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Introduction: pariah states in historical context 

In recent years, a seemingly entirely new type of international actor, the 
pariah state, has entered the consciousness of scholars and policymakers. 
Some nations have been deemed deserving of such an appellation because of 
their precarious diplomatic isolation, the absence of assured, credible security 
support or political moorings within big-power alliance structures, and 
because they have become the targets of obsessive and unrelenting opprobrium 
and censure within international forums such as the United Nations. I 

The matter is not, of course, merely one of theoretical curiosity. What has 
become increasingly apparent is that some pariahs, whose diplomatic isolation 
has deepened amid anxieties over unfavorable regional conventional military 
imbalances, have been taking the first steps, or strong hints of such moves, 
toward nuclear weapons status. Israel, South Africa, and Taiwan feature most 
prominently in this regard, while South Korea also exhibits some crucial 
characteristics of a pariah status. Under some circumstances, Chile might join 
the select circle of pariahtude, as well as Pakistan, which in some important 

I George Quester used the term "outlaw states" in discussing pariahs. See his "What's New on 
Nuclear Non-Proliferation" (Aspen, Colo.: Aspen Institute for Humanistic Studies, 1975). 
Richard Burt refers to them as "outcasts" in "Fear of Nuclear 'Outcasts' Intensifies Control 
Debate," The New York Times, 28 October 1979, p. 4E. For a discussion amid a more complex 
typology, see Richard K. Betts, "Paranoids, Pygmies, Pariahs, and Nonproliferation," Foreign 
Policy 26 (Spring 1977): 157-83. 
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respects-i.e., anxieties about territorial legitimacy and dismemberment-can 
be discussed within this category. 

Furthermore, the thrust toward nuclear status by pariah states threatens 
the long-dreaded unraveling of the nonproliferation regime through a 
"domino" or "chain" effect, so that the nuclear drives of Iraq, Libya, Iran, 
Japan, and India (already partly over the threshold) may ultimately be 
affected. For all these reasons the pariah state problem is now considered by 
many to be a linchpin of the nuclear proliferation question. 

There is no obviously forthcoming definition of pariah status; one deals 
with tendencies and often arguable nuances. That caveat notwithstanding, a 
contemporary pariah might display several or most of the following 
characteristics. It would be: 

1. A rather small and weak nation, actually or potentially out- 
numbered by its surrounding adversaries, in an exposed position due to 
weak, waning, or nonexistent support from its big-power benefactor(s) to 
which it may be-or is-a liability. 

2. A nation whose national origins and legitimacy-or present con- 
stitutional status-is widely questioned, variously on grounds of borders, 
the splitting of a "nation," or a conflict over self-determination, racism, 
ethnic minorities, etc.; that is, its present national status, within its own 
defined borders, is at issue. 

3. A nation with objectively poor diplomatic leverage and, therefore, 
not considered a good alliance partner by major powers (to the contrary, 
a liability). It relies primarily on the momentum or credibility of relation- 
ships formed earlier, on mere sentimentality, on fears by a big power that 
its (the pariah's) demise might lessen its overall credibility, or perhaps 
weakly on some objective factor such as the availability of strategic bases. 

4. A nation with precarious, perhaps sole, sources of conventional 
arms supply and which is too small or underdeveloped to provide a signif- 
icant portion of its arms needs through indigenous production; also, very 
vulnerable in a crisis to cutoffs of spare parts or to denial of weapons 
resupply. 

5. A nation faced with adversaries having solid support from a major 
power, whose support it cannot match. 
In summary, the pariah state is a small power with only marginal and 

tenuous control over its own fate, whose security dilemma cannot easily be 
solved by neutrality, nonalignment, or appeasement, and lacking dependable 
big-power support. Under contemporary conditions, pariahtude crucially in- 
volves estrangement from the numerically dominant Soviet and Third World 
blocs-in conjunction with poor leverage which translates into weak, 
clandestine, or nonexistent support from reluctant Western powers-and 
perhaps some spillover from the overall anti-Western bias of numerous Third 
World nations. Thus, it is by combining the various criteria in the list that the 
pariahtude of Israel, South Africa, Taiwan and, to a lesser degree, South 
Korea stands out and constitutes a definable national-actor type. 
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By utilizing the above criteria, other examples drawn from the present or 
recent past might be found. Weimar Germany and Bolshevik Russia im- 
mediately after World War I, and Czechoslovakia in the late 1930s readily 
come to mind.2 But, some of these were great powers, none had serious prob- 
lems in acquiring arms (either because they produced them indigenously or 
could rely on an essentially laissez-faire arms market-up until 1940), and, 
most importantly, none could have thought of compensating for diplomatic 
weakness by acquiring weapons of mass destruction.3 Rhodesia, Portugal 
(before the 1974 revolution), Spain (particularly during the early postwar 
period), Chile, Pakistan, Libya, Uganda, Cuba and even the PRC have at 
various times fitted by some criteria. But in none of these cases (with the possi- 
ble exception of Pakistan) has there been that critical conjunction of isolation, 
smallness, and conventional military insecurity which has triggered the now 
familiar syndrome toward nuclear weapons assumed increasingly perceived by 
the current pariahs, if not by others, as vital to their sheer survival. Chile, since 
the overthrow of the Allende regime, has come the closest to becoming an 
addition to the pariah group; indeed, as measured by the level of global 
opprobrium directed at it, it might well outrank South Korea. But, it does not 
now face an ominous external security threat-certainly none portending 
massacres of populations or elites-nor does it face any significant global 
questioning of its approximate borders or national existence. 

The present pariah phenomenon seems to defy some traditional maxims 
about the behavior of the international system-specifically about the opera- 
tion of the balance of power.4 There have allegedly been somewhat natural, 
even near automatic, tendencies toward balance which have allowed weak 
states to survive by seeking protection from the strong, by moving or threat- 
ening to move in ways which would equilibrate the system.5 This norm, 
associated with the workings of the much romanticized classical system of 
Europe, may have withered somewhat with the onset of collective security 
myths in the twentieth century, not to mention its overriding by the ideological 
locus of global conflict. But, from the perspective of the modern pariah, the 

2 For a discussion of an asserted analogy between 1938 Czechoslovakia and present Israel, 
devoid of the term pariah, see Norman Podhoretz, "The Abandonment of Israel," Commentary 
62, 1 (July 1976): 23-31. 

3 For discussion of the implications (for small as well as large states) of the primarily private- 
controlled pre-World War II arms markets, see Robert E. Harkavy, The Arms Trade and Inter- 
national Systems (Cambridge, Mass.: Ballinger, 1975), esp. chapter 2. 

4 See Hans Morgenthau, Politics Among Nations, 5th ed. (New York: Knopf, 1973), pt. 4. 
Among the myriad other general analyses of the balance of power, see Frederick H. Hartmann, 
The Relations of Nations, 4th ed. (New York: Macmillan, 1973), chaps. 16-19, and A. F. K. 
Organski, World Politics, 1st ed. (New York: Knopf, 1958), chap. 11. For an analysis of the many 
empirical and normative definitions of "balance of power," see Ernst JIaas, "The Balance of 
Power," World Politics 5, 4 (July 1953), 440-77. 

5 For historical analyses of small or weak states' conditions and behavior within the interna- 
tional system, see Robert Rothstein, Alliances and Small Powers (New York: Columbia University 
Press, 1968); and Marshall Singer, Weak States in a World of Powers (New York: The Free Press, 
1972). 
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collective security principle has become transmuted in a painfully ironic way. 
At least as measured by majority or near-unanimous votes in international 
organizations, a new internationalist ethic of sorts-a sort of inverted collec- 
tive security principle-has developed and one result has been the placing of 
great pressures on states deemed to operate outside its pale, along with their, 
by now, few reluctant supporters. For such states, collective security has 
become collective damnation, and this has had practical consequences when 
filtered through the behavior of major states reluctant to be identified with 
beleaguered and hated small nations laboring under the cloud of delegitimiza- 
tion.6 

In some cases, then, what once might have been a tendency toward 
equilibrium in the older balance-of-power system has been replaced-from the 
perspective of pariahs-by an ominous tendency toward accelerating, 
destabilizing disequilibrium. States with inherently weak leverage ("moral" 
issues aside-note the case of Pakistan from 1965 to 1980), far from finding 
opportunities to trade-in on their balancing potential, are perceived by poten- 
tial patrons or protectors as liabilities, as burdens. The big powers compete for 
the best customers, those of highest strategic value-i.e., those with money, 
raw materials, large markets, and close connections with still other desirable 
clients.' Hence, there are both "willing" and "reluctant" arms supply rela- 
tionships, since becoming or remaining an arms supplier to an Israel, a 
Taiwan, or a South Africa may involve high costs elsewhere, where the stakes 
are larger. 8 

The resulting disequilibria, contrary to balance-of-power tradition, force 
some small nations to rely precariously upon tenuous or even clandestine sup- 
port, perhaps based primarily upon sentiment or perhaps banking on a big 
power's fears about the blow to its overall credibility which might result from 
too many abandonments of former dependents. For pariahs, those may be 
thin reeds to cling to, and the not unexpected result may be recourse to an 
"equalizer" -the nuclear equivalent of a pistol for a scrawny man in a men- 
acing neighborhood. 

Some measures of pariah status 

The nature of the isolated situations facing Israel, South Africa, Taiwan, 
and South Korea varies considerably, thus vitiating somewhat the comparative 

6 On the collective security principle, in its theoretical and normative senses, see Inis Claude, 
Swords into Plowshares (New York: Random House, 1956), chap. 12; and E. H. Carr, The 
Twenty Years' Crisis, 1919-1939 (New York: Macmillan, 1947). 

7For a discussion of recent assumptions about strategic value, see Harriet Critchley, "Defining 
Strategic Value: Problems of Conceptual Clarity and Valid Threat Assessments" in American 
Security Policy and Policy-Making, R. Harkavy and E. Kolodziej, eds. (Lexington, Mass.: D. C. 
Heath, 1980), pp. 45-65. 

8 For a survey of historical changes in the extent and nature of small-power leverage in the arms 
market, and a discussion of "reluctant" and "willing" arms suppliers, see Harkavy, The Arms 
Trade and International Systems, chapter 4. 
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utility of the pariah concept. The variations pertain to their relationships with 
the big powers, their vulnerabilities regarding conventional arms sources, the 
nature of the regional conventional military threats they face, the intensity 
with which they are scorned or hated by much of the world at large, and the 
degree of legitimacy or resigned acceptance accorded them by other nations. 
The circumstances in each case are too familiar to require elaboration, 
although a few points deserve emphasis because they impinge upon nuclear 
proliferation. 

