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n September 14, 2002, before the General As-

sembly of the United Nations, Felipe Perez

Roque, the Cuban Minister of Foreign Affairs in
New York announced,

“as a signal of the clear political will of the Cuban gov-
ernment and its commitment to an effective disarma-
ment process that ensures world peace, our country has
decided to adhere to the Treaty on the Non-prolifera-
tion of Nuclear Weapons (NPT). In doing so, we reaf-
firm our hope that all nuclear weapons will be totally
eliminated under strict international verification.”?

With that statement, Cuba ended three decades of
intransigence toward the international nuclear nonpro-
liferation regime. Worldwide, only three countries with
significant nuclear activities—Israel, India, and Pak-
istan—now remain outside the NPT. Even after North
Korea’s apparent withdrawal from the treaty, the NPT—
with 188 states parties—is the most adhered to inter-
national agreement after the United Nations Charter and
the most widely adhered to multilateral arms control treaty.
Cuba also announced on September 17, 2002, in Vienna
before the IAEA General Conference its ratification of
the Treaty of Tlatelolco, which completes the process of
having all states in the region of Latin America and the
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Caribbean as members of the nuclear-weapon-free zone
in that region. The Cuban ratification makes Latin
America and the Caribbean, de facto, the world’s first
nuclear-free zone.

These announcements by Cuba have been very
warmly received by the international nonproliferation
community. IAEA Director-General Mohammed El-
Baradei welcomed the decisions, commenting, “With
Cuba’s intention to become a party to the NPT, we have
come a step closer to a universal nuclear non-prolifera-
tion regime.” He added that “the Tlatelolco Treaty pro-
vides a good model for other regional nuclear-free weapons
zones to follow...universal adherence of all countries in
regions having nuclear-free zone arrangements is impor-
tant to further strengthen the non-proliferation regime.”
The Russian Foreign Ministry commented, “we hope that
this decision will influence the position of other coun-
tries that still remain outside the obligations of this cor-
nerstone disarmament document.”™

But the decision to place its nuclear activities under
the purview of the NPT and the Treaty of Tlatelolco came
as a relative surprise to international nonproliferation
observers. For many years, Cuba had consistently rejected
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the NPT as discriminatory against non-nuclear states and
refused to ratify the Tlatelolco accord because of its acri-
monious relationship with the United States. Why has
Cuba chosen to make these significant decisions now?
Cuba’s nuclear ambitions appear to have narrowed sig-
nificantly since the decision to terminate its nuclear en-
ergy development program at the end of 2000.° In
weighing the perceived benefits from accession to the
nonproliferation accords, what can Cuba tangibly hope
to gain!

This article seeks to address the reasons Cuba has
made these decisions and why it has done so at this time.
It does so by explaining nonproliferation policy change
in Cuba by reference to changing foreign policy percep-
tions in the face of the growing use of unilateralist actions
by its chief rival, the United States. With the ending of
the Cold War, Cuba has been forced—as St. Teresa de Avila
said—to “make a virtue out of necessity.” Latin Ameri-
can essayist Maria Lopez Vigil comments,

Today, Cuba’s foreign security has ‘fallen.” Cuba has gone
from the warm protection of a bipolar world during the
Cold War to the inclemency of a unipolar world in which
it can no longer play its old game, while the United
States plays its game even more forcefully. This is the
most critical element of Cuba’s new situation, the one
conditioning all other changes.®

Cuba’s accession to international nonproliferation
agreements also serves as an indirect acquiescence to the
adoption and inculcation of long-held nonproliferation
norms and values. Moreover, it is a nonproliferation and
security policy model that openly acknowledges the
United States as a “hyperpower.” This approach perceives
an inherent instability generated by the hegemonic power,
the United States, that necessarily compels Cuba to seek
the security and stability of multilateral organizations, in
direct opposition to the United States at a time when it
openly eschews and only mechanically consults these
instruments as it confronts “terrorist threats.”” The
growing utility of multilateral instruments for small states
like Cuba is supported by other informed analyses that
suggest that,

Cuba’s accession to the NPT will also enhance non-
nuclear weapons states’ continued efforts to hold the
nuclear weapon states to their unequivocal undertak-
ing, given at the 2000 NPT Review Conference, to ac-
complish the total elimination of their nuclear arsenals
leading to nuclear disarmament.®

The Cuban position that the elimination of nuclear
weapons should be “under strict international veri-
fication” is in line with the principled position of the
majority of NPT states parties, including members of the
Movement of Non-Aligned countries.”

