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ABSTRACT

Contrary to longstanding of predictions of nuclear tipping points, the number of states
interested in nuclear weapons has sharply declined in recent decades. In contrast to existing
explanations, this dissertation argues that the decline is largely attributable to US
nonproliferation policies, in particular the threat of sanctions that was instituted in the late 1970s.
By credibly threatening to cut off economic and military support to countries pursuing nuclear
weapons, I argue that this threat of sanctions deters states within the US sphere of influence from
proliferating, reducing the overall rate of proliferation and also explaining why recent nuclear
aspirants have exclusively been “rogue” states outside the US sphere of influence. Because states
that depend on the United States have been deterred from proliferating in recent decades, the
observed success rate of sanctions should be low, since they will generally be targeted at states
that do not rely on US resources. This dissertation also offers a theory of the sources of US
nonproliferation policy, arguing that fears of nuclear domino effects are necessary to explain (1)
why US policy strengthened so dramatically in the wake of Chinese and Indian nuclear tests in
the 1960s and 1970s, and (2) why the US abandoned a selective nonproliferation policy and
decided to enforce nonproliferation across the board.

To test these two arguments, this dissertation employs a mix of quantitative and
qualitative methods. First, I draw on archival documents to show that fears of nuclear domino
effects motivated US nonproliferation policy advances in the 1960s and 1970s, and that this
motivation was prominent in individual cases of nonproliferation. Second, I show quantitatively
that states dependent on the United States have been less likely to pursue nuclear weapons since
sanctions policies were instituted in the late 1970s, that observed cases of sanctions have been
largely ineffective, and that the deterrent effect of sanctions largely accounts for the temporal
decline in proliferation. Case studies of US policy toward Pakistan and Taiwan demonstrate that
a credible threat of sanctions can arrest ongoing nuclear programs when the proliferator is
dependent on the United States and underestimated the likelihood of sanctions.

Thesis Supervisor: M. Taylor Fravel
Title: Professor of Political Science
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Chapter 1:
Introduction

Since the earliest years of the nuclear age, analysts and policymakers have warned of
nuclear tipping points, domino effects, and cascades, predicting exponential increases in the
number of states pursuing and acquiring nuclear weapons.' As early as 1957, an American
National Intelligence Estimate warned of ten states likely to develop nuclear weapons.” In 1961,
in negotiations with Khrushchev over a Test Ban Treaty, Kennedy predicted, “If no agreement is
reached, then in a few years there might be ten or even fifteen nuclear powers.”” That same year,
as nuclear sharing with NATO allies was a matter of public debate, Albert Wohlstetter warned in
the pages of Foreign Affairs of the “N+1” problem, in particular arguing that “it has always been
clear...that the acquisition of nuclear military power by some of our allies can impel its
acquisition by enemies... The spread occurs in chain.”™ Two years later, Kennedy publicly
warned that without preventive action, the world could soon face a scenario with anywhere from
fifteen to twenty-five nuclear-armed powers.?

These fears were strengthened immensely by China’s nuclearization in the 1960s. In the
wake of the first Chinese test in late 1964, the influential Gilpatric Committee warned, “The

world is fast approaching a point of no return in the prospects of controlling the spread of nuclear

' See, for example, William Potter, “Divining Nuclear Intentions,” International Security 33, No. 1
(Summer 2008): 159-160; John Mueller, Atomic Obsession: Nuclear Alarmism from Hiroshima to Al
Qaeda (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2010), 91-94; Moeed Yusuf, “Predicting Proliferation: The
History of the Future of Nuclear Weapons,” Brookings Institution Foreign Policy Paper #11, January
2009, http://www .brookings.edu/; and Francis Gavin, “Same As It Ever Was: Nuclear Alarmism,
Proliferation, and the Cold War,” International Security 34, No. 3 (Winter 2009/2010): 7-37.

2 William Potter, “Divining Nuclear Intentions,” 159.

3 Memorandum of Conversation, 4 June 1961, Kennedy Administration, Foreign Relations of the United
States [hereafter FRUS] 1961-1963, vol. 7, doc. 31.

4 Albert Wohlstetter, “Nuclear Sharing: NATO and the N+1 Country,” Foreign Affairs 39, No. 3 (1961):
356.

* William Potter, “Divining Nuclear Intentions,” 159-60.




weapons...The recent Chinese Communist nuclear explosion has reinforced the belief,
increasingly prevalent throughout the world, that nuclear weapons are a distinguishing mark of a
world leader, are essential to national security, and are feasible even with modest industrial
resources.” The Committee specifically warned that India and Japan would be tempted to pursue
nuclear weapons, and that this in turn could compel Pakistan, Israel, the United Arab Republic,
Germany, and other European states to follow suit.®

After India tested its first nuclear device a decade later, delivering a blow to the nascent
nonproliferation regime, a government report sounded a similarly pessimistic note. The report
judged that the effort to prevent proliferation “is now at a crucial stage. Commercial nuclear
power generation is coming into wider use throughout the world; as a result of the Indian nuclear
test, other non-nuclear weapons states may rethink their decisions regarding the acquisition of
nuclear explosives. We are in general entering a period when political barriers to proliferation
appear to be weakening, given movements toward a multipolar world and decreasing credibility
with respect to security guarantees.”’

This theory of nuclear dominos has remained a core motivation for US nonproliferation
policy ever since; rather than dying with the Cold War, belief in the theory persisted and perhaps
became even stronger.® Today, scholars, pundits, and policymakers worry that an Iranian nuclear
bomb could lead Saudi Arabia, Egypt, and Turkey to pursue nuclear weapons.” As Nicholas

Kristof wrote in 2004, “If Iran develops nukes, jittery Saudi Arabia will seek to follow, and then

6 Report by the Committee on Nuclear Proliferation, 21 January 1965, Johnson Administration, FRUS,
vol. 11, doc. 64. On the Gilpatric Committee, see Francis Gavin, “Blasts from the Past: Proliferation
Lessons from the 1960s,” International Security 29, No. 3 (2004-2005): 100-135.

7 NSC Under Secretaries Committee to Deputy Secretary of Defense et al, “US Nuclear Non-
Proliferation Policy,” 4 December 1974, in “The Iranian Nuclear Program, 1974-1978 ,” National
Security Archive [hereafter NSA], EBB no. 268.

8 See Mueller, Aromic Obsession, 91-94.

® See, for example, Barry Posen, “A Nuclear-Armed Iran: A Difficult But Not Impossible Policy
Problem,” Century Foundation Report, 2006.



Egypt, which prides itself as the leader of the Arab world. Likewise, anxiety about North Korea
is already starting td topple one domino—Japan is moving in the direction of a nuclear
capability.”'® A belief in the nuclear domino theory also underlies the security-centered approach
that traditionally dominated the scholarly study of nuclear proliferation. According to the
security model, states without the shelter of a nuclear umbrella seek to build nuclear weapons in
order to ensure their security from a nuclear rival, although an overwhelming conventional threat
may also suffice."" As William Potter wrote in 2009, “It is hard to find an analyst or commentator
on nuclear proliferation who is not pessimistic about the future. It is nearly as difficult to find
one who predicts the future without reference to metaphors such as proliferation chains,
cascades, dominoes, waves, avalanches, and tipping points.”"?

Yet there is a significant problem with these repeated predictions of nuclear domino
effects: they have proven spectacularly wrong. As Figure 1.1 shows, the number of states with
nuclear weapons has grown slowly and steadily, with no single instance of nuclear acquisition
leading to a cascade of additional nuclear states. Indeed, in 1985, a National Intelligence Council
report observed that, “The most striking characteristic of the present-day nuclear proliferation
scene is that, despite the alarms rung for some decades by past National Intelligence Estimates,
no additional overt proliferation of weapons has actually occurred since China tested its bomb in
1964.”" Moreover, Figure 1.1 also shows that this slow growth has occurred even as the number

of states with the technical capacity to build nuclear weapons has dramatically increased. This

apparent failure of nuclear domino predictions has motivated a large literature in recent years,

1 Nicholas Kristof, “The Nuclear Shadow,” New York Times, 14 August 2004, A15.

1 Scott Sagan, “Why Do States Build Nuclear Weapons? Three Models in Search of a Bomb,”
International Security 21, No. 3 (Winter 1996/1997): 57.

2 Potter, “Divining Nuclear Intentions,” 159.

 The Dynamics of Nuclear Proliferation: Balance of Incentives and Constraints, September 1985,
Digital National Security Archive [hereafter DNSA], WMO00296.



producing a revisionist consensus that holds the nuclear domino theory is invalid." In explaining
the failure of nuclear domino effects to materialize, scholars have emphasized the role of identity
conception,'” norms embodied in the NPT,'® as well as security guarantees, the defensive
character of nuclear weapons, and efforts by superpowers to prevent proliferation."’

