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On the basis of available information, we cannot determine with .
certainty the nature and origin of the event on 22 September 1979. The
conclusions reached in this meémorandum rest largely on circumstantial
evidence and on the assumption that there was a nuclear explosion.

This memorandum was prepared under the auspices of the Nationsl
Intelligence Officer for Nuclear Proliferation in response to a National
Security Council request. It was coordinated at the working level with

NFIB representatives in the Interagency Intelligence Working Group
on Nuclear Proliferation.

- ate




MORI DocID: 887921

. -" SW
—

APPROVED FOR RELEASE
DATE: JAN 2003 !

"

KEY JUDGMENTS




MORI DocID: 887921

APPROVED FOR RELEASE
DATE: JAN 2003

DISCUSSION

1. As requested by the Nationzl Security Couneil,
this assessment is based on the asumption that the
" event detected over a portion of the southern hemi-
sphere (see map on page 12) by optical sensors on &
Vela satellite at about 0100 GMT on 22 September
1979 was a nuclear explosion. Given the assumption

that a nuclear explosion occurred, the. purpose of this.

paper_ is to, estimate what countries may have been
- responsible for; or invelved in, the event.-l:l

2. Technical information and analyses suggest that:

~ An explosion was produced by a nuclear de-
vice detonated in the atmosphere near the
earth’s surface.

~ It had a yield équivalent to less than 3 kilotans,

-~ It took place within a broad ares, primatily

. oceans, that was generally cIoudy.':'

3. Various types of nuclear devices could have
vielded the equivalent of less than 3 kilotens of high
explosive. Such yields could have been obtained either
by careful design of a weapon with that vield, through
intentional reduction of yield of a higher yield device,
ar by partial failure of a higher vield device. In
practical terms, the testing of & nuclear device at sea
would not have needed to Involve more than two or
three ships or aircraft, including several dozen erew-
men and technicians. Equipped with apprapriste di-
agnostie instruments, they could have set up the test
within a few hours, detanated the device, obtained

required data within minules after the explosion, and .

dispersed “_rithin another few hours. I:]

4. In addition to the five countries that are ac

knowledged nuclear weapon states, we believe that
there are five other states that have in the 1970s
designed devices suitable for nuclear testing. Of these,
we believe that only Israel, India, and South Afeica
have recently had the fissile material as wefl as the
other components needed to fabricate nuclear explo-
sive devices. In contrast, Pakistan and Taiwan have
probably Jacked sufficient fissile material for even a
single nuclear explosive device. Several advanced non-

'See page 13 for an astestment by the Joint Atomic Energy
Intellizence Cammittee of all technical information received and

analyses performed to date. [:i

5
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nuclear-weapon states, such as West Germany, have
possessed both the materials and the technical exper-
tise; none of them, however, has had an incentive, on
balance, to develop nuclear weapans, much less to test
a device, Other states that might have nuclear ambi-
tions—such as Brazil, Argentina, and Irag—almost
certdinly lacked the fissile material and nonfissile
compénénls required to fabricate ar‘:éi_‘._ges_t_ nuelear
explosive devices. Neither Frante -mor China has
agreed to refrain from testing jin the atmosphere, but
they have recently had no knéwn technical or political
motivation to test clandestinely in the southern Indian -
or Atlantic Ocean” The Sovief Unjon would ave had

‘o assume inordinate political risks in its relations with -

the"United States to have'conducted a coveit nuclear
exploston in violatlon of the Limited Test Ban Treaty -

(LTBT) for any Dufpose.]:]

5. The Defense Intelligence Agency believes, how-
ever, that if an atmospheric test were in the technical
interest of the USSR, an anonymous test near an
unwitting proxy state such as Sonth Africa could have
provided an attractive evasion method. The Depart-
ment of Energy belicves that, while the Soviets have
had the capability to test clandestinely, they have
recently had no technical reason or mativation ta de
so. The Department further speculates that such a test
could have been seen as serving Soviet political inter-

-ests by disrupting peace efforts and further polarizing

moderate elements in southern Africa.