To place the Cuban decision into its proper context,
the article begins with an historical review of nuclear
activity in Cuba. It then examines the current decision-
making context and perceptions that have prompted the
recent nonproliferation policy responses by Cuba to the
post 9/11 surge of unilateral action on the part of the
United States. The article assesses the implications of
these decisions for U.S. policy toward Cuba and concludes
with a brief exposition of nuclear nonproliferation opportu-
nities and challenges in Cuba’s near future.

HistoricAL CONTEXT

Cuba occupies a unique place in nuclear nonproliferation
history by virtue of its role in bringing the world to the
brink of nuclear Armageddon during the October missile
crisis of 1962.1° That near-catastrophic event served as
the catalyst for the major universal and regional nuclear
disarmament agreements, the NPT and the Treaty of
Tlateloloco. The irony of those two agreements is that
Cuba was, for the most part, a non-party to them. This is
not to argue that the Republic of Cuba was or ever has
been a de facto nuclear proliferator, as it was a member in
good standing of the International Atomic Energy Agency
(IAEA), but it chose not to accede to either accord. Cuba
was one of only a few states to decide not to participate
actively in the efforts of the international community to
curb the spread of weapons of mass destruction. For example,
the Havana government was one of four countries in the
United Nations General Assembly to vote against the
resolution endorsing the NPT in June 1968.

The reasons for its opposition to the accord lie in its
contentious relationship with, and opprobrium by, its clos-
est neighbor, the United States. For a small state like Cuba,
this position was made possible by its relationship during
the Cold War with the former Soviet Union and the rela-
tive luxury of nonaggression guarantees by the United
States vis-a-vis Cuba. Cuba used its relationship with the
United States to justify its failure to sign the Treaty of
Tlatelolco as well. Cuba “repeatedly put forward condi-
tions for its accession to the treaty, including the cessa-
tion of persistent hostility from the United States in the
form of the economic embargo, a U.S. pledge to renounce
the use of military force against Cuba, and the end of port
visits of U.S. ships equipped with nuclear weapons to the
U.S. Naval Base at Guantanamo Bay.”!!

Unlike many small states—because of the economic
sanctions placed upon it by the United States—Cuba
could not count on external assistance in the form of
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investment and loans from international financial insti-
tutions, the international banking community, or the
international nuclear industry without a complete nor-
malization of relations with Washington. Cuba’s peaceful
nuclear ambitions could be satisfied through one and only
one channel, the Soviet Union. Cuba annually imported
13 million tons of oil from the Soviet Union under pref-
erential trade arrangements, but in light of the oil shocks
of the 1970s, it sought to insure itself against a potential
cutoff of supply by diversifying its energy production
capability. It signed a nuclear cooperation agreement with
the Soviet Union in 1979, and began in earnest to develop
a nuclear energy development program anchored by the
construction of a nuclear power reactor at Juragua in
Cienfuegos Province.

From the inception of its nuclear energy development
program in the 1970s, Cuba cooperated with the IAEA at
the behest of its Soviet sponsors. Before the collapse of
the Soviet Union, Cuba’s generally negative attitude
toward nonproliferation had the effect of undermining
the credibility of the Soviet position on these issues.'? In
fact, after Cuba’s opposition to the 1968 NPT resolution
in the United Nations, its unyielding stance on nonpro-
liferation was viewed as “the apple of discord in the gen-
erally amicable Cuban-Soviet relationship.”® At the
insistence of the Soviet Union, Cuba signed three safe-
guards agreements with the JAEA, which applied to all
nuclear facilities on the island, including the Juragua
nuclear power facility, a nuclear research reactor at the
Cuban Center for Applied Nuclear Energy Research, and
a zero-power reactor at Pedro Pi outside of Havana.'*