If one examines the number of states explori‘ng or pursuing nuclear weapons over time, a
similar picture emerges. Figure 1.2 demonstrates that after an initial surge in interest in nuclear
weapons in the early years of the nuclear age, the number of states with ongoing nuclear
weapons programs fluctuated within a relatively narrow range between 1955 and 1985 —there
was neither a consistent nor exponential increase in interest in nuclear weapons. What is perhaps
more interesting about Figure 1.2, however, and which has attracted little if any scholarly
attention, is the striking temporal decline in global interest in nuclear weapons. This trend in the
product of two developments: (1) an increasing rate of states abandoning ongoing nuclear
weapons programs, and (2) and even more striking decline in the rate of new nuclear weapons

programs being initiated.

14 See Yusuf, “Predicting Proliferation: The History of the Future of Nuclear Weapons,” Mueller, Atomic
Obsession; Gavin, “Same As It Ever Was,” Jacques Hymans, The Psychology of Nuclear Proliferation:
Identity, Emotions, and Foreign Policy (New York: Cambridge University Press, 2006); Potter, “Divining
Nuclear Intentions,” Benoit Pelopidas, “The Oracles of Proliferation,” Nonproliferation Review 18, no. 1
(March 2011): 297-314; Philipp Bleek, “Does Proliferation Beget Proliferation? Why Nuclear Dominoes
Rarely Fall” (PhD diss., Georgetown University, 2010).

'* Hymans, The Psychology of Nuclear Proliferation.

16 Maria Rost Rublee, Nonproliferation Norms: Why States Choose Nuclear Restraint (Athens, GA:
University of Georgia Press, 2009); and Harald Muller and Andreas Schmidt, “The Little Known Story of
De-Proliferation: Why States Give Up Nuclear Weapons Activities,” in Forecasting Nuclear
Proliferation in the 21st Century: The Role of Theory (Palo Alto, CA: Stanford University Press, 2010),
ed. by William Potter and Gaukhar Mukhatzhanova, 124-158.

17 Bleek, “Does Proliferation Beget Proliferation?”
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Figure I1.1: Number of states with technical capacity to build nuclear weapons vs. number of

states with nuclear arsenals '*
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Figure 1.2: Number of states with ongoing nuclear weapons programs over time'

\9@ \QE;: \9@

\9@ &

Year

\'31‘3

\9%0 \95‘3 o0

9

IRAN, YUGO

e

RON __ TAI -YUGC

[\ i ?FWJ \-m

, we | || e o fo |

ALG

J -BRA
il ~*"AUS

: i 7 \[=
i . : -RAQ
5 o -YUGO. S AFR. W
i -AUS -SWi, -SWE
e T SwevuGo
=

. -ALG, -ROM SYR

2 -LIB

SRA -5 AFR
T
o
R S T B S G R &
Year

** Figure from Scott Sagan, “The Causes of Nuclear Weapons Proliferation,” Annual Review of Political
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¥ Ibid.

11



This dissertation proposes the first direct explanation for this surprising decline in nuclear
proliferation. In contrast to recent work that emphasizes the role of domestic political regimes,?
leader identity conception,” regional security environment,? foreign technological assistance,”
or norms embedded in the NPT in shaping proliferation decisions,* I argue for the importance of
nonproliferation sanctions policies established by the United States in the mid-1970s, policies
which credibly link nonproliferation with access to the US’s massive economic and military
resources and thereby dramatically raise the costs of proliferation for states in the US sphere of
influence. By making proliferation substantially more costly, these policies have reduced the rate
of proliferation. This argﬁment also explains why proliferators in recent decades have been
exclusively “rogue” states outside the US sphere of influence: namely, Iraq, Iran, North Korea,
Libya, Syria, and (perhaps) Burma. I also offer a theory for the causes of US nonproliferation
policies, arguing that fears of nuclear domino effects explain why US policy was strengthened so
dramatically in response to the Chinese and Indian nuclear tests of 1964 and 1974, and why the
United States decided to enforce nonproliferation across the board rather than selectively.

The remainder of the chapter proceeds by (1) explaining the importance of the research
question both for reasons of policy and theory, (2) describing the empirical patterns of

proliferation and US nonproliferation policy that this dissertation seeks to explain, (3)

* Etel Solingen, Nuclear Logics: Contrasting Paths in East Asia and the Middle East (Princeton, NJ:
Princeton University Press, 2007).

*! Hymans, The Psychology of Nuclear Proliferation.

2TV Paul, Power Versus Prudence: Why Nations Forgo Nuclear Weapons (Montreal: McGill-Queen’s
University Press, 2000).

» Matthew Fuhrmann, “Spreading Temptation: Proliferation and Peaceful Nuclear Cooperation
Agreements,” International Security 34, No. 1 (Summer 2009): 7-41; and Matthew Kroenig, “Importing
the Bomb: Sensitive Nuclear Assistance and Nuclear Proliferation,” Journal of Conflict Resolution 53,
No. 2 (April 2009): 161-180.

* See Rublee, Nonproliferation Norms; and Muller and Schmidt, “The Little Known Story of De-
Proliferation.”
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previewing the theoretical argument on the causes and consequences of US nonproliferation

policy, and (4) laying out a roadmap for the dissertation as a whole.

Why Nonproliferation Matters

The spread of nuclear weapons, and the efficacy of efforts to prevent this spread, is
important both for theoretical and policy reasons. First, in terms of policy, nuclear proliferation
is consequential since it affects both the risk of nuclear use and the likelihood and character of
conventional interstate conflict. While theoretical arguments about whether nuclear weapons
stabilize or destabilize international politics persist,”® a growing body of empirical work suggests
that nuclear weapons may not deter conventional conflict to the extent previously thought,>® may
provide bargaining advantages in crises,” encourage greater resolve or aggression,” and lead

states to broaden their interests and initiate disputes against new adversaries.”

%% See Scott Sagan and Kenneth Waltz, The Spread of Nuclear Weapons: A Debate Renewed (New York:
WW Norton and Company, 2003), John Mearsheimer, “Nuclear Weapons and Deterrence in Europe,”
International Security 9, No. 3 (Winter 1984/1985): 19-46; Robert Jervis, The Meaning of the Nuclear
Revolution: Statecraft and the Prospect of Armageddon (Ithaca: Cornell University Press, 1989), Peter
Feaver, “Command and Control in Emerging Nuclear Nations,” International Security 17, No. 3 (Winter
1992/1993): 160-187; Scott Sagan, “The Perils of Proliferation: Organization Theory, Deterrence Theory,
and the Spread of Nuclear Weapons,” International Security 18, No. 4 (Spring 1994): 66-107; Glenn
Snyder, “The Balance of Power and the Balance of Terror,” in Balance of Power, ed. Paul Seabury (San
Francisco: Chandler, 1963); and John Mueller, “The Essential Irrelevance of Nuclear Weapons: Stability
in the Postwar World,” International Security 13, No. 2 (1988): 55-79.
% See Vipin Narang, “What Does it Take to Deter? Regional Power Nuclear Postures and International
Conflict,” Journal of Conflict Resolution 57, No. 3 (2013): 478-508; Vipin Narang, Nuclear Strategy in
the Modern Era: Regional Powers and International Conflict (Princeton: Princeton University Press,
2014); and Mark Bell and Nicholas Miller, “Questioning the Effect of Nuclear Weapons on Conflict,”
Journal of Conflict Resolution, forthcoming. For an exception, see Curtis Signorino and Ahmer Tarar, “A
Unified Theory and Test of Extended Immediate Deterrence,” American Journal of Political Science 50,
No. 3 (2006): 586-605.
%7 See Kyle Beardsley and Victor Asal, “Winning with the Bomb,” Journal of Conflict Resolution 53, No.
2 (April 2009): 278-301; Matthew Kroenig, “Nuclear Superiority and the Balance of Resolve: Explaining
Nuclear Crisis Outcomes,” International Organization 67,No. 1 (Winter 2013): 141-171. Fora
contrasting finding, see Todd Sechser and Matthew Fuhrmann, “Crisis Bargaining and Nuclear
Blackmail,” International Organization 67,No. 1 (Winter 2013): 173-195.
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Moreover, even the pursuit of nuclear weapons can cause regional instability and war.
Fuhrmann and Kreps identify nine cases where nuclear programs were preventively attacked, in
addition to ten other cases where states seriously considered preventive attacks against nuclear
programs.>® Most prominently, the mistaken belief that Iraq continued to pursue nuclear weapons
was a significant motivation for the US invasion of Iraq in 2003.>' Israel attacked an Iraqi
nuclear reactor in 1981 and Syrian nuclear facilities in 2007, while some have argued that the
Soviets instigated the Six-Day War in order to attack Israel’s nuclear program.” Of course, there
has been widespread discussion of the possibility of an American or Israeli attack on Iranian
nuclear facilities, with the threat of force publicly “on the table.”**

While it is impossible to definitively say whether more nuclear-armed states would
increase the risk of nuclear use, scholars subscribing to the “proliferation pessimism” school of
thought generally argue that this is the case. This argument is plausible for two main reasons.