6. An unintended firirg and near-surface detona-
tion of a nuclear weapon during a military exercise
could also have produced the signals that were de-
tected.! The multiple safety measures that would have
had to be negated, however, and the absence of any
known weapons carriers in the area on 22 September
wauld have made such an event quite unlikely. The
explosion of a nuclear weapon aboard a weapons
tarrier would have been even less likely, because the
vield of an accidental detonation almost certainly
would not have been sufficient to preduce the de-
lected signals, Moreover, no nuclear weapons carriers
are known to have been missing and no associated

*The possibility ratsed in public speculations that a reactor
nceident might hava caused the signals that were delocted edh be
completely ruled cut on technical grounds.
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it is very unlikely that any known subnational entity
could have conducted a nuclear explosion or would
have been motivated to do s0.° So the following
assessment eonsiders the capabilities and motivations
of only those five “non-nuclear-weapon states™ that
might have attempted to test secretly in a remote
acean area of the southern hemisphere during Septem-

ber 1978, :‘

A Secret Test by South Africas?

suspenided preparations to test. Strong US pressure and
other international reactions appeared to have de-

The setback probably compelled Vorster and the key
officials in the nuclear wespons program to review
their whole approach toward weapons development
and testing. Statements made by the Vorster govern-
ment at that time did not permanently foreclose
future options for testing. Rather than completely
stopping their weapons program, the South Africans
could then have decided to prepare for a future
nuclear test more securely. In any case nuclear testipg
was almost certainly not feasible until late 1978 at the
earliest, when sufficient quantities of highly enriched
uranium could have been expected to become avail-
able. In short, the Vorster administéation may well
have deferred any decisions on whether or when to
test.

9. Botha's Policy. Arguments that nuclear testing
could make an important contribution to technical
confidence in and, to the extent it was disclosed,

3 See SNIE 6-78, Likelthood of Attempted Acquisition of Nuclear
Weapons or Malerltals by Foretgn Terrorist Groum for Use Against
* the United Steles (especially the section on “AcquBtition and

foreign respect for South Africa’s military strength In
all likelihood would have resonated with Prime Minis-
ter Botha and ather South African officials. Batha had
overseen a substantial buildup of South Africa’s de-
fense forces in the late 1960s and 18705, following a
decision in the early 1960s to achieve self-sufficiency.
in arms. Because of his personal convictions as well as
his official responsibilities, he has advocated more
than any other Cabinet officer the military compo-
nents of South Africa’s strategy for coplng with pos-
sible external threats. He has regarded the West as
unwilling to support South Africa against .foreign
threats that he has perceived to be growing, Moreover,
he has probably sympathized-with views that nuclear
weapons might ultimately? be needed. However, he
prabably has not foreséen any imminent military
requirement for nuclear weapons or any political
advantages to disclosing parlicular elements of South
Africa's muclear weapons capabilities at this time.
Nevertheless, lie may have been persuaded that unde-
clared but undenied nuclear weapons would have an
important psychologzcal deterrent effect-that Sonth
Africa- could better achieve through teslmg. Lh’

flected South Africa at least temporarily from testing. .

LI. If P. W, Botha had decided in favor of a nuclear
test, he would have evaluated alternative options for
conducting it in terms of their expected effectiveness,
risks, and costs. To minimize adverse foreign reactions,
he would have had to assess both the chances and the
consequences of discovery. While an atmespherie test
over. unfrequented. international , waters presumab]y
would have been seen to entall some risk of being
found in violation of the anted Test Ban Treaty, to
which South Africa is a party, it also would have
offered a  relatively quick, safe, and easy way for South
Aftican weapons designers, to prove a nuclear device
without creating unambiguous evidence that South
Africa was responsible for a nuclear explosion. In
contrast,in dtmospheric or underground test in South

S Exploitation of Nuclear Weapans™), 12 December 1978:|Afnca probably would have entailed higher risks of

SE}RET
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gence because it probably would have required sitel} i
preparations and left tangible indications of a nucledi*
explosion? Botha’s security advisers might have warnid
him that, if South Africa were discovered to haii;a'
ST violated the 'LTBT, it might suffer more - serious
vt sanctions than if it tested underground. On the dther -
hand, they would have raised the possibility of another °
international uprear and more serious threats if new
underground test preparations were detected, and the'
likelthood of mare serious sanctions if South Africa
proceeded to test under such ‘circumstances. Thuds"
\ Botha probably would have decided to minimize the
risks of prier detection and certain attribution by’
testing secretly at sea rather than within South Alfrica.

