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ABSTRACT

Nuclear weapons are the most powerful weapons in human history, but contrary to virtually every
prediction by scholars, relatively few states have acquired them. Why are there so few nuclear
weapons states? What factors lead governments to reject and even renounce the ultimate weapon?
What do the disconfirmed predictions of widespread proliferation tell us about contemporary
theories of international relations?

To answer these questions, this study tests 15 hypotheses based on core categories in international
politics: power, resources, ideas, and institutions. The hypotheses on power suggest that a state's
nuclear decisions are a function of its external threats and its place in the international system.
They claim that the slow pace of proliferation can be explained by several factors: a lack of threat,
bipolarity, security guarantees, and superpower pressure. The resource hypotheses emphasize
material capability, i.e., whether a state has the money, scientific talent, or access to foreign
technology required to develop nuclear weapons. Hypotheses on the role of ideas often focus on
the beliefs held by decision makers. This study tests the influence of anti-nuclear norms on
proliferation decision making. Institutional explanations highlight either domestic institutional
arrangements (whether a state is democratic, whether it is liberalizing economically, its
organizational politics) or international institutions like the nonproliferation regime.

Many of the tests employ a data set consisting of 132 nuclear decisions and outcomes. The data set
is based on archival and interview material that documents nuclear decision making in two
countries: Australia and Egypt. The test results suggest that the dominant explanations for nuclear
decision making -- explanations based on power, resources, and norms -- fail to account for
outcomes. By contrast, institutional explanations, especially those involving organizational politics
and regimes, generate robust results. The findings have direct implications for broader theories of
international relations, and in particular, for variants of Realism, where a number of scholars have
used proliferation decisions as an explicit test of their theory. Overall, the findings point to the
enduring and decisive importance of politics and institutions, even in circumstances where
fundamental questions of security and national survival are at stake.

Thesis Supervisor: George W. Rathjens
Title: Professor of Political Science, Emeritus



Chp. 1 Nuclear Puzzles

"When in history have many nations had the capability to produce
a powerful weapon, and chosen not to exercise it?"!

Chapter 1. Nuclear Puzzles

I. The Puzzle of Limited Proliferation

The advent of the nuclear weapon -- the "absolute weapon" -- marked a turning point in world
politics.2 To some, nuclear weapons represent an unprecedented danger, a threat to the very survival

of states and the international system.3 To others, they offer the possibility of perpetual peace.4
All sides agree that nuclear weapons constitute a power unknown in international politics.

Among scholars of international relations, power and survival are thought to be fundamental
influences on state behavior. This study investigates the effects of power -- and the effects of ideas
and institutions -- by looking at how countries responded to the development of the most powerful
weapon in human history.

After fifty years, the most striking feature of the nuclear age is that there are so few nuclear states --
far fewer than scholars predicted. As one observer noted, "almost all the published predictions of
the spread of nuclear weapons have been too pessimistic."> An overwhelming majority of nuclear-
capable countries have opted to forgo nuclear weapons, and over time, the rate of proliferation has

1" George H. Quester, "The Epistemology of Nuclear Proliferation,” Journal of International
Affairs, Vol. 40 (Summer 1986), p. 178.

2 On the revolutionary character of nuclear weapons, see John H. Herz, International Politics in
the Atomic Age, (New York: Columbia University Press, 1959); Bernard Brodie, Strategy in the
Missile Age, (Princeton: Princeton University Press), 1959; Robert Jervis, The Meaning of the
Nuclear Revolution Statecraft and the Prospect for Armageddon, (Ithaca: Cornell University Press,
1989).

3 Morganthau warned, for example, that "if the nuclear armaments race cannot be brought under
control before any number of nations will have nuclear weapons, only a miracle will save mankind,”
Cited in Fred Charles Ikle, “Nth Countries and Disarmament,” Bulletin of the Atomic Scientists,
December, 1960, p. 391.

4 According to Waltz, nuclear weapons are so powerful that the "...the probability of major war
among states having nuclear weapons approaches zero.” Waltz goes on to describe nuclear
weapons as one of the few unit level attributes that generate systemic effects. Kenneth N. Waltz,
"The Origins Of War in Neorealist Theory," in The Origin and Prevention of Major Wars, Robert
L. Rotberg and Theodore K. Rabb, eds., (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press), 1988, pp. 50-
51. For a more detailed discussion of Waltz' views regarding nuclear weapons, see Chapter 11.

5 George H. Quester, "The Statistical “n” of “nth” Nuclear Weapons States," Journal of Conflict
Resolution, Vol. 27, No. 1 (March 1983), p. 167. Similarly, Mitchell Reiss notes that nuclear
weapons did not prove to be "the irresistible temptation that many feared they would be." Mitchell
Reiss, The Future That Never Came, Wilson Quarterly, Vol. 19, No. 2 (Spring 1995), p. 47.
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Chp. 1 Nuclear Puzzles

actually declined. “When in history," asked George Quester, have so "many nations had the
capability to produce a powerful weapon, and chosen not to exercise it?°6

This puzzle of limited proliferation provides the starting point for this investigation. Why are there

so few nuclear weapons states?’ What factors lead countries to renounce the most powerful
weapon in warfare? The answers to these questions have implications that extend beyond nuclear
decision-making to some of the central theoretical and empirical issues in international relations,
including the role of international law and international organizations, the nature of alliances, and the
intersection between the international politics and domestic decision making.

The central finding of this study, based on an analysis of 132 nuclear decisions and outcomes
spanning four decades, is that the dominant theory of nuclear behavior -- one based on external
threats and technical capability -- is unsupported by the facts. Moreover, the main critique of this
theory, the notion that nuclear outcomes can be attributed to international norms, is equally
untenable. Instead, the results of this inquiry suggest that influence of institutions and the internal
politics of decision making are consistently more important than the power, resources, or ideas for
explaining nuclear behavior, and in particular, for explaining the puzzle of limited proliferation.

The remainder of this chapter offers a brief overview of the dissertation. It begins with a look at
past predictions about the spread of nuclear weapons and the explanations that have been offered
for the puzzle of limited proliferation. The discussion then turns to methodology and a description
of the research design used in this study. It concludes with a summary of the findings and a
consideration of the larger implications for theory and research in international relations.

6 Quester, "The Epistemology of Nuclear Proliferation," p. 178. Quester describes the limited
spread of nuclear weapons "mysterious." NPT opponents used this history to argue that the treaty
would fail. As one critic of the argued.... "The Treaty appears in some ways to be a negation of
history. All people with the knowledge and resources they needed have progressed through
evolutions and revolutions in industry, transport and weapons; from the manual to the machine,
from sailing ships to steamers, from the oxcart to the aeroplane, and from the club to gun and
bomb." X. “Australian Doubts on the Treaty.” Quadrant 12:53 (May-June 1968), p. 31.

7 The puzzle of limited proliferation became obvious very early on. Rosecrance observed that,
“Indeed, some specialists remark that what is surprising about the current situation is not that three
countries have been able to fabricate nuclear weapons since 1945, but rather that a dozen nations
have not already done so.” Richard Rosecrance, "International Stability and Nuclear Diffusion," in
Richard Rosecrance, ed., The Dispersion of Nuclear Weapons, (New York: Columbia Press, 1964),
p. 1. See also William B. Bader, The United States and the Spread of Nuclear Weapons, (New
York: Pegasus, 1968), pp. 63-66; Michael E. Sherman, Nuclear Proliferation The Treaty and After,
(Lindsay, Ontario: Canadian Institute of International Affairs), 1968, p. 9-14.
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Chp. 1 Nuclear Puzzles

I1. Background: Proliferation Predictions

Perhaps the most famous -- or infamous -- prediction about nuclear proliferation was offered
President John F. Kennedy. In March of 1963, Kennedy warned that in 10 years, an additional

twenty-one countries might develop nuclear weapons.8 The young president's projection was

consistent with classified estimates? and with published work from universities and think tanks.
As one commentator put it, "The belief was common that nuclear spread had proceeded and would

continue to proceed about as fast as technology could carry it."10 Proliferation, wrote Gallois, was
“as irreversible as . . . the generalization of firearms.”!!

Predictions of widespread proliferation were based an expectation that nuclear technology would
become more widely available and that any single proliferator might set off a chain of acquisition
decisions. "The chief cause for anxiety," explained Sir John Cockcroft, a central figure in Britain's
nuclear program, "is the likelihood of a chain reaction in which the acquisition of nuclear weapons
by one new country would provoke other nations to follow suit. For example, if three nations made
nuclear weapons for the first time in the 1970s, ten might do so in the 1980s and thirty in the

1990s."12

More recently, a number of scholars associated with the Realist school of international relations

have offered their own predictions.13 At the beginning of the decade, Ben Frankel warned that
"...nuclear arms proliferation will likely intensify in the 1990s and beyond, and that the owners of
these newly acquired weapons will likely brandish them more openly to advance their political
objectives." He went on to conclude that, "The accelerated proliferation of weapons of mass
destruction will be an early and noticeable consequence of this change [in the international

system]." 14 Frankel presents his "explicit predictions about nuclear weapons proliferation" as "a
test for the explanatory and predictive power of structural analysis."

8 Public Papers of the President of the United States: John F. Kennedy, 1963 (Washington, D.C.:
Government Printing Office, 1964), p. 280 or New York Times, March 23, 1963, p. 1.

9 See, for example, Draft Memorandum for the President from the Secretary of Defense, "The
Diffusion of Nuclear Weapons with and without a Test Ban Agreement," February 12, 1963, Table
1 (p. 4); Draft Memorandum for the President from the Secretary of State, "The Diffusion of
Nuclear Weapons with and without a Test Ban Agreement," July 27, 1962, Table 1, John F.
Kennedy Presidential Library. See also William B. Bader, The United States and the Spread of
Nuclear Weapons, pp. 11-12. _

10 Sherman, Nuclear Proliferation The Treaty and After, p. 32.

11 Pierre Gallois, The Balance of Terror, (Boston: Houghton Mifflin), 1961, p. 229.

12 Sir John Cockcroft, “The Perils of Nuclear Proliferation,” in Unless Peace Comes, in Unless
Peace Comes, Nigel Calder, ed., (New York: Viking Press, 1968), p. 37. See also Lincoln P.
Bloomfield, "Nuclear Proliferation - A Current Appraisal,” Speech delivered September 28, 1967,
(Cambridge: Center for International Studies, MIT), 1967, p. 5; Robert Rothstein, On Nuclear
Proliferation, (New York: Columbia University), 1966, p. 65.

13 Waltz had made a series of predictions about proliferation starting in the late 1970s.

14 Benjamin Frankel, "The Brooding Shadow: Systemic Incentives and Nuclear Weapons
Proliferation," The Proliferation Puzzle: Why Nuclear Weapons Spread and What Results,
Zachary S. Davis and Benjamin Frankel, eds., (London: Frank Cass, 1993), p. 37.
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Chp. 1 Nuclear Puzzles

Waltz, Mearsheimer, and Van Evera, among others, also reasoned that the end of the Cold War and
the consequent decline of bi-polarity would result in a new round of proliferation, most likely in
countries such as Germany, Japan, and Ukraine. 15 In the wake of India's 1998 nuclear test,
Mearsheimer took to the New York Times and declared that it was "likely that other states will
follow India's footsteps. ...[T]he US will have to learn to live with the spread of nuclear weapons in

the decades ahead. ...[W]e cannot stop it."16

- A decade after the fall of the Berlin Wall, however, Realist predictions have fared no better than their
predecessors. As Brad Roberts, points out, "...since the end of the Cold War denuclearization
rather than nuclearization has been the dominant phenomenon... ... [H]istorical experience to date in
the post-cold war era has not unfolded in the manner predicted, as most states have decided that

more is not better for them."17

In every decade since the discovery of atomic weaponry, the consensus view has been that nuclear
weapons would spread more widely than they actually have. Indeed, almost no one has predicted
that nuclear weapons would not spread or that the number of nuclear weapon states would actually

decline.18 As regards nuclear weapons, to predict at all, is to predict more. 19

15 John J. Mearsheimer, "Back to the Future: Instability in Europe after the Cold War,"
International Security, Vol. 19, No. 3 (Winter 1994), pp. 5-49; Lincoln P. Bloomfield, "Nuclear
Proliferation - A Current Appraisal,” p. 1; Stephen Van Evera, "Primed for Peace: Europe After the
Cold War," International Security, Vol. 15, No. 3 (Winter 1990), pp. 7-57. See also Bradley A.

. Thayer, “The Causes of Nuclear Proliferation and the Nonproliferation Regime,” Security Studies,
Vol. 4, No. 3, pp- 519. On Ukraine in general, see John J. Mearsheimer, “The Case for a
Ukrainian Nuclear Deterrent,” Foreign Affairs, Vol. 72, No. 3 (Summer 1993), pp. 50-66.

16 John J. Mearsheimer, "Here We Go Again," New York Times, May 17, 1998, p. 17.

17 Brad Roberts, "Rethinking the Proliferation Debate: A Commentary," Security Studies, Vol. 4,
No. 4 (Summer, 1995), p. 797. Of course, a decade may be insufficient for judging the prediction.
- It may yet come true, but Frankel predicted that the effects would be "early and noticeable." In the
decade after the collapse of the Soviet Union, no new nuclear programs have been identified (Iraq
and North Korea's programs predate the collapse of the Cold War); four states have given up
nuclear weapons; and additional states have joined the NPT.

18 So far, I have found only two exceptions: Chafetz, who predicts that pressures for proliferation
will decrease in the years ahead and Donald Brennan, who at a conference in 1966, said that he
would "bet even money that the numbers of nuclear powers would not increase in the next ten to
fifteen years." Glen Chafetz, "The End of the Cold War and the Future of Nuclear Proliferation:
An Alternative to the Neorealist Perspective," The Proliferation Puzzle: Why Nuclear Weapons
Spread and What Results, Zachary S. Davis and Benjamin Frankel, eds., (London: Frank Cass,
1993), p. 128; Stanley Foundation, Proliferation Unlimited: A Strategy for Peace, [Report of a
conference held March 10-11, 1966 in Washington, D.C.], (Muscatine, Iowa: Stanley foundation,
1966), p. 24.

19 This brief survey actually understates the consensus. As falsificationists have lamented, most
predictions are general or conditional. Few people have the methodological conviction of a Ben
Frankel, willing to pursue strong predictions in order to construct strong theories. Instead, the
typical proliferation analysis asserts that as many as 15 or 20 or 30 countries could become nuclear
weapons states and implying that the number will be large. Even these marshmallow predictions
have proven wrong, however, since most of the countries named in these analyses have remained
non-nuclear.
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I11. Explaining the Puzzle:
Hypotheses on Power, Resources, Ideas, and Institutions

The puzzle of limited proliferation raises an obvious question: why are there so few nuclear
weapons states? Chapter 2 describes fifteen of the most common hypotheses. Each of these
hypotheses is associated with one of four core concepts in international politics: power, resources,
ideas, and institutions.