First, there will simply be more opportunities for advertent or inadvertent use as the number of

nuclear-armed states increases. As Kroenig put it in a recent article, “The greatest threat posed

% Michael Horowitz, “The Spread of Nuclear Weapons and International Conflict: Does Experience
Matter?” Journal of Conflict Resolution 53, No. 2 (April 2009): 234-257; S. Paul Kapur, “India and
Pakistan’s Unstable Peace: Why Nuclear South Asia is Not Like Cold War Europe,” International
Security 30, No. 2 (2005): 127-152; and Vipin Narang, “Posturing for Peace: Pakistan’s Nuclear Postures
and South Asian Stability,” International Security 34, No. 3 (Winter 2009-2010): 38-78.
* Bell and Miller, Forthcoming.
% Matthew Fuhrmann and Sarah Kreps, “Targeting Nuclear Programs in War and Peace: A Quantitative
Empirical Analysis, 1941-2000,” Journal of Conflict Resolution 54, No. 6 (December 2010): 831-859.
> See, for instance, David Lake, “Two Cheers for Bargaining Theory: Assessing Rationalist Explanations
of the Iraq War,” International Security 35, No. 3 (Winter 2010-2011): 24-25; and Alexandre Debs and
Nuno Monteiro, “Known Unknowns: Power Shifts, Uncertainty, and War,” International Organization
68, No. 1 (January 2014): 1-31,
%2 Sarah Kreps and Matthew Fuhrmann, “Attacking the Atom: Does Bombing Nuclear Facilities Affect
Proliferation?” Journal of Strategic Studies 34,No.2 (April 2011): 162-175.
* Isabella Ginor and Gideon Remez, “The Spymaster, the Communist, and Foxbats over Dimona: the
USSR’s Motive for Instigating the Six-Day War,” Israel Studies 11, No. 2 (2006): 88-130.
* For recent examples, see Matthew Kroenig, “Time to Attack Iran: Why a Strike is the Least Bad
Option,” Foreign Affairs 91, No. 1 (2012): 76-86; and Colin Kahl, “Not Time to Attack Iran: Why War
Should Be a Last Resort,” Foreign Affairs 91, No. 2 (2012): 166-173.
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by the spread of nuclear weapons is nuclear war. The more states in possession of nuclear
weapons, the greater the probability that somewhere, someday, there will be a catastrophic
nuclear war.”* A second perspective holds that next-generation proliferators are likely to be
weaker, poorer, military-dominated states that lack the financial and institutional capacity to
minimize the risk of accidental or intentional nuclear use.*®

This topic is also important for theoretical reasons. First, the decline in nuclear pursuit is
puzzling from the standpoint of most existing theories. As noted above, it has occurred even as
technology has diffused and the number of states with the technical capacity to build nuclear
weapons has starkly increased, in sharp contrast to the arguments stressing the role of
technology. Moreover, from the perspective of realism, which assumes states seek security and
survival above all else and argues that nuclear weapons are the ultimate guarantor of a state’s
survival, it makes little sense that interest in nuclear weapons has gone down over time.”” After
all, it is not as if all states with a potential motive and capability have proliferated. According to
one recent estimate, there are currently 56 non-nuclear states with the basic technical capacity to
build nuclear weapons; moreover, 40 of these states have at least one nuclear-armed neighbor,
generally thought to be the strongest motivation for nuclear proliferation.”® Second, while it is
possible that norms associated with the NPT could explain this decline, this argument is
problematic because the NPT itself and the decisions of states to adhere to it have often been a
consequence of superpower interests and pressure. Finally, the role of sanctions in limiting

proliferation that this dissertation highlights is theoretically important since the majority of

% Matthew Kroenig, “The History of Proliferation Optimism: Does It Have a Future?” Journal of
Strategic Studies, Forthcoming, 17.
% See, for example, Peter Lavoy, “The Strategic Consequences of Nuclear Proliferation: A Review
Essay,” Security Studies 4, No. 4 (1995): 708-711; Feaver, “Command and Control in Emerging Nuclear
Nations,” and Sagan and Waltz, The Spread of Nuclear Weapons, 46-88.
%7 See Waltz in Sagan and Waltz, The Spread of Nuclear Weapons.
% Rublee, Nonproliferation Norms, 30-31.
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existing scholarship on sanctions argues that they are generally ineffective.® In sum, there are

both practical and theoretical reasons why the study of nonproliferation is important.

Patterns of Proliferation, 1945-2000

As noted above, the primary pattern this dissertation seeks to explain is the declining rate
of proliferation over time. This pattern is at its most stark when measuring the initiation of new
nuclear weapons programs (pursuit of nuclear weapons). As Figure 1.3 illustrates, the rate of
initiation steadily increased into the 1970s, as nuclear domino theories might expect, but then
precipitously declined thereafter with only one new nuclear program since 1990.%

Figure 1.3: Number of new nuclear weapons programs, by decade

# of New Nuclear Weapons
Programs, by Decade

1940s 1950s 1960s 1970s 1980s 1990s 2000s

* See, for instance, Johan Galtung, “On the Effects of International Economic Sanctions: With Examples
from the Case of Rhodesia,” World Politics 19, No. 3 (1967): 378-416; James Lindsay, “Trade Sanctions
As Policy Instruments: A Re-Examination,” International Studies Quarterly 30, No. 2 (1986): 153-173;
Robert Pape, “Why Economic Sanctions Do Not Work,” International Security 22, No. 2 (Fall 1997): 90-
136; T. Clifton Morgan and Valerie Schwebach, “Fools Suffer Gladly: The Use of Economic Sanctions in
International Crises,” International Studies Quarterly 41, No. 1 (1997): 27-50; and Daniel Drezner,
“Conflict Expectations and the Paradox of Economic Coercion,” International Studies Quarterly 42, No.
4 (1998): 709-731.

* Data is from Christopher Way, “Nuclear Proliferation Dates,” 2012. The one case post-1990 is Syria,
for which evidence is circumstantial at best. On the Syria case, see Desmond Butler and George Jahn,
“UN: Syria Complex Bolsters Suspicion of Nuke Ambitions,” Associated Press, 1 November 2011 s
http://www.msnbc.msn.com/id/4511 3484/ns/world_news-mideast_n_africa/t/un-syria-complex-bolsters-
suspicion-nukeambitions/#. TyGgKiNbvC4.
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Table 1.1 below identifies the countries that have pursued nuclear weapons since 1945
along with the years they initiated their programs, acquired nuclear weapons, and/or abandoned
their proérams. In addition to the declining rate of proliferation over time, there is a striking
change in the fype of countries that have pursued nuclear weapons in different time periods. Prior
to the mid-1970s, proliferating states were often allied with the United States either formally or
informally —for example, the UK, France, Israel, Australia, Taiwan, South Korea, and
Pakistan—whereas after the mid-1970s, proliferating states have exclusively been states either
with troubled, ambivalent relations with the United States (Argentina, Brazil) or states entirely
outside the US sphere of influence (North Korea, Iraq, Iran, Syria). This dissertation’s theory
aims to explain both empirical patterns: the declining rate of proliferation over time and the

different type of proliferator in recent decades.

Table 1.1: States that have pursued nuclear weapons, 1945-2000 (Way 2012)

Program Start Acquire Year  Abandon Year

Soviet Union 1945 1949

United Kingdom 1947 1952

France 1954 1960

China 1955 1964

Israel 1958 1969

Australia 1961 1973
India 1964 1988

Egypt 1965 1974
Taiwan 1967 1977
South Korea 1970 1978
Libya 1970 2003
Pakistan 1971 1987

South Africa 1974 1979 1991
Argentina 1978 1990
Brazil 1978 1990
North Korea 1980 2006

Iraq 1983 1995
Iran 1985

Syria 2000

17



The Evolution US Nonproliferation Policy, 1945-1978

This dissertation also seeks to explain changes in US nonproliferation policy over time,
which I argue are central to understanding the declining rate and character of proliferation. There
has been wide variation in US policy hiétorically with respect to whether the US government has
sought to impede proliferation across the board or has facilitated it in particular cases. Table 1.2
below lists thirty distinct policy decisions on nonproliferation between 1945 and 1978, coded by
whether the decision facilitated proliferation, impeded it, or was ambiguous in its effect. I define
facilitating proliferation as increasing the ability of one or more states to have independent
control over nuclear weapons, or contributing to a state’s existing nuclear weapons capabilities. 1
define impeding proliferation as efforts to restrict the spread of sensitive nuclear technologies or
to reduce the ability of states to gain independent control of nuclear weapons. Each of these
policy decisions will be discussed in detail in Chapter 3, but what is relevant here is the changing
pattern of facilitating vs. impeding proliferation over time.