12. As'Defense Minister since 1966, P. W. Botha
very likely supported the development of a nuelear
weapons program, including military preparations for
nuclear testing. As Prime Minister, Botha has retained
the Defense portfolio and has continued to keep closer
counsel with senior military officers than with ather
government officials,. We have no specific evidence -
that senior military officers perceive any imminent, or

an eventually important, role for puclear weamns‘,| [
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18. In September 1979 some special security meas-
ures were put into effect which indicate’ that cectain
elements of the South African Navy were exercising or. .
on alert on 22 Septémber. The harbor and naval base
at Simonstown were declared, in a public announce-
ment on 23 August, to be off limits for the period
17-23 September, The US defense attache gathered
from several reliable sources that harbor defense
exercises took place there during this period.* Athough
such a closure might not be required for a nuclear test
at sea, it could have screened sensitive toading or
unloading operations as well as ship movements. Als3;
the Saldanha naval facility, which includes a naval
search-and-rescue unit, was suddenly placed on alert
for the .period 21-23, September, The alért was n§_t:':

" publicly announced, ne explanation for it was given to

.naval personnel, and no activity was observed in ai

around the port. While the Saldanha naval alert
appears unusual, we are unable to state with confi-
dence whether such an alert has ever happened

before. Furthermore; at the same time, General

Malan, Chief of South Africa’s Defense Force, was re:-
ported to be touring South America, when he might
have been expected to be in South Africa or at the test

observation point during such an imgortant eveﬁ_t.D

19. Prime Minister Botha has avoided public com-
ment on the issue sinee the US disclosure of the Vela
indications, However, on 25 Seplember—three days
after the nuclear event—he told a provincial congress
of the ruling National Party that “South Africa’s
enemies ‘might find out we have military weapons
they do not know about” His enigmatic’ remark
prompted speculation in the South African press that
he had urideclared nuclear weapons in mind.

* The US defense attache's report played down the signifieance of
the Simonstown closure, noting that it was n regular practice linked

to integnal defence, |:|

20. On 24 October—before the US disclosures of
the technical indications of a test—the Prime Minister,
addressing an anniversary dinner attended by past and
present members of the AEB as well as members of
the local diplomatic corps, reportedly paid tribute to
the South African huclear scientists who had besn
engaged in secret work of a strategic natire. He
reportedly said that, for security reasons, their names
could not be mentioned and that they would never
gain the recognition in South Africa ar abread that

they deserved.':l s - )

2Y. South African Responses o Nuclear Test '
Atlegations. South African official commentary since
the United States disclosed the Vela indications of a
nuclear event have been consistent with Pretoria's
longstanding practice of cloaking its nuclear intentions
in ambiguity—intimating 2 weapons capability with-
out saying anything that would prove a case for
tightening international sanctions against South Africa.

22. Only one official has categorically denied South
Africa’s- involvement. On 26 Octaber, immediately
following the announcement in Washington of the
Vela indications, Jacobus de Villiers, President_of
South Africa’s Atomic Energy Board, told the Dress,
“If there was anything of -the sort, my first reaction
would be that some other power might have under-
taken a test, but it was definitely not South Africa.”
De Villiers, who had been directly involved in’weap-
ons design work at the Pelindaba nuclear research
center before his promation to President of the AEB in
July 1979, almast certainly would be witting if South
Africa had conducted a test explosion—and prepared
to parry press queries If such a test were detected. On
& November, De Villiers issued a report of periedic
atmospheric samplings that had been conducted by
the AEB; the report concluded, “It is considered most
unlikely that an atmespheric nuclear test has recently
been conducted in this region.”

23. On 25 October the Commander of the South
African Navy made allegations we believe to be fake
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ear submarine had been in the
vicinity of the Cape in late September, implicitly
denying that the South African Navy was. involved in a
nuelear test conducted at sea.

24. Foreign Minister Roelof Botha's public state-
ments have been especially ambiguous, For instance,
on 25 October he ridiculed speculation that South
Africa had conducted a nuclear explosion, but also
declined under questioning to say uneguivocally that
South Africa had not done so and that it did not intend
to acquire nuclear weapons. On 6 November the
Foreign Minister, in a discourse on South Afriea’s
foreign policy presented to all the foreign ambassadors

- in Pretoria, sald he was dismayed by allegations in the '

UN General Assembly that South Africa had violated
the Limited ‘Test Ban Treaty, and distributed the AEB
report on atmospheric samplings as evidence to the
tontrary. But he did not take the opportunity to deny
that South Africa had a nuclear weapons program| ]

A Secret Test by irael”

! Beyond this, the Israelis might |
avé conceivaply fore

; seen needs for more advanced | -
weapons, such as low-yield nuclear weapons that could -3
be used on the battlefield. Or they might have consid-
ered desirable a small ‘tactical nuclear warhead for
Erael’s shott-range Lance surface-to-surface missiles. B
Isvaeli strategists might even have been interested in
developing the fission trigger for a thermonuclear
weapon. i they were to have developed relisble .
nuclear devices for any of these weapons without
acvess to tested designs, moreover, Isragli nuclear’