By the late 1980s, the generally intransigent Cuban
position on nonproliferation aroused suspicion in the
international press because of the “questionable” eco-
nomic value of placing a nuclear power reactor on the
island and the persistent murmuring in the Cuban exile
community in the United States about a more nefarious
rationale for such a dedicated nuclear program, that of
creating a nuclear weapons capability.’® Defectors from
the nuclear program issued statements regarding the
existence of secret laboratories and suspect safety prac-
tices at the nuclear reactor site.'® These denunciations
raised the interest of U.S. government officials and cul-
minated in a series of U.S. congressional hearings on the
Cuban nuclear program.!” U.S. concerns were also aroused
by Cuba’s growing cooperation with states of nonprolif-
eration concern. Between 1986 and 1992, the Cuban gov-
ernment signed nuclear cooperation agreements with
Argentina, Brazil, India, and Iran.”® Under the nuclear
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cooperation agreements, Cuba could ostensibly receive
technical information, training, and equipment for plant
operation, quality assurance, regulatory standards, radio-
logical safety, emergency preparedness, and accident pro-
cedures. The Argentine agreement was especially
important, as Argentina viewed Cuba as a potential ex-
port market for nuclear engineering services and compo-
nents, especially in the area of nuclear fuel fabrication.'

Interestingly, during the same period various U.S. gov-
ernment agencies and nuclear firms were openly cooper-
ating with Cuban nuclear officials on safety and
engineering aspects of the Juragua project. This coopera-
tion culminated in information exchange visits on nuclear
safety in 1988 between Cuban officials from the Secretaria
Ejecutiva de Asuntos Nucleares (SEAN) and representa-
tives of the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission and
Duke Power Company of North Carolina, with Cuban
officials visiting the MacGuire Nuclear Reactor outside
of Charlotte, and the Americans visiting the Cienfuegos
construction site.

Shortly after taking office in 1989, however, the
George H.W. Bush administration began an effort to
tighten the existing embargo against Cuba and terminated
all official contact between Cuban and American officials
at any level, formal and informal, as it pertained to the
Cuban nuclear energy development program. This step
was taken despite an ongoing dialogue between officials
from the United States Nuclear Regulatory Commission,
the Department of State, and the Cuban government. All
interested parties concurred that the initiatives were
“clearly an opening that we should take advantage of.”?
But by 1991 the tenor of the U.S. policy, opposition from
anti-Castro groups, and negative press coverage had cre-
ated a public image for the Ceinfuegos project that warned
of the potential of a “Cuban Chernobyl” looming a mere
90 miles off the coast of Florida with a potential of plumes
of radiation streaming as far north as Washington, D.C.
There was also an open debate about the intent of the
Cuban nuclear energy development, with critics worry-
ing about the possible objective of a nuclear weapons
capability.?! Subsequently, further attempts to continue
the information exchanges were terminated as the State
Department refused to issue visas to nuclear officials from
Cuba to attend the annual meetings of the American
Nuclear Society and the World Association of Nuclear
Operators (WANO) in Chicago and Atlanta, respec-
tively.?

There is evidence of a pattern of misinformation ad-
vanced by Cuban American supporters of the Bush ad-



JONATHAN BENJAMIN-ALVARADO

ministration that focused on negative reporting of Cuba
and denunciations of most efforts to ameliorate relations
between the neighboring states, especially in this highly
sensitive area.” It was under this cloud of a suspect ratio-
nale for the nuclear project, of the loss of Soviet oil sup-
plies (following the collapse of the Soviet Union), and in
the midst of a catastrophic economic crisis that in the
September 1992 “State of the Revolution” address, Fidel
Castro proclaimed that Cuba was temporarily suspending
construction of the nuclear power reactor at Juragua.”* In
announcing the bitter and painful decision at that time,
Castro blamed the Russians for demanding $200 million
dollars to continue work on the project.”

Throughout the remainder of the 1990s, Cuba con-
tinued to pursue financing to complete the construction
of the nuclear energy reactor at Juragua. A feasibility study
conducted by the Italian engineering firm Ansaldo SpA
estimated the cost for completing the project at $800 mil-
lion dollars, but nuclear power experts contended that this
“unreleased” study most likely neglected to include opera-
tional safety and systems testing of the facility prior to
startup or, for that matter, eventual decommissioning
costs.?® During this period, Cuba and the Russian Federa-
tion concluded four nuclear cooperation agreements for
the completion of the project, with pledges of a transfer
of capital for the project. But in reality, Russia possessed
neither the economic wherewithal nor the physical abil-
ity to deliver on its promises. It appears that the agree-
ments were little more than shallow commitments on the
part of both parties to see the project through to its frui-
tion while fully cognizant that hope for the project was
slipping away with the passage of time. Three issues com-
pounded this dismal projection: the uncertainty of financ-
ing and technical assistance from Russia, pressure from
the United States regarding the looming “inherent” disas-
ter should the plant be completed, and the toll of the tropi-
cal environment on the “mothballed” facility.