1) Power: The hypotheses on power suggest that a state's nuclear decisions are, first and foremost,
a function of the threats it faces and its place in the international system. States that face intense
threats -- be they nuclear or conventional -- will seek nuclear weapons to balance the capabilities of
their adversaries. In the absence of such threats, states do not seek nuclear weapons. The power
hypotheses also include explanations based on bipolarity and the role of the superpowers.
Bipolarity is said to slow the pace of proliferation, in part, because the most powerful players in the
international system are able to perform two tasks. They can provide credible security guarantees,
and they can pressure other countries to abandon their nuclear ambitions. Together, these
hypotheses -- (H1) lack of threat, (H2) bipolarity, (H3) security guarantees, (H4) superpower
pressure -- assert that the slow pace of proliferation is a function of power and the influence of the
international system.

2) Resources: The resource hypotheses maintain that the absence of widespread proliferation
reflects a lack of material capability on the part of developing states. Poor states lack the (HS)
money or (H6) scientific talent or (H7) access to foreign technology that would enable them to
acquire nuclear weapons.

3) Ideas: A third avenue of explanation focuses on the role of ideas. The most popular hypothesis
from this camp contends that (H8) the emergence of an anti-nuclear norm accounts for limited
proliferation.

4) Institutions: Institutional explanations for the nuclear decision making come in two groups.
One group focuses on the effects of domestic institutional arrangements: (H9-10) whether a state is
democratic, (H11) whether it is liberalizing economically, (H12) the structure of its organizational
politics. A second group emphasizes the role of international institutions, and in particular, (H13-
15) the nonproliferation regime.

IV. Testing the Hypotheses:
Methodology and Research Design

Past Research: Problems in the Dependent Variable
Testing the hypotheses requires a valid research design and an appropriate set of cases. The
research design used in most studies of proliferation begins with the question "why do states 'go
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nuclear?"20 Researchers then attempt to answer that question by studying the countries that "went
nuclear." This approach suffers a number of shortcomings.2!

First there is the problem of selection bias or "selecting on the dependent variable." Numerous
guides to research design caution against selection bias, warning, for example, that case selection is
"crucial to the outcome of the research."22 Yet most studies of nuclear proliferation restrict their
analyses to the behavior of nuclear weapons states. The thirty states that considered the acquisition

of nuclear weapons but that remained non-nuclear are virtually ignored.23

The problem of selection bias is made far worse by a lack of variation in the dependent variable.2*
Proliferation studies not only restrict the pool of cases to nuclear weapons states, they limit their
analysis to these states' acquisition of nuclear weapons. Many nuclear weapons states -- the US,
France, India -- at first rejected the idea of developing nuclear weapons only to reverse course at a

20 For an interesting discussion of what it means to "go nuclear, see Thomas C. Schelling, ‘Who
Will Have the Bomb?’, International Security (Summer 1976) pp. 77-91.
21 There are also problems with the unit of analysis, which in most studies of proliferation is
defined as states. Using states as the unit as states results in an inherently small pool of potential
observations, thus raising the "more variables than observations" problem. Even if the states that
"said no" are included in the pool, the number of observations is still so small that it would be
difficult to sustain generalizations about a phenomenon like nuclear decision making. On the
question of how many observations are required for valid causal inferences, see King, Keohane, and
'Verba, Designing Social Inquiry, (Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1994), p. 216. On the
"more variables than observations" problem, see Alexander George, "The Role of the Congruence
Method for Case Study Research,"” Paper presented at the Annual Convention of the International
Studies Association, Toronto, March, 18-22, 1997.
22 King, Keohane, and Verba, Designing Social Inquiry, p. 128. For a discussion of selection bias
in political science, see King, Keohane, and Verba, Designing Social Inquiry, pp. 124-149; David
Collier and James Mahoney, "Insights and Pitfalls: Selection Bias in Qualitative Research,” World
Politics, Vol. 49, No. 1 (October 1996), pp. 56-91; David Collier, "Translating Quantitative
Methods for Qualitative Researchers: The Case of Selection Bias," American Political Science
Review, Vol. 89, No. 2 (June 1995). For a different view, see Stephen Van Evera, Guide to
Methodology for Students of Political Science, (Ithaca: Cornell University Press), 1997, p. 23.

23 Of the roughly 30 states that considered the acquisition of nuclear weapons but remained non-
nuclear, eight are countries for which there is not a single English language book on any aspect of
their nuclear history. Another five are the subject of a single volume. These estimates are based on
a September 17, 1997 search of the Worldcat database using the search "subject: [country] and
nuclear weapons." Worldcat includes thirty-six million records covering most major libraries in
the United States. Book contents and titles were then reviewed to determine if the books related in
some way to nuclear decision-making. Countries with zero books included Taiwan, Indonesia,
Romania, Algeria, Libya, Saudi Arabia, Spain, and Yugoslavia. Countries with one book included
Egypt, Italy, Norway, Switzerland, and Finland.

24 On the distinction between selection bias and variation in the dependent variable, see Collier and
Mahoney, "Insights and Pitfalls: Selection Bias in Qualitative Research," p. 36 or 91.
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later point, but conventional studies of proliferation limit their focus to the acquisition of nuclear
weapons. Research designs of this kind are particularly suspect.25

Respecifying the Research Question, Dependent Variable and the Unit of Analysis

The research design employed in this study offers an alternative specification of the research
question, the dependent variable, and the unit of analysis. The research question is not why states
go nuclear, but why they remain non-nuclear. The dependent variable is not the acquisition of
nuclear weapons but "action favoring the renunciation of nuclear weapons." The unit of analysis is

decisions, not states.26

- Organizing the data on the basis of decisions makes it possible to assemble a pool of observations
that numbers in the hundreds rather than the dozens. This construction also allows for a wide
ranges of values on the dependent variable. Box 1.1 illustrates one continuum of possibilities.

Box 1.1. Continuum of Nuclear Decisions

-2 -1 1 2
Acquire Acquire Nuclear Reject Renounce Nuclear
Nuclear Weapons | Weapons Option | Nuclear Weapons | Weapons Option

At one end are decisions to renounce the nuclear option. Following that are decisions in which a
particular a proposal for nuclear weapons is rejected, but in a way that does not preclude a future
decision favoring nuclear weapons. Negative values on the continuum would include decisions to
pursue a nuclear weapons option (capability without weaponization) and the outright acquisition of
nuclear weapons.

Data, Cases, and Tests

Beginning with this conceptualization, the study looks at a total of 132 decisions and outcomes.27
The data set covers several decades of decision making in two states, Australia and Egypt. Both
countries sought nuclear weapons, but neither became a nuclear weapons state. The selection of

Australia and Egypt serves a number of research interests,28 but its most important virtue is that it
mitigates the general selection bias favoring the study of nuclear weapons states.29

25 King, Keohane, and Verba, for example, warn that "when observations are selected on the basis
of a particular value on the dependent variable, nothing whatsoever can be learmmed about the causes
of the dependent variable...." King, Keohane, and Verba, Designing Social Inquiry, p. 129
26 A more precise description of the dependent variable would be "decisions and related
outcomes." The case narrative is disaggregated into decision sequences, each of which consists of a
proposal, a decision, and an outcome. The last two parts of the decision sequence constitute the
"thing to be explained,” but it turns out that the generation of proposals is also an important
ghenomenon.

7 This figure includes 78 nuclear weapons-related decisions and outcomes in Australia and 54
decisions and outcomes in Egypt. ‘
28 This case selection maximizes the total number of observations in the general pool of
observations, the empirical base for all scholars working on this topic. By examining two
unresearched cases, twice as many new observations are generated compared with a research design
that compares a nuclear weapons state and a non-nuclear weapons state. Another research interest
served by these cases is the preservation of a vanishing data. Nuclear decision-making involves a

9.
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Australia is generally known for its efforts on behalf of nuclear abolition, not acquisition. Chapter
3 tells a different story, however. It documents the largely unknown history of Australia's attempts
to get the bomb as well as the decision to abandon it. Egypt's actions are no less intriguing. As
Chapters 6 and 7 point out, Egypt finds itself in one of world's most dangerous neighborhoods.
Since 1952, Egypt has been involved in six wars, and among its neighbors are one country armed
with nuclear weapons and three others that have tried to acquire them.30 Egypt, it would seem, had
every reason to want nuclear weapons and Australia no reason at all. Yet both countries sought
nuclear weapons, and both countries gave up their nuclear ambitions.

The data on the nuclear decisions is drawn largely from unpublished archival and interview material.
Archival documents were collected from eight archives in four countries. Most all of the 59
interviews were with Australian and Egyptian respondents, including nuclear scientists, diplomats,
military officers, and former heads of state. The archival and interview material form the foundation
for a narrative case history of each country's nuclear decisions. These case histories are then
disaggregated into individual decision sequences, which are then used in data sets for hypothesis

testing.

Four types of tests are used to evaluate the hypotheses. In cases where it is possible to assign
values for the independent and dependent variables, there are direct tests for correspondences (i.e.,
whether the values for the variables correlate or covary in the manner predicted). In other situations,
where data for the variables is poor, other observable implications of a hypothesis are deduced and
tested. There are also tests that rely on "process tracing,” which in this study includes both the
mapping of causal sequences and the use of chronological deduction. Finally, the hypotheses that
survive are then compared with one another in order to determine which have the greatest
explanatory power. Every hypothesis is subjected to at least two -- and as many as five -- different
tests.

comparatively small number of people. Information from individuals is essential, and when the
individuals die, they take their data with them. This case selection seeks to maximize data from
cases that are under-documented and whose source material may soon be lost. These cases also
meet at least three of the case selection criteria suggested by Van Evera -- data richness, large within
case variation, and cases that resemble current policy problems. Stephen Van Evera, Guide to
Methodology for Students of Political Science.

9 Selecting original cases of non-nuclear weapons states maximizes the increase in the
representativeness of the general pool of observations. On the conditions when it is appropriate to
select on the dependent variable, see Van Evera, Guide to Methodology for Students of Political
Science; King, Keohane, and Verba, Designing Social Inquiry, p. 139-149; Collier and James
Mabhoney, "Insights and Pitfalls: Selection Bias in Qualitative Research."

30 The wars include the Suez War (1956), the Yemen civil war (1962-1967), the Six Day War
(1967), the War of Attrition (1969-1970), the Ramadan or Yom Kippur War (1973), and the Gulf
War (1991). Among its neighbors, Israel has nuclear weapons; while Libya, Iraq, and Iran have
sought nuclear weapons.

-10-
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VI. Findings

The results of the hypothesis testing are generally strong. The hypotheses that perform poorly do
very poorly; and the hypotheses that perform well do reasonably well. Perhaps the most striking
results involve the hypotheses based on power. The lack of threat, bipolarity, security guarantees,
and superpower pressure hypotheses fail most of their tests. There is some evidence that increases
in threats or declines in the credibility of a security guarantees can stimulate proliferation decisions,
but decisions favoring the renunciation came despite the persistence of threats from nuclear armed
adversaries. The bipolarity and superpower pressure hypotheses also fail to account for the
observed outcomes, with the evidence against the pressure hypothesis being especially strong.

The resource hypotheses -- lack of money, lack of scientists, and lack of access to foreign
technology -- perform only marginally better. In general, a lack of financial resources did not
prevent either country from acquiring nuclear weapons. (The one exception might be Egypt
between 1965 and 1973, when work on a number of weapons programs stalled because of
economic difficulties.) The "lack of scientists" hypothesis fails all of its tests.

The strongest resource explanation is the "lack of access to foreign technology" hypothesis. On
numerous occasions in both countries, attempts to acquire nuclear weapons were stymied by the
denial policies of potential supplier states. Weighing against the hypothesis is the fact that the
denial policies applied only to the outright transfer nuclear weapons or especially sensitive
technologies. In neither case, however, was the transfer of nuclear weapons the only path to the
bomb. Both countries had the financial and scientific resources to pursue a nuclear option, and
outside a very limited number of technologies, most suppliers were ready and willing to expand
each country's nuclear infrastructure.

The hypothesis based on the role of ideas -- the anti-nuclear norms explanation -- also fails its tests.
One problem is that norms cannot account for nuclear restraint during the first thirty years of the
nuclear age (when there was no norm). Secondly, and more importantly, it appears that the creation
of the nonproliferation regime led to the development of an anti-nuclear norm, and not the other
way around. So while it may be the case that norms have contributed their own, independent
effects, from a historical and macro-causal perspective, they have played a largely secondary role in
nonproliferation outcomes.

Among the hypotheses involving institutions. some perform quite well, others not at all.
Hypotheses on the effects of democracy and liberalizing economies are not sustained, but
explanations based on organizational politics and regimes are fairly robust. The organizational
politics hypothesis, particularly in the case of Australia, passes several demanding tests and does so
decisively.

As regards regimes, there is evidence that the nonproliferation regime influenced nuclear outcomes
in both countries, though the case is stronger for Australia than for Egypt. At a minimum, regime
commitments appear to strengthen or consolidate a decision to forgo weapons, but there are
occasions when the regime can induce a renunciation decision. Of the two explanatory variants of
the regime hypothesis -- the prisoners' dilemma and international law hypotheses -- the international
law hypothesis comes out the better. The prisoners' dilemma fails both its tests for both countries.

-11-
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VII. Implications

The focus of the study is the puzzle of limited proliferation, but solving the puzzle has implications
for a number of topics of interest to scholars of international relations. The study's results touch on
issues involving alliance politics, balancing behavior, and evolution of sovereignty, but two
implications are particularly noteworthy.

The first relates to role of treaties and international law. Institutionalists have long argued that
international regimes can influence the behavior of states, though these claims have traditionally
been associated with the field of political economy, not security. There has been some
disagreement, however, over the exact way in which this influence is exercised. The results obtained
in this study offer a different perspective on international law, namely, that treaties constrain the
behavior of states by reshaping a country's internal decision processes. Treaties, by influencing the
composition of the decision group, the character of the decision set, the timing of the policy result,
and the nature of post-treaty organizational coalitions, can have a powerful impact on the domestic
policy process. These effects are independent of the influence of norms, attitudes towards
international law, or the regime's ability to solve prisoners' dilemmas, coordination games, or other
rational dysfunctions.

The notion that the power of treaties is the power to structure internal deliberations finds support in
the most counter-intuitive finding of the study: the sometimes perverse effects of nonproliferation
treaties. On occasion treaties can actually encourage states to seek nuclear weapons. Treaties act as
agenda setters, creating decision opportunities for interested policy actors. When the preferences of
the decision group favor the acquisition of nuclear weapons, the creation of decision opportunities
increases the likelihood that bomb advocates will be able to successfully press their cause. Several
instances of this phenomenon are described in Chapters 3 and 5.