First, South Korea's isolation is clearly less serious and profound than 
that of the other three, ranking it as merely a "quasi-pariah." Like Taiwan, it 
is scarcely tarred with the brush of racism or colonialism; rather, its image 
throughout much of the Third World suffers merely from its past American 
tutelage and from its somewhat antiradical ideological stance. Furthermore, 
unlike Taiwan, it does not labor under the severe disadvantage that derives 
from the immense counterleverage of a major power antagonist, applicable 
over a whole range of diplomatic transactions. 

The cases of South Africa and Israel, different from each other, are also 
distinct as a pair from the cases of South Korea and Taiwan. While white 
South Africa's 300-year history gives it, in many eyes, some legitimate basis 
for remaining, there is a near-total concurrence of world opinion on the 
necessity for, and justice of, majority rule. It remains to be seen whether even 
that will suffice, for the mere presence of lingering, large white populations on 
the African continent, in any status, clearly must present a powerful symbol of 
the past to black Africa. The symbolic equivalent to Israel's presence in the 
Middle East is plain, and the emotions related to this matter of "in- 
completeness" or "unfinished business" are widely shared throughout the 
Third World, even where there are no local Western remnants. 

In short, while both South Africa and Israel are the subjects of very 
widespread hatreds, Taiwan and South Korea are broadly viewed in more 
benign and perhaps instrumental ways, reflecting the deeper emotional bases 
of ethnic, religious, and racial conflicts as contrasted with essentially 
ideological or merely territorial ones. The Korean and Chinese conflicts in- 
volve, after all, the same peoples-i.e., they are basically interelite conflicts. 
That may yet prove to be an important distinction. 

An overriding similarity among the four pariahs is that each suffers from 
widely-held external perceptions of it as a temporary state scheduled for 
history's rubbish heap (all the more so as the once more formidable U.S. pro- 
tective shield gradually evaporates). To the extent that these expectations of 
doom connected to the absence of perceived "permanent" legitimacy are fully 
comprehended and internalized within the pariahs, of course, they cannot help 
but militate toward desperate measures, toward "final solutions" involving 
the familiar mixed imagery of suicide and final revenge. Israeli insistence upon 
the distinction between Masada and Samson, and comparable South African 
attachment to the stubborn "laager" myth (and its application to a nuclear 
solution) should perhaps not be ignored. 
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A number of fairly objective measures can be used to gauge the political 
isolation under which the pariahs labor: the number and identity of nations 
with which they maintain formal diplomatic relations, the outcomes of critical 
UN votes (particularly those pertaining to the legitimacy of pariah regimes), 
membership in intergovernmental organizations (IGOs), and overall trade 
relations are good indices, at least when used in combination. A few 
illustrative points are merited. 

As measured by formal diplomatic ties, South Africa and Taiwan are seen 
to be the most seriously isolated, exchanging ambassadors with only some 
fifteen and nineteen states, respectively (the PRC, by contrast with Taiwan, 
now has diplomatic relations with some 114 states).9 And in both cases, the 
trends have been remorselessly downward. Both retain some ties in Latin 
America, while South Africa's other formal relations are mostly in Western 
Europe, and Taiwan's are scattered among a few conservative states in Africa, 
Asia, and the Middle East. Israel still has a much broader network of 
diplomatic ties (some sixty-five, plus some additional consular arrangements), 
despite its continuing near-total estrangement from Africa. South Korea has 
formal relations with some ninety-three states (contrasted with eighty-eight for 
North Korea) including a considerable number of left-leaning Third World 
states, and the trend here has been sharply upward in recent years for both 
Koreas, even accounting for the impact of entirely new states. This seems to 
denote a significantly higher level of legitimacy than is the case for the other 
three pariahs, whatever the practical consequences. 

All of the four pariahs are, to one degree or another, disconnected from 
the web of regional IGOs, as well as from the various organizations and 
periodic conferences of the developing and nonaligned nations. Israel and 
South Africa, however, despite their endless problems within the various 
organizations of the UN complex (and despite periodic threats of their removal 
from all of them), do remain members of the UN and virtually all of its sub- 
sidiary organs, including the IAEA. South Korea is outside the UN (it does 
have special observer status), but is a member of most other important IGOs 
(WHO, WTO, FAO, GATT, IMF-and IAEA), where its status has not 
caused serious controversies. Taiwan, long expelled from the United Nations 
and all of its subsidiary organs, retains merely a few lingering minor IGO 
memberships. Hence, by this measurement, Taiwan is the pariah. Its recent ex- 
pulsion from the Lake Placid Olympic games, which is not surprising in view 
of its loss of American protection of its memberships, could be contrasted, for 
instance, with Israel's support within the International Labor Organization. 

Each of the pariahs (but much less so in the case of South Korea again) 
has fared very poorly in crucial UN votes related to its essential legitimacy. In 
Israel's case, the 1975 resolution entitled "Elimination of All Forms of Racial 

I The data on the formal diplomatic relationships of the pariahs were gathered from the 
resources of the respective desk officers in the U.S. State Department and from the Washington 
embassies of the four pariah states. 



Pariah states and proliferation 141 

Discrimination," which determines that "Zionism is a form of racism and 
racial discrimination," received 72 yes votes, 35 against, and 32 abstentions. 
There have been many other near-monolithic votes against Israel in recent 
years, for instance, with regard to the occupied territories. Over the years, 
South Africa has suffered a cascade of negative votes in the UN on issues 
related to apartheid and majority rule, arms embargoes, trade relations and 
investments, "bantustans," and the like. One mandating an arms embargo 
passed 110-8-20, another on Namibia by 117-0-24. Taiwan, in 1971, was fi- 
nally expelled by an overwhelming vote of 76-35-17 (though the preceding 
"important question" resolution passed only narrowly), but has since ceased 
to be an obsession in UN forums. Meanwhile, UN discussions and votes on the 
"Korean question" have virtually petered out in the past five years, after an 
earlier series of referendums that essentially measured respective support for 
the two Koreas indicated roughly even backing. All in all, nowadays, as 
measured by menacing barrages of UN disapproval, South Africa followed 
closely by Israel would rank as the most clear-cut pariahs. 

International trade statistics present a somewhat different picture. All of 
the pariahs have far wider trading networks than those of diplomatic relations; 
each conducts extensive trade with numerous nations with which it does not 
exchange ambassadors. Israel maintains important, albeit clandestine, trading 
(and also technical assistance) relationships in black Africa. There are those 
statistically surprising categories of "Other Africa" and "Africa not 
Specified" in the World Bank's trading data for South Africa, not to mention 
the openly published Soviet-South Africa trade statistics. II Taiwan, of course, 
continues its booming trade with the United States, Europe, and elsewhere 
despite the breaking of virtually all formal diplomatic ties. All in all, none of 
the pariahs has been severely disadvantaged economically by its political 
isolation, although both Israel and South Africa have suffered from some 
distortions of trading patterns, from boycotts, etc. South Africa, however, 
may suffer more in the future from cutbacks in foreign investment or more 
comprehensive economic sanctions. 

In a psychological sense, all these aspects of pariahtude may be important 
to the extent they may translate into subtly lessened inhibitions regarding the 
development of nuclear weapons. By themselves, even in combination, they 
would not necessarily constitute a mortal threat. What is more important, of 
course, are the "conventional" security situations of these states: regional 
military balance projections, arms transfers, and outside security arrange- 
ments and guarantees (or lack of same), as they perceive them. But, the con- 
stant drumbeat of UNGA excoriations, organizational expulsions, and diplo- 
matic breaks may not be altogether irrelevant to those considerations, to the 

'? For pariah trade data on aggregate, regional, and bilateral bases, see the serial, annual 
editions of Direction of International Trade, published annually and jointly by the United Na- 
tions, International Monetary Fund, and International Bank for Reconstruction and Develop- 
ment, New York. 
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Table 1: The pariahs and their regional foes: some basic data 
Gross 

Armed Military National GNPper MILEXI 
Country Population Forces Expenditures Product Capita GNP 

(millions) (thousands) (million (million 
dollars) dollars) 

Israel 3.6 165 2781 9777 2708 28.4 
Egypt 38.9 350 1154 11698 285 10.4 
Syria 7.9 225 960 6773 862 14.2 
Iraq 12.0 140 1819 17246 1437 10.5 
Jordan 2.9 70 170 1831 642 9.3 
Saudi Arabia 7.6 60 6912 46464 5795 15.7 
Libya 2.7 30 260 16837 6354 1.5 

Taiwan 16.8 460 1517 18509 1102 8.2 
PRC 983.0 4300 33200 353377 359 9.4 

South Africa 26.8** 67 1764 32298 1205 5.5 
Mozambique 9.6 26 45 1439 149 3.1 
Angola 6.3 47 94 1822 289 5.2 
Zambia 5.2 20 67 2280 437 2.9 
Tanzania 16.3 31 116 2814 173 4.1 
Botswana 0.7 1 0 271 373 0.0 

South Korea 38.2 600 1633 27676 725 5.9 
North Korea 17.6 520 2002 10219 581 19.6 

*Source: U.S. Arms Control and Disarmament Agency, World Military Expenditures and Arms 
Transfers (Washington: U.S.G.P.O., October 1979). Data are for 1977. 
**Note: white population is approximately one-fifth of total population. 

extent that they serve to "delegitimize" the pariahs, weaken their outside sup- 
ports, and hence reinforce fears and imagery related to final doom. I 

Regional military balances, pariah arms acquisitions, and the "dove's 
dilemma" 

Each pariah state in its own eyes faces a serious, external military threat, 
in conjunction with (to varying degrees) insecure sources of conventional 
weapons and only very tenuous (virtually nonexistent for South Africa) 
promises of big-power support in crises, or even in the event of direct big- 
power intervention. The threats facing the four pariahs are sufficiently well- 
known so as not to warrant extensive description here, although the serious- 
ness of the threats may well be argued over. See Table 1 for summary data. 

There is an important fault line dividing the four pariahs into two groups 

" On the important matter of the legitimization function of international organizations (i.e., 
the UN), particularly germane to the situation of pariah states, see Inis Claude, "Collective 
Legitimization as a Political Function of the United Nations," International Organization 20, 3 
(Summer 1966): 367-79. 
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with respect to the nuclear proliferation question and having to do with the 
possible, if not probable, consequences of conventional battlefield defeat. 
Taiwan and South Korea, if overrun, can anticipate "merely" a change of 
regime, a Gleichschaltung, in which the high side costs might involve elimina- 
tion or forced reindoctrination of present elites, and a considerable change in 
lifestyle for the masses. Serious but not ultimate matters are presumably in- 
volved. Israel and South Africa, on the other hand, face specters of a different 
order. Assuming, at the final moment of defeat, great difficulties in 
evacuating a significant percentage of their populations, these two states must 
contemplate the possibility-even the significant probability-of wholesale 
massacres, perhaps of genocidal proportions. Unavoidably, then, the South 
African and Israeli governments must deal in worst-case scenarios, and they 
certainly do. 