First, during the initial stages of the construction,
Cuba relied almost exclusively on the Soviet Union for
all aspects of the project, including training and educa-
tion of personnel, technical advisors, technology and
materials, and financing. As construction proceeded, there
was discussion regarding the delivery and storage of
nuclear fuel and other radiological materials because the
Soviet Union did not possess the capability to transport
such material to Cuba. Moreover, after the Chernobyl
accident in 1986, there were design modifications to the
plant that pushed back the construction schedule and
raised the cost of the project. It was at this time that Cuba

began its discussions with third parties because of the
already collapsing Soviet economy and the uncertainty
and irregular delivery of construction materials and financ-
ing. By 1992, the Soviets had invested an estimated
$1 billion dollars into the project, but it remained only
60 to 70 percent complete.?

Second, during the 1990s, U.S. policy toward Cuba
openly called for the termination of the nuclear energy
development program and sought through legislation to
predicate the normalization of relations between Cuba and
the United States upon this termination. The United
States discouraged other countries from providing any
assistance to Cuba, except for nuclear safety purposes. The
United States preferred that construction never be com-
pleted, and insisted that Cuba sign either the NPT or the
Tlatelolco Treaty before it would consider reversing its
policy. Even after Cuba signed the Treaty of Tlatelolco in
1995, the United States insisted that Cuba ratify the
treaty before any policy change would be entertained.
The Cuban Democracy Act of 1992 (the Torricelli Act)
and the Cuban Liberty and Democratic Solidarity
(LIBERTAD) Act of 1996 (the Helms-Burton Act)
sought to specifically ban any assistance for the Cuban
nuclear program.

The language of this legislation stated that the United
States could apply economic sanctions against any Cuban
trading partner for violations of American law. Moreover,
this legislation included provisions requiring dollar-for-
dollar reduction of aid to any country providing nuclear
cooperation and assistance to the Cuban program.”’ Fur-
thermore, the law states that, “any resumption of efforts
by any independent state of the former Soviet Union to
make operational any nuclear facilities in Cuba...in view
of the threat to national security posed by the operation
of any nuclear facility...will be considered an act of
aggression which will be met with appropriate response
in order to maintain the security of the national borders
of the United States and the health and safety of the
American people.”® Ironically, this “threat” was used as
the basis for a U.S. funding of the construction of a nuclear
radiation detection network along the Florida Gulf Coast
in the late 1990s, even though there was no nuclear reac-
tor construction at that time in Cuba, nor was there any
indication of plans to resume activities to that end.’!

Complicating these requirements are the exemptions
of aid to the Russian Federation covered under the National
Defense Authorization Act of 1993 under the provisions
of Title XII—Cooperative Threat Reduction with States
of the former Soviet Union—which covered virtually all
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aspects of Russia’s nuclear activities. In essence, it left a
rather large loophole that allowed Russia to provide any
manner of nuclear assistance to Cuba or any other state
for that matter, for which the United States had no capa-
bility of stopping or even influencing. This was unaccept-
able to the opponents of the Castro regime, but they could
do little to change the situation, given the manner in
which a key part of the Helms-Burton Act was negated
by another key piece of U.S. legislation, in essence tying
the hands of U.S. administrations in the matter. *

In this situation, Cuba entertained any number of
prospective suitors in its efforts to complete the nuclear
program, and for a time after its signature of the Treaty of
Tlatelolco, it appeared that perhaps a Russian firm or some
other similarly interested company might be willing to
assist the Cuban nuclear power effort.”” Disappointingly,
however, Cuba found little real concrete interest in the
project but continued to seek investment. After much
deliberation, Cuban officials announced in December
2000 that “it makes no sense” for the country to continue
efforts to complete the plant, and officially ended the
18-year effort at Juragua to develop a nuclear energy
capability for the island.**