After early efforts to restrain proliferation, namely the failed Baruch Plan and the Atomic
Energy Act, policy in the mid-1950s markedly shifted toward the facilitation of proliferation,
with efforts to increase the control of NATO allies over nuclear weapons, revisions of the
Atomic Energy Act to allow the United States to provide aid to Britain’s nuclear weapons
program, and the ambiguous Atoms for Peace program which promised to spread nuclear
technology globally for “peaceful purposes.” Nonproliferation policy in the early 1960s was
schizophrenic, with significant efforts to impede proliferation such as the Limited Test Ban
Treaty and the installation of permissive action links on US nuclear weapons in Europe, but also
a refusal to give up the plan for the nuclear-armed Multilateral Force (MLF) in NATO and the

decision to offer additional aid to the French and British nuclear weapons programs. From 1964
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to 1968, US policy shifted strongly in favof of nonproliferation, most notably with the scrapping
of the MLF and the conclusion of the Nuclear Nonproliferation Treaty (NPT). After a turn
against nonproliferation from 1969 through 1972, from 1973 through 1978 US policy again
shifted strongly in favor of nonproliferation with the establishment of supplier controls and
strong sanctions policies.

Table 1.2: Major US Policy Decisions on Nonproliferation, 1945-1978

Facilitates Ambiguous Impedes

Proliferation Proliferation
Baruch Plan 1946 v
Atomic Energy Act 1946 v
Atoms for Peace 1954 v
Atomic Energy Act Amended 1954 v
NATO Stockpile Plan 1957 v
Atomic Energy Act Amended 1958 v
Multilateral Force Proposal 1960 v
ACDA Founded 1961 v
NSAM 147 (MLF) 1962 v
NSAM 160 (PALSs) 1962
Nassau Agreement (Nuclear Aid to UK) 1962 v
Offer of Nuclear Aid to France 1963 v
NSAM 240 (MLF) 1963 v
Limited Test Ban Treaty 1963 v
NSAM 294 (Bans Nuclear Aid to France) 1964 v
NSAM 322 (MLF Delayed) 1964 v
NSAM 335 (Nonpro. Program Ordered) 1965 v
Nuclear Planning Group to Replace MLF 1967 v
Nuclear Nonproliferation Treaty (NPT) 1968 v
NSDM 6 (No Pressure for NPT) 1969 v
Nixon-Meir Deal 1969 v
NSDM 103 (France Nuclear Aid) 1971 v
NSDM 124 (Britain Nuclear Aid) 1971 v
NSDM 235 (HEU Exports) 1973 v
NSDM 255 (Export Controls) 1974 v
Nuclear Suppliers Group 1975 v
Ford Policy Review 1976 v
Symington Amendment 1976 v
Glenn Amendment 1977 v
Presidential Directive/NSC-8 1977 v
Nuclear Non-Proliferation Act 1978 v
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The Argument in Brief

This dissertation advances theories to explain both the evolution of US nonproliferation
policy over time and the declining rate and changing character of proliferation, which I argue is a
result of changes in US policies. With respect to the sources of US nonproliferation policy, I
argue that the Chinese and Indian nuclear tests caused increased fears of nuclear domino
effects—the belief that proliferation in one state increases the probability of proliferation in other
states—and spurred the policy changes in favor of nonproliferation from 1964-1968 and 1974-
1978. More specifically, I argue that the consequences of proliferation for the United States and
the costs of enforcing nonproliferation differ from case to case as a function of whether the
potential proliferator is an enemy, ally, or unaligned, and therefore that an across-the-board
nonproliferation policy only makes sense when nuclear domino effects are perceived to be
strong: in other words, when policymakers believe proliferation cannot be contained to
individual cases of allied or unaligned states. Fears of nuclear domino effects are consequently
crucial to explaining why the United States shifted from a selective nonproliferation policy to a
universalistic approach. These fears are likely to be highest in the wake of tests by new nuclear
states, which explains why US policy changed so dramatically from 1964-68 and 1974-78, and
why the United States has worked to prevent first nuclear tests even amongst states with
acknowledged nuclear weapons capabilities.

The second theory explains how these universalistic policies—in particular the threat of
sanctions instituted in the mid-1970s—caused a declining rate of proliferation. As a global
hegemon with unparalleled military and economic resources, the United States maintains
important security and economic relationships with a large number of countries that provide

leverage the United States can bring to bear in the nuclear realm. Specifically, by threatening to
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cut off economic and military support to states that pursue nuclear weapons, the United States
dramatically raises the costs of proliferation for states that depend on the United States and
therefore has the power to deter states from pursuing nuclear weapons in the first place, so long
as the threat is credible. This threat of sanctions works thrbugh three main pathways that are
drawn from the literature on the causes of nuclear proliferation: security, domestic politics, and
norms. First, the loss of US military aid or troops deployments could imperil a potential
proliferator’s security. Even though nuclear weapons may be the ultimate guarantor of a state’s
territorial integrity, it takes many years to achieve a nuclear weapons capability, which would
create a window of vulnerability if a proliferator that depends on US security commitments
started a nuclear program and lost US support thereafter. Second, the threat of an aid or trade
cutoff could threaten the domestic political survival of regimes whose coalitions depend on these
| resources. Third, and finally, states that depend on the United States are more likely to be
sensitive to US-sponsored norms on nonproliferation, particularly when sanctions are in place to

act as enforcement mechanisms.

Plan of the Dissertation

The body of the dissertation develops these two theories in more detail and then tests
their observable implications using a mix of qualitative and quantitative methods. Chapter 2
reviews the extant literature on the causes of nuclear proliferation and the sources of US
nonproliferation policy and then offers new theories on the causes of US policy and how these
policies have produced the declining rate of proliferation in recent decades. Chapter 3 examines
the evolution of US nonproliferation policy from the early 1950s through 1978, showing that

fears of nuclear domino effects triggered by the 1964 Chinese and 1974 Indian nuclear tests
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caused the US government to abandon selective nonproliferation policies and develop stronger
policies that enforced nonproliferatioﬁ across the board. Chapter 4 explores motivations for US
nonproliferation policy in individual cases, analyzing US efforts toward the universe of nuclear
weapons programs amongst allied or unaligned states since 1964 —where nuclear domino fears
are likely to be most important for explaining US opposition to proliferation. The findings
suggest tﬁat the United States has consistently opposed proliferation even in allied and unaligned
states since 1964, that nuclear domino fears have been an important motivation for these efforts,
and that the United States has worked to prevent tests even after a state has crossed the nuclear
threshold, at least partially as a means of staving off nuclear domino effects.

Chapters 5 through 7 examine the effects of US nonproliferation policies empirically.
Chapter 5 explores the effectiveness of US sanctions policies quantitatively, showing that since
the Uni_ted States instituted these policies in the late 1970s, states dependent on the United States
have been significantly less likely to pursue nuclear weapons, and that this largely accounts for
the declining rate of proliferation over time. Chapters 6 and Chapter 7 offer in-depth case studies
of US nonproliferation efforts vis-a-vis Taiwan and Pakistan, respectively —two countries with
ongoing nuclear weapons program when the United States instituted its sanctions policies. In line
with theoretical expectations, Taiwan responded to credible US sanctions threats by abandoning
its nuclear weapons program due to its high dependence on the United States. Although Pakistan
appears to be an outlier in that it succeeded in building a bomb in spite of US sanctions, Chapter
7 shows that the case is in fact consistent with the theoretical logic: Pakistan initially was not
dependent on the United States and therefore had little to lose from US sanctions; once Pakistan
became dependent due to the Soviet invasion of Afghanistan and increased need for aid, the

United States undermined the credibility of its threats by waiving sanctions and continuing to
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provide massive amounts of aid despite Pakistan’s nuclear advances. Chapter 8 concludes with

implications for theory and policy and questions for future research.
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Chapter 2:
Theorizing the Causes and Consequences of
US Nonproliferation Policy

This chapter outlines theories of both the causes and consequences of US
nonproliferation policy. I begin by reviewing the extant literature on nuclear proliferation and
nonproliferation, a literature that has dramatically expanded in recent years. For organizational
purposes, I divide the literature into (1) works that focus on the causes of US nonproliferation
policy and (2) the much larger literature on the causes of nuclear proliferation and nuclear
reversal. In order to greater motivate the project at hand, I highlight the limitations of extant
work for explaining the character of US nonproliferation policy and the recent decline in
proliferation activity. Following the critical review of the literature, I propose two new theories
that the remainder of the dissertation will test: one on the causes of US nonproliferation policy

and another on its consequences in terms of limiting the spread of nuclear weapons.