Although South Africa's evolving security situation is most difficult to 
analyze and predict (particularly regarding the timing of what appears almost 
inevitable), it will probably face a gradually escalating conflict (in the classic 
Maoist mode, reminiscent of Algeria), with operations escalating from urban 
guerrilla to conventional warfare. Among the critical imponderables: the long- 
term possibilities for significant military involvement by Mozambique, a 
black-controlled Zimbabwe, Angola, Zambia, Tanzania, Namibia, et al. 
regarding either guerrilla havens or actual joint operations; and, of course, the 
possibility of Cuban and/or Soviet involvement. 

Israel's present and longer-term conventional situation is, meanwhile, not 
easily gauged. Curiously, it has received very little recent scholarly or press 
analysis."2 Internal U.S. government analyses apparently continue to wax 
optimistic on Israel's behalf, whether based on serious and objective analyses, 
mere extrapolations from the past, or for "political" reasons (i.e., to justify 
restraining further arms shipments to Israel) is much argued. Future U.S. 
military support (both before and, if necessary, during conflicts), the quality 
and quantity of future Arab weapons acquisitions, the degree to which the 
Arabs can translate oil revenues into much larger operational armies, possible 
Soviet intervention, the impact of new weapons developments on offensive 
and defensive strategies and tactics in possible future conflicts, and Israel's 
preemptive capabilities-all are among the relevant imponderables. There are 
also questions of whether future possible conflicts would see Egyptian involve- 
ment (resupplied during the conflict by the United States along with Israel?), 
whether they might begin with a PLO state installed on the West Bank, and 
whether they might see significant Iranian or even (postrevolutionary) Turkish 
involvement. 

I2 One recent exception is Geoffrey Kemp, "A Nuclear Middle East," in International Political 
Effects of the Spread of Nuclear Weapons, John Kerry King, ed. (Washington, D.C.: 
U.S.G.P.O., 1979), a collection of essays from a colloquium sponsored by the CIA and the 
Department of Defense. See also W. Seth Carus, "The Military Balance of Power in the Middle 
East," Current History 74, 433 (January 1978): 29-32. 
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Clearly, Israel has vastly improved its defense structure, in an absolute 
sense, since 1973, banking on the numerous "lessons" it apparently learned in 
reversing its initial setbacks.'3 Field artillery (necessary to suppress infantry 
carrying antitank missiles) has been greatly bolstered, numbers of antitank 
warfare weapons expanded and tactics altered, aircraft avionics and stand-off 
capability improved. Tactical innovations have apparently been striven for 
which might again allow Israel to use its once vaunted armor and tactical air 
power for blitzkrieg operations. 

But then, Arab capabilities have also greatly expanded, even if they may 
be temporarily masked by Egypt's cut-off from Soviet weapons. Iraq and 
Syria have acquired newly massive and qualitatively improved Soviet (and 
French) arsenals; Saudi Arabia may now increasingly be a force to be reckoned 
with; Lebanon presents another battlefront; and Egypt, Camp David not- 
withstanding, may be acquiring F-15s, F-16s, M-60 tanks, TOWs, and 
HAWKs.14 

Rarely mentioned openly looms another specter for Israel: its primarily 
M-60 and Centurion-based tank force may later face advanced Soviet T-72s in 
Syria and Iraq which are superior to anything Israel now possesses. Israel 
would have trouble affording the new U.S. XM-1 tank, even if it should 
become available. '5 All in all, the weapons and force ratios facing Israel in the 
future appear more ominous than in the past, and it is not clear whether this 
can be overcome indefinitely by qualitative personnel superiority and still 
more innovative tactics and strategies. 

South Korea, on the basis of a rather large advantage in GNP and popula- 
tion, has the easy potential for military preponderance over its now better 
armed (in aircraft and armor) rival, assuming a continued high level of U.S. 
military aid in the wake of the CIA's revisions of its estimates of the North 
Korean order of battle. In this sense too, the ROK is anomalous among the 
pariahs in that it has the objective potential for regional balance and more. 
Taiwan, of course, is hugely outnumbered, and no amount of maximizing 

13 Among the numerous works analyzing the military meaning of the October 1973 war and the 
subsequent evolvement of an Arab-Israeli military balance, see Martin van Creveld, Military 
Lessons of the Yom Kippur War: Historical Perspectives (Beverly Hills: Sage Publications, 
Washington paper no. 24, 1975); "Both Sides of the Suez," Aviation Week & Space Technology, 
special ed., 1975; Dale R. Tahtinen, The Arab-Israeli Military Balance Since October 1973 
(Washington, D.C.: American Enterprise Institute, Foreign Affairs Study no. 11, 1974); The Mid- 
dle East and the International System: The Impact of the 1973 War (London: International In- 
stitute for Strategic Studies, 1974), Adelphi Paper No. 114; and various articles in Aviation Week 
& Space Technology, 10 March 1975. 

14For recent analyses of impending Egyptian arms acquisitions, see, inter alia, "Egypt 
Reported to Say U.S. Will Sell It Any Arms," The New York Times, 22 February 1980, p. A8; and 
"Egypt: Maintaining an Arsenal of Soviet Equipment," Middle-East Intelligence Survey 7, 10 
(16-31 August 1979). 

1" For a hint of the implications of forthcoming Syrian acquisition of Soviet T-72 tanks, see 
"Role of Tanks Clouded by New Arms," The New York Times, 27 March 1980, p. A6, wherein 
details are conveyed of the ongoing technological race pitting new tank armor versus new antitank 
technology featuring the "millimeter wave detection" system. 
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economic and population resources can significantly reduce its disadvantage. 
It relies on its water barrier to offset the numerical imbalances, and on the 
PRC's continued nugatory naval capacity for a large-scale amphibious 
(perhaps abetted by airborne operations) assault across the Taiwan Straits, as 
well as on the PRC's need to deploy much of its forces against the USSR. But, 
there is also the oft-mentioned threat of a PRC naval blockade, now seemingly 
without fully credible assurance of a forthcoming, countering U.S. response. 

The precariousness and diversity of the pariahs' arms-supply sources 
varies. South Africa's situation (with, at present, lesser requirements) is the 
most precarious; Israel's and Taiwan's are perhaps next; and South Korea ap- 
pears to have relatively assured sources, aside from the matters of quantity and 
financing. 

South Africa faces a very insecure situation with respect to external arms 
supplies, which is only partly mitigated by its modest requirements for the 
most sophisticated systems and its now fairly extensive indigenous arms pro- 
duction. 16 The UN-sponsored arms embargo has essentially been adhered to by 
the United States and the United Kingdom since 1964. Between then and 
recently, Pretoria's arms sources were narrowed, but a flow of sophisticated 
arms from France (including Mirage jet fighters), trainer/attack jet aircraft 
from Italy, and licensed small arms from Belgium, filled the gap. Now, 
however, France has apparently joined the embargo, bowing to black African 
pressure given force by Nigerian oil and others' mineral resources. Israel, too, 
has apparently been prodded into acquiescence by U.S. pressures, after some 
earlier transfers. Pretoria may still be able to assemble some Mirages and can 
build its own light attack aircraft, armored cars, small arms, and ammunition, 
but in some of these areas crucial dependence for component parts is a prob- 
lem. One recent report cited several impending weaknesses: in armor, where 
South Africa relies on an aging force of some 500 British Centurions, and in 
antitank and antiaircraft missiles. 7 

As Israel was to learn during the Yom Kippur War, the capacity for in- 
digenous production of a portion of one's arms may not be sufficient. 18 Few, 

16 All the arms-trade data here and in subsequent pages come from the various publications of 
the Stockholm International Peace Research Institute (SIPRI) and the International Institute for 
Strategic Studies (IISS). In particular, I have relied on the arms-trade registers in the IISS's annual 
Military Balance; SIPRI's annual yearbook, World Armaments and Disarmament; and SIPRI's 
Arms Trade Registers. The last-mentioned chronologically lists, by major weapon categories, all 
global arms transfers in the postwar period up to 1973. 

1' See "South Africa Reviews Defenses as Rhodesia Votes," The New York Times, 3 March 
1980, p. A4. The article's tone is pessimistic on behalf of South Africa's indigenous defense 
capabilities, at some variance with standard, recent analyses which may, in particular, have 
ignored the parallel with the PRC's position after 1961 once cut off from a major power's transfer 
of licenses. 

18 For a good review of current small nations' indigenous arms development efforts and 
associated barriers to same, see M. Moodie, "Defense Industries in the Third World: Problems 
and Promises," in Arms Transfers in the Modern World, S. Neuman and R. Harkavy, eds. (New 
York: Praeger, 1979), pp. 294-312. See also G. Copley, M. Moodie, and D. Harvey, "Third 
World Arms Production," Defense and Foreign Affairs Digest, September 1978, pp. lOff; 
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if any, small nations can produce all the components needed for sophisticated 
systems, even where full assembly capability exists. And then, the sheer 
volume requirements for ammunition and spare parts during a war can cause 
massive equipment attrition. Even given the fact that South Africa appears to 
have time to further develop its own arms industries, and that a large-scale war 
is not likely to occur there any time soon, the specter of serious shortages 
looms. Certainly there is little prospect for external resupply if push should 
come to shove. 

Israel, once a favored French client, and at one time aided by German and 
British arms as well, has come to the point of near-total reliance on the United 
States, particularly for those arms in the most sophisticated categories. This is 
not to mention Israel's dependence on outright grant aid (in order to counter 
Arab arms purchases) or its resupply requirements during a crisis. U.S. arms 
supply to Israel has seemingly been less forthcoming in the past few years (even 
if this has not received much publicity), as Saudi pressures and America's 
growing reliance on Egypt as the linchpin of its regional influence have had 
their inevitable impact. Matmon C was whittled down, Israel's F-16 aircraft 
requests vastly reduced, and numerous other requested transfers of high 
technology items quietly denied or delayed, often under the cover of the arms 
control restrictions of Presidential Directive 13.19 

Israel has developed indigenous production in many areas-small arms 
and ammunition, artillery, various electronic and avionic accessories, some 
air-to-air and air-to-surface missiles-and is now believed to produce some 30 
to 40 percent of its own requirements.20 It has also designed and produced its 
own fighter aircraft (Kfir), tank (Merkava) and missile-firing patrol boats 
(Reshef and Saar class). Each, however, is dependent on foreign engines.2' 

Prospects for Multilateral Arms Export Restraint, U.S., Congress, Senate, 96th Congress, 1st ses- 
sion, April 1979, p. 34; and Stephanie Neuman, "Into the Crystal Ball: Indigenous Defense Pro- 
duction and the Future of the International Arms Trade," paper delivered at meeting of Inter- 
national Studies Association, Los Angeles, 19-22 March 1980. 