THE DEcisioN To SigN THE NPT

What were the changes in the Cuban foreign policy ap-
paratus that brought about the September 2002 decisions?
The evidence suggests that a significant shift in the over-
all trajectory of Cuba’s foreign policy was caused by the
changed global environment on two fronts. First, and
obviously, with the passing of Cold War subsidies and sup-
port from the Soviet bloc, Cuba had little choice but to
reach out to its regional neighbors and the rest of the world
for political and economic assistance. While the results
have been sufficient to keep the Cuban economy from
collapsing, it still suffers from economic privations. Some
are vestiges of historical development patterns (such as
its reliance on exporting primary agricultural products),
some are self-imposed limitations (reliance on inefficient
socialist production modalities), and others are externally
imposed restrictions (the enduring U.S. embargo).
These factors in part account for the second shift and
the need to breakout of Cold War posturing. The other
major change is that, with the end of the Cold War, Cuba
is truly independent for the first time in its modern his-
tory.” Its economic policy choices, diplomatic relation-
ships, and foreign policy instruments are now tacit
admissions that Cuba—Iike other small states—must
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account for the changing nature of the international sys-
tem and respond in a manner that will ensure its prosper-
ity, stability, and security. To accomplish these objectives,
Cuba has sought cover in the international community,
in its organizations, and through multilateral agreements
such as the NPT.

Cuban officials historically have offered two criticisms
against the nuclear nonproliferation regime and have used
them to justify its refusal to join prior to 2002. First, Cuba
continued to contend that the treaty was discriminatory
against non-nuclear weapon states, since nuclear weap-
ons states possessed a monopoly on the development of
weapons of mass destruction. Cuba said the treaty thus
effectively endorsed the position that nuclear weapons
were the “currency of power” on the globe.*® Second, Cuba
contended that the “good faith” promise in the NPT to
disarm had not been fulfilled by the nuclear weapon states
and had only been addressed reluctantly. Along these
lines, Cuba complained that the NPT and the nonprolif-
eration regime had almost exclusively addressed the ques-
tion of horizontal proliferation while paying scant
attention to the vertical proliferation of nuclear weap-
ons states, especially the United States and the former
Soviet Union.*

In the period since 1991, however, everything in Cuba
has changed. Maria Lopez Vigil comments:

On the new stage, the state continues to recite its
monologue, but a host of new actors (internal and ex-
ternal) has joined it, each with its own role, with inter-
ests that are partially in contradiction with those of
others...The system can no longer assume that the
script won't have to be rewritten somewhat.*®

This means that Cuba necessarily must elicit support and
assistance from a wider base than it had previously been
accustomed to, and would necessarily be compelled to
make changes in its foreign policy in order to reach those
objectives.

Two additional factors prompted the decision to sign
the NPT and ratify the Treaty of Tlatelolco: energy secu-
rity and the continued opprobrium of the United States
under the present George W. Bush administration. First,
energy security is crucial for Cuba. Cuba presently relies
on oil imports for nearly 60 percent of its energy supply.
While the island has increased its domestic oil produc-
tion dramatically since 1991, to where it now accounts
for more than 90 percent of the oil used for domestic
energy production, Cuba still devotes almost 40 percent
of all of its export earnings to importing oil.*” This expo-
sure and reliance on oil imports are compounded by the
fact that Cuba’s primary oil supplier, Venezuela, is in the
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throes of political upheaval and that the preferential trade
relationship that it currently enjoys could change with
little or no notice. While efforts to improve energy-
generating capacity and efficiency have been relatively
successful, Cuba remains quite vulnerable to the vagaries
of world oil market prices.

In the wake of the world oil shocks of the 1970s, the
initial decision to pursue a nuclear energy capability in
Cuba was taken precisely to address oil import depen-
dence. Efforts to develop a well-trained cadre of nuclear
officials (bureaucrats, scientists, and technicians) were
relatively successful. Even though the Juragua project has
been terminated, there remains a possibility that within
5 to 10 years the nuclear energy option may be revisited.
Cuban officials concerned about the future viability of
nuclear energy stated that the decisions to join the
Tlatelolco Treaty and the NPT were taken to “ensure
technical advancement and to facilitate exchanges with
the wider nuclear community.”® This view is entirely
consistent with overall Cuban thinking on nuclear energy
development. Fidel Castro Diaz-Balart, the former presi-
dent of Cuba’s nuclear agency comments, “Today, there is
a lot of public misunderstanding and misper-ceptions
about nuclear technology. People are hypersensitive to
nuclear technology and we all must help them with a cred-
ible and comprehensive educational initiative, to under-
stand that this technology, like all other technologies,
carries benefits and risks, and that mature ways have been
developed for weighing one against the other...How to
use nuclear technology will differ from one country to
another, depending on a nation’s need and priorities but
there is a need to ensure that the public receives appro-
priate information to make intelligent decisions about the
available options.”!