A second implication has to do with how one conceptualizes the intersection between domestic and
international politics. Perhaps most popular metaphor for conceptualizing this intersection is

Putnam's two level game.31 This study suggests some of the other ways one can describe that
relationship. The case histories, for example, reveal a high level of cross-national interaction on the
issue of nuclear weapons, particularly between the militaries of nuclear weapons states and the
militaries of their non-nuclear allies. - In some circumstances, contact with states that own or seek
nuclear weapons appears to stimulate an interest in nuclear weapons. On other occasions, bomb
advocates in non-nuclear countries used their organizational colleagues in nuclear states to help
them in their domestic policy battles. In Australia, for example, the Australian Air Marshall
successfully enlisted his British counterpart in an elaborate lobbying scheme to promote a plan for
Australian nuclear weapons. Foreign officials were treated as like-minded political allies, not
interests on the other side of a bargaining table. Indeed, the lines of negotiation were often drawn
on the basis of organizational affiliation rather than national affiliation.

31 Robert Putnam, "Diplomacy and Domestic Politics: The Logic of Two-Level Games,"
International Organization, Vol. 42 (Summer 1988), pp. 427-460; Peter B. Evans, Harold K.
Jacobson, and Robert D. Putnam, eds., Double-edged Diplomacy: International Bargammg and
Domestic Politics, (Berkeley: Umver51ty of California Press, 1993).
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VIII. Rethinking the Nuclear Age

The record of the first half century of the nuclear age has to be counted as among the most
remarkable outcomes in all of international affairs. Despite the obvious importance of power in
world politics, most nations have forsaken the world's most powerful weapon. This study
concludes that the reasons for this unexpected outcome have to do with the politics of decision
making and the role of domestic and international institutional arrangements. It would appear that
politics and institutions are of decisive importance, even in circumstances where fundamental
questions of security and national survival are at stake.

The record of the nuclear age also suggests that countries are not slaves to inexorable forces. The
spread of nuclear weapons was not inevitable, as most scholars and policy makers contended.
Instead, states made a series of individual and collective choices that fundamentally altered the
course of international politics. '
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Chapter 2. Hypotheses on Nuclear Decision Making

I. Introduction

This inquiry began with a puzzle: why have so few countries acquired nuclear weapons? One way
to get at this puzzle is to look at how states make decisions about nuclear weapons. In this chapter,
we review the leading hypotheses on nuclear decision making and specify how they might be tested.

The study of nuclear decision making has enjoyed somewhat of a renaissance in recent years as
new archival documents and methodologies have become available. Today, one can employ
everything from spatial voting models! and game theory? to identity politics,3 prospect theory, and
historical sociology? to analyze how states decide their nuclear postures. This study focuses on
the most common explanations for why states forgo nuclear weapons. In all, four groups of
hypotheses are examined: 1) hypotheses having to do with power (the role of threats, security
guarantees, superpower pressure), 2) hypotheses having to do with resources (lack of money, lack
of scientific personnel, denial policies by nuclear suppliers), 3) hypotheses having to do with ideas
or beliefs (anti-nuclear norms), and 4) hypotheses having to do with institutions (democracy,
liberalization, organizational politics, regimes).

The chapter begins with a brief description of the different kinds of tests employed in this study,
and then proceeds to examine each hypothesis -- it logic, its pedigree, and the kinds of tests to
which it can be subjected. '

1 Bruce Bueno de Mesquita, James D. Morrow, and Samuel S. G. Wu, "Forecasting the Risks of
Nuclear Proliferation: Taiwan as an Illustration of the Method," The Proliferation Puzzle: Why
Nuclear Weapons Spread and What Results, Zachary S. Davis and Benjamin Frankel, eds.,
(London: Frank Cass, 1993), pp. 311-331.

2 Harald Muller, "A Theoretical Approach to Nonproliferation Policy," in Nuclear Proliferation in
the 1980s, William H. Kincade and Christoph Bertram, eds., (New York: St. Martin's Press, 1982),
pp. 42-59; and more recently, Peter D. Feaver and Emerson Niou, "Managing Nuclear
Proliferation: Condemn, Strike or Assist," International Studies Quarterly, Vol. 40 (June 1996), pp.
209-33. .

3 Glenn Chafetz, "The Political Psychology of the Nuclear Nonproliferation Regime," The Journal
of Politics, Vol. 57, No. 3 (August 1995), pp. 743-775; and Glen Chafetz, " The End of the Cold
War and the Future of Nuclear Proliferation: An Alternative to the Neorealist Perspective," The
Proliferation Puzzle: Why Nuclear Weapons Spread and What Results, Zachary S. Davis and
Benjamin Frankel, eds., (London: Frank Cass, 1993), pp. 127-158.

4 Janice Gross Stein, "Abstainers, Proliferators, and Penitents: Reframing the Problem," Paper
presented at the Conference on Non-Proliferation, IGC, University of California, held at Limassol,
Cyprus, August, 19-23, 1995.

5 Steven Flank, “Exploding the Black Box: The Historical Sociology of Nuclear Proliferation,”
Security Studies, Vol. 3, No. 2 (Winter 1993/94), pp. 259-294.
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I1. Testing Hypotheses

A hypothesis "is a conjectured causal relationship between two phenomena."® Tt posits a link
between a cause (A) and the effect (B). There are a variety of tests one can employ to test the
strength of a hypothesis, depending on the kinds of data that are available. In this study, three types
of tests are used.

A. Congruence Tests

To apply a congruence test, the "investigator asks: given the value of the independent variable in this
particular case, what prediction(s) can be made from the theory regarding the outcome of the
dependent variable. ...If the outcome is consistent with the prediction, then there is at least a

presumption of the possibility of a causal relationship."?

When there are good data for values on the independent and dependent variables, the researcher can
make a direct comparison to see if the variables correspond in the predicted manner. There are
times when a direct congruence test is not possible, however, because data on the independent or
dependent variables is lacking. In these circumstances, it may be possible to get around the data
problem by testing for a correspondence between the hypothesized relationship and other
observable implications. Under this test, one assumes a relationship between A and B, and looks
for the presence of other observable phenomena. If the A->B relationship is true, what else should
also be true?

B. Process Tracing
With congruence tests, the researcher compares two sets of values to see if they match. With
process tracing, the focus is not on two separate variables, but rather on the connection between

them.8 Process tracing is an activity known by many names,? but all applications of process tracing
start with the premise that certain outcomes can explained by reconstructing the sequence of events
leading up to the outcome. Recently, there has been some debate on the logical status of process
tracing as a distinct methodology. Does it involve a different kind of testing or is it simply
correspondence testing at the micro-level? King, Keohane, and Verba insist that there is nothing
special about process tracing, that it is an extension "of the more fundamental logic of analysis we
have been using, not [a way] of bypassing it." They politely note that process tracing can be "very

6 Stephen Van Evera, Guide to Methodology for Students of Political Science, (Ithaca: Cornell
University Press, 1997), p. 2.

7 Alexander George, "The Role of the Congruence Method for Case Study Research," Paper
presented at the Annual Convention of the International Studies Association, Toronto, March, 18-
22,1997. '

8 On process tracing, see Alexander L. George, "Case Studies and Theory Development: The
Method of the Structured, Focused Comparison," in P. G. Lauren (ed.), Diplomacy: New
Approaches in History, Theory, and Policy, (New York: The Free Press, 1979), and Alexander L.
George, Timothy J. McKeown, "Case Studies and Theories or Organizational Decision Making,"
Advances in Information Processing in Organizations, Vol. 2 (1985), pp. 21-58.

9 Clayton Roberts cites eight different phrases, including my personal favorite, “the model of the
continuous series." Process tracing or "sequential explanation” is a mainstay of historical analysis,
but its use is not limited to historians and social scientists. Geologists and other natural scientists
also employ process explanations. Clayton Roberts, The Logic of Historical Explanation,
(University Park: Pennsylvania University Press, 1996), pp. 17, 20.
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valuable," but they caution that a focus on causal mechanisms "is unlikely to yield strong causal
inferences...."10

There is another view, however.!l Some scholars contend that process tracing is not a correlations
method writ small. Process tracing, they insist, is a matter of description, not a search for micro-
correlation. It is “molecular narrative,” and as such, relies other modes of inference.l2 For
example, the social scientist using process tracing can test propositions by what might be called
"direct observation."13 By establishing the sequence of events at the point of causation, researchers
can sometimes establish an unmediated link between the action and intention of a political actor
who is responsible for an outcome. When the killer admits in court that he is guilty, his conviction

10 Gary King, Robert O. Keohane, and Sidney Verba, Designing Social Inquiry, (Princeton:
Princeton University Press, 1994), pp. 228, 85-87. They argue that attention to causal mechanisms
-- the heart of process tracing -- will not yield strong inferences "because more than one mechanism
can be activated, and within each mechanism, the relative strength of the explanatory variables may
be unclear." Van Evera appears to endorse KKV's conclusion that process tracing relies on the
same logic of causal inference as correspondence tests. He describes process tracing as a kind of
micro-level congruence testing. Causality is disaggregated into chains, and each segment in the
chain is established on the basis of the testing its predictions. Van Evera apparently disagrees with
KKV, however, as to the value of process tracing. He points out that the data from process tracing
is so rich, it offers the promise of exceptionally strong tests. Stephen Van Evera, Guide to
Methodology for Students of Political Science, pp. 33-34, 40. A an excellent example of process
tracing's strengths is Yueng Foong Khong, Analogies at War: Korea, Munich, Dien Bien Phu, and
the Vietnam Decisions of 1965, (Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1992). On causal
mechanisms in general, see Roberts, The Logic of Historical Explanation, p. 25; Daniel Little,
Varieties of Social Explanation: An Introduction to the Philosophy of Social Science, (Boulder:
Westview, 1991). ,
1T Critics have responded that KKV offer an overly narrow notion of causality, one that is "cause
and effect" without the cause. See, for example, Andrew Bennett, "Lost in Translation: Big (N)
Misinterpretation of Case Study Research," Paper delivered at the Annual Convention of the
International Studies Association, Toronto, March 18-22, 1997, pp. 18-21.

12 Roberts, The Logic of Historical Explanation, p. 47. Roberts goes on to argue that process
tracing "turns correlation into causation [p. 29]."

13 Philosophers and psychologists have long maintained that humans do not enjoy direct
perception of the external world. Still, it may be possible to test a limited number of hypotheses
with what is tantamount to direct observation. To do so, the researcher must get as close as possible
to the temporal-spatial point of causation, usually by means of archival documentation. Process
tracing can also provide the basis for chronological deduction, another kind of inference that
depends, not on correlations, nor on direct observation, but instead on temporal logic. Most

- deductions on social science take the form of a covering law: if 1) X is a member of class Y, and 2)
Y conforms to rule R, then 3) X conforms to rule R. This form of reasoning is based on the logic
of identity. If something has a certain identity, then it has certain characteristics and not others.
Chronological deduction, by contrast, relies on time, not identity. It suggests that if 1) X is an
outcome with the temporal location T1, and 2) Y is a possible cause of X, then 3) Y has a temporal
location T-p to T1. Chronological deduction is a powerful tool for falsification. It does not,
however, provide support or confirmation for a hypothesis. If several potential causes precede the
event to be explained, then simple chronological order will not provide strong grounds for choosing
one hypothesis over another.
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comes not because of correlational evidence, but because of his confession.!* When a policy
maker about to act declares to her close aids that the reason for her action is cause X and not cause
Y, the evidence for X is not correlation but direct documentation.

C. Performance Against Rival hypotheses

The first two tests can be used to evaluate a single hypothesis. This last test pits rival hypotheses
against each other. Hypotheses can be judged on several bases, including how many tests they
pass, how strongly they pass those tests (e.g., strong or weak correspondences), the strength of the
tests they pass (e.g., meeting unique predictions), and finally, the depth and range of their
explanatory power (how much does a hypothesis explain and over how many cases).

I1. Hypotheses on Power and Nuclear Decision Making

This first set of hypotheses emphasizes power as an influence on a state's decision to pursue or
forgo nuclear weapons. These hypotheses suggests that a state's nuclear decision making is a
function of its threat environment. The first and most commonly held hypothesis focuses on the
power of potential adversaries to threaten a state, thus giving it cause for wanting nuclear weapons.
Of course, power is held not only by enemies, but by friends as well. Thus, three of the hypotheses
examine the role of very powerful allies -- superpowers in a bipolar system -- and how their
behavior can slow the rate of proliferation. One hypothesis looks at the general effects of
bipolarity. The other two concentrate on specific aspects of bipolarity: superpower security
guarantees and superpower pressure. In sum, this set of hypotheses maintains that a decision for
or against nuclear weapons can be understood as a response to the capabilities and intentions of

enemies and allies.!3

A. The Role of Security Threats
Without question, the presence or absence of security threats is the single most cited factor used to
explain nuclear decision making. Typically, threats are discussed as the reason that states pursue

nuclear weapons, i.e., to balance threats posed by potential adversaries. According to Waltz,16

14 For a different formulation that also employs a legal model of causal inference, see Timothy J.
McKeown, "Case Studies and the Statistical Worldview: Review of King, Keohane, and Verba's
Designing Social Inquiry: Scientific Inference in Qualitative Research," International
Organization, Vol. 53, No. 1(Winter 1999), pp. 161-190.
15 For a review of writing on threats and proliferation decision making, see Stephen M. Meyer,
The Dynamics of Nuclear Nonproliferation, (Chicago: University of Chicago, 1984); William C.
Potter, Nuclear Power and Nonproliferation, (Cambridge, MA: Oelgeschlager, Gunn & Hain,
" 1982), pp. 131-144; Peter Lavoy, "Nuclear Myths and the Causes of Nuclear Proliferation," in
Zachary S. Davis and Benjamin Frankel, eds., The Proliferation Puzzle: Why Nuclear Weapons
Spread (and What Results), (London: Frank Cass, 1993), pp. 193-199; Scott Sagan, "Why Do
States Build Nuclear Weapons? Three Models in Search of a Bomb," International Security, Vol.
21, No. 3 (Winter, 1996-1997), pp. 54-86.
16 In all, I count four slightly different versions of Waltz' "more may be better" paper: Kenneth N.
Waltz, "What Will the Spread of Nuclear Weapons Do to the World," International Political
Effects of the Spread of Nuclear Weapons, John K. King, ed., (Washington: National Foreign
Assessment Center, Central Intelligence Agency, GPO, 1979); Kenneth N. Waltz, "The Spread of
Nuclear Weapons More May Be Better," Adelphi Papers, No. 171, (London: IISS), Autumn, 1981;
Kenneth N. Waltz, "Toward Nuclear Peace," Strategies for Managing Nuclear Proliferation,
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"nuclear weapons have spread for two reasons: either because one's adversary had them or because
one's great power ally was not thought to be sure to retaliate on one's behalf if the other great power

attacked."17 The need to balance against the capabilities of potential enemies has meant that nuclear

weapons have "spread from one country to another." 18 Indeed, Waltz summarizes the history of
nuclear spread as a chain of balancing....