'9 For a general discussion of the U.S.-Israel leverage relationship with respect to arms transfers 
and military and economic aid (and the withholding of them), see Thomas R. Wheelock, "Arms 
for Israel: The Limit of Leverage," International Security 3, 2 (Fall 1978): 123-37. On Matmon C 
and related matters, see Foreign Assistance Legislation for Fiscal Year 1979: Economic and 
Military Aid Programs in Europe and the Middle East, U.S., Congress, House of Representatives, 
95th Congress, 2nd session, pp. 199-269. 

20 For earlier information on Israel's weapons-development programs, see World Armaments 
and Disarmament: SIPRI Yearbook, 1975 (Cambridge: MIT Press, 1975), p. 236; SIPRI, The 
Arms Trade with the Third World (New York: Holmes & Meier, 1975), pp. 768-78; The New York 
Times for 23 April, 15 September and 19 September, 1971; and "Israel Revisited," Aviation Week 
& Space Technology, 10 March 1975, pp. 9-22. See also "Israeli Arms Industry Has Grown 
Fivefold Since '73," The New York Times, 15 January, 1977, p. 3; and Louis Kraar, "Israel's 
Own Military Industrial Complex," Fortune, 13 March 1978, pp. 2ff. 

21 Israel's Kfir aircraft and Merkava tanks rely on U.S. engines, its naval craft primarily on 
West German engines. The new fighter aircraft it plans for the 1980s, the "Lavie," may possibly 
be built around the General Electric F-404 engine, as reported in "Israel Unveils Plans to Build 
New Fighter-Bomber," Jerusalem Post Weekly, 2-8 March 1980, p. 3. 
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Crucial dependence for high performance aircraft, helicopters, heavy artillery, 
various missiles, and a large variety of avionics and other crucial components 
remains. For a nation of some 3 million people, with a necessarily specialized 
industrial structure, to overcome this dependence is virtually out of the 
question. 

Taiwan, too, remains crucially and inescapably dependent on the United 
States for arms, though it does now license-produce F-5 fighters and Bell 
helicopters (partly assembly production), and has developed some indigenous 
capability to produce less sophisticated arms.22 However, the one-year 
moratorium on U.S. transfers emerging from the U.S.-PRC deal on 
establishing relations may signal a more restrained U.S. supply policy toward 
Taiwan-an impression reinforced by heretofore American denial of F-4 air- 
craft and Harpoon antiship missiles.23 Whether the United States will keep the 
arms pipeline sufficiently open to ensure Taiwan's ability to repel an invasion 
or break a blockade is not clear, though that is being promised. Taiwan has no 
discernible alternatives to U.S. arms (and Israeli transfers of Gabriel and 
Shafrir missiles provided only a minor mitigation of its problem); European 
suppliers must concern themselves with relations with a larger power on the 
mainland which is also potentially a more lucrative arms market.24 

South Korea now seems to have a serious U.S. commitment to move 
toward rectification of its imbalances vis-a-vis its formidable northern rival 
(which has some 2,600 tanks, 1,000 APCs, 4,000 field artillery pieces, 450 
combat ships, and 750 combat aircraft, far more in each category than the 
ROK possesses).25 With its Force Improvement Plan, and assisted by the 
United States, it plans a vast increase in defense spending relative to GNP, in- 
volving some $4 billion per year spread out over numerous projects. Involved 
are acquisitions of TOW, Harpoon, Maverick, and Hawk missiles; heli- 
copters, patrol boats, F-5 aircraft, and the upgrading of hundreds of old M-48 
tanks, which will require massive foreign exchange outlays beyond the aid 
assistance and credits the United States will provide. 

The United States apparently aims at increasing the ROK's self- 
sufficiency via licensed production, though one source reported earlier that 

22 See "Nationalists Update Fighter Force," Aviation Week and Space Technology, 29 May 
1978, pp. 14-16; and "Taiwan Center Designs Two Aircraft," ibid., pp. 14-16. 

23 The perhaps crucial U.S. denial to Taiwan of advanced fighter aircraft such as the F-4 or F-18 
and of the Harpoon ship-to-ship missile is cited in "U.S. to Sell Taiwan Defense Missile," The 
New York Times, 4 January 1980, p. A4. Therein, the Carter administration is said to have turned 
down the requests for the F-4 and F-18 "because providing them would have violated the Presi- 
dent's arms transfer policy." 

24 For one noting of Israeli arms supplies to Taiwan, see "Taiwan Forces Reportedly Buy Israeli 
Missiles," The New York Times, 6 April 1977, p. 1; and "Taiwan Looks Beyond U.S. for Arms," 
The New York Times, 20 June 1977, p. 17. 

25 These data and information on the ROK's "Force Improvement Program" are drawn from 
the State Department's annual unclassified report, "Report on Korea," provided the author by 
State's South Korea desk. 
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"the U.S. has been reluctant to allow South Korean production of 
sophisticated weaponry, lest it create additional instability in the heavily 
militarized peninsula."26 But despite Seoul's intention to develop something of 
an indigenous arms industry, it will continue to be crucially dependent on U.S. 
arms, occasional purchases of, for instance, Italian Fiat APCs aside. 27 North 
Korea, unlike the Arabs, Africans, or the PRC, does not wield sufficient 
economic or political leverage to ward off those who would supply arms to its 
rivals. Then, too, the United States has learned in recently threatening its now 
aborted pull-out from Korea, that it must also take Japan into account. The 
ROK worries nonetheless about the future of U.S. security support. In that 
connection, it has virtually threatened to go nuclear, and as such, its situation 
has been compared with that of Israel and Taiwan. 28 

The nuclear status of pariah states: capabilities, strategies, rationales 

In view of the pariah states' threatening conventional security situations, 
it should not be surprising that each would at least consider the acquisition of 
nuclear weapons. Each has given strong signals or is the subject of widespread 
rumors about an intent to produce atomic weapons. 

Israel, of course, is widely considered to have possessed actually deployed 
weapons for at least ten years, its continuing public disclaimers about not be- 
ing the first state to introduce nuclear arms into the Middle East notwith- 
standing.29 The recent flurry of speculation surrounding its possible role in 
what some analysts believe to have been a weapons test in the remote southern 
Indian Ocean has merely added to widespread assumptions about its "bomb in 
the basement" posture. 30 The long unsafeguarded Dimona reactor, the Jericho 

26 "Korea Asks $1.5 Billion in U.S. Loans for Arms," Washington Post, 29 December 1975, p. 
A2. See also "Schlesinger Minimizes Seoul Peril," Washington Post, 28 August 1975, p. A25. 

27 For information on ROK indigenous weapons programs, see Bruce A. Smith, "Koreans Seek 
New Military Air Capability," Aviation Week & Space Technology, 22 October 1979, pp. 62-63, 
wherein its intentions to coproduce or coassemble Hughes helicopters and F-5 aircraft are dis- 
cussed along with modifications to the Nike-Hercules SAM. It is noted that the ROK has also 
recently launched its first destroyer. 

28 See "Official Hints South Korea Might Build Atom Bomb," The New York Times, 27 May 
1977, p. 3, based on a statement by Foreign Minister Park Tong Jin; and "Glenn Asks Probe of 
Korea Arms Plan," Washington Post, 4 November 1978, p. 16. 

29 Among the numerous publications on the Israeli nuclear weapons program, see Fuad Jabber, 
Israel and Nuclear Weapons (London: Chatto & Windus, 1971); Robert J. Pranger and Dale R. 
Tahtinen, Nuclear Threat in the Middle East (Washington: D.C. American Enterprise Institute, 
Foreign Affairs Study no. 23, 1975); "How Israel Got the Bomb," Time, 12 April 1976; Robert 
Tucker, "Israel and the United States: From Dependence to Nuclear Weapons?," Commentary 
(November 1975): 29-43; Robert E. Harkavy, Spectre of a Middle Eastern Holocaust (Denver: 
University of Denver Press, 1977); and S. Aronson, "Nuclearization of the Middle East," The 
Jerusalem Quarterly, no. 2 (Winter 1977): 27-44. 

30 See, among other press reports, "Israel Reported Behind A-Blast Off South Africa," 
Washington Post, 22 February 1980, p. A6; and "Neutron Bomb Suspected in Africa Blast," 
Washington Post, 9 March 1980, p. A7. 
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SRBM missile program, and the persistent (but still publicly unsubstantiated) 
reports about Israel's earlier alleged thefts of weapons-grade U-235 provide, in 
combination, much circumstantial evidence. American intelligence agencies by 
now appear convinced that Israel is the seventh (or is it the sixth?) nuclear 
power, and have virtually ceased being reticent about it. 

South Korea's present intentions would seem to be less clear. Its earlier 
aborted (by U.S. pressures) move to purchase a plutonium reprocessing plant 
from France raised widespread concern, particularly given the supposed 
economic infeasibility of such a purchase, even given the ROK's ambitious 
civilian reactor program. 3' Then, too, there were strong hints-virtually 
threats-leaked by South Korean officials in response to the Carter ad- 
ministration's now lapsed plans for a near-total withdrawal of U.S. troops 
from Korea. Those plans are now reversed and the United States seems com- 
mitted both to retaining a strong military presence and to aiding in upgrading 
the ROK's forces. Within the past year, news and hints about South Korea's 
nuclear ambitions have been correspondingly muted. 