Cuba remains ever vigilant of the U.S. efforts to
impose, as it were, conditions on a normalization of rela-
tions between the two countries. From the Cuban view,
this has taken on an even more ominous tone in the
period since 9/11. Cuba’s Vice Minister for Foreign Affairs
Abelardo Moreno has said that the decision to ratify the
two nonproliferation agreements went beyond national
interest: “The decision safeguards the United Nations and
strengthens multilateral ideas, in contrast with the U.S.
hegemonic and war policy, which in effect impedes efforts
to prevent the development of nuclear weapons”; he
viewed the organization as a “pillar of multilateralism.”*
Minister of Foreign Affairs Felipe Perez Roque added,

If the US government unleashes a new war against Iraq,
either by imposing it on the Security Council or decid-

ing upon it unilaterally in opposition to international
public opinion, we will bear witness upon the emergence
of a century of unilateralism and the forced retirement
of the United Nations Organization.*

Jean DuPreez comments that

an interesting aspect of the Cuban Foreign Minister’s
statement is that the decision to ratify the Treaty of
Tlatelolco was taken despite the fact that the only
nuclear power in the Americas [referring to the United
States] pursues a policy of hostilit}f towards Cuba that
does not rule out the use of force.™

This statement refers to the undertakings by nuclear weap-
ons states parties to the NPT not to use or threaten to use
nuclear weapons against member states of nuclear-
weapon-free zones, in this case the parties to the Treaty of
Tlatelolco.

In early 2003, Cuban civil defense officials initiated
readiness procedures in response to the military prepara-
tions of the United States prior to the invasion of Iraqg,
while simultaneously further integrating its nonprolifera-
tion activities into the dense complex of international
organizations. As DuPreez noted, “This seems to imply
that Cuba does not wish to be included as part of those
states that are considered to be a threat to international
peace and security as in the case with Iraq.”® Moreover,
DuPreez’s statement appears to capture the prevailing
rationale of foreign policymakers in the current Bush
administration, especially in light of comments by senior
administration officials that members of the “Axis of Evil”
and rogue states may all be subject to U.S. preemptive
strikes against terrorist networks and those who would
support them. Clearly, because of its inclusion on the list
of “terrorist states,” Cuba could quickly become a target
of the Bush Doctrine. DuPreez concludes that “the tim-
ing of this decision, in light of [possible] military inter-
vention in Iraq and considered against the background of
allegations that Cuba has violated its obligations under
the BTWC [Biological and Toxin Weapons Convention],
could be an attempt by the Cuban government to be seen
as a responsible member of the international community
rather than another state posing a threat to international
peace and security.”#

In response to Bush administration charges in May
2002 of a “Cuban biological warfare research and devel-
opment effort,” a group of Americans (retired military
officials, nonproliferation specialists, and scientists) vis-
ited nine Cuban biotechnology facilities in October
2002.47 The trip report provided a detailed description of
key biotechnology, pharmaceutical, and genetics research
facilities on the island. Little evidence was found to sup-
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port the allegations of the U.S. government. Terrence Tay-
lor, a member of the delegation who served as a U.N. Spe-
cial Commission on Iraq (UNSCOM) commissioner and
inspector commented that “given the nature of the range
of international contacts and joint ventures, the relatively
open system, and the attitude and approach of the staff
and their work, it would be highly unlikely that there is
any work on biological weapons at any of the facilities
visited.”® Critics of the Bush allegations argued that the
lack of credible facts supporting Bolton’s comments “point
up again the mendaciousness of the State Department’s
efforts to describe Cuba as a terrorist state with hostile
intentions toward the United States.”” Logically and
unambiguously, Cuban policymakers have sought to incor-
porate the entirety of Cuba’s nuclear aspirations and
nonproliferation activities under the direction of the
international regimes.