Causes of US Nonproliferation Policy

There are four main perspectives in the literature on the causes of US nonproliferation
policy, each of which prizes a different motivational variable to explain US efforts. These
explanations suggest that the US (1) supports nonproliferation in order to preserve its
conventional power-projection advantages, (2) to reduce the risk of nuclear war or nuclear
accidents, (3) to preserve influence over allies, or (4) enforces nonproliferation selectively to
benefit its liberal, Western, or democratic allies while constraining its enemies. This section will
discuss each explanation in turn, taking care to point out the shortcomings that motivate a new

theory of the causes of US nonproliferation policy.
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The first explanation for nonproliferation policy suggests that the United States strictly
enforces nonproliferation—both against allies and enemies—in order to maintain the
conventional military advantages derived from its unparalleled power projection capabilities.
Advanced by Matthew Kroenig, this “power-projection theory” is designed to explain state
attitudes toward nonproliferation in general, not just the United States; however, its clear
implication is that the United States should be a strong and consistent advocate for
nonproliferation given its conventional military supremacy. It is worth quoting the logic of
Kroenig’s theory at length:

[T]he spread of nuclear weapons threatens powerful states more than it threatens
weak states. Power-projecting states, states with the ability to project conventional
military power over a particular target state, have a lot to lose when that target
state acquires nuclear weapons. In interactions with a nonnuclear weapon state,
power-projecting states can use their conventional military power to their
advantage; they can threaten, or promise to protect, that particular state. Once that
state acquires nuclear weapons, however, this strategic advantage is certainly
placed at risk and may be fully lost. For these reasons, power-projecting states
fear nuclear proliferation to both allied and enemy states. While the threat of
nuclear proliferation is greatest when nuclear weapons are acquired by enemy
states, nuclear proliferation, even to friendly states, can cause many problems for
power-projecting states. Leaders in power-projecting states are concerned that
nuclear proliferation will deter them from using military force to secure their
interests, reduce the effectiveness of their coercive diplomacy, trigger regional
instability that could engulf them in conventional conflict, weaken the integrity of
their alliance structures, dissipate their strategic attention, and set off further
nuclear proliferation within their spheres of influence.’

This “power projection theory” is deductively compelling and certainly helps to explain
why the United States and Soviet Union (the two most powerful states in the nuclear era) were

also the two strongest advocates of nuclear nonproliferation: because they had the most to lose

from its effects. What it cannot explain, however, is why there has been such temporal change in

! Matthew Kroenig, Exporting the Bomb: Technology Transfer and the Spread of Nuclear Weapons
(Ithaca, NY: Cornell University Press, 2010): 3. Also see Matthew Kroenig, “Force or Friendship?
Explaining Great Power Nonproliferation Policy,” Security Studies 23, No. 1 (2014): 1-32.
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US nonproliferation policy —why it became so much stronger in the 1964-1968 and 1974-1978
time periods. Nor can it explain why the United States at times perceived strategic benefits to
proliferation in particular cases, or why it reacted strongly against proliferation even in cases
where US officials perceived few strategic drawbacks to a particular country’s nuclearization and
expected to incur strong costs from efforts to enforce nonﬁro]iferation.

The second explanation in the literature for US nonproliferation policy holds that US
- policy has been motivated largely by fears of nuclear war, with the envisioned war scenarios
changing over time. Henry Sokolski develops this explanation in its most systematic form,
examining five specific US nonproliferation efforts: the Baruch Plan, Atoms for Peace, the NPT,
export control regimes, and military counterproliferation. According to Sokolski, each of these
policies was a response to a feared nuclear war scenario: offensive nuclear wars, a devastating
Soviet first strike, an intentional or accidental nuclear attack by a regional power, or the
escalation of conventional regional conflicts to the nuclear level.?

Like Kroenig’s “power-projection theory,” Sokolski’s emphasis on American fears of
nuclear war contains an important element of truth: it is certainly the case that US officials have
worried about proliferation increasing the risk of nuclear conflict, in addition to constraining
America’s conventional military power. Also like the “power-projection theory,” however, this
explanation cannot explain why American nonproliferation efforts were particularly intense in
the 1964-68 and 1974-78 time periods, nor can it explain the fact that the United States at times
considered or actually did aid or allow proliferation in particular cases.

A third argument for US nonproliferation policy suggests that the United States became

strongly committed to nonproliferation in 1960s because of the realization that the acquisition of

* Henry Sokolski, Best of Intentions: America’s Campaign Against Strategic Weapons Proliferation
(Westport, CT: Praeger, 2001): 2-7.
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nuclear weapons would allow US allies to become more autonomous in their foreign policy. This
argument, advanced by Coe and Vaynman, purports to explain not only US but Soviet
nonproliferation behavior. As they put it, “the superpowers did not initially see the costs of
enforcement as worth paying, because each saw the spread of nuclear weapons to certain of its
own clients as a way to strengthen its side against the other’s. In time, experience taught the
superpowers that states could substitute nuclear weapons for their patronage, and subsequently
gain autonomy. Realizing that nonproliferation was necessary to preserve their influence, the
superpowers became willing to pay the costs of its enforcement, and so instituted the regime.”
Unlike the arguments that focus on US power projection and fears of nuclear war, Coe
and Vaynman’s article usefully notes that enforcing nonproliferation has costs, and that the
United States did not always strongly support nonproliferation across the board, identifying an
important historical turning point in the 1960s—in particular the US experience with a newly-
nuclear France —which taught US policymakers that nuclear weapons make allies less pliable.
Coe and Vaynman’s argument overlaps with Kroenig’s power-projection theory in that
superpowers are particularly interested in nonproliferation as a way of preserving their
geopolitical influence. However, it nonetheless represents an improvement in that it is more
sensitive to historical changes in US policy. This argument is not without its problems, however.
In particular, the historical evidence suggests that it was Chinese (and not French) nuclearization
that was the key trigger for strengthened US nonproliferation efforts.* Moreover, this argument
cannot explain why the United States tightened its nonproliferation policy further in 1974-1978

period, following the nuclearization of India, also a non-US ally.

* Andrew Coe and Jane Vaynman, “Superpower Collusion and the Nuclear Nonproliferation Treaty,”
working paper, 3.
4 See Gavin, “Blasts from the Past.”
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The fourth explanation for US nonproliferation policy suggests that the motivation for US
efforts is to protect the interests of its liberal, democratic allies while constraining US enemies.
Offered by Glenn Chafetz, this perspective holds that psychological in-group biases lead the US
government to selectively enforce nonproliferation policies in a way that benefits friends of the
United States (what he terms a liberal security community, or LSC). As he puts it:

The United States and its allies, as guardians of international society's norms and

rules, associate ingroup members with a high level of compliance with

international norms and outgroup members with chronic non-compliance...This

ingroup-outgroup dynamic explains a range of behaviors, including why the LSC

has consistently ignored evidence of Israeli violations while it imposed an

economic boycott, threatened and used military force, and began the most

obtrusive weapons inspections in history in response to Iraq’s breach of its

nonproliferation obligations. It explains why the United States imposed sanctions

on China for selling prohibited technology to Pakistan while imposing no

sanctions on LSC members whose firms contributed so much to building the

Iraqi, Libyan, and Pakistani nuclear programs. It accounts for greater LSC

attention and belligerence toward North Korea’s circumvention of the regime than

to Ukraine’s compliance failures.’

Maddock offers a similar argument, suggesting that US nonproliferation policy has fostered a
situation of “nuclear apartheid,” marked by a “global regime of nuclear inequality that benefited
the North Atlantic Treaty Organization allies, and later Israel, while perpetuating the relative
military disempowerment of Asia, Africa, and Latin America.”® This perspective encompasses
what Peter Lavoy calls the “political relativism” approach to nuclear proliferation, which holds
that proliferation is only dangerous amongst unfriendly or aggressive states; or as he

summarizes, “bad states do bad things; bad states armed with nuclear weapons will do dreadful

things.”” Finally, Hayes makes the case that the United States has viewed the Iranian nuclear

® Glenn Chafetz, “The Political Psychology of the Nuclear Nonproliferation Regime,” Journal of Politics
57,No. 3 (1995): 745.