Taiwan, like South Korea, is in the process of acquiring a number of 
power reactors (each badly needs to reduce oil imports for balance-of- 
payments reasons), under stringent safeguards still being conducted by the 
IAEA, despite Taiwan's expulsion from that organization. It was earlier 
rumored to have developed a small reprocessing operation, and possesses a 40- 
megawatt Canadian research reactor of the same type that enabled India's 
nuclear test. The earlier publicized imbroglio over its scientists studying missile 
guidance technology at MIT raised the specter of a match to Israel's Jericho 
program, particularly as conventionally armed surface-to-surface missiles 
would appear to have only limited military value to Taiwan as well.32 But, 
Taiwan's nuclear program is now widely considered to have been brought 
under U.S. surveillance and control, and similar to the South Korean situa- 
tion, speculation about weapons development has recently been dormant.33 

Finally, South Africa, with a scientific and technological infrastructure 
not much inferior to Israel's and in some areas, such as specialty steels, 
superior, has apparently succeeded in independently developing the Becker 
nozzle method for separating U-235 from natural uranium. Pretoria's stated 
intentions are to use the nozzle facility to produce fuel for the reactors it in- 
tends to acquire from France (the United States will not provide fuel short of 

3' In the Washington Post article cited in footnote 28 above, it is claimed that the ROK em- 
barked on a weapons program in the early 1970s under President Park, but which was halted or 
delayed after the French cancellation of the reprocessing plant venture in 1976 and under pressure 
from the U.S. Park was quoted, however, as saying that "if the U.S. nuclear umbrella were 
removed, we have to start developing our own nuclear weapons capability." See also, "Official 
Hints South Korea Might Build Atom Bomb," The New York Times, 1 July 1977, p. 4. 

32 See "Taiwanese Program at MIT Ended," Washington Post, 16 July 1976, p. A5. 
For analyses of the Taiwanese nuclear capability, see "Taiwan Develops Nuclear Industry, 

Weapons Capacity," Washington Post, 27 February 1977, p. 21; and "Taiwan's Nuclear Plans 
Concern U.S. Officials," Washington Post, 20 December 1978, p. 21. 
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South Africa's acquiescing in full-scope safeguards), and to become a signifi- 
cant exporter of reactor fuel. It is assumed, however, that such a facility, by 
having stages added, could (or may already) produce material usable for 
weapons, and, if so, South Africa is virtually home-free on the way to 
weapons status.34 The facts (and what they meant) regarding the alleged 1977 
South African feint at a nuclear test in the Kalahari Desert (claimed to have 
been thwarted by a joint U.S.-Soviet demarche) have never been made publicly 
clear, nor, for that matter, have those relating to a possible South African role 
in the still mysterious event over the nearby ocean. 35 However, if South Africa 
has indeed acquired the (unsafeguarded) ability to produce weapons-grade 
material, it would seem that only the thin barrier of weapons-design 
knowledge stands between it and the possession of atomic weapons. For a state 
with its technological-scientific base, that is a minor barrier, particularly with 
respect to primitive weapons, portable by aircraft. The purchase of the 
French-supplied Koeberg reactors, expected to go onstream in 1982-1984, 
would appear effectively irrelevant to its weapons acquisition capability. 

Regarding the utilities or rationales for nuclear weapons possession, it is 
usually averred that it would not necessarily assure the security or survival of 
the four cases in question; indeed, arguments have been made for each case 
that it might actually be counterproductive. The actual use of nuclear weapons 
would raise the prospect of an overwhelming response from some quarter (not 
precluding joint U.S.-Soviet nuclear sanctions), which in turn begs questions 
about credible deterrence. However, since each pariah has clearly considered 
making the move, its own apparent perceptions of utility should be taken 
seriously, and there may be a tendency in the West, based on wishful thinking, 
to underestimate the deterrence possibilities. 

In gauging the potential usefulness of a small nuclear force to the pariah 
state, one must examine a range of possible strategic doctrines, not necessarily 
to be made formally explicit. Variously, last resort deterrence, deterrence-by- 
uncertainty, massive retaliation, or "trip wire" doctrines, tactical battlefield 
use, or threats in order to cover wholesale population withdrawals (Exodus!) 
may come into play. 36 

34For earlier analyses of South Africa's nuclear prospects, see Edouard Bustin, "South Africa's 
Foreign Policy Alternatives and Deterrence Needs," in Nuclear Proliferation and the Near- 
Nuclear Countries, 0. Marwah and A. Schulz, eds. (Cambridge, Mass.: Ballinger, 1975), pp. 
205-26; and J. E. Spence, "The Republic of South Africa: Proliferation and the Politics of Out- 
ward Movement," in Nuclear Proliferation: Phase II, R. Lawrence and J. Larus, eds. (Lawrence, 
Kans.: University of Kansas Press, 1974). Among numerous items discussing the South African 
U-235 nozzle facility at Pelindaba, see "South Africa's Secret Atom Plant Suspected of Working 
on a Bomb," The New York Times, 30 April 1977, p. 1, and also Robert S. Jaster, South Africa's 
Narrowing Security Options (London: IISS, 1980), Adelphi Paper No. 159, pp. 44-48. 

35 On the Kalahari Desert episode, see, inter alia, "France Says Data Show South Africa Plans 
Atomic Test," The New York Times, 23 August 1977, p. 1. 

36 For a good review of nuclear weapons doctrines potentially applicable to new or small nuclear 
powers, see Lewis A. Dunn and Herman Kahn, Trends in Nuclear Proliferation, 1975-1995 
(Croton-on-Hudson, N.Y.: Hudson Institute, 1975). 
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The obstacles and dangers are legion and inhibiting. Each pariah must 
worry about getting across the nuclear threshold to a deployed nuclear force in 
the face of possible preemptive attacks by antagonists who may worry about 
time running out. The pariahs must also be concerned about (a) big-power 
responses, ranging from nuclear preemption to withdrawal of lingering 
economic and political support, (b) the encouragement of rival nuclear 
development (most serious in the case of Israel, not relevant for Taiwan), (c) 
the possible limited usefulness of nuclear deterrence in the face of conven- 
tional "salami" tactics, and (d) still deeper global political isolation. 

In the cases of Taiwan and South Korea, the specter of nuclear use against 
people who are their conationals must act as an inhibiting factor-one absent 
in the Middle East and South Africa, where racial and ethnic hatreds and fears 
of genocide abound. Still, there is the possibility of deterrence-by-uncertainty 
in these cases, of what credibility no amount of scenario-writing can easily 
determine. 

Each case can be discussed according to a variety of standard criteria: the 
value of last-resort, counter-cities threats, possible tactical uses, problems of 
nuclear force survivability and penetration under last-resort circumstances, 
psychological rationales regarding the achievement of others' weary resigna- 
tion about the costs of final solutions, deterrence of big-power intervention in- 
to regional conflicts, "blackmail" against major powers in connection with 
continuing conventional arms shipments, and so forth. We may merely sum- 
marize the generalizations proffered by analysts regarding the four cases. 

Israel's case is habitually discussed in the light of a grim last-resort 
scenario portraying the imminent overrunning of its territories by Arab armies 
bent on wholesale massacres, accompanied by American unwillingness or in- 
ability to intervene. At such a juncture, nuclear threats, demonstrations, or 
counter-cities salvoes would be anticipated (some reports about the opening 
phases of the 1973 war see this having then come close to actuality), whether 
for practical deterrence or war-fighting purposes, or as a suicidal act of final 
vengeance. Penetration of Arab airspaces is considered virtually assured by a 
mixed force of nuclear-configured aircraft, Jericho missiles (if operational 
despite rumored guidance problems), and perhaps other more exotic methods 
(surface-fired missiles from patrol boats, torpedoes from submarines, etc.), 
though if Israel's air force were whittled way down by this point in the 
scenario, the viability of a nuclear threat might be weaker than often assumed 
in "static" analyses. 

Some analysts consider the virtual certainty of a Soviet nuclear riposte to 
render Israel's nuclear threat less than credible, but others point to the varied 
possibilities of missile hardening, airborne alert, mobile missiles, launch-on- 
warning, and the use of Palestinian populations as hostages against a Soviet 
"area" response, as providing potentially viable deterrence. The capacity of 
Israel to "absorb" a Soviet strike and to retain the capability to knock out 
some Arab cities ("triangular second-strike capability") is central to all such 
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analyses.37 It might be asked, moreover, whether Israel would ever have em- 
barked on such a (presumably) expensive and (with regard to the U.S.) 
politically dangerous nuclear weapons program if it had not felt reasonably 
optimistic about the technical possibilities for effective deterrence, despite the 
Soviet counterthreat. 

Israel may also envisage deployment of tactical nuclear weapons to the ex- 
tent allowed by its quantitative production of bomb material, and if the con- 
ventional military balance should deteriorate to its disadvantage, might even 
contemplate a (not necessarily credible) "tripwire doctrine," with all the prob- 
lems faced by the United States in Europe and for many of the same reasons. 
If the explosion over the southern seas was, as has been speculated, Israel's, its 
reportedly determined megatonnage-2-3 megatons-is intriguing in con- 
nection with possible tactical weapons (perhaps neutron weapons) testing. 
Other Israeli nuclear rationales might involve deterrence against use of 
chemical weapons (note Egypt's allegedly large nerve gas stockpiles) and of 
massive conventional bombing of cities, and the possible need to cover 
withdrawal of Jewish populations from the Middle East if the state's de- 
struction is conceded and a massacre anticipated (the latter might be used as a 
form of threat vis-a-vis the United States). 

Whether Israel's assured possession of a nuclear stockpile was a part of 
the reason for Sadat's 1977 peace initiative bears reflection in connection with 
the aforementioned "psychological" rationales. Perhaps above all, there is the 
relation to America's "dove's dilemma," as Arab oil pressure makes an 
accommodating (for Israel) U.S. arms supply policy more and more difficult, 
costly, and (in the long-run) questionable. 

South African nuclear weapons, should they become a reality, would 
seem to have high survivability-again with the advantage of hostage 
populations. For the foreseeable future, too, there is little reason for Pretoria 
to anticipate problems in penetrating the urban airspaces of surrounding 
nations, not to mention the possibilities for sea-borne delivery. But, there are 
the imponderables: (a) the future Soviet regional role (including perhaps the 
countering of South African nuclear weapons) and (b) the strategic or tactical 
utility of weapons of mass destruction in a guerrilla warfare environment. 
Soviet Scud rockets might still end up in Mozambique or elsewhere. Still, 
South Africa appears to have a time cushion, and there is little immediate 
prospect of a regional nuclear balance of terror, as promised before long for 

3' I have coined the term "triangular second-strike capability," referring here to the three-way 
relationship among Israel, the USSR, and the Arab states, since no suitable phrase exists in the 
strategic literature. Basically, the following questions are involved for Israel: could it absorb a 
Soviet first-strike and still carry out a countercities strike against the Arabs sufficient to cause 
"unacceptable" losses? and would the Israeli ability to do so be perceived, beforehand, by the 
Soviets and the Arabs? If a phased-array radar capability could be developed, launch-on-warning 
might provide such a deterrent, albeit with the cost of greatly increasing structural instability and 
the chances for accidental nuclear war. See Harkavy, Spectre of a Middle Eastern Holocaust, esp. 
pp. 59-64. 
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Israel, by current activities in Pakistan (the "Islamic bomb"), and perhaps 
Iraq. 38 

It remains to be seen whether Pretoria will follow the "bomb in the base- 
ment" route. Because it no longer receives arms from western sources, it may 
have less to lose from outside sanctions by going to an overt nuclear status 
than would Israel.39 It could be made to suffer economically from a full trade 
embargo and cut-off of further investments, though its gold hoard and posses- 
sion of other strategic materials (chrome, platinum-group metals, etc.) give it 
more counter-leverage than Israel, domestic American politics aside.40 Most 
likely, South Africa will continue to keep the world guessing about its 
capabilities in order to provide itself with the maximum leverage in warding 
off further pressures about racial liberalization. But, if the Mugabe regime in 
Zimbabwe should become a menacing Soviet base, there could be surprises if 
South Africa comes to see a clearer specter of further unraveling of its security 
situation. 