:weapons designers would probably have wanted to test
“prototypes. A low-yield nuclear test conducted lan:

destinely at sea could have enabled them o make
basie measurements of the device's performande, -

27. However, Israeli autherlties could not havd
ignored inevitable security risks. The dangers of being
discovered would have posed for them serious Labili-
ties, particularly an adverse US reaction, ‘which could -
damage the special relationship between Tel Aviv and
Washington. The Israelis also would have had to take

. account of possible Soviet reactions, including stepped-
. up military assistance to Arab states, the likelthood of

serious damage to the peace treaty with Egypt, and ar
erosion of support among traditionally friendly West
European states. The Department of Energy believes
that for Israel to explode a device. off South Alrica’s
shore and allow South Africa to take the blame is not
consistent with Israel’s poliey or attitude toward Pre-

28. In short, Israel may well have had requirements
to test that have been in conflict with jts basic policy
of. avoiding any overt demonstration of a nuclear
capability. We believe this policy has been very
important to Israel, and we doubt that its incentives to
test would have been sufficient to overcome jts disin-
centives as long as the leadership perceived any
substantial probability of unambiguous atiribution to
Israel. However, this consideration would nat have
ruled out the possibility of a clandestine test conducted
in a remote ocean area, Indeed, of all the couniries
which might have been responsible for the 99 Septem-
ber event, Israel would probably have been the only
one for which a clandestine approach would have

been virtually. its only option. |:J
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29. 1t the South Africans had considered testing
Israeli designs in exchange for Tsraeli technical assist.
ance, the benefits of cooperation would have been
carefully weighed by both parties against the security
risks inherent in such joint operations, On the one
. hand, the Israelis would have caleulated that South
. Africa, as a pariah state in need of reliable friends,
would have had every reason to preserve security and ,
to remain silent in the face of inevitable speculation .
about its complicity with Tel Aviv. The Israelis also
could have counted as a high probability that responsi- . )
bility for any nuclear test in the area under investiga- .
tion would be attributed 10 South Africa. On the other
hand, unless the Israelis had offered advanced weap-
ons technology, South African weapons developers
would probably have preferred to test their own
design before incurring security risks in testing a
foreign design, The Defonse Intelligence Agency be-
lieves that South Africa would -probably have had
enough confidence in Israeli security to consider con- )
ducting a joint test.

¢ -30. Ysraelis have not only participated in certain
South African nuclear research achivities over the Yast
few years, but they have also offered and teansferred
various sorts of advanced nonnuclear weapons tech-
nology to South Africa. So clandestine arrangements
between South Africa and Israel for joint testing
operations might have been negotiable, :‘
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89. The Bureau of Intelligence and Research, De-
partment of State, believés that, while South Africa is
in all probability embarked on a nuclear weapons
. program, has by this time acquired sufficlent fissile
" material for the fabrication of several nuclear devices,

: and -may be willlng to take the risks of testing
eventuglly, there are sufficient political motivations to, -
deter the Bitha goveinment from undue provocation

. of international criticism at this time.. The arguments
which the United States and other Western powers
’ - advanced to deter South Africa from proceeding with
- construction operations at the"Kalahari site are still
<+ valid: unless South Africa 48 willing to relinquish a
clandestine as well as overt nuelear weapons option, its
access to Western technology and uranium enrichment
services might be terminated,

.

40. State/INR differs particularly with the premise
that Prime Minister Bothas government has been
more ready than its predecessors to develop nuclear
weapons, It points out that all South African govern-
ments have sought this option, but that unti} recently
South Africa lacked the relevant technology and fissile
material. Even now, the political consteaints would
outweigh technical incentives in Soith Africa’s calcy-.
latiofis, ‘and therefore it is unlikely that South Africa

“elected to test a nucléar device:;The ambiguity that
surrounds South Africa’s nucléar sitdation has pro-
vided it with'substantially the same benefits— withaut
the opprobrium—as F it had in fact tested. Elusiveness
serves South Africa best at this juncture, and is in line
with its previous behavior—neither to confirm nor to
deny allegations about its nuclear-weapons-related ac-
tivities.I:l :

41 In sum, State/INR finds the arguments that
South Africa conducted a:nuclear- test on 22 Septem-

. ber. inconclusive, even though, if a nuclear explosion

* ‘occurret] on that date, South Africa is the most likely
candidate for responsibility. -

42. The Defense Intelligence Agency beliaves that
38. The purposes in conducting a test at fea under  the available evidence Is insufficient to estimate how

cover of clouds and darkness would have been to top South African officials have balanced the incen-

maximize pretest security and to reduce the presumed tives and disineentives regarding a nuclear test.r:]
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FOREWORD