¢ Shane Maddock, Nuclear Apartheid: The Quest for American Atomic Supremacy from World War Il to
the Present (Chapel Hill, NC: University of North Carolina Press, 2010): ix.

7 Lavoy, “The Strategic Consequences of Nuclear Proliferation,” 700.
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program as more threatening than the Indian nuclear program because Iran is nondemocratic
whereas India is democratic.?

The above works usefully identify a possible correlation between alliance, regime type,
and Western identity on the one hand, and US nonproliferation policy toward particular countries
on the other. However, the over-aggregation of distinct time periods likely confounds this
correlation. For example, the fact that US nonproliferation efforts toward adversary countries
like Iraq, Iran, and North Korea are harsher than prior efforts toward Israel, France, and the UK
is not solely because the latter countries are US allies, but because they proliferated in different
time periods. As this dissertation will highlight, US nonproliferation policy was greatly
strengthened in the late 1960s and 1970s. In other words, the fact that US policy toward the
French, UK, and Israeli nuclear programs was more lenient reflects the fact that these countries
proliferated when US nonproliferation policy was weaker. Indeed, US allies that were engaged in
proliferation activities when US policy was tightened experienced quite harsh pressure, as
subsequent chapters will document.’ Indeed, the fact that harsh US nonproliferation efforts in
recent decades have been targeted at US adversaries reflects the fact the threat of sanctions has
succeeded in deterring states within the US sphere of influence (those most vulnerable to

sanctions) from pursuing nuclear weapons in the first place.

Causes of Nuclear Proliferation

The much larger literature on the causes of proliferation is usefully divided into works

that focus on demand-side factors (what motivates states to pursue nuclear weapons) and supply-

8 Jarrod Hayes, “Identity and Securitization in the Democratic Peace: The United States and the
Divergence of Response to India’s and Iran’s Nuclear Programs,” International Studies Quarterly 53, No.
4 (2009); 977-999,

® These countries include South Korea, Taiwan, Iran, and Pakistan. France and Germany were also
pressured to give up their sensitive nuclear exports.
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side factors (what technically enables states to pursue or acquire nuclear weapons). Within the
demand-side literature, Sagan’s seminal work identifies three broad classes of motivations for
proliferation: security, domestic and bureaucratic politics, and norms."

According to the security model of proliferation, states pursue nuclear weapons in order
to ensure their survival against nuclear or overwhelming conventional threats, particularly when
these states lack allied nuclear umbrellas."" This notion builds on earlier work by Betts and
Harkavy that emphasizes conventional military inferiority and international isolation as key
motivators of proliferation.'? Paul expands upon the security model, arguing that states pursue
nuclear weapons for security reasons but that states, “in zones of low and moderate conflict,
choose to forgo nuclear weapons to avoid generating negative security externalities and costly
arms races.”"® The quantitative literature on the determinants of proliferation has provided
considerable support to elements of the security model. Extant studies consistently find that
states in enduring rivalries, those with a recent history of militarized disputes, and those facing
major conventional threats are more likely to initiate nuclear weapons programs.'* Nuclear rivals
are associated with the pursuit of nuclear weapons in some studies but only the exploration of
nuclear weapons in others."> The evidence is similarly mixed with regard to the effect of

alliances with nuclear powers."

' Sagan, “Why Do States Build Nuclear Weapons?”
' Ibid, 57-62.
12 Richard K. Betts, “Paranoids, Pygmies, Pariahs, & Nonproliferation,” Foreign Policy 26 (Spring
1977): 157-183; and Robert E. Harkavy, “Pariah States and Nuclear Proliferation,” International
Organization 35,No. 1 (Winter 1981): 135-163.
B Paul, Power Versus Prudence, 33.
' See, for example, Fuhrmann, “Spreading Temptation,” Kroenig, “Importing the Bomb,” Sonali Singh
and Christopher Way, “The Correlates of Nuclear Proliferation,” Journal of Conflict Resolution 48, No. 6
(December 2004): 869-885; and Dong-Joon Jo and Erik Gartzke, “Determinants of Nuclear Weapons
Proliferation,” Journal of Conflict Resolution 51, No. 1 (February 2007): 167-194.
15 For the former, see Jo and Gartzke, “Determinants of Nuclear Weapons Proliferation.” For the latter,
see Philipp Bleek, “Why Do States Proliferate? Quantitative Analysis of the Exploration, Pursuit, and
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Most recently, Debs and Monteiro offer a strategic theory of nuclear proliferation based
on security motivations that takes into account the interests of the potential proliferator, its allies,
and its adversaries. The theory contends that a severe security threat is a necessary condition for
proliferation, but that whether 'a state successfully acquires nuclear weapons depends on whether
the expected effect of that state’s nuclearization on the balance of power outweighs the costs of
preventive war against the potential proliferator. States are only likely to acquire nuclear
weapons, according to the theory, when the proliferator (1) has high relative power, allowing it
to deter a preventive strike, (2) has a great power patron that can deter a preventive strike but is
not considered to be an entirely reliable ally, and (3) has a reliable great power patron, has
expansive foreign policy interests that are not covered by its alliance, and is allowed to
proliferate by the patron because there is a low risk of entrapment.’”

While extant research on the security model surely explains a significant portion of the
variance in nuclear proliferation behavior, it also has a critical limitation vis-a-vis the question at
hand. Put simply, security factors do not account for the recent decline in proliferation: the
probability of nuclear pursuit declines over time even after one controls for rivalries, nuclear
threats, and militarized disputes. In other words, even though the incidence of interstate conflict

has declined in recent decades,'® this alone cannot account for the decline in nuclear ambitions.

Acquisition of Nuclear Weapons,” in Forecasting Nuclear Proliferation in the 21% Century, eds. William
Potter and Gaukhar Mukhatzhanova (Palo Alto, CA: Stanford University Press, 2010), 159-192.

16 Singh and Way, “The Correlates of Nuclear Proliferation,” and Jo and Gartzke, “Determinants of
Nuclear Weapons Proliferation,” find nuclear allies do not significantly reduce the risk of pursuing
nuclear weapons; Bleek, “Why Do States Proliferate,” finds the opposite. Most recently, see Philipp
Bleek and Eric Lorber, “Security Guarantees and Allied Nuclear Proliferation,” Journal of Conflict
Resolution 58, No. 3 (2014): 429-454.

I” Alexandre Debs and Nuno Monteiro, Nuclear Politics: The Strategic Logic of Nuclear Proliferation,
unpublished manuscript, 2014.

'® See, for example, Joshua Goldstein, Winning the War on War: The Decline of Armed Conflict
Worldwide (New York: Penguin, 2011); Steven Pinker, The Better Angels of Our Nature: Why Violence
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While Debs and Monteiro argue that US predominance post-1989 helps explain why the number
of states acquiring nuclear weapons has declined in recent decades—because US allies lack
severe threats and the United States can threaten preventive attack against adversaries that lack a
great power patron—it cannot explain the continued pursuit of nuclear weapons by US
adversaries in this period, namely Libya, Iraq, Iran, Syria, North Korea, and perhaps Burma.
Even if the threat of US preventive strikes has prevented acquisition, it apparently has not
deterred pursuit by the states that are most vulnerable to those strikes.

Turning to the literature on domestic political causes of proliferation, Etel Solingen
advances the most prominent argument. Solingen argues that since the NPT was signed in 1968,
inward-looking, nationalist regimes with few ties to the international economy have been more
likely to pursue nuclear weapons both because the political and economic costs of nuclearization
are lower for these regimes and there are important benefits of nuclearization for these regimes
as well—in particular, the strengthening of bureaucratic interest groups, the creation of a largely
autonomous organ within the state, and new material for nationalist myths that leaders exploit for
domestic purposes.'” Meanwhile, for regimes that rely on investment and integration with the
international economy, the costs of nuclearization are prohibitive because of the potential for
international sanctions, the inflationary effect of excessive military spending, and the general air
of instability nuclear proliferation causes.? In sum, according to Solingen, “Inward-looking
models approximate necessary if not sufficient conditions for nuclear weapons programs.
Internationalizing models are not necessary but likely to be sufficient for denuclearization except

under two circumstances: (a) when neighboring inward-looking regimes seek nuclear weapons

Has Declined (New York: Penguin, 2011); and Azar Gat, “Is War Declining—and Why?” Journal of
Peace Research 50, No. 2 (March 2013): 149-157.
¥ Solingen, Nuclear Logics, 42.
% Tbid, 42-43.
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(or other WMD); and (b) when nuclear weapons were acquired prior to the inception of
internationalizing models.”'