Many analyses of South Africa's nuclear activities argue their lack of 
strategic utility in confronting what would be expected to be a guerrilla con- 
flict, perhaps abetted by invasions from neighboring countries, and where 
Pretoria would be impotent in the face of Soviet nuclear counter-threats (and 
the lack of any prospect of a countering American threat to that). On the con- 
trary, it is argued that South Africa, like Israel, might devise a triangular 
second-strike deterrent against Maputo, Salisbury, and other cities, might 
bank on a psychological deterrent to induce caution in its foes, or might, like 
Israel, contemplate a nuclear cover for exodus of its white populations at a 
moment of impending collapse. Those are widely considered thin reeds, yet, if 
the South African government has indeed already gone nuclear or intends to, it 
must presumably have thought such things through and come (rightly or 
wrongly) to some "optimistic" conclusions. 

Taiwan, perhaps more so than South Africa or Israel, might contemplate 
tactical as well as countervalue rationales for a small nuclear force, even ad- 
mitting the dangers of nuclear escalation against a better-armed foe. A PRC 
amphibious invasion fleet headed for Taiwan, or its assembly points in coastal 

38 On the matter of the Pakistani centrifuge installation, see, inter alia, "Zia Denies Pakistan 
Builds Nuclear Bomb and Urges U.S. to Resume Aid," The New York Times, 23 September 1979, 
p. 14; and "Pakistan is Offered a Choice on A-Arms," ibid., 17 April 1979, p. A3. On the Iraqi 
nuclear program, see "Iraq Said to Get A-Bomb Ability With Italy's Aid," The New York Times, 
18 March 1980, p. 1; and "Magazine Reports Israeli Agents Sabotaged Iraqi Nuclear Reactor," 
Oakland Tribune, 15 March 1980, p. A12. 

39 For a synopsis and analysis of recent U.S. nonproliferation legislation, particularly as per- 
tains to sanctions, see W. Donnelly and D. Kramer, "Nuclear Weapons Proliferation: Legislation 
for Policy and Other Measures," Issue Brief No. IB7701 1, The Library of Congress, Congres- 
sional Research Service, August 1978. 

40 The impact of the recent gold price increase on the South African economy (hence, also, 
perhaps its political leverage), is noted in "South Africa Cuts Income Taxes Because of Rise in 
Price of Gold," The New York Times, 27 March 1980, p. A22. See also "Gold's New Turbulent 
Role," The New York Times, 28 January 1980, p. DI. 
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cities beforehand, would present very inviting targets, as would an established 
beachhead of the Normandy or Iwo Jima types.4' And, if Taiwan's elites were 
to face last-resort circumstances, there would be the possibility of counter-city 
strikes which could be conducted by nuclear-armed F-104 aircraft or by 
missiles, if such should be developed (later development of cruise missiles can- 
not be ruled out).42 Cover for withdrawal of the Taiwanese government amid 
bargaining over a U.S. rescue airlift is a fairly plausible scenario, use for com- 
pellence purposes to break a possible PRC naval blockade appears only weakly 
credible. In last-resort circumstances, the problem of aircraft penetration into 
the Chinese mainland might be a formidable one, as attackers would face 
swarms of alerted defense interceptors. If Taiwan were to go nuclear, its 
development of surface-to-surface missiles might be considered crucial. One 
with the reach of Jericho, about 300 miles, could bring coastal cities such as 
Swatow and Amoy within range. Longer-range missiles with a 500-mile reach 
would be required for attacks on Canton or Shanghai; Peking, however, is 
over 1,000 miles away. 

For now, Taiwan's nuclear ambitions, such as they are, seem thwarted- 
blocked by U.S. pressures underpinned by the threat of cut-offs of conven- 
tional weapons and enriched uranium needed to fuel Taiwan's power reactors. 
Like Israel, Taiwan has moved just far enough along so that it has implicitly 
signalled the United States and others of one possible ramification of pushing 
it too far-that is, it banks on a favorable resolution of the "dove's dilemma" 
to keep its arms pipeline open and a still implicit U.S. security guarantee 
operative. 

South Korea, though not blessed with a formidable geographic barrier to 
invasion, could hypothetically expect to use tactical nuclear weapons to good 
effect on its narrow, mountainous peninsula (not without fall-out danger to its 
own populations), and where a nuclear counterthreat may not soon be present. 
Further, a counter-cities threat against nearby Pyongyang or Wonsan may well 
be technically possible, with aircraft or short-range ballistic missiles. The 
credibility of such nuclear threats, however, might be weakened by the ethnic 
ties, the lesser seriousness of last-resort circumstances, and their uselessness 
against "salami" tactics. The ROK now appears to bank primarily on the 
threat of its going nuclear (also on the possible impetus that that might lend to 
development of Japanese nuclear ambitions) to deter a withdrawal of the U.S. 
security commitment; indeed, the strategy appears to have been successful up 
until now. 

4' See Jonathan D. Pollack, "The People's Republic of China in a Proliferated World," in op. 
cit., John Kerry King, ed. pp. 132-33. 

42 It should be noted, however, that on several occasions, Taiwanese leaders have said they 
would never develop nuclear weapons because the idea of unleashing them against "Chinese com- 
patriots on the mainland" was unthinkable. See "Taiwan Develops Nuclear Industry, Weaponry 
Capacity," op. cit. 
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If there is a single thread which connects these cases, it is that which 
relates to the continuance of external arms acquisitions and military support 
during crises. What others, pejoratively, might deem a form of nuclear 
"blackmail," may be perceived by the pariahs as a precarious bit of remaining 
leverage. South Africa is here a partial anomaly. Having already lost its (at 
least overt governmental) arms suppliers and any reasonable hope of military 
support during crises, its "blackmail" may retain some usability to deter more 
stringent economic pressures. 

The limits of a "pariah international"-reality or fantasy? 

For a number of years, there have been nascent hints that the isolated 
pariah states, in various bilateral combinations or in toto, were moving toward 
some low-key semblance of an implicit, clandestine alliance. These rumors 
have been given some credence by persistent reports about growing Israeli- 
South African conventional military ties, and by odd bits of information 
bruiting the possibility of east-west pariah linkages. Speculation about joint 
Israeli-South African nuclear activities in Kalahari or out over the southern 
ocean have dramatically brought the notion of a "pariah international" into 
recent prominence. 

Historically, it might be claimed, small-state alliances have been of 
dubious value; the Little Entente of the interwar period is a classic example.43 
And a geographically far-flung alliance, such as would be defined by the 
pariah four, would seem to be quixotic, given the virtual absence of any plausi- 
ble mutual assistance in crises or regional conventional conflicts (the Taiwan- 
South Korea combination here excepted). But there are possibilities for col- 
laboration regarding conventional arms transfers (including possible 
coproduction ventures), strategic basing or staging assistance and-germane 
to the primary focus of this paper-nuclear cooperation. Beyond that, inter- 
pariah relations might provide trade and investment outlets-particularly if 
boycotts and embargoes should become more serious. 

There have already been some indications of arms-transfer patterns 
linking some of the pariahs. Israel has sold missile patrol boats to South 
Africa, is reported to have assisted it with electronic surveillance gear for 
counterinsurgency warfare, and may also have aided in refurbishing and 
upgrading Pretoria's large Centurion tank force (Israel has had much ex- 
perience extending the lives of its own old Centurions). South Africa also uses 
Israeli small arms, probably Belgian-produced on license and obtained 
through private dealers. The possibility of a Kfir fighter deal was earlier adum- 

4 See Robert Rothstein, Alliances and Small Powers (New York: Columbia University Press, 
1968). 
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brated, but was squelched because of American restrictions on retransfer of 
Kfir's J-79 engine.44 

No reciprocal South African transfers have been reported, though its 
license-production of some French systems creates possibilities.45 During the 
1976 Vorster visit to Israel, the press noted the potential for South African in- 
vestment in Israeli arms industries-presumably intended to result in transfers 
to the former, which would also give the latter greater economies-of-scale." 
South Africa's capabilities for producing heavy steel armor have been the sub- 
ject of rumors in connection with Israel's indigenous tank development ef- 
forts. Then, too, South Africa may, at times, have provided refueling stops for 
Israeli ships making the long trip around the Cape of Good Hope. 

So far, Israel's sale of Gabriel and Shafrir missiles to Taiwan has been the 
only significant "east-west" arms transfer among the pariahs (though 
reported large-scale South African raw uranium sales to Taiwan are worth 
noting here). Israel almost achieved a deal for Kfir fighters to Taiwan at one 
point, which was first temporarily thwarted by the United States, then given 
the green light but subsequently aborted by Taiwan, presumably under 
pressure from Saudi Arabia.47 

To date, South Korea and Taiwan, even with their fairly advanced scien- 
tific and technological infrastructures, have had only small indigenous arms- 
production programs and have not participated significantly in supplier 
markets. This may change, however, and if it does, some reciprocity with the 
other pariahs could develop; for instance, South Korea, aside from its licensed 
production, now has some indigenous capacity to produce patrol boats. 

General trade among the pariahs increased dramatically between 1970 and 
1977.48 Taiwan's exports to the other three increased many-fold during that 
period, and the two-way figures for all possible combinations except Israel- 
ROK were not far behind. South Africa has recently announced major 
technical exchange and trade deals with both Israel and Taiwan. Still, there are 

" On the Israel-South Africa arms link, see, inter alia, "South Africa Gains Arms and Trade as 
Israel Link Hardens," The New York Times, 21 May 1977, p. 6; and "South African Jews: 
Cautious, Vulnerable," Washington Post, 15 February 1977, p. 9. 