CuBA’s NONPROLIFERATION FUTURE:
OPPORTUNITIES AND CHALLENGES

The challenge for Cuban energy development policy in
the 21st century is how to integrate efficiently and safely
the benefits of advanced technologies such as nuclear
energy into the public realm. This challenge is important
on two fronts. First, Cuba has invested vast resources into
the development of human capital in the area of nuclear
scientific and technological applications. This investment
was made with the intention of providing a platform of
core competencies in nuclear science and technology that
would increase Cuba’s domestic energy and scientific
capabilities. Second, Cuba already faces what may become
the norm for many countries in the coming decades:
uncertain and insecure sources of petroleum. Cuba has
openly sought to diversify its energy portfolio to become
less oil-dependent through the development of alterna-
tive energy sources such as solar, wind, biomass, and other
hybrid forms of energy generation. At the same time, con-
sidering the high initial cost of development for any of
these sources, Cuba has assiduously pursued the expan-
sion of its domestic oil production. But the long-term
viability of this policy option is debatable due to the poor
quality of oil, the lack of significant oil reserves, and the
high costs of exploration coupled with the significant capi-
tal requirements of importing oil to fuel the economy. In
addition, the costs of environmental remediation may
prove vexing to energy policy designs, especially if such
cleanup efforts are a requirement of international lend-
ing agencies in the future.
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For all of the previous furor and debate over its viability,
nuclear energy remains a likely future alternative for Cuba.
Cuba has continued to maintain close ties to the JAEA
and the international nuclear science community. It con-
tinues to educate and train engineers, scientists, and tech-
nicians in both the theoretical and applied aspects of
nuclear science. The government has continuously adjusted
and modified its nuclear-related bureaucracies to address
changes in the policy environment with an eye to the
future. One can easily imagine that an international
nuclear firm would see the potential for investment in
Cuba where there is an able and ready high-tech
workforce with a government prepared to address the
challenge of the safe and efficient management of nuclear
power. Since 1991, Cuban officials and the Cuban public
have been keenly aware of the perceived and actual short-
comings of its nuclear ambition and have worked dili-
gently to address the legal and regulatory concerns. The
result is a highly regarded nuclear infrastructure (bureau-
cratic and scientific) prepared to meet the challenge of
Cuba’s nuclear future.”

ImpLICcATIONS FOR U.S. POLICY TOWARD
CuBa

Cuba, by signing the NPT and the Tlatelolco accord,
immediately raises its status in the nonproliferation com-
munity from that of a state outside of the regime, to one
of its most ardent developing-world supporters. Necessar-
ily, this shift will have an impact on U.S. views of Cuba’s
cooperation and support of nonproliferation norms. The
irony of this shift is represented in the ongoing North
Korean situation, in which Cuba supported the IAEA
rebuke of North Korea’s nuclear programs, “delighting”
the United States: “This is an important message to North
Korea from the international community and we hope that
North Korea will listen to this message...It takes a lot to
get condemned by Iran and Cuba, and North Korea has
done it.”! Aside from receiving the support of the Cuban
regime on this critical nonproliferation matter, however,
the United States has policy instruments in place that limit
the extent to which it can cooperate with the Havana
government on nonproliferation and related matters.
Cuba has fulfilled the twin demands placed upon it
by the Helms-Burton Act of 1996 by its signing and rati-
fication of the two key nonproliferation accords. This
change clears the way for a reconsideration of policy by
the United States, but it is far from certain that in the
present environment the Bush administration will be open
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or amenable to a change of policy. Interestingly, the U.S.
government has yet to acknowledge formally Cuba’s
accession to the NPT and the Treaty of Tlatelolco. Cuba
remains on the U.S. State Department list of terrorist
states despite the pledge of cooperation on the behalf of
the Castro regime to assist the United States in its efforts
to combat terrorism. Cuba is one of seven nations on a
U.S. list of state sponsors of international terrorism because
it harbors those who have committed past acts of terror-
ism and because it continues to have links with foreign
terrorist organizations, according to State Department
documentation.”?

