deter it from happening at all.
It should be noted that the safeguards are not designed to
prevenr diversion, and the IAEA has no such power. When
diversions of material iTom civil to military activities are
detected, they are 1o be reported to the UN Security Councit
which would presumably take same form of action to penalise
the violator, though exactly what form of action is not
specified. ’

Safeguards work through a svsiem of reports and records
sent from the national government to the |AFA, which then

checks them 2nd can send inspeciors to a siate’s nudear
facilities to m=asurs the actuzi inventories of matzsial by
various means. In 1977 it was report=d that the IAEA
employed only 60 Inspeciors,® 1 size of staff which weuld
become increasingly strerchied with the expansion of nuciear
programmes around the world.

Two of the weaknesszs of the system have besn mentioned
alrsady: it is 2 sysiem of detestion only and relies upon a swaff
which is too small. There is an additional imporant groblem:
the reliancs of the LAEA Inspectors cn goodwill on the part of
the state whose jacilitiss they are inspscting. The laspecion
are not detzcrives who snoop around. Their visits to facilities
nust be announcsd in advancs in order to secure the tzchnical
cocpenaticn they nesd 10 carry out the inspecdon of the
inventories. [AEA safzguards are a valuatle insinooent against
nuclear proliferation 2nd they zouid be made stronger throuzh
the invesunent of gr=ater resourzss in the [AEA. 3ut they can
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be circumvented. To do so would reguire determination,
resourcefulness and a wiilingness to take risks in pursuit of-
pricritised objectives; some may think that adds up to a
description of the South AfTican rezime.

In addidon to the points made above zbout the
weaknesses of the NPT, the problem of 2ces=ss to civil nuciear
icchnology, the withdrawal clavse and the flaws in the system
of safzguards, two additional points are relevant. So far the
South African regime has resisted pressure to sign and ratify
the NPT and has even so been able to recsive nuclear
callaboraticn. Should it bow io the pressure on it and-aécede
to the Treaty, it could be argued thar this would be an
important moral victory which would not only further isolate
those siates who have not ratified the Treary but would also

————— e . L

pe-mus the strongest. practical argument against mvmng g the
regime to sign and ratify the NPT.

As a non-Party to the NPT, South Afmica could sdll be
brougnt within the range of safeguards, either through the
Nuclear Suppliers Club (NSC) or through other states adoptin’
the kind of restrictions on nuclear trade and assistancs adopte
oy the US through the Nuciear Non-Preliferation Act.

The NSC, consisting of the main nuclear zxporters,® has
adopted a ‘trigger list’. ltems on the list, if exporied above

=rtain quantities, would triggsr the application of TAEA
safeguards 1o the nucl=ar matzsial producsd, processed or usec
in the facdlity jor which the iiems are suppiied. The jiems
include nuclear materials (plutonium-239, different forms of
uranium, thorium) and non-nuciear matesials (deuterium,

direcdy or indirecdy.

wezpons,

.‘L\EN POINTS OF THE NON-PROLIFERATION TREATY

The Preomble declares the conczm of the Purties to the Treaty af the devastation nuclear war would czuse and their bedief that nuclear
protiferation would ncrease the danger of nudear wars it Afirms support for the disseminadon of nucteasr technology for peaceful uses
and arnounces the intention 10 achicve an ead 10 the nuciear aoms race and positive progresy owards nuclear diszrnament.

Article [ pledges nuclear wezpon states not 10 transfer *to anmy recipient whatsoever’ suclax wespons or control over nuciear weapons, cither

Arvicle /] pledgzs non-nuciear wezpon sra121 not 10 recsive ‘from any ransferor whamoever’ nuclear wexpons or control over nudex

Articfe /1] requires non-nudexr weapon sates to submit their nuciear facities to IAEA safeguards to verify their compliancs with the

Treaty; sousce or special fissionable material, or equipment or matesial designed [or reprocessing, using or producing special fissionable
maieril, may not be Tansferred to 2 non-nuclezr wexpon soite unless it is subject to IAEA safeguzds; the safeynards shall be
tmplemented consistendy with Articdde IV and shall not hamper nuclexr development.