4 This author was recently informed by a (not to be named nongovernmental) source that South 
Africa has recently improved the avionics for its Mirage fighters, and that the improved 
technology may also have been transferred to Israel. See also, inter alia, "Israeli Tours South 
Africa as Arms-Trade Furor Grows," The New York Times, 10 February 1978, p. 2. 

46 See the Johannesburg Star around 15-17 April 1976; also, "South Africa Link to Israel 
Grows," The New York Times, 18 August 1976, p. 9. 

47 See "Taiwan Using Unofficial Diplomatic Ties to Avoid Becoming an Outcast," The New 
York Times, 17 September 1977, p. 2; "Taiwan Rejects Israeli Plane Offer," The New York 
Times, 7 July 1978, p. 3; and "U.S. Decides to Permit Israeli Sale of 50 to 60 Jet Fighters to 
Taiwan." The New York Times, 5 July 1978, p. 1. 

48 See Direction of Trade: Annual 1970-1974 (Washington, D.C.: IMF/IRBD, 1975) for full 
data on trade involving the pariahs, by exports and imports, regions and individual countries. On 
Israeli-South African economic relations, see "South Africa Gains Arms and Trade as Israel Link 
Hardens," The New York Times, 21 May 1977, p. 6, wherein Israel's exports of chemicals, tex- 
tiles, and electronics is said matched by South Africa's exports to it of sugar, coal and steel. 
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severe limits on the extent to which the pariahs could substitute for other 
trading relationships by building up commerce among themselves. Their 
markets are limited, and the distances are great. Even with the great increase in 
South Africa's exports to Israel, Taiwan, and South Korea over the past five 
years, the combined imports of the three from South Africa represent only a 
fraction of the imports from any one of their major Western trading partners. 
And, Taiwan and South Korea have far more extensive trading relationships 
with the combined Arab OPEC countries than they do with Israel. Israel's ex- 
ports to South Africa are now only about 25 percent of those to Switzerland. 

In recent years, there has been considerable speculation about a possible 
Israeli-South African nuclear axis. Much, to begin with, has been inferred 
from the seeming complementarity of the two nations' nuclear capabilities and 
resources. Israel presumably has (perhaps advanced and varied) weapons- 
design capability and may possess at least small-scale reprocessing facilities. 
South Africa has vast raw uranium reserves, the nozzle process for physical 
separation of U-235, and open spaces and proximity to remote ocean areas 
usable for testing. Moreover, Israel has the Jericho missile program and has 
been reported working on a missile with greater range (perhaps in excess of 500 
miles). Even in the absence of transfers of material and equipment, there are 
the obvious possibilities for less visible transfers of technical information, 
which could possibly result in a synergistic growth in the two nations' nuclear 
capabilities. One can merely cite here again the rumors about the explosion 
over the ocean. Whether it was a nuclear test, and whether it involved either or 
both Israel and South Africa is not publicly known, and hence can be specu- 
lated upon only with great caution. 

Less likely, but not to be ruled out, is future nuclear collaboration be- 
tween Taiwan and South Korea or between them and the other two pariahs. 
ROK missile technology and a possible Taiwanese reprocessing capability 
could, hypothetically, be shared. Uranium-235 from South Africa, plutonium 
from Israel, and Israel's Jericho technology are all conceivable items of ex- 
change in a "gray market," although the certain displeasure of the United 
States, should such transactions come to light, might well give the pariahs 
pause, all the more so now given the deterrent of recent Congressional legisla- 
tion. But, clandestine possibilities exist, and one might speculate wildly, for in- 
stance, about the possible coincidence between Israel's alleged guidance prob- 
lems with Jericho and the incident at MIT concerning Taiwanese attempts at 
acquiring apparently related technology in the United States. 

Still, the political and security ties among the pariahs are inherently 
unstable-they are uneasy bedfellows at best. In some cases, their relation- 
ships may even constitute overall liabilities. Israel recognizes that its growing 
links with South Africa may jeopardize its chances for resuming formal 
diplomatic ties in black Africa (this issue arose at the time of the CBS leaks on 
the alleged ocean test), not to mention their impact on the more crucial U.S.- 
Israeli relationship, including the matter of black American opinion. For 
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South Africa, the Israeli connection decreases the chances of leapfrogging 
Africa to establish ties in the Middle East or in the broader world (it is 
presumably only an ironic twist of fate that recent massive Arab sell-offs of 
dollars have contributed to a gold price-rise bonanza for Pretoria). Similar 
generalizations may be made about South Korean-Taiwanese ties with the 
other two pariahs, if not about links between the former two. 

Interpariah ties may, of course, also provide pariahs leverage for reducing 
the surrounding hostility and concomitant isolation. Israel's alleged nuclear 
nexus with South Africa may actually have impelled, paradoxically, some 
black African states to try to detach the two by improving relations with the 
former. 

Then, there have been the strenuous efforts made by some Arab oil states 
to split the ROK and Taiwan off from any relationship with Israel. Taiwan not 
only has technical assistance and agricultural teams in some Arab countries, 
but its companies have been given some $500 million in construction contracts, 
including one for $150 million to build a power station in Saudi Arabia.49 
South Korea not only also has construction contracts there, but also some 
100,000 contract laborers in Arab lands (some 19,000 alone in Saudi Arabia), 
the combined remittances of which are important for Seoul's payments 
balances.50 The Arab efforts at detaching the Asian pariahs from Israel have 
succeeded, among other things, in prodding Taiwan not to buy Kfir fighters 
(and perhaps other possible follow-ons) and in South Korea's actual closing of 
Israel's embassy in Seoul (announced by Israel as a financial stringency 
measure).5' The arms sale denial diplomacy is important in relation to Israel's 
efforts at achieving economies-of-scale and financing for its indigenous arms 
industries. These developments do not, of course, necessarily preclude con- 
tinuing quiet, clandestine east-west pariah links, which could possibly involve 
nuclear transactions. 

The amelioration of pariahtude: "quasi-proliferation" as a conflict control 
mechanism 

The pariah statuses of these four states are extremely difficult to resolve, 
in great part because of these nations' inherent lack of political leverage within 
the international system in its present constellation. Nonetheless, none of these 
situations is necessarily permanent, nor need one posit an ineluctable trend 
towards nuclear proliferation. Indeed, it is just possible that the pariah status 

4 See "Visit By Taiwan Leader to Saudis Underlines Bond Between Nations," The New York 
Times, 11 July 1977, p. 35; and "Taiwan Using Unofficial Diplomatic Ties to Avoid Becoming 
Outcast, " The New York Times, 9 September 1977, p. 2. 

50 The data derived from conversation with State Department's South Korea desk officer. 
I See "Israel Says It Will Close Embassy in South Korea," The New York Times, 16 February 

1977, p. 7, wherein it is said that the ROK was taking an increasingly pro-Arab position, to win 
friends in the Third World and to further its economic penetration of the Middle East. 
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of some of these states may be resolvable through exploitation of mere rumors 
of potential weapons development, though other avenues of escape are also 
obviously possible-i.e., new alignments or amelioration of underlying 
political conflicts. 

As noted, the Egyptian move toward peace with Israel in 1977 is con- 
sidered by many to have been impelled, at least in part, by recognition that 
Israel's nuclear stockpile may nearly preclude the "final solution" long sought 
in the Arab world. That would now presumably at least be far more costly. 
However, whether such a shift in attitudes can further be internalized in the re- 
mainder of the Arab world remains to be seen. There is some evidence of a 
more open recognition of the ultimate consequences of Israel's nuclear pro- 
gram. Whether that will militate towards a peaceful solution or toward 
matching nuclear efforts by the Arabs so as to neutralize the Israeli nuclear 
threat and hence allow continued pursuit of conventional strategies, is not yet 
clear. 

Recent numerous hints of a softening of the PRC's long attempt to 
eliminate the remnants of the Kuomintang might be ascribed to similar con- 
siderations, particularly given the former's seeming near-term inability to 
carry out an invasion, and the latter's presumed relatively short time-frame for 
weapons development, if it should decide to move ahead. 

South African and South Korean relations with their antagonists, 
however, do not seem yet to have been ameliorated for similar reasons, unless 
it might be claimed that periodic, sporadic discussions about Korean unifica- 
tion might be related (from the North Korean perspective) to nuclear activities 
and expectations. Indeed, South Africa has seen a serious recent upsurge of 
guerrilla activity, highlighted by the attacks on its SASOL installations, which 
might appear to presage a new stage of conflict. 52 

In the long run, however, constant reminders of the ultimate possible 
costs of attempts at eliminating one or more of the pariahs might produce, in 
some cases, a weary resignation that might assist resolution of long-festering 
disputes. It might also produce a more sober perspective on certain conflicts by 
major powers prone to assisting efforts at eliminating pariah states, and by 
others prone to abandoning pariahs as unwanted burdens. 

Each of the pariahs would, of course, prefer to achieve outside security 
arrangements (with a great power or through regional alliances) to preclude 
sole reliance on nuclear deterrence. The possibilities vary from case to case. 
Israel, now shorn of useful regional connections with Iran and Ethiopia and 
increasingly isolated from support in Western Europe, relies almost solely on 
American ties. Not altogether precluded is the possibility of an implicit 
alliance with Egypt, faced off against the radical Arab states aligned with the 
USSR. That appears unlikely, and as Arab oil and monetary leverage over the 

52 "Attack on South African Oil Plants Expected to Bring Stiff Retaliation," The New York 
Times, 3 June 1980, p. 1. 
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United States increases, Israel seems ever more reliant on the leverage held by 
Jews and their political allies within the United States. 

Taiwan's situation is somewhat paradoxical. While it fears the loss of the 
U.S. security umbrella, it may also come to rely upon American leverage over 
the PRC (i.e., the latter's need for backing vis-a-vis the USSR), which may be 
enhanced if China should become reliant on U.S. military technology. 
Curiously, however, Taiwan has complained bitterly about hints of U.S. arms 
transfers to the PRC. Otherwise, Taiwan's economic power is valuable in 
mitigating its isolation, pertaining to its role as a trade outlet and investment 
locale, a matter germane to Japan, Europe, and some of the Arab countries as 
well as to the United States.53 

South Korea's pariah status is, in a major sense, self-inflicted. Though its 
present defense posture is precarious and it relies heavily on American conven- 
tional and/or nuclear deterrence, the economic and population wherewithal 
for regional predominance, if not balance, is at hand. A more extensive 
defense effort, coupled with Chinese inhibitions about risking their American 
tie over Korea, could promise amelioration of its situation, though the 
possibility of Soviet instigation of another North Korean assault may not 
altogether be precluded. 