Once the US had [nuclear weapons], it was [almost] inevitable that
the Soviet Union would not only get them but get them as soon as
they possibly could. The Soviet Union having them was a spur for
the Chinese Communists getting them. China’s having them was a
spur for India, India a spur for Pakistan, and so it goes. Now that’s
not uniformly the pattern but it’s a very important part [of what has

happened]....19

Many scholars stress the importance of threat as a cause of proliferation, including Van Evera,
Betts, Feldman, Mearsheimer, Frankel, van Creveld, Rosecrance, Quester, Kahn, Greenwood, and

Potter.20 Meyer finds strong evidence for what he calls a "motivational" model of proliferation. Of

Dagobert L. Brito, Michael D. Intriligator, Adele Wick, eds., (Lexington, MA: D.C. Heath and Co.,
1983), pp. 117-134; Kenneth N. Waltz, "More May Be Better," The Spread of Nuclear Weapons,
Scott D. Sagan and Kenneth N. Waltz, eds., (New York: W.W. Norton & Company, 1995). In
addition, I will make use a version of Waltz's arguments that he has presented orally: Kenneth N.
Waltz, "Nuclear Proliferation," Transcript of remarks made at Seminar XXI, March 3, 1995,
Washington, D.C., (Cambridge, MA: Seminar XXI, MIT). Given the very similar titles of these
works, they will hereafter be referred to as follows: Waltz, 1979; Waltz, 1981, Waltz, 1983; Waltz,
1995; and Waltz, Transcript. Where possible, I will rely on Waltz, 1995, since it is more widely
available.

17 waltz, 1979, p. 167. In his IISS article, Waltz lists seven reasons why a country would want
nuclear weapons: 1) balancing and imitation; 2) doubts about a nuclear ally, 3) a country without a
nuclear ally wants to balance, 4) present or future conventional threat, 5) nucleaer weapons are
cheaper and safer, 6) for offensive purposes, 7) to gain international standing. Waltz, 1981, pp. 78-
79.

18 waltz, 1981, p. 79; Waltz, Transcript.

19 Waltz, Transcript.

20 Stephen Van Evera, "Hypotheses of the Causes of the Rate of Nuclear Proliferation,"
Unpublished paper, March 4, 1976; Stephen Van Evera, "The Effects of Nuclear Proliferation,"
Unpublished paper, June 13, 1976; Richard Betts, “Paranoids, Pygmies, Pariahs and
Nonproliferation Revisited,” in Zachery Davis and Benjamin Frankel, The Proliferation Puzzle
(London: Frank Cass, 1993), p. 107; Shai Feldman, Israeli Nuclear Deterrence: A Strategy for
the 1980s (New York: Columbia University Press, 1982); John J. Mearsheimer, “The Case for a
Ukrainian Nuclear Deterrent,” Foreign Affairs, Vol. 72, No. 3 (Summer 1993), pp. 50-66; John J.
Mearsheimer, "Back to the Future: Instability in Europe after the Cold War," International
Security, Vol. 15, No. 1 (Summer 1990), pp. 5-56; Benjamin Frankel, “An Anxious Decade:
Nuclear Proliferation in the 1990s,” Journal of Strategic Studies 13, No. 3 (September 1990), pp.
1-14; Benjamin Frankel, "The Brooding Shadow: Systemic Incentives and Nuclear Weapons
Proliferation, "The Proliferation Puzzle: Why Nuclear Weapons Spread and What Results,
Zachary S. Davis and Benjamin Frankel, eds., (London: Frank Cass, 1993), p. 45; Martin van
Creveld, Nuclear Proliferation and the Future of Conflict, (New York: Free Press, 1993); p. 463-
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the ten motivational conditions he cites, only one (domestic turmoil) is wholly unrelated to threat or
capabilities.2! Perhaps the broadest claim comes from Thayer, who asserts that "security is the
only necessary and sufficient cause of nuclear proliferation."22

In the most obvious case, a country's acquisition of nuclear weapons can be intended to offset the
actual or anticipated acquisition of nuclear weapons by an adversary, but nuclear weapons can also
be used to balance against purely conventional threats. Waltz, for example, claims that this was
Israel's motivation for developing nuclear weapons.23 In either case, the underlying motivation is

fear. States fear other countries, and seek nuclear weapons for security.?4

Scholars also cite the lack of threat as a reason more countries did not develop nuclear weapons.
Van Evera contends that "...small states don’t need nuclear weapons because they don’t need many

weapons, period."?5 Similarly, Waltz points out that many states find themselves in low threat
environments. He concludes that "Many states feel fairly secure living with their neighbors. Why

should they want nuclear weapons?"26
These views suggest the following hypothesis:

H1. States seek nuclear weapons to balance against the capabilities or threats posed by current or
potential adversaries; in the absence of threats, states do not seek nuclear weapons.

To test this hypothesis, we begin with a congruence test. The threat hypothesis predicts a
correspondence between the level of threat and nuclear decision making. When threats are high,
states should take more numerous and/or more serious actions towards nuclear weapons. As
threats go to zero, we should expect fewer and less serious actions towards nuclear weapons.
Moreover, one should expect actions towards renunciation only when threats are low or
nonexistent.

Operationalizing the independent variable -- threats or threats warranting nuclear weapons -- can be
a tricky business. To simplify matters, this study borrows from Meyer, who operationalizes threat
as the presence or absence of three threat conditions.

519. To this list can be added Rosecrance, Quester, Dunn and Kahn, Greenwood, and Potter. See
Meyer, The Dynamics of Nuclear Nonproliferation, pp. 48-49. Indeed, in Meyer's survey of the
literature, threat-related motivations were cited by eleven of twelve authors and constituted the most
often cited reason for wanting the bomb.

21 Of the remainder, four are solely related to threat: "nuclear threat," "latent capacity threat,"
"overwhelming conventional threat," regional nuclear proliferation." The others motivations are a
mix of power, prestige, and economics: "regional power status/pretensions,” "global power
status/pretensions," "pariah status,” "loss of war," and "defense expenditure burden."

22 Bradley A. Thayer, “The Causes of Nuclear Proliferation and the Nonproliferation Regime,”
Security Studies, Vol. 4, No. 3, (Spring 1995), p. 486.

23 waltz, 1981, p. 79.

24 Waltz, Transcript.

25 Van Evera, "Hypotheses of the Causes of the Rate of Nuclear Proliferation,” p. 7.

26 Wwaltz, 1995, p. 9. See also Sagan, "Why Do States Build Nuclear Weapons? Three Models in
Search of a Bomb," pp. 46, 54-55.
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Table 2.2 Meyer's Threat Conditions?’

Nuclear armed adversary
Adversary with a latent NW capacity

Overwhelming conventional military threat?8

Further details about the operationalization come in Chapters 4 and 8. In addition, process tracing
tests will be possible on those occasions where decision makers or organizations make explicit
statements linking or decoupling threat with a nuclear decision.

B. Bipolarity and the role of superpowers

Bipolarity, or more precisely, the presence of two dominating superpowers, is said play a critical
role in a potential proliferator's calculations. The biploarity hypotheses assert that under bipolarity,
superpowers act to retard the pace of proliferation. In the absence of bipolarity, the key state actor
or actors are reluctant or unable to perform the same role, and so the spread of nuclear weapons
increases. In this section, three versions of the bipolarity hypothesis as considered: a general
bipolarity hypothesis and two additional explanatory hypotheses that focus on the role of security
guarantees and superpower pressure.

B1. General Bipolarity Hypothesis
With the end of the Cold War and the decline of bipolarity, a number of writers have argued

that the pace of proliferation would increase anew.29 The bipolar international system, it is said,
produces a more certain or predictable environment in which states can operate.30 States can count
on the superpowers to regulate world politics. In the absence of bipolarity, states are less confident
about their friends and their enemies and more likely to seek solace in nuclear weapons. At its most
basic, the bipolarity hypothesis suggests that....

H2. Under bipolarity, states are less likely to acquire nuclear weapons; in the absence of bipolarity,
states are more likely to acquire nuclear weapons.

The general effect of bipolarity can be tested with a congruence test that compares nuclear behavior
before and after the end of bipolarity. Given the hypothesis, one would expect more numerous and
more serious efforts to acquire nuclear weapons during a non-bipolar period compared with a
bipolar period.

27 Meyer, The Dynamics of Nuclear Nonproliferation, pp. 56-63.

28 waltz suggests that conventional threats, not overwhelming conventional threats, are sufficient
to cause states to seek nuclear weapons. Waltz, 1981, pp. 78-79.

29 John J. Mearsheimer, "Back to the Future: Instability in Europe after the Cold War,"
International Security, Vol. 19, No. 3 (Winter 1994), pp. 37-40; Stephen Van Evera, "Primed for
Peace: Europe After the Cold War," International Security, Vol. 15, No. 3, (Winter 1990), p. 7-57,
Frankel, "The Brooding Shadow: Systemic Incentives and Nuclear Weapons Proliferation,” p. 37;
Thayer, “The Causes of Nuclear Proliferation and the Nonproliferation Regime,” pp. 503-504.
30 Onthe general effects of bipolarity and multipolarity, see Waltz, 1981, pp. 72-78. A somewhat
different formulation is found in Kenneth N. Waltz, "The Emerging Structure of International
Politics," International Security, Fall, 1993, Vol. 18, No. 2, pp. 44-79.-
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B2. Superpower Security Guarantees
Many scholars attribute the nonproliferation effects of bipolarity to a specific mechanism -- the
provision of security guarantees. Frankel, for example, maintains that...

The end of bipolarity means that superpower guarantees - the most effective
instrument to moderate the effects of systemic characteristics - will be reduced and
weakened. As a result, the international system will revert to a more unvarnished
form of anarchy in which systemic attributes such as the security dilemma and self-
help will be accentuated. The accelerated proliferation of weapons of mass

destruction will be an early and noticeable consequence of this change.31

Mearsheimer offers a similar logic, as does Waltz , who cites a declining faith in security guarantees
as one of the two most important reasons states seek nuclear weapons.32

These same authors credit bipolarity as the reason that nuclear weapons have been slow to
proliferate in the past. Frankel contends that "The early predictions about the rapid spread of
nuclear weapons did not materialize because they failed to take into account the logic of

bipolarity."33 Waltz describes security guarantees as "the strongest way for the United States to

persuade other countries to forego nuclear weapons...."34 Van Evera, Frankel, Thayer, Nye,
Greenwood, Potter, and Meyer all credit security guarantees as a reason for the slower than

expected rate of proliferation.35 These views suggest the following hypothesis.

H3. When a country enjoys the protection of a security of guarantee, it is less likely to seek nuclear
weapons; states that lack security guarantees or that harbor doubts about their security guarantee,
are more likely to seek nuclear weapons. :

To assess the effect of security guarantees, one can begin with a congruence test. As variables go,
the presence of a security guarantee is nicely visible. Usually, there is a piece of paper or other

evidence of commitment.36 In this study, two measures of security guarantee are used. The first is

31 Frankel, "The Brooding Shadow: Systemic Incentives and Nuclear Weapons Proliferation," p-
37. See also p. 46.

32 John J. Mearsheimer, "Here We Go Again," New York Times, May 17, 1998, p. 17; Waltz,
1981, pp. 78-79.

33 Frankel, "The Brooding Shadow: Systemic Incentives and Nuclear Weapons Proliferation," p.
46.

34 Waltz, 1995, p. 42.

35 Van Evera, "Hypotheses of the Causes of the Rate of Nuclear Proliferation," p- 6; Frankel, "The
Brooding Shadow: Systemic Incentives and Nuclear Weapons Proliferation," p. 37; Thayer, “The
Causes of Nuclear Proliferation and the Nonproliferation Regime,” p. 503; for Greenwood Potter,
and Meyer, see Meyer, The Dynamics of Nuclear Nonproliferation, pp. 68, 102.

36 Indeed, guarantees must be made visible in order to reassure the country being protected, but
also to communicate to potential aggressors that these states are under protection. Without such
signaling, the cooperating parties take great risks: 1) an adversary may not be deterred from attack
and 2) the protector might be dragged into an unnecessary war.
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simply whether a country enjoys a defense treaty with a superpower.37 Each year under study is
coded for the presence or absence of a defense treaty with a bipolar superpower. Of course, a
state's confidence in a security guarantee can wax or wane, even if the paper commitment remains
unchanged. In order to capture the strength of a security commitment over time, this study employs
another measure: troop deployments by the guarantor to the ally's region. The advantage of using a
indicator such as troop deployments is that it provides a continuous, rather than a bivariate, measure
of the alliance relationship.

In general, one should expect that states that score positively for a defense treaty (and especially
states enjoying the protection of large or increasing allied troop deployments) will not engage in
numerous and/or serious actions to acquire nuclear weapons and may take actions towards
renunciation. States that suffer the absence of a defense treaty or declining commitments from an
ally should exhibit more acquisition-related behaviors, and few if any renunciation-related
behaviors. Process tracing tests will be possible for those occasions where decision makers
explicitly invoke security guarantees as relevant or irrelvant to their actions.

B3. Superpower Pressure

The decline of bipolarity is said to reduce the effectiveness of security guarantees, but it also has a
second, related consequence -- a decline in the ability and interest of superpowers to pressure states
to give up their nuclear ambitions.3® Under bipolarity, the two dominant players have the interest
and the wherewithal to prevent nuclear proliferation -- a view expressed by Deudney, Thayer,

Mearsheimer, and Greenwood among others.39 The Warsaw Pact countries, for example, had no

37 Of course, not every defense treaty is tantamount to a security guarantee. Indeed, it appears that

both the providers and recipients of defense pledges take the precise language of the agreements

very serious matter. Nevertheless, a defense treaty provides a practical, if crude, proxy for a security
arantee. : :

8 Still another way in which bipolarity may discourage proliferation is suggested by Waltz. He
argues that the US and the USSR developed so many warheads and such sophisticated arsenals that
the price of entry was too high for other countries to consider. The French and British stockpiles,
given their small size and inability to compete with the ever modernizing forces of the superpowers,
were not credible and simply demonstrated to the rest of the world that modest nuclear forces were
not worth the trouble. This is an argument that Waltz abandons in later versions of the "more is
better" series. As Feaver and Sagan point out, Waltz' earlier stance fit uncomfortably with his
current view that even small nuclear forces offer the protection of robust deterrence. It is worth
noting a certain irony here. If one accepts Waltz' earlier position that small forces are not credible,
and if one accepts Waltz' unrelated contention that the superpower arsenals were unnecessarily
large, that much of the nuclear arms race was irrational given the absence of relative gains in the
nuclear domain, then one is put in the position of arguing that an irrational behavior on the part of
the superpowers -- not bipolarity -- contributed to nonproliferation. Waltz, 1979, p. 180; Kenneth
Waltz, Theory of International Politics, (Reading, MA: Addison-Wesley, 1979); Peter D. Feaver,
"Optimists, Pessimists, and Theories of Nuclear Proliferation Management," Security Studies, Vol.
4, No. 4 (Summer 1995), pp. 760-761.