Article IV affirms the right lo develop peaczful uses of nudlear technalogy and pledg=s Parties to facillitate the exchangs of equipment,
materials and expertise 10 this end; Parcies able to do so shall cooperate in the {urther development of nudear technoiogy for peaczful
purposes, especially in the territory of non-nuciear wexpon states

Article ¥ provides for shasing of the bene(its of peaceful nuclear explosions

Anrticle /X deacribes the proc=s of ratificaion.

1980.

Arzicle ¥I pledges Parties 1o "pursue negodations in good faith on effective measures redating 10 cezmtion of the nuclexr rms race at n eardy
date and to nuclear disaomament, and on 2 Treaty of general and complete disarmament’, .

Arnicle VII affirms the rizh! of sates to conclude regional treaties banning nuciear weapans from 2 particnlar region.

Article VI oudincs procedures for zmending the Treaty and provides for 2 conference of Parties 10 revizw the Treaty five years after u
" enters into force, with the option of further five-yeardy conferences if 2 majority of Parties desires :hcn.

Articde X provides that any Party mzy withdraw (rom the Trcaty with three months' noncs 'if it decides that exraordinary evensy, related
to the subject marter of this Treary, have jeopardised the supreme intermsts of its county’; 25 years after the Treaty entess'into fores, 2
conferencs shall be convened to decide if it shall condnue in force indelmitely or for 2 further fixed period.

Article XI states whae the texix of the Treaty, in five langnages, shall be deposited.

The Treaty was finst sipned in 1968 and entsred intwo force in 19705 the (irst review conferencz was held in 1975 2nd the second wil] be in

mean South Africa dedaring itself 2 st21e without military
nucizar ampitions. It might then find it harder to practise the
politics of unczriainty by dropping sudtle and not-so-suptle
hints zbout military nuclear possioiiities. Despite the flaws in
the IAEA saizzuards sysiem. thers would be some element of
control and 2ccountabiiity introducad into its nudear
activities. On the other hand, secondly, 3c<=ding to the NPT
could lead 10 relaxed international conc=rn about the problem,
and ac:ordin'z]y to a less wary =ve being rumed 10 South
African nuclear developments. This could create the conditions
within which the regime sould atiempt clandestine diversion
of matesiais from civil to military purseses. South African
rtfication of the NPT couid, in other words, provide 2n
intemnational fzgitimacy and czeate a level of compiacsncy in
czrtain quarters which the rezime could thes exploit. This is
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heavy wajer, high-grads graphite), reaciors capable of
producing more than 100 gznumes of plutonium a year and

-equipment for such reaciers, plants and equipment for

producing deutarium, deutesium compounds and heavy water
plants for fuel fabrication or for reproczssing spent fuch. 2nd
equipment for urznivm enrichment.” When triggzred, the
IAEA s2feguards would apply only 10 those facilites for whic
the matzrials or squigment were destined or faciiities denived
from them — a narrower appiication than Jor safeguards undel
the NPT, 2ven though they could appiy 1o non-Parties. A
further weakness of NSC sajzguards compared to NPT

. safeguzrds is that the adoption of the former is not binding or

any of the NSC's members: what is involved Is an agresment
on 2 set of guidelines, not a treary with specific ebligations,
let 2lone cne with sanczicns for these wio fail to Rlfd the
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. obiigations.?

More exacting safeguards exist through the Nuclear Non-
Proliferation Act (NNPA) whichh bezarne US law in March
1978. The US has had ta rencgotiate 27 agresments on nuclear
suppiies and cooperation to accommodate the conditions
specified in the NNPA.® These conditions include the ne=d for
fullscope IAEA safeguards (ie applied to all nuclear activities)
for nen-nuciear weapon states who recsive US matesials or
equipment. Prior US approval of reprocsssing, snrichment,
alteration and means of siorege of nudlear material is required,
and US agresment is nceded before any materials, information
aor equipment imported from the US by a state can be
re-exported, 2 condition which 2iso covers materials producsd
as a result of imports from the US.'® Australia and Canada
have developed similar conditions on nuclear exports, although
other exporters have been slower and may seck 10 take
advantage of these self-impased restrictions on US trade.’