. we cannot determine it
t.on.22 September 1979

~On the basis of available information
certainty the nature and orizin of the even

This memorandum was prepared under the auspices of the National
Intelligence Officer for Nuclear Proliferation in response to a National
Security Council request. It was coordinated at the waking level with
NFIB representatives in the Interagency Intelligence Working Group
on Nuclear Proliferation. ‘
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DISCUSSION
1. As requested by the National Security Couneil, -
- Ahis assessment is bse o0 the assumption that the
- event detocted aver g portion of the southiorn heni-
sphere (see map on page 13) by oplical semsors ana -
" Vela satellite at about ¢100 GMT on 22 September
1979 was a nuclear explosion. Given the ussimption
that a nuclear explosion occurred, thia purpose of this
piper is to estimate what countries may have heen
responsible for, or fnvolved in. the event] '

2. Technical information and analyses suggest that:

— An explosion was produced by a nuclear de
o vice detonated in the atmasphere near the
« earih's surface, . .. .

—~Ithada yie;J eauivalent to jes than 3 kifutons,

— It ook place within a broad urea, primarily

oceans, that was  zenerally cloudy 3. The Defonse Intelligence Ateney belivves, e

3. Various types of nuélear deviees cotild have  ever. (hat il an stmosphieric st were jn the toelival
vielded the cquivalent of s thas 3 kilotens of hiels interest of e USSR Hanunymos et gear g
explusive. Sueh yields could hyve been abtaited either unwitling provy styie such ay Somb Africa coeled Loy ge
by careful design of 4 wespon with that yvield, theoud provided an atteadive evasion auetliod, The-Dupart-
intentional reduclion of yield of 4 higher yivld device,  ment o Envray Indioves that. while . the
of Oy partial failure of a higher yield device, in  had the c:uuhilit}'" te test cf.ir'idt-é[i uly,
practical termns, the lesting of a nuclear devies atfea  recently hud no technica) reqion or
would nnt have nevded to involve more than two ar 0. The Department

. three shipsior aircraft ncludin ‘ d
_meﬁ"and,te‘:: Tans. Eauis

firingand near-sirface detona-
apon dhiring a_military Cvereise
citld ulsﬁ"“h.:\i.-";[)r(ﬂf}i't' w signals that wpre ™
= tected . The multiple sqf, =mewsnres. that wendd huve
hadl to be negyted, liowever, znd the abswnde of any g
RONKE. weapions casrives inn the ared an 22 September -
whith] have mude suctiEi fvent “quite unlikely. The .
splision 57 4 nuclear. Weapon abard g wedpons,
= & en'fess fike brecalis e
(@@nﬁth&*uﬁﬂﬁ%t-" iy -
whd ot hve been s lrdane tiproduen the s
tectd signais. Mourem £ -li-.i;r_wmﬁmvmr;

3

_hnl:’rf,_d’éganitkdllhé gt
data within minutes-afier
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search-and-rescite opérations have beon noted. Finally.” foreign respect for South Africa’s miilitary st
“litis ﬂverf}:}iglikoly that any l;nmk:q},‘.fubvguti.unal entity y i
T couid haveZesnducted a nuclear explosion or would -
have  been” mativated o do 02 So the following

assessment comsiclers the capabilities and motivations
of only thesé five “non-nucleue-weapon states™ that
-, might -huve ‘attempted ‘to.test secrétly.in & remuote

st 7 oceanares of thé"mmhqrqh‘lﬂ‘i?t'h“fi_"_ri_.fl’l_ring':‘-gp;éq-..a;;.
. ‘“" I‘ : —.' !‘.r‘IQTQ . W -_. PR Tt

A Secrat To.;sf'fa‘y}“‘:':oath Africa

8 in late 1977 the Vorster government apparently

suspended prepzrations to test. Strong 1S pressure and

athee fnternational reuctions’ appesred to have (e

Hected Suth Africa at ! st temporarily from testing.

The sethuck probally cumpelled Vorster and the key

officials in the nuclear weapons Program o review:
it whelp anpgoach-dewi

} .