While a major contribution to the literature, Solingen’s domestic model suffers from a
few shortcomings. As with measures of the security environment, proliferation is significantly
less likely over time even when one controls for measures of integration into the global
economy. The trend toward globalization thus does not empirically explain the recent decline in
proliferation. Second, the scope conditions and micro-foundations of Solingen’s argument are
incomplete. Her argument relies on the notion that proliferation has negative consequences for
regimes integrating into the international economy post-1968, but in reality this has only been
the case since the United States instituted sanctions policies in the late 1970s, and this has not
applied equally to all countries since regimes without major ties to the United States have little to
lose from these sanctions, even if they are integrated into the global economy. International
integration should only be expected to reduce the probability of nuclear proliferation when and
where its continuation is contingent on nuclear forbearance; a condition that I argue only exists
for US client states, and only since the mid-1970s. By focusing on the economic dimension of
global integration, Solingen also overlooks the important security dimension— pursuing nuclear
weapons threatens not only regimes that depend on the global economy, but also that depend on
the United States for security purposes.

Finally, the normative model of nuclear proliferation argues that states may pursue

nuclear weapons as-a way of garnering prestige or of fulfilling particular conceptions of national

identity .** Jacques Hymans offers the most developed work in this tradition, arguing that only

' Ibid, 46.
22 See Sagan 1994-1995, 73; and Itty Abraham, The Making of the Indian Atomic Bomb: Science, Secrecy
and the Postcolonial State (London: Zed Books, 1998).
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‘leaders with “oppositional nationalist” identity conceptions—those who see the world in “us vs.
them” terms and view their nation as better than or equal to their primary reference nations(s)—
are likely to undertake pursuit of nuclear weapons.? This identity conception facilitates nuclear
proliferation, according to Hymans, because it encourages two dangerous emotions: (1) fear,
which increases threat perceptions and the urgency to act, reduces the level of cognitive
complexity in decisionmaking, and encourages a focus on eliminating the frightened feeling; and
(2) pride, which increases a leader’s sense of his nation’s relative power, exaggerates his sense of
control over events, makes him desire autonomous action, and encourages behaviors that seek to
reinforce or project the feeling of pride.* With respect to the efficacy of the nonproliferation
regime, Hymans argues it is only effective against leaders with “subaltern” identities—those who
perceive their nation as lower in status and power than their relevant comparison nations.”

A second strand of the normative literature focuses on the role of anti-nuclear norms,
particularly those embedded in the NPT, in reducing the probability that states pursue nuclear
weapons.”® According to Rublee, for example:

The international social environment, supported by first an emergent and then a

full-fledged nuclear nonproliferation regime, has helped to provide that systemic

impetus toward nuclear nonproliferation. The emerging antinuclear norm led to

the development of the nuclear nonproliferation regime, which set forth a clear

injunctive norm against nuclear proliferation; and then as states acceded to the

treaty, the expanding regime established a descriptive norm against nuclear

proliferation as well .’

Muller and Schmidt similarly tout the importance of the norms propagated by the NPT. They

note that states that achieved independence after 1960 (when they argue the norm against

» Hymans, The Psychology of Nuclear Proliferation.

*Ibid, 29-34.

25 Ibid, 38.

* For a study of the role of norms in preventing nuclear use, see Nina Tannenwald, The Nuclear Taboo:
The United States and the Non-Use of Nuclear Weapons Since 1945 (New York: Cambridge University
Press, 2007).

7" Rublee, Nonproliferation Norms, 202,
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proliferation was introduced with the Irish resolution in the UN) have been significantly less
likely to pursue nuclear weapons, that the rate of nuclear weapons activities has declined sharply
since 1985, and argue that nonproliferation norms act most strongly on democratic or
democratizing states because “democracies show a relatively higher probability to abide by the
rule of law and to take efforts to be good international citizens 2 In a related vein, Tate argues
that the nonproliferation regime established a norm against proliferation and that, “It is
reasonable to argue that the general proscriptions against proliferation that are embodied in the
IAEA, NPT, and elsewhere account in large part for the failure of the dire predictions about
nuclear devolution to materialize.””

However, there are both theoretical and empirical shortcomings in the normative
literature on nuclear proliferation, both with respect to the leader identity argument and the NPT-
centered theories. First, the leader-centric approach cannot explain empirical variation in nuclear
decision-making within individual leader’s tenures—for example Qaddafi’s decision to pursue
and then abandon nuclear weapons efforts or Park Chung-Hee’s similar transformation in South
Korea. Second, it is possible that oppositional nationalist leaders may be more likely to emerge
in countries that are relatively insulated from the United States, which makes pursuing nuclear
weapons less costly from the point of view of retaliatory sanctions. This could create a spurious
correlation between leader identity types and nuclear outcomes.

Turning to the literature on NPT norms, too little attention is paid to the role of the
United States (and the Soviet Union) in propagating these norms and coercing and inducing

resistant client states that were interested in nuclear weapons to sign on to and ratify the NPT —

% Muller and Schmidt, “The Little Known Story of De-Proliferation,” 146-155.
* Trevor McMorris Tate, “Regime-Building in the Non-Proliferation System,” Journal of Peace
Research 27, No. 4 (November 1990): 403.
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for example West Germany, Japan, South Korea, Egypt, Argentina, and Brazil, among others. In
other words, a global norm against nuclear proliferation did not spontaneously emerge with the
introduction of the NPT; many states were quite resistant to the norm for a period of many years
and the United States utilized its considerable leverage to gain compliance from states. This in
turns suggests that much of the norm may be epiphenomenal to US (and Soviet) hegemonic
pressure. For example, despite emphasizing the importance of norms, Tate notes that
nonproliferation regime derives much of its power from the linkage between nonproliferation
and material benefits including, “foreign investment and aid, security alliance arrangements
(including extended nuclear deterrence), and conventional arms transfers. Seen in these terms
another reason the non-proliferation regime commands legitimacy is because it carries far-
reaching implications for states along a broad spectrum of relations.”*® Indeed, the decision to
proliferate and defect from the regime would most likely lead to “serious economic and other
sanctions.”" This again suggests that adherence to the norm is largely a function of the threats
and inducements offered by more powerful states, not any deep moral principle.

Relatedly, it is puzzling to speak of the power of a norm whose sponsors openly violate
it. The fact that the United States and Russia maintain vast nuclear arsenals while insisting others
renounce them suggests that it is not a moral norm against proliferation that drives the
nonproliferation regime, rather it is a power-driven strategy for maintaining hegemony. In sum,
there are strong reasons for believing that adherence to the norm against proliferation—to the
extent that the norm exists in more than a descriptive sense—is largely a consequence of

hegemonic power, not any moral or ideational aversion to nuclear weapons.

*0 Ibid, 410-411.
31 Ibid.
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Turning to the supply-side literature on the causes of proliferation, there are two main
strands: an older body of work that focuses on the role of domestic technical and economic
capacity and a newer literature that focuses on the role of foreign technological assistance to
nuclear programs. Within the first group, a host of empirical works finds that states with greater
economic development, greater industrial capacity, or greater latent nuclear capacity are more
likely to pursue and acquire nuclear weapons.>> More recently, Fuhrmann argues that states that
receive peaceful nuclear assistance (measured by nuclear cooperation agreements) are more
likely to pursue and successfully obtain nuclear weapons, particularly when this coincides with
recent militarized disputes,” while Kroenig finds that states that receive sensitive nuclear
assistance (aid in plutonium reprocessing, uranium enrichment, or bomb design) are more likely
to acquire nuclear weapons.>* Hymans provides an exception to this line of argument, arguing via
a case study of Yugoslavia that international civil nuclear cooperation may impede a country’s
proliferation efforts.*® In a related vein, Kemp argues that the effect of foreign assistance on
aiding proliferation ié overstated, and that the AQ Khan network in particular may have hindered
nuclear weapons programs by spreading a suboptimal uranium enrichment method >

Aside from the conspicuous reverse causality problems with this literature —states will
often develop nuclear capacity or seek foreign assistance when they are motivated to pursue
nuclear weapons, rather than the other way around—there is another important limitation with

this body of work, namely the insufficient attention to the changing volume and quality of

32 See Stephen Meyer, The Dynamics of Nuclear Proliferation (Chicago: University of Chicago Press,

1984); Singh and Way 2004; Jo and Gartzke 2007; and Bleek 2010.
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foreign nuclear assistance over time. Prior to the development of strong US nonproliferation
policies in the 1970s, sensitive nuclear assistance in particular was more available, with multiple
Western suppliers often competitively bidding for contracts in order to grow their domestic
nuclear industries or gain access to natural resources like oil.”” After the strengthening of US
policy (including the formation of the Nuclear Suppliers Group) in the late 1970s, however,
foreign provision of sensitive nuclear technologies has been much harder to come by, generally
provided illicitly, in piecemeal fashion, and often from states and non-state actors outside the US
sphere that have more limited technical proficiency (the main perpetrators starting around 1980
have been Western firms working at the margins of the export control regime, AQ Khan, North
Korea, and China). All in all, this suggests both that (1) the character of foreign assistance have
changed over time, and (2) that these changes are largely an outgrowth of the US-led

nonproliferation regime.