39 Daniel Deudney, "Dividing Realism: Structural Realism Versus Security Materialism on
National Security and Proliferation,” The Proliferation Puzzle: Why Nuclear Weapons Spread and
What Results, Zachary S. Davis and Benjamin Frankel, eds., (London: Frank Cass, 1993), p. 13;-
Thayer, “The Causes of Nuclear Proliferation and the Nonproliferation Regime,” p. 506;
Mearsheimer, "Here We Go Again," p. 17; Meyer, The Dynamics of Nuclear Nonproliferation, p.
68.
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choice but to remain non-nuclear or suffer the wrath of the Soviet Union.40 The United States was
able to achieve a similar result among most of its allies. South Korea and Taiwan, for example, are

often cited as having canceled their nuclear programs because of American pressure.4! From this
perspective, the Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty was the vehicle used by the superpowers to force
their respective allies into nuclear abstinence. More generally, this logic suggests the following
hypothesis....

H4. Superpower pressure causes states to forgo or abandon the pursuit of nuclear weapons.

Superpower pressure is a phenomenon that differs from security guarantees in several respects.
Security guarantees are highly visible. Pressure can be visible, but it can also take place behind
closed doors. Security guarantees tend to be written documents that oblige the parties to behave in
certain ways. Pressure is often delivered verbally, can take a variety of forms, and can be vague in
the extreme. Finally, security guarantees once given, tend to persist over time, while applications of
pressure tend to be case specific and more narrowly bounded in time.

To get at this elusive variable, a variety of tests are employed. Given a successful application of
pressure, what else would one expect to see? Three predictions are deduced.

Prediction 1. The superpower will be aware of proliferation-related activities taking place within the
country. The typical sequence of events consists of: a) a prospective proliferator engages in some
objectionable nuclear behavior, b) a superpower discovers this activity, ¢) the superpower applies

pressure to the proliferator, and d) the proliferator ceases the activity.#2 A superpower cannot apply
pressure (c), without first having discovered some activity (b).

Prediction 2. The superpower will communicate its displeasure to the prospective proliferant. A
particularly striking example of this kind of communication is Dean Rusk's warning to Israel in
1966 about its nuclear program. Speaking to Israel's Ambassador, the Secretary of State....

40 1t may be that Soviet control of nuclear activity in the Eastern Europe has been overestimated.
There are strong indications that both Romania and Yugoslavia had clandestine nuclear weapons
programs. Rodney W. Jones and Mark G. McDonough, Tracking Nuclear Proliferation,
(Washington: Carnegie Endowment for Peace, 1998), pp. 103-108; Andrew Koch, "Yugoslavia's
Nuclear Legacy: Should We Worry?," The Nonproliferation Review, Vol. 4, No. 3
(Spring/Summer 1997), pp. 123-128; William C. Potter and Jonathan B. Tucker, "Well-Armed and
Very Dangerous," Los Angeles Times, April 4, 1999, http://cns.miis.edu/pubs/reports/pottuck.htm.
41 On the South Korean and Taiwanese nuclear programs see Michael J. Mazarr, North Korea
and the Bomb, (London: Macmillan, 1995), pp. 25-28; Don Oberdorfer, The Two Koreas, (New
York: Basic Books, 1997), pp. 68-74; Mitchell Reiss, Without the Bomb. The Politics of Nuclear
Nonproliferation, (New York: Columbia University Press, 1988), pp. 78-108; Ta-you Wu, "A
Footnote to the History of Our Country's 'Nuclear Energy' Policies," Biographical Literature, May,
1988, Translation from Chinese by ISIS; http://www.isis-online.org/publications/ index.html;
Joseph A. Yager, "Northeast Asia," Nonproliferation and U.S. Foreign Policy, Joseph A. Yager, ed.,
(Washington: Brookings Institution, 1980), pp. 47-81; Frankel, "The Brooding Shadow: Systemic
Incentives and Nuclear Weapons Proliferation," pp. 48-51.

42 Alternatively, the sequence goes a) a proposal by the superpowers that their clients renounce
nuclear weapons, b) pressure by the patron on its clients to accede to the proposal, and c) the client
agreeing to the proposal.
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...raised question of Israeli nuclear intentions. Would Israel agree to IAEA
safeguards, he asked. Secretary noted our assumption GOI does not wish go
nuclear, and added: if you do. you will lose US support. ...Secretary then told
Israelis that nothing would be more disastrous to GOI than enter nuclear weapon
field, and urged them to agree to international safeguards.

Ambassador Rafael responded, but Rusk continued to press the issue...

The Secretary said either this card is in your deck, or it is not. If it's not, then get it
out of the way by accepting safeguards. He again noted that if Israel is holding
open the nuclear option, it would lose US support. We would not be with you, he

said.43

Prediction 3. Decision makers will express the belief that they are being pressured. i.e., they
understand the intent of the superpower's words or actions as pressure to abandon nuclear
weapons, and refer to this fact during policy deliberations. Once again, the Rusk-Rafael
episode provides a vivid example of a proliferator recognizing the application of pressure.
After Rusk's initial comments, news of the encounter made its way back to Israel. When
Abba Eban met with the American ambassador in Tel Aviv, he expressed his unhappiness...

Referring to the secretary's conversation with Rafael, he took exception to what had
been reported to him and the suggestion the U.S. would be quote through with

Israel unquote if Israel did not do what we wanted in this respect. He felt this
suggestion of sanctions against Israel was not in accord with the atmosphere of trust
and good will that should prevail between good friends. ...I added it not question of
sanctions, on contrary it matter of losing U.S. support. "...Eban concluded that he

had gotten the signal. 44

In addition, process tracing tests will be possible in those instances when decision makers or
organizations invoke or dismiss superpower pressure as a reason for their behavior. So, for
example, one could imagine that there might be an Israeli document in which the Prime Minister
declares that the nuclear program will go forward regardless of Rusk's threat.

43 As it turned out, the threat went nowhere. In October, when senior representatives of the
governments met again, the US did not raise the issue, much to the surprise of the Israelis. On
Rusk's original threat, see Telegram from Dean Rusk to US Embassy, Tel Aviv, "US Mission
Geneva for Goldberg," June 28, 1966, p. 1, [Exdis], NAII, General Records of the Department of
State, Central Decimal File, 1964-1966, Political and Defense, Def-Defense Affairs Israel 12
Armaments 1/1/65, Box 1643. On the US dropping the issue, see Telegram from Barbour to
Secstate Washington, October 12, 1966, p. 1, NAII, General Records of the Department of State,
Central Decimal File, 1964-1966, Political and Defense, Def-Defense Affairs Israel 12 Armaments
1/1/65, Box 1643. .

44 Telegram from Barbour to Secstate Washington, October 12, 1966, p. 1, NAII, General Records
of the Department of State, Central Decimal File, 1964-1966, Political and Defense, Def-Defense
Affairs Israel 12 Armaments 1/1/65, Box 1643.
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ITI. Hypotheses on Resources and Nuclear Decision Making
A second set of hypotheses focuses on resources -- the role of money, scientific personnel, and
foreign technology. Resource hypotheses have a long, if checkered, history. Early in the nuclear
age, it was thought that the very capability to produce nuclear weapons would lead states to acquire
them. Often referred to as the technological momentum hypothesis, it maintained that the attraction
of turning the technically possible into the powerfully real would prove irresistible, and that
technological development would take on a life of its own.4> This notion has since fallen into
disfavor, and for obvious reasons. As the nuclear age progressed, the number of states with the
capacity to develop a nuclear option increased several fold, but proliferation did not.46 Capability, it

seems, do not cause states to seek nuclear weapons.4’

Resource hypotheses have continued to persist in another form, however. Today, the argument is
not that resources encourage the acquisition of nuclear weapons, but rather that a lack of resources
inhibits the spread of nuclear weapons.*8 Put another way, the development of nuclear weapons
requires a certain minimum level of resources, and this threshold functions as a barrier to further

45 For a review of the technological momentum hypothesis, also known as the technological
determinism thesis, see Lavoy, "Nuclear Myths and the Causes of Nuclear Proliferation," pp. 194-
195; Meyer, The Dynamics of Nuclear Nonproliferation, pp. 9-12 and passim. For examples of
this view, see Dietrich Schroeer, Science Technology, and the Nuclear Arms Race, (New York:
Wiley, 1984); Lord Solly Zuckerman, Nuclear Illusion and Reality, (New York: Viking Press,
1983); and Herbert York, Race to Oblivion A Participant's View, New York: Simon and Schuster,
1970). Though widely rejected today, the technological momentum thesis may find partial
corroboration in the South African case, where, as one weapons scientist put it, "we did it because
we could." Robert E. Kelley, "Two Substantially Different Approaches to Proliferation: The Cases
of South Africa and Iraq," Paper presented for the Conference on Non-Proliferation, IGC,
University of California, held at Limassol, Cyprus, August, 18, 1995, p. 9.

46 For critiques of the technological momentum thesis, see Cynthia Cannizzo, "A Critique of the
Technical Approach,” in Nuclear Proliferation in the 1980s, William H. Kincade and Christoph
Bertram, eds., (New York: St. Martin's Press, 1982); pp. 173-193; Graham Spinardi, "Aldermaston
and British Nuclear Weapons Development: Testing the "Zuckerman Thesis,™ Social Studies of
Science, Vol. 27, No. 1 (August 1997), pp. 547-582, and Meyer, The Dynamics of Nuclear
Nonproliferation.

7 A more sophisticated version of the technical thesis is offered by Meyer: "1. The more
advanced a country's nuclear infrastructure, the lower the direct financial and technical cost of 'going
nuclear." The lower the direct costs of 'going nuclear,' the easier the decision to do so. 2. The more
advanced a country's nuclear infrastructure, the shorter the time lag between proliferation decision
and the first weapon produced. The shorter the lag time, the greater the relevance of the 'nuclear
option' to events at hand, and hence the greater the likelihood of making a proliferation decision.
The shorter the lag time, the less likely the possibilities for timely and effective anti-proliferation
intervention." Meyer finds that even this improved version does not survive empirical tests.
Stephen M. Meyer, "A Statistical Risk Model for Forecasting the Proliferation of Nuclear
Weapons," in Dagobert L. Brito et al, eds., Strategies for Managing Nuclear Proliferation,
(Lexington, MA: Lexington Books, 1983), pp. 225-6.

48 Examples of the resource hypothesis include Rosecrance, Greenwood, Dunn and Kahn, among
others. According to Meyer's survey, lack of technical and/or economic capability was the most
frequently cited reason for why more countries have not developed nuclear weapons. Meyer, The
Dynamics of Nuclear Nonproliferation, p. 68.
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proliferation in the developing world.4? There are two parts to the resource equation. One is a
proliferator's indigenous resources, i.e., what a country has on hand or can mobilize. The second is
access to the resources of other countries, and in particular, the ability to arrange technology
transfers of nuclear weapons-related equipment. Put another way, in assessing the resources of a
prospective proliferant, one must ask "what do they have?" and "what can they get?"

A. The Proliferator's Indigenous Resources
Among a state's indigenous resources, two are particularly relevant: money and scientific

personnel.50 The influence of each is summarized in the following hypotheses.

H5. Developing states do not acquire nuclear weapons, because they lack the necessary financial
resources.

H6. Developing states do not acquire nuclear weapons, because they lack the necessary scientific
and technical personnel.

Both hypotheses can be evaluated using four general tests, the first three of which are based on the
hypotheses' observables implications. Given a lack of money and personnel preventing the
acquisition of nuclear weapons, what else one might expect to see?

Prediction 1. A country prevented from acquiring nuclear weapons because of resource constraints
will have fewer resources than nuclear weapons states had at the time those countries decided to
seek the bomb. The resource hypotheses maintain that there is a threshold, a minimum level of
resources required for states to pursue nuclear weapons. One way to establish that minimum is to
look at the states that successfully went down the nuclear path. China, for example, decided to seek
nuclear weapons in 1955;51 Pakistan made the decision no later than 1972;52 and Israel made its

decision in the mid-1950s.53 One would expect that a state prevented by resource constraints from
pursuing nuclear weapons would have fewer financial resources -- measured in real GNP, central
government expenditure, and defense expenditures -- than nuclear weapons states at the time they

49 Presumably, countries lacking the capability to build nuclear weapons realize their own
limitations and give up before they begin, while others start down the path and have to quit, because
they discover that the project is beyond them.

50 Industrial capacity has proven to be a less useful category of capability. Low levels of
industrialization in Pakistan, Iraq, North Korea, and China did not prevent those countries from
establishing advanced nuclear programs. The problem with using society-wide measures of
capability, such as industrial output is that states have the capacity to focus a tremendous amount of
resources on a particular problem if they so choose. For a contrary view, see Meyer, The Dynamics
of Nuclear Nonproliferation, p. 109; Yair Evron, "The Arab Position in the Nuclear Field: a Study
of Policies up to 1967," Cooperation and Conflict, Vol. 8, (1973), p. 21.

51 John Wilson Lewis and Xue Litai, China Builds the Bomb, (Stanford,: Stanford University
Press, 1988); Evan Feigenbaum, "The Military Transforms China: The Politics of Strategic
Technology from the Nuclear Age to the Information Age," Unpublished Ph.D.. Dissertation,
Stanford University, 1997, UMI Dissertation Service, pp. 45-54.

52 Samina Ahmed, "Pakistan's Nuclear Weapons Program: Turning Points and Nuclear Choices,"
International Security, Vol. 23, No. 4 (Spring 1999), p. 183.

53 Avner Cohen, Israel and the Bomb, (New York: Columbia University Press, 1998).
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committed to the acquisition of nuclear weapons. Similarly, one would expect that a resource
constrained stated would have a smaller base of scientists and engineers than similarly situated
weapons states at the time they decided to seek the bomb.

Prediction 2. Countries held back by a lack of monetary or scientific resources will have little or no
excess capacity, i.e., slack. If resource constraints are inhibiting a nuclear program, then one should
not observe low levels of resource utilization relative to what could be mobilized. According to the
resource hypotheses, states live at the margins of their resource extraction and therefore, the
demands of a nuclear weapons program exceed their means.

Prediction 3. States that do not pursue nuclear weapons because of resource constraints will not
have the money or scientific personnel to spend on similar but less important projects of equal cost.
If a country has the resources to spend on non-nuclear military projects of lesser importance --
resources that could otherwise go towards a nuclear program -- then lack of resources cannot
explain the lack of a nuclear weapons program.