South Africa's situation, perhaps more than the others, appears par- 
ticularly unresolvable. It has come to rely on western fears about loss of its 
vast raw materials (as fears about a Soviet resource denial strategy mount) as 
well as its strategic position astride the Cape maritime route along which much 
of the Persian Gulf oil passes. No reasonable possibilities exist, however, 
either for new regional alignments or those with major powers, and period- 
ically bruited security ties with the nations of South America's southern core 
are not likely to become significant.54 Barring a Zimbabwe-like final outcome, 
or a much fairer separation or partition policy than that promised by the 
present Bantustans, the specter of a protracted and lonely conflict for white 
South Africa appears inevitable. 

If one or more of the pariahs has come to rely upon a "quasi- 
proliferation" posture, that raises the question of how long such an 
ambiguous position can be maintained. Israel has remained in this state for 
about a decade, unless the event over the southern ocean may be interpreted as 
a deliberate move towards a more open posture. If it is moving towards a 
large-scale and variegated nuclear arsenal, however, pressure from the Israeli 
military concerning testing (perhaps more necessary for tactical than for large 
counter-cities devices) may have quietly mounted. 

Pariah moves toward an unannounced or "bomb in the basement" 
posture might, contrary to the foregoing, impel their rivals toward preventive 
war strategies intended to produce a "final solution" before the "sands run 
out" and a permanent stalemate is produced. There is some inconclusive 

II See "Taiwan Prosperity Unmatched in Asia," The New York Times, 28 March 1980, p. A6. 
5 One recent report of undetermined accuracy does report on South African sales of armored 

cars to Morocco for use against the Polisario. See Africa Confidential, 9 April 1980, p. 8. 
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evidence that Nasser's instigation of the 1967 crisis had such considerations in 
mind, and one analyst at least claims that the Soviets may have considered a 
preventive attack on Dimona at the time of the 1969-1970 "attrition war."55 
The Soviets might conceivably still consider preempting South Africa's nuclear 
facilities, just as they apparently earlier considered a similar solution for the 
then nascent Chinese nuclear threat in the 1960s. Such considerations may not 
yet be germane for either the PRC or North Korea, though the latter's recent 
instigation of a number of border and sea incidents could presage a preventive 
war threat. For these reasons, some pariahs might likely wish to produce small 
arsenals quietly, before using them as political weapons, postponing testing 
until a small stockpile is amassed. 

The foregoing dilemma involving the political uses of merely rumored or 
clandestinely existent nuclear stockpiles brings us to an important fault line 
dividing the four cases, concerning the.matters of time-frames or "fuses." For 
Israel and South Korea, there is an obvious immediacy to potentially mortal 
threats, underscored by the vivid memories of 1967 and 1973 for the former 
and 1950 for the latter. For these two pariahs, weapons made operational with 
a "turn of the screw" might be deemed immediately necessary if the bluff of 
merely rumored nuclear ambitions should suddenly be called. South Africa 
and Taiwan, by contrast, appear to have longer fuses, as increasingly ominous 
security situations would presumably be signalled over longer periods, respec- 
tively, by escalating guerrilla war and by a necessarily protracted buildup of 
PRC naval amphibious capability. 

Cross-cutting the above pairings, however, it is noted that Israel and 
South Africa, both possessing unsafeguarded facilities, have the capacity to go 
nuclear on their own (if they have not already done so) without much external 
interference. South Korea and Taiwan, on the contrary, would presumably 
have to engage in clandestine efforts to acquire nuclear weapons which most 
likely would be detected by American intelligence services, hence producing 
almost certain, severe sanctions. In combining the above two criteria, thus, it 
is apparent that South Korea's situation is particularly difficult, even if its con- 
ventional defense potential may be stronger than that of the other three 
pariahs. 

In a related vein, it might be speculated that pariah states' nuclear 
programs-or their threat-might be useful items of leverage regarding arms 
supply or resupply during future possible conventional conflicts.56 The U.S. 

55 Regarding Nasser's preventive war threats in response to Israeli nuclear developments, see the 
following New York Times 1966 articles: "Warning on Bomb Given by Nasser," 2 February, p. 8; 
"Nasser Assails U.S. and Britain," 23 February, p. 2; "Nasser Threatens War on a Nuclear- 
Armed Israel," 18 April, p. 6; and "Nasser Cites Need for Nuclear Arms," 9 May, p. 8. On the 
1969-1970 preventive war possibility, see Avigdor Haselkorn, "Israel: From An Option to a Bomb 
in the Basement?" in Nuclear Proliferation: Phase II, R. M. Lawrence and J. Larus, eds. 
(Lawrence, Kans.: University of Kansas Press, 1974). 

56 This matter is elaborated upon in R. E. Harkavy, "Arms Re-Supply During Conflict and the 
Carter Administration's Arms Control Policies," paper delivered at the International Studies 
Assoc. meeting, Los Angeles, 19-22 March 1980. 
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airlift to Israel in 1973 after more than a week's delay (said to have resulted 
from American desires for a limited Arab victory and an "in situ" ceasefire) is 
frequently claimed to have been initiated only when Israel's invoking of a 
nuclear threat was feared.57 If another Arab-Israeli conflict should erupt, that 
specter will doubtless again affect U.S. resupply decisions (Israel is now, 
however, widely considered more capable of fighting a lengthy war with pre- 
existing inventories than it was in 1973). Taiwan, South Korea, and even South 
Africa might one day be imagined subject to the same considerations. And, of 
course, a pariah denied, or seriously delayed arms resupply during conflict, if 
it should survive, will subsequently have still more incentive to build nuclear 
weapons. That threat might make resupply more likely beforehand, to the ex- 
tent it was taken into account by otherwise reluctant big-power arms suppliers. 

There is another possible long-term denouement here, which could result 
if the United States, in particular, were to downgrade the priority of nuclear 
proliferation vis-a-vis other goals and to concede the inevitability of significant 
nuclear spread. In that event, the United States might more readily decouple 
from one or more of its dependent pariahs, the better to compete-with the 
USSR and Western Europe-for influence with more strategically valuable 
states. General discouragement with arms control might well contribute to 
such a shift. 

The major powers, the world, and the pariahs 

The nuclear aspirations of the pariahs, whatever they may be, produce 
some painful dilemmas for policymakers in the United States and, for that 
matter, in Europe, the USSR, and much of the rest of the world. The in- 
creasing desperation of the pariahs comes in a period of intense concern over a 
possible breakdown of the nonproliferation regime, at a time when there ap- 
pears to be a considerable convergence of U.S. and Soviet policy in this area, 
as evidenced by the recent nuclear suppliers' conferences. (Indeed, the Soviets 
are considered by many to be even more concerned about proliferation than is 
the United States if for no other reason than because some of the most likely 
proliferators are located around their borders.)58 

On the one hand, a further decoupling of the United States from Israel, 
South Korea, and Taiwan, particularly if in the context of growing overall 
U.S. military and economic weakness, can scarcely help lending greater im- 
petus to proliferation incentives. Edward Luttwak has referred to recent U.S. 
security policies including those revolving about Salt II as a "counter-nonpro- 
liferation policy."59 In South Africa's case, however, the "dove's dilemma" 

5 See the Insight Team of the London Sunday Times, The Yom Kippur War (Garden City, 
N.Y.: Doubleday, 1974), pp. 282-85. 

58 For a discussion of this point, see Geoffrey Kemp, "The New Strategic Map," Survival 19, 2 
(March/April 1977): 50-59. 

59 Edward Luttwak, U.S. Foreign Policy in a Proliferating World (Santa Monica, Calif.: 1975), 
California Seminar on Arms Control and Foreign Policy, Discussion Paper No. 68, p. 14. 
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no longer applies, since no one can now envisage a resumption of U.S. arms 
sales. The nature and magnitude of future U.S. economic and diplomatic 
pressures on South Africa will presumably be relevant, however. 

For the other three cases, being a virtual sole source of support affords 
the United States considerable leverage, since some or all of that support can 
be withdrawn (arms aid, and also enriched uranium fuel sales for the ROK's 
and Taiwan's reactors). A difficult bargaining situation is thus implicit in the 
U.S. relationship with its dependent pariahs, with both sides retaining some 
leverage despite the seeming massive asymmetries involved. While the United 
States can threaten to withdraw support if a pariah goes nuclear or even hints 
at doing so, the pariah can "proliferate" if its support is diminished, perhaps 
moving to overt testing or even to an enunciated "trip wire" or "massive 
retaliation" doctrine if its conventional means of defense are then left to 
wither. 

Some other aspects of this problem, in the realm of pure conjecture, are 
worth noting in connection with U.S. and Soviet policies. Some analysts have 
suggested that the United States should provide assistance regarding "fail- 
safe" technology (i.e., permissive-action links, etc.) to new nuclear states in 
order to reduce the chances of their accidentally initiating nuclear war.60 
Others, however, have begun to hint at contingency planning for joint U.S.- 
Soviet nuclear sanctions against states guilty of "first-use" of nuclear 
weapons.6' The pariahs would appear jointly to constitute the core of problem 
states potentially subject to such measures, all the more so as in each case 
(more so for Israel and South Africa) the USSR would not likely be very reluc- 
tant to join such an effort (India or Cuba, for example, would no doubt be dif- 
ferent stories). Such a prospect, however, might well drive one or another 
pariah to still more desperate contingency planning (clandestine suitcase in- 
sertion of atomic weapons in major powers' territories, for instance) if it felt 
that the superpowers together were bringing it to the brink of final checkmate. 

The United States, in short, faces some painful dilemmas regarding the 
pariahs. Some vital U.S. foreign policy interests (Arab oil, Nigerian oil, the 
China card) may come to clash head-on with U.S. nonproliferation goals. The 
recent impasse over arms to Pakistan may have previewed-or merely 
reinforced-the nature of a more widespread dilemma. For much of the re- 
mainder of the world, there is the question of whether continued belaboring of 
the pariahs in the UN and elsewhere will prove to be rational and prudent 
given the obvious implications for possible nuclear conflict, if not merely 
proliferation. 

60 This idea was earlier bruited by William Bader in The United States and the Spread of Nuclear 
Weapons (New York: Pegasus, 1968), pp. 109-10. 

61 See, for instance, Richard Garwin, "Declaratory Posture for the Second Nuclear Regime," in 
Nuclear Weapons and World Politics, David C. Gompert, et al., eds. (New York: McGraw-Hill, 
1977), pp. 130-3 1. 
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