The adopticn of conditions on nuclear exports on NNPA
linss by more states, and their application to exports to South
Africa, would introducs inta South African nuclear develo

would also result from NPT ratification by the regime, even
though the regime would not thereby be a Party to the NPT. It
is, however, doubtful at the present whether all other
exporters will want to follow the American pattern. Should
they consider doing so, other states apart from South Africa

}‘NOTES

development that element of control and accountability which

could be expected 1o resist the imposition of such condition:

" On the other hand, it might be possidie to imposs them only

in South AfTica’s casz (although the argument that they shou
not then be impossd on ail nuclear exports would then be
somewnat thin). The question then, of course, is whether or
not South Africa would acozpt the condidons: In the case of
the NNPA, failure to aczspt the conditions means in principl
that the transaction in question cannot go ahzad; violation o
ths conditions aiter acczptancs means that further
transactions are ruled out. Thus, were there 10 be 2 concerter
effort ta 2pply the full-szope safeguards and accompanying
conditions to the case of South Africa, and were South Afric
to refuse the conditions, the consequencs would be a comple
nuclzar cut-off from South Africa. Were South Africs to
accepr the conditions, it wouid be aczepting 2ccountability
about all its nuclear facilitiss although.the cornments-on-the
weaknesses of the present JAEA safeguards system, discussed
above in relation to the NPT, would be equally relevant in th.
ase‘ M . .

The prespects of South Affica either acceding to the NPT
or accepting NNPA-style conditions on further nuclear impor
must be in doubt, not Jeast because it was excluded from the
December 1979 general confesencs of the IAEA by alarge
majority (49 Votes to 24) which does not seem liksly to erods
in future years.”?

1. The African Natonal Congress of South Africa opposes acerprance of South African ratification of the Non-Prolifesation Treaty; see the
- satement by Y Zungu, representing the ANC, at 3 United Nadons Semirar, London, February 1979, in Nuclesr Collcbaration with South
Africa. World Campsign sgainst Military and Nudear Collaboration with South Africa, March 1979, /pp 15-16

2 Boskma, P, “Jet nozzie and vontex tube enrichment teshnologiss’, in Barnaby, F, et af {eds), Nuclesr.Zneryy: ond Nuclear Weapon
Proliferation (London: Taylor & Francis, 1979), pp 689

3. CQeurly the disimicgration of the NPT, despite its weakneases, would be 2 :u.r:wphc with implications and eifects reaching far beyond the
subject of this paper : )

See von Baeckmann, A, 'IAEA safcguards technology’, in Barmaby er of (2ds), op it )

5. GniTiths, D and Smith, D, How Monr Mare? The Spread of Nuclezr Weapons, Campaign for Nuddeur Disarmament, 1977

6. 01977 the Nucizar Suppliers Club had 14 members: Belgum, Canada, Cz=cheslovakia, Fzdes! Republic of Gesmany, Francs, German
Democraiie Republic, 1taly, Japan, the Netherlands, Poland, Sweden, the USSR, the UK and the US; Switorland was panticiparing 23 an

observer: World Armaments end Dizarmament: SIPRI Yearbook 1977 (Locdon: MIT Press, 1877), p 20 |
1. Ibid pp 2021
8 b pp22-23 .
9. Word A 12 and Disar t: SIPRI Yezrbook 1979 (Londoo: Tayler & Francis, 1979), p 313

10. Donndliy, W H, *Applications of US noa-prolifcztion l:-,:i:lzdou;. in Banaby ¢z & (eds), op cir
11, See SIPRI Yezrbook 1979, op cit, pp 320-12; sec aiso the discussion of this quesdon in the main part of this Faper
12, Internetiondd Heordd Tribune, 6§ December 1979
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