The fourth test is a process tracing test. Do decision makers cite resource constraints as a reason
for their decisions? Of course, the record may also reflect the opposite point of view, as in Zulfigar
Ali Bhutto's famous declaration that Pakistanis would "eat grass" if necessary to acquire the

bomb.34

B. Access to External Resources

Even when a state lacks the indigenous resources to pursue nuclear weapons, it may be able to start
down the nuclear path with a little help from its friends. Nuclear suppliers, eager to sell their wares
or to win political favor, can facilitate a state's entry into the nuclear club. On the other hand, efforts
to deny potential proliferators access to nuclear technology could inhibit proliferation.55
Proponents of this idea point to a variety of national, multi-lateral, and international efforts -- export
controls, the London Suppliers Group, IAEA efforts to combat nuclear smuggling, etc. -- that are
said to have prevented the spread of nuclear weapons. Thus, the final resource hypothesis
contends that.... ‘

54 Ahmed, "Pakistan's Nuclear Weapons Program: Turning Points and Nuclear Choices," p. 183.

55 Denial of nuclear technology is distinct from superpower pressure, because a state or
international regime may deny access to weapons without threatening the potential proliferator with
further punishment. On denial as a nonproliferation tool, see Peter Clausen, "U.S. Nuclear Exports
and the Nonproliferation Regime," in Limiting Nuclear Proliferation, Jed C. Snyder Samuel F.
Wells, eds., (Cambridge: Ballinger, 1985), pp. 183-212; Victor Galinsky, "Restraining the Spread
of Nuclear Weapons: A Walk on the Supply Side," in Limiting Nuclear Proliferation, Limiting
Nuclear Proliferation, Jed C. Snyder Samuel F. Wells, eds., (Cambridge: Ballinger, 1985), pp. 255-
283; C. Raja Mohan, "Why Nations Go Nuclear: An Alternate History," in Nuclear Proliferation
in the 1980s: Perspectives and Proposals , William Kincade and Christopher Bertram, eds., (New
York: St. Martin's Press, 1982), p. 38; William Potter, "Soviet Nuclear Export Policy, in Limiting
Nuclear Proliferation," Limiting Nuclear Proliferation, Jed C. Snyder Samuel F. Wells, eds.,
(Cambridge: Ballinger, 1985), pp. 213-252. For a critique of denial approach, see George
Rathjens, "Rethinking Nuclear Proliferation," in Weapons Proliferation in the 1990s, Brad Roberts,
ed., (Cambridge: MIT Press, 1995), pp. 93-106.

27-



Chp. 2. Hypotheses on Nuclear Decision Making

H7. Developing states do not acquire nuclear weapons, because supplier states have
nonproliferation policies that deny nuclear technology to potential proliferators.

Three testable predictions are deduced from this hypothesis. Each is based on an observable
implication of the hypothesis; i.e., something that one should see if the hypothesis is true.

Prediction 1. Nuclear technologies denied by one supplier cannot be obtained from another
supplier.

Prediction 2. Supplier states that deny a transfer of technology on nonproliferation grounds will
avoid other nuclear transfers to that country. One would not expect, for example, that a supplier
state would bid on nuclear projects or provide nuclear aid to a country that was suspected of
seeking the bomb.

Prediction 3. A supplier state will attempt to encourage other suppliers to refrain from selling
nuclear technology to the suspected state. Getting other supplier states to enforce denial policies
would increase the effectiveness of the denial policy, while simultaneously protecting the market
share of the supplier state.

The process tracing test for this hypothesis seeks documents and declarations by decision makers
linking the policies of the supplier states with nonproliferation outcomes or decisions to forgo
nuclear weapons.

IV. Hypotheses on Ideas and Nuclear Decision Making
Hypotheses having to do with power and resources stress the objective features of international
politics. This third category emphasizes the influence of subjective factors, internal to the state and
its leaders. It suggests that a decision maker's beliefs in specific ideas and norms determine
outcomes.>¢ In particular, this study looks at the influence of norms, in this case, international

norm against the possession of nuclear weapons.5?

56 For an introduction to the role of ideas in international politics, see Judith Goldstein and Robert
Keohane, eds., Ideas and Foreign Policy: Beliefs, Institutions, and Political Change, (Ithaca:
Cornell University Press, 1993).

57 Norms were a central part of the burgeoning regimes literature of the 1970s, but interest in
norms waned until recently, when social constructivism, culture, and the sociology of knowledge
began to play a more prominent role in writings on international affairs. On norms and
international relations in general, see Friedrich Kratochwil, Rules, Norms and Decisions,
(Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1989), and more recently, Martha Finnemore and
Kathryn Sikkink, "International Norm Dynamics and Political Change," International
Organization, Vol. 52, No 4 (Autumn 1998), pp. 887-917; Martha Finnemore, "International Norm
Dynamics and Political Change, International Organization, Vol. 52, No. 4 (Autumn 1998), pp.
887. On norms and national security policy, see Peter J. Katzenstein, ed., The Culture of National
Security: Norms and Identity in World Politics, New York: Columbia University Press, 1996);
Richard M. Price, The Chemical Weapons Taboo, (Ithaca: Comnell University Press, 1997). In this
study the focus in on norms as distinct from other kinds of ideas that might conceivably influence
nuclear behavior, e.g., belief in a particular military doctrines or expectations about the future.
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Scholars refer to different categories of norms -- regulatory norms, constitutive norms, practical
norms, and evaluative norms.38 The focus here is on the last of these, i.e., norms which entail a
moral judgment. Understood from this perspective, adherence to the anti-nuclear norm constitutes a
moral rejection of nuclear weapons, not a calculation of costs and benefits. Advocates of norms-
based explanations for nuclear behavior often refer to a "nuclear taboo."> Nehru's resistance to
developing an Indian bomb and Japan's "nuclear allergy" are sometimes cites as examples of norm-

driven behavior.60 Proponents of norms also point to the NPT as one consequence of the growing

international consensus against nuclear weapons.®1 A norms hypothesis would suggests the
following....

H8. States reject nuclear weapons, because their leaders subscribe to a norm against the possession
of nuclear weapons.

Testing the influence of an anti-nuclear norm raises difficult methodological challenges. One
problem is circularity. How should the presence or absence of a norm be defined. If one defines
the norm in terms of behavior, the result can be a tautology: norm-driven states will, as a matter of

58 Peter J. Katzenstein, Introduction: Alternative Perspectives on National Security," in The
Culture of National Security: Norms and Identity in World Politics, Peter J. Katzenstein, ed., (New
York: Columbia University Press, 1996), p. 5.

59 On the taboo against the use of nuclear weapons, see Nina Tannenwald, "The Nuclear Taboo:
The United States and the Normative Basis of Nuclear Non-Use," International Organization, Vol.
53, No. 3 (Summer 1999); Richard Price and Nina Tannenwald, "Norms and Deterrence: The
Nuclear and Chemical Weapons Taboos," in . The Culture of National Security: Norms and Identity
in World Politics, Peter J. Katzenstein, ed., (New York: Columbia University Press, 1996), pp. 114-
152.

60 On the Nehru, see Sumit Ganguly, "India's Pathway to Pokhran II: The Prospects and Sources
of New Delhi's Nuclear Weapons Program," International Security, Vol. 23, No. 4 (Spring 1999),
pp. 150-151; Stephen M. Meyer, "Nuclear Decision Making in India," (Cambridge: Center for
International Studies, MIT, 1981), pp. 5, 9. For a different view of Nehru, see George Perkovich,
India's Nuclear Bomb, (Berkeley: University of California Press, 1999). On Japan, see, for
example, Peter J. Katzenstein and Nobui Okawara, Japan's National Security: Structures, Norms,
and Polices, (Ithaca: East Asia Program, Comell University, 1993), pp. 165-171; Selig S. Harrison,
"Japan and Nuclear Weapons," in Japan's Nuclear Future, Selig S. Harrison, ed., (Washington:
Camegie Endowment for International Peace, 1996), pp. 5, 14-18.

61 Relss for example, maintains that norms -- what he calls "the general consensus against nuclear
weapons" -- have been a contributing but secondary factor in nuclear restraint, partlcularly in the
cases such as Sweden. Dunn credits anti-nuclear norms with anti-nuclear outcomes in "Indonesia,
the Philippines, Singapore, Venezuela, Mexico, Chile, Egypt, Algeria, Nigeria, and Yugoslavia."
Sagan argues that norms help explain why Ukraine gave up its nuclear weapons. A related and
fascinating possibility is that during the Iran-Iraq War, religious leaders in Iran resisted the
development of chemical weapons because of normative concerns. Mitchell Reiss, Without the
Bomb: The Politics of Nuclear Nonproliferation, pp. 263-265; Lewis A. Dunn, "Four Decades of
Nuclear Nonproliferation: Some Lessons from Wins, Losses, and Draws," The Washington
Quarterly, Vol. 14 (Summer 1999), p. 7; Sagan, "Why Do States Build Nuclear Weapons? Three
Models in Search of a Bomb," pp. 80-82; Gregory F. Giles, "Iranian Approaches to Chemical
Warfare," Paper presented at the conference "WMD Use Concepts and Command and Control
Practices, Naval Postgraduate School, August 6, 1997, Monterey, CA.
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definition, engage in anti-nuclear behaviors. To avoid this problem, this study deduces an
observable implication that does not rely on nuclear behavior. Given the hypothesized relationship
-- that the rejection and renunciation of nuclear weapons are driven by normative concerns -- what

else would one expect to see?

Prediction 1. States that reject nuclear weapons because of anti-nuclear norms will not seek,
possess, or use stocks of chemical or biological weapons. This prediction is based on the
assumption moral objections to nuclear weapons would apply with equal or greater force to non-
nuclear weapons of mass destruction. Evidence for the presence or absence of interest in chemical
and biological weapons would include a) documents from the proliferator's archives referring to
current or planned activities in the field of chemical or biological weapons, b) UN and Red Cross
reports of alleged use of chemical or biological weapons, and/or ¢) SIPRI and ADCA country
assessments of chemical and biological programs.

Process tracing tests will be possible for those occasions where decision makers or organizations
explicitly link or decouple their moral stance towards nuclear weapons and their nuclear decisions.

V. Hypotheses on Institutions and Nuclear Decision Making
A fourth and final set of hypotheses looks at institutions -- the rules and arrangements through
which humans organize their behavior. Two very different kinds of institutions are considered.
One group consists of domestic institutions. States can organize themselves in a variety of ways,
and some scholars argue that the choice of one form of institutional arrangement over another has a
direct influence on the kinds of decisions states are likely to make regarding nuclear weapons. A
second group consists of international institutions, and in particular the international
nonproliferation regime.

We begin with domestic institutions. Three different kinds of domestic institutional arrangements
are examined: political arrangements (democracy), economic arrangements (a liberalizing economy),
and organizational arrangements.

A.Democracy
Democracies, it is said, behave very differently from other kinds of states. Advocates of the

"democratic peace” thesis, for example, maintain that full fledged democracies are less likely to
engage in warfare against other democratic states.62 A smaller group of scholars argue that this
democratic difference influences the direction of nuclear policy as well. There are two versions of
the democracy hypothesis.

62 There is now a voluminous literature on the democratic peace, including, Michael Doyle,
"Liberalism and World Politics," American Political Science Review, Vol. 80, No. 4 (December,
1986), 1151-1169; Bruce Russett, Grasping the Democratic Peace: Principles for a Post-Cold
War World, (Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1993); Zeev Maoz and Bruce Russett,
"Normative and Structural Causes of Democratic Peace, 1946-1986. American Political Science
Review Vol. 87 (Sept. 1993), pp. 624-638. More skeptical views include Edward D. Mansfield and
Jack Snyder, "Democratization and the Danger of War," International Security, Vol. 20 (Summer

1995), pp- 5-38.
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Al. General Democracy Hypothesis

The first democracy hypothesis posits that democracies are simply less likely to pursue nuclear
weapons. Glen Chafetz argues, for example, that democracies, because of shared norms and a
common self-identity, can construct pluralistic security communities, which in turn ameliorate the
proliferation-inducing effects of anarchy. 63 1t is also argued that the democratic norms restrain
nuclear acquisition, because of their effects on domestic politics. "...Having internalized core
norms," says Chafetz, "both Germany and Japan would suffer negative and domestic repercussions -
from a decision to violate the nonproliferation regime."% Others have suggested that democratic
transitions in Argentina, Brazil, and South Africa reversed earlier nuclear ambitions, in large part,
because democracy undercut the domestic authority of those who had favored a nuclear weapons
program.®5 A separate but complementary line of thinking suggests that non-democratic states or
"rogue states" are more likely to pursue nuclear weapons.56 Together, these views suggest the
following hypothesis....

H9. Democratic or democractizing states are more likely to reject or renounce nuclear weapons;
undemocratic and "rogue" states are more likely to seek nuclear weapons.

To test this hypothesis, one can use a simple congruence test. Values for the independent variable
(democracy) can be derived from standard democracy indexes, e.g., Jaggers and Gurr's Polity I, as

63 Chafetz, "The End of the Cold War and the Future of Nuclear Proliferation: An Alternative to
the Neorealist Perspective," p. 133. Chafetz contends elsewhere that identity politics -- "the Liberal
collective identity" -- provided the basis for the nonproliferation regime, and that membership in the
Liberal community of nations determines how the nonproliferation regime is enforced. Chafetz,
"The Political Psychology of the Nuclear Nonproliferation Regime."

64 Chafetz, " The End of the Cold War and the Future of Nuclear Proliferation: An Alternative to
the Neorealist Perspective," p. 133.

65 On Argentina, Brazil, and the nonproliferation effects of democratization, see Michael Barletta,
"Nuclear Security and Diversionary Peace: Nuclear Confidence-Building in Argentina and Brazil,"
National Security Studies Quarterly, Vol. 5, No. 3 (Summer 1999), pp. 19-38; John. R. RCdle
"Factors in the Decisions by Argentina and Brazil to Accept the Nonproliferation Regime,"

Pulling Back from the Nuclear Brink: Reducing and Countering Nuclear Threats, Barry R
Schneider and William Dowdy, eds., (London: Frank Cass, 1998), pp. 67-79.

66 In earlier writings on nonproliferation, rogues states were known as pariah or garrison states,
though pariahs tended to be defined in terms of how others states treated them while rogue states
have been defined in terms of how they treat other states. On pariahs, rogues and nuclear weapons,
see Betts, “Paranoids, Pygmies, Pariahs and Nonproliferation Revisited;” Pierre Lellouche, "The
Garrison States", in Nuclear Proliferation in the 1980s: Perspectives and Proposals, Kincade,
William, and Christopher Bertram, eds., (New York: St. Martin's Press, 1982), p. 63-111; Michael
Mandelbaum, "Lessons of the Next Nuclear War," Foreign Affairs, Vol. 72, No. 2 (March-April
1995), pp. 22-37; Colin S. Gray, "Deterrence in the New Strategic Environment," Comparative
Strategy, Vol. 11, No. 3 (July-September 1992), pp. 247-267. For an alternative view of the rogue
state concept, see Michael Klare, Rogue States and Nuclear Outlaws, (New York: Hill and Wang,
1995); Ashok Kapur, "Rogue States and the International Nuclear Order," International Journal,
Vol. 51, No. 3 (Summer, 1996), p. 420-439.
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well as the Doyle and the Russett indexes .67 The hypothesis predicts that during democratic or
democratizing periods, a country should engage in more anti-nuclear behaviors and fewer pro-
nuclear behaviors. Undemocratic or increasingly undemocratic periods should manifest the

opposite tendency.