9. Botha's Palicy. Arsuments that nuclear testing
could make an important contribution W technical
confidence in and, (o the extent it was disclosedd,

-“all likelihood would have resonated with Prime \inis.
ter Botha and other Soith African officials, Botha-had
overseen a substantia) buildup of South Africa’s de-
fense forces in the late 19605 and 1970« following 2™ -

rength

decision in the early 1360 t0 achieve sell-suffiviency
in-arms, Because of his personal caivictions as well as

. his _affisial responsibilitres, he has -advocated migre
" than any othsr Cabinet officer the military compo-

nents of South Africa's strategy for coping with_pos.
sible external threats. He hus regurded the West us
unwilling to suppart South Africa aguing fursiu,
threals that he has perceived 1o be grawing. Moreover,
he has probably sympathized with views that nuclear
weapons might ultimately be needed. However, he
probably has nny foreseen any imminent military
requiremnent for nuclear: weapons' or any plitical
advamtages to disclosing particulur elements of South

Alrica’s nuckar ‘weapens _ apabilitios at’ this tip.e.’

Nevertheless, e may have boen gersuaded that undes-.
clired but undenied nuehear weapans would have an . .
[ important- psychalogical delerrent, efféet that South ™

“Africa could better achieve thraugh testi

1. If P. W, Botha had decided in favor of 2 nuclear

test. he would have evaluated alternative options for

conducling it in terfns of their expected effectiveness,
risks, and vosts. To minimize adverse forcign reactions,
he would have had to assess bath the chances and the
consequences of discovery, Whilean atmospheric test
over unfrequented international waters presumally
would have been seen to entajl same, risk of heing
found in viclation of the Limited Test Ran Trealy, to
which South Africa is a party, it also would have
offered a relatively quick, safe. and eusy way for South
African weapons designers to prove 4 nuclrar device
without creating unambiguous evidence thai South
Africa was respansilile for o nuclear explusion. In
cuntrast, an atmospheric ar underzronnd tey in Sauth
Africa probubly would have entailed higher risks of

—
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. prior detection and ultimute proof by - foreien intoili. -
i gence because it probably would have required -jte
' preparaticns and left tangible-indications of 3 nuclear

‘esplusion. Botha's fecurity advisers might have warped
him that, if Sonth Africa were discovered 0 }ave
violated. the' LTBT. @t miht suffer moge -setions

. Sanctions than if it tested underround, Gn the ¢ther.

“hand. they would have raised the vossibility of wnether
infernational upruar and more serigus threats if ey
undergraund test prepurations were detected. und the -
likelthood of tere serious sanctions if Soith & fricy
proceeded 1o test under such circumstances. - Thus,
Botha prabably would have decided to mititnize the |
risks of prior detectivn and certain altribition by

testing secreily at sea rather than within South africa
L

12. As Defense Minister since 1966, P. W, ‘Botha
very likely supported the development uf 2 nucleas
wedpons progr.m, including militury preparations fur
nuclear testing. As Prime. Minster, Bothi has ré{u:’nvd' ‘
the Defense partfalio and hus cnntinued o kevp chner -
connse] with sénior nilitary officers than with ather

government officials. We have no specific_evidence
that senjor militury officers percelve any imminent. 5
an eventually irmportant, role for nuciear wespon
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18. In Septimber 1979 snme?.peEia]’se?uriiv mes-
ures were put into- effect which indicate that certurn
elements of the South African Navy were exwreising ur
on alert on 22 September, The harbor and naval base <
S, At Simoustown 'were declared, in a_public anpdunce. *
T 7 7 menton 33 August, ‘to be off limits for the period
© 17-23 September, ‘The US defense attache gathered
_from several reliable sources that harbor defense
- eaercises took place there during this period.s Athough
such a ciosure might not be required for a nuclear test
at sea. it could have screened sensitive leading or
unloading operations as well as ship movements. Also,
the Saldanha naval facility, which includes a naval
search-and-rescue unit, was suddenly placed on alery
for the period 21-25 September. The alert was not
publicly announced, no explanation for it was given to
nuval persatinel, and no activity wis abserved in or
around the part. While the Saldunha naval ulert
appears anusual, we are unable to state with confi-
dence whether such an alent has ever happencd
before.  Furthermore, at the same ‘time, General
Malen, Chief of Suntiy Africa’s Deferse Furce, was ro-
portend 1o be tonrine Sout America, when he might
have been espeeted 1o be in South Africa or ot the tti

observation paint during such an important event

19. Prime Minister Botha has avoided publie com-
ment on the issue since the US disclosure of the Vely
Indications. However, on 23 September—three duys

of the ruling Natianaj Party - that “South Africa’s.
enemies might find out we have military weapans
they "do noet’ know about.” His enigmatic remark
prompted speculation in the Sauth African press that
he had undeclared puclear iweanons in mind]

B S L o e R g

after the nuclear event—he told a provincial congres ’

the local diplomatic corps. reportedly paid tribute to
the South African . nuclear ‘scientists who had been
engaged in secret work of a strategic nalure, He
reportedly said that, for security reasons, their namus
could ant be mentioned and that they. wuuld never
wdin the recognition in South Africa or alroad that
they deserved '