These points reveal a contradiction within the U.S.
policy toward Cuba. The United States has seen fit to
present Cuba as a supporter of its nonproliferation efforts,
while simultaneously labeling it a “terrorist” state. Per-
haps this stance will change with the decision by the Bush
administration to not renominate Cuba hard-liner Otto
Reich to head the State Department’s Bureau of Western
Hemisphere Affairs. Reich, a controversial recess appoint-
ment in 2001, has been reassigned to the National Secu-
rity Council as a Latin American envoy. Bush has instead
nominated Roger Noriega, formerly the U.S. ambassador
to the Organization of American Sates (OAS) and a sea-
soned Capitol Hill staffer. Ambassador Noriega has more
than a passing familiarity with Cuba policy, and some
believe that his appointment may mitigate an outwardly
hostile posture toward Cuba.”® It appears that the focus of
Cuba-related legislation in the current 108th Congress
will focus on a bipartisan attempt to dismantle the nearly
42-year embargo and that the details of nonproliferation
policy may be pushed to the margins in the short term.>*

Since the mid-1990s, there has been little to suggest
that U.S. policymakers understood the full extent of
Cuba’s nuclear ambitions, its reluctance to fully engage
the nonproliferation regime, and what potential role the
United States might play in the future. Legislators and
their respective staffers were woefully underinformed
about the scope and objectives of Cuban nuclear devel-
opment schemes.” The result of this shortcoming was the
introduction of legislation that correctly identified the
Cuban nuclear program as an issue of concern (for safety
and regulatory reasons) but unwisely placed specific
provisions in the legislation that neither addressed the
basis of those concerns nor equipped the United States
with policy options or instruments to correct those
shortcomings.

One can ask if the United States should still be con-
cerned with the Cuban nuclear program in the wake of

the country’s joining the nonproliferation regime. The
answer is threefold. First, the United States should take
this opportunity to establish linkages to the energy future
of Cuba. One could argue persuasively that the officials
presently sitting in positions of influence in Cuba’s energy
development agencies will retain their positions even
after the normalization of U.S.-Cuban relations. A cadre
of young, well-educated, and articulate scientists, engi-
neers, and technicians, dedicated to advancing Cuba’s
energy sector, will be active for many years into the
future.

Second, cooperation with these officials also engen-
ders confidence building between neighbors and the fur-
ther development of a nuclear safety culture in Cuba. Cuba
has demonstrated that it intends to implement the requi-
site institutional standards and safeguards for the safe and
peaceful exploitation of nuclear science. But intentions
are not nearly enough. Cuba has benefited greatly from
the training and development programs offered by the
IAEA, other states, and regional energy organizations in
the areas of quality assurance, nuclear safety, licensing, and
regulation. Ongoing U.S.-Cuban information and tech-
nical exchanges of this type would benefit the U.S. as well
as the people of Cuba. Cuban-American cooperation in
the late 1980s took this direction before contact was ter-
minated by the first Bush administration.

Finally, to turn our back on a country party to these
important nonproliferation accords and in need of tech-
nical assistance and management of its nuclear resources
is to court disaster. Critics who would argue that this type
of cooperation strengthens Castro’s hand should consider
this: No matter what happens in Cuba under the Castro
regime, eventually the United States will necessarily,
because of proximity and resource availability, provide
financing and assistance for the development and revi-
talization of the Cuban energy sector. Given the current
financial standing of the Cuban government, this respon-
sibility will fall primarily to three American parties: U.S.
private corporations through their investment in infra-
structure, U.S. government agencies through development
assistance programs, and international financial institu-
tions like the World Bank and International Monetary
Fund through loan packages. Moreover, the manner in
which this issue is resolved, like that of immigration and
the sale of food and medicine, sets the stage for future
political and economic relations with Cuba.’” Two miti-
gating factors will condition the U.S. response to these
developments. Cuba policy remains a fundamental ques-
tion of domestic politics in the United States, and the
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Cuban-American voters wield power in Florida, one of
the likely “battleground” states in the 2004 presidential
election. The extent to which domestic politics permits
an opening in U.S.-Cuban relations will determine the
scope and nature of cooperation in ostensibly apolitical
matters, such as the development of the peaceful uses of
energy.

One can view these initiatives as depoliticized link-
ages toward the construction of a respectful and accom-
modating relationship with a neighboring sovereign state
committed to upholding the norms and values of the
international nonproliferation community. No one Cuban
in Cuba, today or in the future, benefits from the arrested
development of energy cooperation. This is a concern that
has plagued Cuba during the entire modern period dating
back to before is initial struggle for independence in the
19th century. And it will remain long after Castro has
departed.
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