A2. Electoral Politics ‘

Another version of the democracy hypothesis suggests that what is unique about democracy is the
particular way in which competition for political power is based on electoral support. To maintain
political power, leaders must win backing from voters, parties, and other constituencies. This
version of the democracy hypothesis suggests that nuclear decisions will be influenced by the
political competition for electoral advantage. In Sweden and Japan, for example, nuclear ambitions
may have been constrained by what was politically acceptable to voters or coalition partners. This
competition for electoral advantage, what Solingen calls "coalition politics" and what Reiss refers to

as "domestic pressures," is the basis for the following hypothesis.68

H10. Democratic states will reject or renounce nuclear weapons, when it is electorally advantageous
to do so.

Testing this hypothesis requires a workable definition of "electoral advantage.” This study defines
electoral advantage in terms of the preferences of three key electoral constituencies: the median
voter, the party voter, and coalition partners in a government.

To assess the relationship between preferences of the median voter and government nuclear policy,
one can employ a congruence test. Values for the independent variable -- voter attitudes towards
nuclear weapons -- can be operationalized as preferences expressed in public opinion surveys. One
can then compare polling numbers on nuclear weapons with actions by the government. When the
public favors nuclear weapons, one should see more actions favoring acquisition; when they oppose
nuclear weapons, one should see actions in the opposite direction.

The relationship between voter preferences and nuclear behavior can also be evaluated with an
observables test. Given the hypothesized relationship -- that the preferences of voters influences
nuclear outcomes -- what else should we expect to see?

Prediction 1. The party in power will communicate its position on nuclear issues to voters during
election campaigns. Voters can only reward political leaders for their behavior if they are aware of
the government's record. The most important time to communicate that information is during a
campaign.

Of course, there are times when an government's chief electoral worry is not the average voter, but
rather the base voter or party activist. At other times, electoral advantage may depend not on party

67 On Polity III, see Keith Jaggers and Ted Robert Gurr, POLITY III: Regime Change and
Political Authority, 1800-1994, [computer file], (Study #6695), 2nd ICPSR version, (Ann Arbor:
Inter-University Consortium for Political and Social Research, 1996) or
http://www.colorado.edu/IBS/GAD/spacetime/data/Polity.html.

68 On the role of Sweden, Japan, and the role of domestic politics more generally, see Reiss,
Mitchell Reiss, Without the Bomb: The Politics of Nuclear Nonproliferation, pp. 117-119, 249-
251; Sagan, "Why Do States Build Nuclear Weapons? Three Models in Search of a Bomb," pp.
63-73.
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voters, but on the support of coalition partners. Given the hypothesized relationship, that the
preferences of party voters or coalition partners influences nuclear outcomes, what other behaviors
can one expect to see? :

Prediction 2. The party in power will communicate its position on nuclear issues to party voters via
party platforms. Again, the only way for a party to reap the electoral reward of its actions is to
publicize its accomplishments to the relevant audience. A traditional way for parties to
communicate with party voters and activists is through the party platform. Given the hypothesis,
one would expect governments to include their position on nuclear weapons in their party platform,
and additionally, that there would be a correspondence between the platform and government policy.

Prediction 3. Coalition partners will have platforms and campaigns that feature nuclear issues. The
hypothesis suggests that the party in power will trim its nuclear policy in order to win the support
of a coalition partner. If nuclear policy is important enough to the coalition partner that it can
influence its level of support for the ruling party, then it should be important enough to be included
in the party platform or election campaign. If nuclear policy is unimportant to the coalition partner,
then the ruling party will have no reason to use it as an instrument for cultivating support.

Process tracing tests will be possible on those occasions where decision makers or organizations
cite electoral factors as an influence or a non-factor in their decision calculus.

B. A Liberal Political Economy .

The previous hypotheses focused on domestic political arrangements, the key question being "is the
~ country is democratic?" Here the focus is on political economy, and the question asks instead, "is
the country liberalizing its economy?" According to the liberal political economy hypothesis, a
state's choice of economic institutional arrangements, a choice between markets and autarky, will
influence the direction of its nuclear policy.

The main proponent of this thesis is Solingen.6® She argues that developing countries participate in
restraining nuclear regimes, because it represents a "political component" in a larger "grand strategy
for industrialization."’0 These states want economic growth, so they join Western-style
international institutions, hoping that membership will improve their international standing and
encourage foreign investment. The net effect is that "ruling coalitions pursuing economic
liberalization are more likely to embrace regional nuclear regimes than their inward-looking,
nationalist, and radical-confession counterparts."7! Since states seeking the liberal imprimatur must
not only join regimes but respect them, the net effect is that choices driven by political economy end
up determining the state's nuclear posture.

69 For the most part, Solingen argues that factors relating to political economy affect choices about
regional nuclear regimes, but the logic should apply equally (or even more so) in the case of
international regimes.

70 Etel Solingen, "The Domestic Sources of Regional Regimes: The Evolution of Nuclear
Ambiguity in the Middle East," International Studies Quarterly, Vol. 38, No. 2 (June 1994), pp.
305-337.

71 Etel Solingen, "The Political Economy of Nuclear Restraint," International Security, Vol. 39,
No. 2 (Fall 1994), p. 136.
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According to Solingen, the influence of political economy on nuclear policy is strongest when the
countries involved are "fence sitters," countries that have not yet decided what policy to adopt
towards the nonproliferation regime. It is their desire for economic development that tips them
towards nuclear renunciation. One can summarize the argument this way....

H11. States with liberalizing economies are less likely to seek nuclear weapons, but instead will to
join anti-nuclear regimes; illiberal states will not join these regimes and will be more likely to seek
nuclear weapons.

One can test this hypothesis in a variety of ways. To begin with, one can construct a crude
congruence test in which the independent variable -- the presence of a liberalizing economy -- is
defined using standard measures such as changes in the level of foreign direct investment, trade as a
percentage of GDP, and levels of foreign owned assets. The hypothesis predicts that increases in
one or all of these three measures should be associated with the rejection or renunciation of nuclear
weapons and few, if any, behaviors favoring acquisition. Low or declining values should indicate an
illiberal or illiberalizing economy, and should therefore, be associated with the opposite kinds of
behavior.

There is an obvious problem with this test, however. Just because a country wants foreign
investment does not mean that it will get foreign investment. It may fail, regardless of intent or
effort. To get around this problem, one can add another measure, namely the presence or absence
of a declaratory policy favoring liberalization. One should expect that states with declaratory
postures favoring liberalization will pursue renunciation over acquisition, while states with the
opposite declaratory policy will behave in the opposite manner.

The liberalizing economy hypothesis can also be evaluated using an "observables test." Given the
hypothesis that liberalizing states join nuclear control regimes to boost economic development, what
else should one expect to see? One prediction is offered.

Prediction 1. States with liberalizing economies will join other, comparable regimes, e.g., regimes
related to non-nuclear weapons of mass destruction and other arms control treaties. This prediction
is based on the logic that if states adopt a regime-joining strategy to boost their foreign standing,
then they will engage in similar behavior with respect to comparable regimes.

C. Organizational Politics

Advocates of the organizational politics hypothesis emphasize that nuclear pollcy making takes
place within a set of institutional arrangements that govern the production of decisions, and that
these rules directly influence the content or outcome of decisions. For scholars of international
relations, the organizational politics approach is most often associated with Allison and his

landmark book, Essence of Decision. 72 Allison is so closely associated with the organizational
politics model that it is easy to forget that bureaucracy has been a topic of contemporary social
science since Weber, and that organizational politics attracted a number of serious scholars --
Neustadt, Huntington, and Tullock, among others -- in the years leading up to the publication of

72 Graham Allison, Essence of Decision, (New York: Scott, Foresman and Company, 1971);
Graham Allison and Philip Zelikow, Essence of Decision, Second Edition, (New York: Longman,
1999).
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Essence of Decision. 3 Allison offers two related models. Model II focuses on organizational
actors, organizational capacities, and the problems of implementation. Model III describes the
policy process in terms of "players" (organizations and individuals) and focuses on bargaining.

More that one commentator has had difficulty sorting out the two models.’4 Others have struggled
to organize the models' many analytic concepts into a coherent whole.”>

C1. An Alternative Organizational Politics Model

In this study, the organizational politics hypothesis is grounded in a model that does not strictly
conform to either Allison's Model II or Model III, though it shares similarities with both. The
intent of this alternative model is to provide a definition of organizational politics that is more
modest but more rigorous. As with Allison's models, this one starts with the fact that decisions are
made by some combination of individuals and organizations. Since the preference and behavior of
individuals is difficult to predict, the focus of this organizational politics model is organizations. To
understand the role of organizations in generating policy outcomes, the model looks at three
different stages in the policy process: proposals, decisions, and implementation. Depending on a
state's institutional arrangements, organizations can play a role in all three areas, though the chief
interest of this study is the relationship between organizations and decisions.

73 Richard Neustadt, Presidential Power, the Politics of Leadership, (New York, Wiley, 1960);
Samuel Huntington, The Common Defense, New York: Columbia University Press, 1961);
Gordon Tullock, The Politics of Bureaucracy, (Washington: Public Affairs Press, 1965).

74 Critics of Allison and the organizational politics approach include Steven Krasner, "Are
Bureaucracies Important (Or Allison in Wonderland)," Foreign Policy, Vol. 7 (1972), pp. 159-179;
Desmond Ball, "The Blind Men and the Elephant: A Critique of Bureaucratic Politics Theory,"
Australian Outlook, Vol. 28 (1974), pp. 71-92; Robert J. Art, "Bureaucratic Politics and American
Foreign Policy: A Critique," Policy Sciences, Vol. 4 (December 1973), pp. 467-490; Jonathan
Bendor and Thomas H. Hammond, "Rethinking Allison's Models," American Political Science
Review, Vol. 86, No. 2 (June 1992), p. 301-322; David A. Welch, "The Organizational Process and
Bureaucratic Politics Paradigms," International Security, Vol. 17, No. 2 (Fall 1992), pp. 112-146;
Edward Rhodes, "Do Bureaucratic Politics Matter, Some Disconfirming Findings from the Case of
the U.S. Navy," World Politics, Vol. 47, No. 1 (October 1994), pp. 1-44.

75 A remarkable characteristic of Allison's models is that they are both widely used and widely
scorned. Essence of Decision is an academic best seller, but few scholars have anything positive to
say about the models. Within international relations, the critics of organizational politics are
disdainful and its defenders apologetic. See, for example, "Whither the Study of Governmental
Politics in Foreign Policymaking? A Symposium," International Studies Quarterly/Mershon
International Studies Review, Vol. 42, Supplement 2 (November, 1998), pp. 205-255. One problem
with the critics' critique, however, is that their analysis begins and ends with Allison and his
contemporaries. The organizational politics model is lambasted as if it were still the 1970s. As
students of international relations increasingly shunned organizational politics, scholars in other
sub-disciplines, primarily Americanists and "new institutionalists," constructed a large literature on
the importance of institutional arrangements to policy outcomes. See, for example, Jonathan
Bendor and Terry M. Moe, "An Adaptive Model of Bureaucratic Politics," American Political
Science Review, Vol. 39, No. 3 (September 1985), pp. 755-774; Thomas H. Hammond, "Agenda
Control, Organizational Structure, and Bureaucratic Politics," American Journal of Political Science,
Vol. 30, pp. 380-420; Thomas H. Hammond, "Formal Theory and the Institutions of Governance,"
Governance, Vol. 9, No. 2 (April 1996), pp. 107-185.
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Decisions, themselves, can be said to have at least three parts: 1) the decision group, 2) the decision
set, and 3) the decision rule. In essence, these components provide the "who," "what" and "how" of
any decision.”’® All that remains is establishing the preferences of the actors, or in this case, the
organizational actors.

Specifying preferences for organizational actors represents the core of the organizational approach,
and most every model of organizational politics employs some version of Miles' Law, or the
proposition that "where you stand depends on where you sit."77 This model employs a similar
assumption, namely, that organizations seek and prefer proposals that maintain or enhance their
organizational interest. The most important interest for an organization is its continued survival.
Beyond that, scholars have identified a number of possible interests, but most emphasize four

general interests: budgets, autonomy, jurisdiction, and organizational mission.”8

C2. Organizational Politics and Nuclear Decision Making

Organizational politics has been used to explain a wide range of phenomena in foreign policy and
international politics. It has not, however, been a popular explanation for proliferation decisions.
Early writings on proliferation occasionally warned about the likely collusion between scientists and
the military, but with the notable exception of Scheinman, it is only recently that the role of

organizations in nuclear decision making has received serious attention.”®

76 The decision group consists of the individual and organizational actors that render judgments
about a given proposal. Actors within the decision group can be characterized by their positions
(where they are in the decision hierarchy) and their preferences. The decision set is the list of
options or alternatives over which the decision group renders a decision. The decision rule
provides the method by which preferences are aggregated and disagreements resolved. Groups
might choose from any number of decision rules, e.g., consensus, majority rule, weighted voting,
management by exception, etc. Understood this way, a decision is defined as the product of a
decision group applying a decision rule to a set of preferences over a set of alternatives.

77 Allison, Essence of Decision, p. 176.

78 On organizations and their interests, see Warner Schilling, "The POllthS of National Defense:
Fiscal 1950," in Strategy, Politics, and Defense Budgets, Warner Schilling, Paul Hammond, and
Glenn Snyder, eds., (New York: Columbia University Press, 1962); Anthony Downs, Inside
Bureaucracy, (Boston: Little, Brown, 1967); Morton H. Halperin, Bureaucratic Politics and
Foreign Policy, (Washington: Brookings Institution, 1974); 1. M. Destler, Presidents,
Bureaucrats, and Foreign Policy, (Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1972); Harvey Sapolsky,
The Polaris System Development: Bureaucratic and Program Success in Government,
(Cambridge: Harvard University Press, 1972); Jerel Rosati, "Developing a Systematic Decision-
Making Framework: Bureaucratic Politics in Perspective,” World Politics, Vol. (1981), pp. 234-
253; James Q. Wilson, Bureaucracy: What Government Agencies Do and Why They Do It, (New
York: Basic Books, 1989).

79 Studies mentioning a possible link between bureaucratic politics and proliferation decision
making include Richard Rosecrance, "International Stability and Nuclear Diffusion," in Richard
Rosecrance, ed., The Dispersion of Nuclear Weapons, (New York: Columbia Press, 1964); Richard
K. Betts, "Incentives for Nuclear Weapons," in Joseph A. Yager, ed., Nonproliferation and U.S.
Foreign Policy, (Washington: Brookings Institution, 1980), pp. 135-144; Potter, Nuclear Power
and Nonproliferation, p. 143. The classic treatment of bureaucracies and nuclear proliferation is
Lawrence Scheinman, Atomic Energy Policy in France Under the Fourth Republic, (Princeton,:
Princeton University Press, 1965). For more recent assessments, see Sagan, "Why Do States
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The organizational politics model suggests that decisions about nuclear weapons, like other
government decisions, are the result of contests between powerful organizations with identifiable
interests. Bureaucratic actors whose organizations are likely to benefit from the acquisition of
nuclear weapons will place nuclear proposals on the policy agenda and push for their acceptance.
Organizations that oppose acquisition, or favor renunciation, are likewise following their
organizational interest. Given the preferences of the actors, outcomes are determined by the
composition of the decision group, the set of alternatives under review, and the decision rule. In
general, it suggests ... :

H12. States seek nuclear weapons, because organizations that would benefit from their acquisition
pursue them; states reject or renounce nuclear weapons, because organizations that benefit from
rejection or renunciation push for that policy.