Causes of Nuclear Reversal

A second strand in the literature focuses on why states that embark on nuclear weapons
programs subsequently do (or do not) give them up. Compared to the literature on the causes of
nuclear proliferation, this literature is less developed, less systematic, and more ad hoc in its
arguments. To the extent that there is consensus, the predominant view is that nuclear reversal is

best brought about by improving a state’s security situation and by providing other material

%7 France, Germany, and Italy were most notorious for this. See Abraham Ribicoff, “A Market-Sharing
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inducements. Sanctions and military force, while occasionally useful, are deemed to be generally
ineffective on their own.

With respect to improving a proliferating state’s security, Sagan argues that for states
pursuing nuclear weapons for security reasons, the maintenance of credible US security
guarantees (specifically nuclear guarantees) is critical.”® Campbell and Einhorn concur, arguing
that expanding security commitments may be impractical in many cases, but that the United
States should make a concerted effort to bol‘ster and relieve stresses in pre-existing security
relationships with states considering or pursuing nuclear weapons.*® Echoing this security-
centered perspective, Paul argues that “The key to non-proliferation lies in resolving regional
conflicts, especially protracted ones...economic and technical sanctions can constrain a nuclear
aspirant and delay weapons programs, but again they may not resolve the fundamental reasons
for nuclearization... any non-proliferation policy that does not acknowledge the underlying
conflict dynamics of a region is bound to fail.”* Similarly, Joseph Pilat recommends seeking “to
improve regional and global stability, to strengthen alliance systems, and to promote the
legitimate security interests of states through economic and security assistance™' When dealing
with adversaries, a security approach suggests the importance of nonaggression pacts and ending

policies of regime change.”
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Scholars are generally more pessimistic about the efficacy of sanctions in producing
nuclear reversal, instead touting inducements and suggesting that sanctions are unlikely to
succeed on their own. For example, according to Campbell and Einhorn, pressure and coercion
are necessary components of a nonproliferation strategy but a successful outcome requires “not
just the threat of very harmful consequences if they persist but also the prospect of a much
brighter future if they reverse course.”* Braun and Chyba similarly note that economic sanctions
can be important component of nonproliferation effofts but that there must be incentives to go
along with disincentives.* For Montgomery, “proliferation pragmatism” is the right approach;
this means “using a full range of incentives and disincentives” and abandoning the threats of war
and regime change.** Montgomery goes so far as to argue, “through the use of targeted
incentives...even the most seemingly determined proliferants can be slowed without resorting to
extreme measures.” These incentives include, among other things, economic and other aid,
removal of sanctions, and diplomatic agreements.*’

For states whose proliferation is driven by domestic factors, inducements are again
deemed to be critical. Sagan suggests the importance of linking nuclear restraint to US aid or
funding of domestic programs and seeking to promote other forms of prestige for the nuclear and
military establishments.” In order to reduce the domestic pressures that can encourage
proliferation, Solingen recommends “rewarding natural constituencies of internationalizing
models...stripping autarkic or inward-looking regimes of their means to concentrate

power...crafting packages of sanctions and inducements that are sensitive to differences between
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energy-rich and energy-poor targets...[and] using democracy —where available —as an ally to
denuclearization.”*

Synthesizing many of these views, Levite argues there is no one explanation for the
phenomenon of nuclear reversal. An improved security environment appears to be a necessary
but insufficient factor explaining nuclear reversal; nuclear reversal also requires “the
sophisticated use of offsets and incentives” that “address the security, prestige, and bureaucratic
appeal of a nuclear program.” Possible US strategies include security guarantees, the threat,
imposition, or lifting of economic sanctions, and the provision of technological and economic
assistance. According to Levite’s analysis, there are three main factors influencing the success of
efforts to bring about nuclear reversal: “a change in the domestic perceptions of the nuclear
aspirants of the utility of acquiring nuclear weapons; sustained US encouragement of such
perceptions, made possible by tracking, understanding, and ultimately addressing the nuclear
aspirant’s concerns and requirements; and a conscious US-led effort to complicate the road to
nuclear weapons acquisition for those who embark on it.” Thus, while the United States can play
an influential role, domestic perceptions in the proliferating state may be outside of US control.™

A final element of nonproliferation strategy is the role that military force can play in
bringing about nuclear reversal. According to most scholars of nuclear proliferation, military
intervention makes sense only in limited cases. As Campbell and Einhorn note, “in the absence
of timely and accurate intelligence, proximately deployed military assets, and the support (or at
least acquiescence) of key neighboring states, the preemptive use of force will usually be

military impractical.”" In a similar vein, Pilat emphasizes the high intelligence requirements for
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an effective military strike, and also the dangers of coHateral damage, environmental disaster,
and political backlash.™ As Schneider argues, military force must be a last resort; even then, it is
only prudent under a very special set of circumstances. For example, there must be “adequate
domestic and international political support;” the proliferating state “would have to be
approaching the nuclear weapons threshold and be led by a hostile government that appears
ready take extreme risks;” and perhaps most importantly, “the developing scenario would have to
directly and immediately threaten a vital interest of the country considering the preemptive

strike.”>®

More recently, Kreps and Fuhrmann analyze the sixteen documented cases of attacks
against nuclear facilities, finding that attacks are more likely to succeed in peacetime than in the
context of an ongoing war, and that attacks are more successful against relatively undeveloped
nuclear programs.>*

While the literature on nuclear reversal may partially explain why the number of states
pursuing nuclear weapons has declined over time (since a state abandoning a nuclear program is
one mechanism through which the number of active programs decreases), it does not directly
address why states are less likely to initiate nuclear weapons programs in recent decades. Indeed,
drawing conclusions about the overall efficacy of nonproliferation policy tools like sanctions,
military force, or inducements only from cases where they are applied against ongoing
proliferators may be dangerously misguided because of the likelihood of selection effects

whereby states strategically decide whether to pursue nuclear weapons based on factors that also

affect the probability of subsequent nonproliferation tools succeeding .
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For example, if states expect that sanctions are likely if they pursue nuclear weapons,
those particularly vulnerable to sanctions are likely to abstain, leading only insulated states to
become the targets of imposed sanctions (thereby rendering the observed success rate low
despite the success of sanctions at deterring many states). Indeed, this is precisely what this
dissertation argues occurred with respect to the changing character of nuclear proliferators after
the strengthening of US nonproliferation policies in the 1970s. A similar story can potentially be
told about military force: it may be that the possibility of military force successfully deters some
states from pursuing or acquiring nuclear weapons, at least when the threat is credible. The
most important point is that particular nonproliferation tools may have different effects at the
threat vs. imposition stage, and that by studying only the imposition stage we are likely to come
to biased conclusions about those tools. In the subsequent sections, I develop new theories of the
causes and consequences of US nonproliferation policy that explicitly take into account this type

of strategic thinking.

Theorizing the Causes of US Nonproliferation Policy

This dissertation argues that the full character and timing of US nonproliferation efforts
are only explicable when fears of nuclear domino effects are placed at the center of the
analysis.”” In particular, the dramatic tightening of US nonproliferation policy in 1964-68 and

1974-78 can only be explained by fears of nuclear domino effects triggered by the Chinese and
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Indian nuclear tests. Although China and India both had troubled relations with the United States
when they first tested, the strengthening of US policy was not motivated by fears of China and
India themselves but rather that other states would follow them down the nuclear path.
Moreover, the fact that the United .States ultimately decided to apply its nonproliferation policies
strictly even in cases of allies and unaligned states where US officials have perceived few
strategic drawbacks to proliferation—and high potential costs for enforcing nonproliferation—
only makes sense because US policymakers were convinced that any individual exception could
lead additional states to pursue nuclear weapons, including ihose that would pose strategic risks
to the United States. Finally, the fact that the United States has opposed nuclear tests by new
nuclear states even after they have developed an acknowledged weapons capability can be
largely explained as part of a broader effort to prevent nuclear domino effects.

This argument does not reject the importance of existing motivations for nonproliferation
identified in the literature and discussed above. Rather, it argues that these motivations are
insuf