2L South "African Responses to Nuclear Test

Allegations. Soith African of ficial commentary since
the United States disclosed the Vely inclications of a
nuclear “event have been consistent with Pretaria’s
longstaudiog practice of cioaking its nucléar intentions
in ambignity—intimating o weapons capability with-
-out saying amthing that wonld prove a2 egee for

|'|iiu-nim: internationul sanctions against South Al

22, Only one official has categorically denied South

Africa’s involvement, On 26 Octaber, immediately”

follawing the ‘announcement in Washington af the
Vela indicatinns, Jacobus de Villiers, President of
Sauth Africa’s Atomic Energy Baurd, told the press,
I there was-anything of the sorl, my first Teaction
would be that some other pawer mnight have wnder.

taken a test, but it was definitely not South Africa™

De Villiers, who had been direetly involved g weap-
ons desien work at the Pelindaba nuclear research
center before his promotion to President of the AEB in
July 1978, almost certainly would be witting if South

© Alrica hud conducted 3 test explosion--arid prepared

- lo parry press queries if such a test were detected, On
6 November, De Villiers issued g report of periodie
atmaspherie samplings that had been conducted by
the AEB: the report conclude . “IUis considered most

unlikely that an atmespheric nuete: 1 has recently
been conducted in this reginn.ﬁ

23, On 25 October the Comumander of the Sonth
Africar Navy made ailegations we believe (o be false

Iy
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20. On 2¢ October—before the US disclusures of |

the technical indications of a-test—the Prime Minster, . .
addressing an znniversary dinner attendeid by pastand : ¥
present members of the AEB s well-as’ members.of

re
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& that a Soviet  puclear subma;mé;had been in’ th Heyond, this, the Israel mig
?3-; ;. vicinity of thel Cape in fate Segtember, “imp it  Turescen riecds for innre advancyd
g < denying that the South African Navy wg involv, -eqpon;;'such:iglnw-yie!_d nuclear weapans thit could o
W " nuclear test conducted at sez) " beusedon the Lattlefield. Of they might have wonsid-
aq : . »ered desirable a small tactical nuelear .
a5 M. Foreizn Miuister Roelof Botha's public state- l"'d! ?’h,'!»'-’. m..l : c.."f_ clear “,;rhf.:d:for
g o ially ambi For instansa i Israels s lort-range’ Larice furtuce-to-surface missiles.
3 - ments have been especially ambiguous, ‘Tor instance li stritegists. micht evén have bo | s
= Petyng e ; : strategists. might even have beiy interested in
& on 25 Ociober he_ridiculed speeulation that Souh | S o T el
58 ) : - o veoping -the fission: tricger for g thermontclear”
% Africa had cunducted 2 nuclear explosion, but als3 . HeVex : nl R o
& gt S . weapon® (f they were (o have develuped reliable
= declined under Questioning 1o say unequivocally that.. nuclear devices fof any of these weq s withaut
o . South Africa irad aot done s pnd that it did not intend ' >

.
-

A . o access to tested desicns, mor, wer, Isrueli 2
lo acquire nuclear weapons, On 6 November the . oo i cover. lsraell nuclear
. L . ) . fieats  Weunons designers would probably have wanted to test
Foreign Minister, jn 2 discourse on South Africa's . Ty o S -
forei licy presented to all the forgien mbassadoss  0TOWDEs. A Tow-yiell nuclear test cunuucled chg-
. foreign pulicy Dresen 0a oreign a TS destinely at sea agul have enabiled them to muke
in Pretoria, suid he was dismayed by allemations in the basic mézsurements of the device’s perfurma
UN General Assembly that Seuth Africa had violated ‘ 7
the Limited Test Ban Treaty. and distributed the AEBR . ‘
report on almespheric samplings as-evidence to the : - 27, However, lsracli autharities could nol have
contrary. But heé did not tuke the opportunity to denv - ignored inevitable sevarity risks. The dungers of heiig
that South Africa had o nuclear weapons program

t i

A Seér‘;ef Test b lsraef

O R e

s particularly an ddvers 8 seuction, which conld
ve the special riclationship betiveen Tel Aviv and
dshitizton, The beselis also would have hud to take
“decount of. possible Soviel reuctions, inchuding teppuwd-
. military assistance to Arab states, the likelikond of

L

erosion of support among traditionally fricndl, West
Zuropean states, The Depurtment of Eneruy believes
that far Ieael to explode o device off Snnth Afriens
shere and sitaw South Africa to take the hlame is not
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28. Inshort, Isrzel may well have had requirements
‘toctest that have been in eonflict with its hasic policy
-of avaiding any overt. demanstration: of 4 nuelear
_c:_uiahiliu-: We believe this palicy s ‘been very
important ta Israel, and we doubt thyt its incentives tn
test weould have besp sufficient_to overenme its disin-
centives as long as the leadership peresived any
substantial probubility of unambiguous attribution to
Istael. However, this eonsideration would net have
ruled oyt the pessibility of 2 clindestine test conducted
in a remcte acean ares, Indeed, of all the countrips
which might huve been responsible for the 22 Septem-
ber event, Israel wauld probably have been the only
une for which a clindestine approach wonld have
been virtually its only aplinn
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serivus damaye to the peace treaty with Euypt, and us .

consistent with Israel's policy ar. attitisde toward Pre.

discovered would have posed {nr them serious liubili-

.
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.. A Secret :l'es}_g'l;y__South Africa and isrcol oo

29. H the South Alricans had considered -testing
Israeli desigin o exchange for Iraeli techmival ussi
ance. the benefits of enoperation woukl have been
carefully weivned by beth barties aguinat the seeiirity .
riske inherent in such juint operations. On the ane
hand. the Israelis wonld. have caleulated that South
Africa. as a p:'arui_lf tate in need of reliuble friends,
- wotid tuve had every reason to preserve seenrity ynd
to_remain «ilent in the fuce of inevitable speculation
about ds compli with Tel Aviv. The Israelis also
could luve connted as 4 high probubility that responsi-
bility for any’ nuchear 2t in the sreg under investip:
tion wonld be attribazted tn South Africa, Qo the ather
hand, unles the Jraedis had offered advanced weap-
ons techaoly, South African weapons develupers
wonld probably hase prefecced 0 test their own
design betore incurring ‘weurity risks in testing, 2
fureiun desiun. The Deferse Intellivence Axeney Ine
lieves that Svuth Afriv, would probablv have. hud
enough conlidence in Isriel security to cuinider con-
diaéting a joint test ) ‘ : -7

5ta

30 “tsraelis have a0t anly participated in certain
South African nuclear research activities over the st
few years, bnt they have also olfered and transferred
“vatrious serts of ardvanced avannelear weapons tech-
‘noogy to South Africa, So clandestine arrancements
between Sauth Africa and Tsrael for_ioint st
operations mivkt hove baen neqotiab!e.-
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- partinent of State, believes . while St Al

Il probabibly embarked un o tselea
fe - I T L § - cadis «;‘-'4
ram. has.by this time zcauired sufi; il Fisi
. - A o e L s T Sy,
erial for the fabrication of several anclear Joiios,
zand “may be willing to take the risks -of Jtosting )
esentnally | there are suificient political nutisatiogs o v
deter the [tha wovernment frons amdue provecation .
of internationad criticism at this time The arguments .
which the United Stutes aml. other Western powers -
advanced to deter South Africa from preceding with
comstrnction apetations at the Ralaburri site sire still
valith “unkess South Afsicn is w Mling te rrlinm.ish a
anedetine as well asovert nnelear weapin <o, jis
e to Wealern techanogy and airaninm enrichaent
services mught I term.aatil N

FI40 Sate INR Gilfers particularly with the 1
‘"llut_' Erime Minsster Beotha's rovestanent fu” Levn 3
’ kiuhiu-'rmm’y than i predecewors tn tlevedugy nucliar
weapons It points or* thae afl South Abritun govern.
ments have soucht this aption, but that until recently
Soutls Africa laeed the relevan: tchaolmey apd ficsitee
material. FEven now. the political catistraints wonld
aiitweigh teehnical incentives in South Africa’s calen.
Vatweanrs, and therefore it iy unlikely that South Africa
 tletted 1o tat a nuckar device The ambuily that
[~surrannds. Suuth Africa’s prclar sitiztion has nra.”
ided] it with subrtantially; the some benelity. < wtho.. -5
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-South Afriea conducted aniclear S0 en 22 Seplomes =
et inconclusive, even thitugh, 4k e nuclear expioidiy - -+ -

occirred on that date, Sanih Afric
" candicite for responubility;
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.55 The mlrposésm cnndicti

_ cunduc wnder  the availible evidence i insuflicient to estimatd i
cover of wlauds and ‘darkness wnuld have heen to top Seuth African officiuls huve-bulaneed the jncen-

maximize gretest seciirity nd toredisce'the prsumed © tivesand disigeentivis requrding 3 tiselrar-fest

0% 3 test at sea