To assess the strength of the organizational politics hypothesis, we start with three congruence tests.
In a world in which the hypothesis holds, how should we expect organizations to behave? Three
predictions are offered.

Prediction 1: There will be a correspondence between organizational interest and the source and
content of nuclear proposals. Proposals for nuclear weapons programs should come from
organizations that are most likely to benefit from a nuclear weapons program, while proposals for
renunciation should originate from organizations that stand to gain the most from nuclear
renunciation.

Prediction 2: There will be a correspondence between organizational interest and policy positions
regarding nuclear weapons. The organizational politics hypothesis suggests that during policy
deliberations, organizations and their senior representatives (e.g., ministers and department heads)
will take positions that correspond with their organization's interest. As with the prediction
concerning proposals, a correspondence between policy positions and organizational interest can
not prove or confirm the hypothesis, but the absence of such a correspondence would appear to
disconfirm it. Indeed, critics of organizational politics have made just this kind of argument, e.g.,
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that positions taken by Excomm members during the Cuban missile crisis did not conform to
expectations.80

Prediction 3. There will be a correspondence between the composition of the decision group, the
decision set, and nuclear decisions. The third test looks at the decision sets, decision groups, and
decision outcomes over time and asks whether changes in the organizational players correlate with
changes in outcomes. '

D. Regimes

The focus now shifts from domestic level institutional arrangements to institutions at the
international level -- international law, international organizations, and more generally, international
regimes. Three variants of the regime argument are evaluated: a general version of the regimes
hypothesis, and two additional explanatory hypotheses that identify particular causal processes at
work. The analysis begins with a brief overview of the regime argument.

The literature on international regimes is an extensive,81 but a surprisingly modest share of it
addresses nuclear weapons and the nonproliferation regime.32 I say "surprising,” because many

Build Nuclear Weapons? Three Models in Search of a Bomb;" and Thayer, “The Causes of
Nuclear Proliferation and the Nonproliferation Regime;” and Flank, "Nonproliferation Policy: A
Quintet for Two Violas?," The Nonproliferation Review , Vol. 1, No. 3 (Spring/Summer 1994).
The historical sociology of technology offers a similar perspective, often blending organizational
and constructivist elements. On historical sociology of technology and nuclear decision making see
Flank, “Exploding the Black Box;" Tanya Ogilvie-White, "Is There A Theory of Nuclear
Proliferation? An Analysis of the Contemporary Debate," The Nonproliferation Review, Vol. 4, No.
1 (Fall, 1996), pp. 43-60; and more generally, in the work of Donald MacKenzie and Thomas
Hughes, as in Donald A. MacKenzie, Inventing Accuracy: a Historical Sociology of Nuclear
Missile Guidance, (Cambridge: MIT Press, 1990); and Thomas P. Hughes, "The Evolution of
Large Technological Systems," in The Social Construction of Technological Systems, Thomas P.
Hughes, Wiebe E. Bijker, and Trevor J. Pinch, eds., (Cambridge: MIT Press, 1987). More
generally, Sagan has looked at the role of organizations in states that already possess nuclear
weapons. Scott D. Sagan, The Limits of Safety: Organizations, Accidents, and Nuclear Weapons,
(Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1993).

- 80 David A. Welch, "The Organizational Process and Bureaucratic Politics Paradigms."

81 0n regimes, see Stephen Krasner, ed., International Regimes, (Ithaca: Cornell University Press,
1983); Robert O. Keohane, After Hegemony: Cooperation and Discord in the World Political
Economy (Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1984); Robert Keohane, “Neoliberal
Institutionalism: A Perspective on World Politics,” in International Institutions and State Power,
Robert Keohane, ed., (Boulder: Westview, 1989); Oran R. Young, "International Regimes:
Problems of Conception Formation," World Politics (April 1980), pp. 331-356; Oran R. Young,
"International Regimes: Toward a New Theory of Institutions," World Politics, Vol. 39, No. 1
(1986), pp. 104-122; Stephen Haggard and Beth A. Simmons, "Theories of International
Regimes," International Organization, Vol. 41, No. 3 (1987), pp. 491-517; Lisa L. Martin and
Beth A. Simmons, "Theories and Empirical Studies of International Institutions," International
Organization, Vol. 52, No. 4, pp. 729-757.

82 Joseph Nye, "Nuclear Learning and U.S.-Soviet Security Regimes," International
Organization, Vol. 41, No. 3 (1987), pp. 371-402; Roger K. Smith, "Explaining the Non-
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view the nonproliferation regime as an example of a successful security regime, a phenomenon that
is considered rare in international politics.83 Among those who cite the salutary effects of
nonproliferation regime are Rosecrance, Greenwood, Potter, Meyer, Quester, Smith, Reiss,
Mandelbaum, and Sagan. In addition, both Chafetz and Solingen make regime-related

arguments.34

Understanding the logic of regimes requires a careful parsing of causes and effects. Regimes have
been treated as both an independent variable and an intervening variable. Scholars combine regimes
with a number of other factors, including superpower pressure, democracy, liberalizing economies,
and norms. Norms, for example, are considered both constitutive elements of regimes (along with
rules and practices) and an effect of regimes.

The picture is further complicated by fact that regimes may influence different parties in different
ways. First, there are the countries that join the regime. Second, there are states that are not
members, but that are nevertheless constrained by a regime. A nonproliferation regime may, for
example, make it more difficult for non-members to acquire weapons-sensitive nuclear
technologies. The focus here, however, is on the first group, i.e., states that join the nonproliferation
regime.

D1. General Regime Hypothesis
The general regime hypothesis suggests that....

H13. Countries that join anti-nuclear regimes are less likely to pursue nuclear weapons; countries
that do not join regimes are more likely to seek nuclear weapons.

To test this hypothesis, one can use a simple congruence test, which compares nuclear behavior
before and after a country's ratification of the NPT.

Another way to test the regime hypothesis is to look at its explanatory hypotheses. Three
explanatory hypotheses for the influence of regimes are commonly offered. The first is that regimes
change state behavior through the introduction or reinforcement of norms and through a related

proliferation Regime: Anomalies for Contemporary International Relations Theory," International
Organization, Vol. 41, No. 2 (Spring, 1987), pp. 253-281; Harald Muller, "The Internalization of
Principles, Norms, and Rules by Governments: The Case of Security Regimes," in Regime Theory
and International Relations, Volker Rittberger, ed., (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1995); Allison L.
C. de Cerreo, "Nuclear Non-Proliferation: the Origins of a Security Regime," Paper presented at the
1994 Annual Meeting of the American Political Science Association, September 1-4, 1994.

83 Robert Jervis, "Security Regimes," in International Regimes, Stephen D. Krasner, ed., (Ithaca:
Cornell University Press, 1983), pp. 173-194.

84 On Rosecrance, Greenwood, Potter, Meyer, see Meyer, The Dynamics of Nuclear
Nonproliferation, pp. 68, 102; see also Quester, "The Epistemology of Nuclear Proliferation,"
Journal of International Affairs, Vol. 40 (Summer, 1986), p. 178; Smith, "Explaining the Non-
proliferation Regime: Anomalies for Contemporary International Relations Theory;" Reiss,
Without the Bomb, pp. 260-263; Mandelbaum, "Lessons of the Next Nuclear War," p. 24; Sagan,
"Why Do States Build Nuclear Weapons? Three Models in Search of a Bomb," pp. 76, 80-82;
Chafetz, "The Political Psychology of the Nuclear Nonproliferation Regime;" Solingen, "The
Domestic Sources of Regional Regimes: The Evolution of Nuclear Ambiguity in the Middle East."
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process of "socialization."8> Others argue that regimes are effective, because they allow countries
to escape a nuclear prisoner's dilemma. Still others attribute the impact of regimes to the force of
international law.86 Since the effects of norms are examined elsewhere, the focus here will be on

the latter two explanatory hypotheses.

D2. The Nuclear Prisoner's Dilemma (PD)
According to one school of thought, the spread of nuclear weapons provides a classic prisoner's
dilemma. The virtue of the Nuclear Non-proliferation Treaty, it is argued, is that it provides states

with a solution to this game-theoretic problem.87

The PD logic posits that Country A's most preferred outcome is to have nuclear weapons while its
enemy remains non-nuclear. Its least preferred outcome is for its enemy to develop nuclear '
weapons while it remains non-nuclear. If both sides develop nuclear weapons, the result is that its
security is worse off than if neither side had gone nuclear. The NPT, it is argued, provides the
machinery that enables dyads or groups of states to achieve their second most preferred outcome --
for all sides to remain non-nuclear. Countries can remain non-nuclear but be confident that their
prospective enemy is not gaining an advantage by their restraint. In sum, the explanatory
hypothesis suggests that...

H14. The nonproliferation regime prevent states from seeking nuclear weapons, because it solves
the prisoner's dilemma confronting potential proliferators.

The observable implications of this hypothesis are straightforward.

Prediction 1. None of the relevant states already possess nuclear weapons states.

85 See, for example, Martha Finnemore, "International Organizations as Teachers of Norms: The
United Nations Educational, Scientific, and Cultural Organization and Science Policy,"
International Organization, Vol. 47, No. 4 (Autumn 1993), pp. 565-598.

86 Scholars have identified other reasons that might explain the influence of regimes. Moravcsik
maintains that states are drawn to regimes, because they dampen domestic political uncertainty.
Bamett and Finnemore focus on the ability of international organizations to make rules and create
social knowledge. Andrew Moravcsik, "The Origins of Human Rights Regimes: Democratic
Delegation in Postwar Europe," International Organization, Vol. 54, No. 2, pp. 217-252; Michael
N. Barnett and Martha Finnemore, "The Politics, Power, and Pathology of International
Organizations," International Organization, Vol. 53, No. 4 (Autumn 1999), pp. 699-732.

87 1t is also argued that the NPT provides a mechanism for solving another game theoretic problem
a coordination game. From this perspective, the absence of nuclear proliferation is a public good
that states would like to enjoy but cannot achieve alone. Their efforts are only meaningful if other
like-minded states participate together. The treaty serves as a vehicle that allows states to pursue
nonproliferation and to pay the costs associated with that policy (e.g., from export controls)
confident in the knowledge that they will not be alone and that their efforts entertain a reasonable
chance of success. On non-proliferation as a public good, see for example, Ian Bellany, "The Non-
Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons: Commentary from a Public Goods' Perspective,” in The Nuclear
non-Proliferation Treaty, Ian Bellany, Coit D. Blacker and Joseph Gallacher, eds., (London: Frank
Cass, 1985), pp. 99-108 as well as Van Evera, "Hypotheses of the Causes of the Rate of Nuclear
Proliferation," p. 4.
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Prediction 2.  Signature and ratification of the NPT will be reciprocal. One would expect, for
example, that if a hostile dyad decided to use the NPT as a way around the PD, the two countries
would join at more or less the same time. One would not expect to see one state ratify the treaty
without action by the other(s).

D3. The Force of International Law

Game theory represents a relatively recent development in international relations, but the
international law hypothesis harkens back to a much older tradition. The argument here is that
states respect international law, either because they want to (e.g., they have internalized legal norms),
or because they feel they have to (e.g., that do not want a reputation for breaking commitments, they
depend on international law for protection in other areas). It suggests that once a legal commitment
is made, states feel bound to follow their obligation. Simply put, the hypothesis stipulates that....

H15. The nonproliferation regimes prevents states from seeking nuclear weapons, because states
feel compelled to uphold their legal commitments under the international treaties.

To test the hypothesis, one can look at its observable implications. Given a country that remains
non-nuclear because of its legal obligations under the NPT, what other kinds of behaviors can be
expected? In general, one would expect that the country treats similar commitments with a similar
degree of seriousness. In particular, two predictions are deduced.

Prediction 1. Countries that abide by the NPT because of the force of international law will not
violate other treaties involving non-nuclear weapons of mass destruction. Evidence for violating a
treaty would consist of a) UN and Red Cross reports of alleged use of chemical or biological
weapons, b) assessments by scholars and expert organizations (e.g., SIPRI and ADCA), and c)
archival documents and interviews with government officials.

Prediction 2. Countries that feel obliged by international law will pay nontrivial costs to avoid legal
obligations they do not want to assume. Put another way, states will not pay substantial costs
worrying about legalisms they do not take seriously. As applied to nuclear decision making, one
would look for evidence that a country paid or was ready to pay a cost to avoid treaties having to do
with weapons of mass destruction.

VI. Summary

In all, 15 hypotheses are under consideration, and each is the subject of multiple tests. (Table 2.3 at
the end of this chapter provides a summary of the hypotheses and tests.) The hypotheses focus on
four core aspects of international politics -- power, resources, ideas and institutions. The purpose
of this study is to determine which, if any, of these hypotheses can account for the puzzle of limited
proliferation.

Each hypothesis is individually tested, but in the end, the most important test will consist of
comparing the performance of rival hypotheses. Performance can be judged in absolute terms, i.e.,
which ones pass the most rigorous tests, explain the most variance in outcomes, and so on.

Performance can also be judged in relative terms or "performance against expectations.” Here the
question is whether a hypothesis performs better or worse than expected. Across the 15
hypotheses considered here, some are more widely invoked than others. Without question, the
most commonly cited explanations for nuclear decisions refer to the role of external threats. With
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the exception being the regimes hypothesis, the least cited explanations are those having to do with

institutions. Are the commonly cited explanations for nuclear restraint under- or over- valued? Do
they get more credit or less credit than they deserve?

To answer these questions, one must consider empirical cases. We begin with Australia.
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Table 2.3 Summary of Hypotheses and Tests

H1. Threat

1) Correspondence b/t level of threat and nuclear decision making (NDM).
2) Process tracing.

H2. Bipolarity

l)ﬁCorrespondcncc b/t of bipolarity and NDM.

H3. Security Guarantee

1) Correspondence b/t guarantee and NDM.
2) Correspondence b/t allied troop deployments and NDM.
3) Process tracing.

H4. Pressure

. Financial Resources

1) Superpower is aware of proliferator activity.
2) Superpower issues threat.

3) Proliferator perception of being pressured.
4) Process tracin

1) State will have fewer resources than NWS at the time of their decision.

2) State will not have slack resources.

3) Absence of expenditures on similar but less important programs of equal cost.
4) Process tracing.

H6. Scientists

TSce 4 tests of financial resources hypothesis above.]

H7. Denied
Foreign Technology

HS. Norms

H9. Democracy

1) ]-)eveloping state cannot acquire technology from another supplier.

2) Supplier state will reduce nuclear transfers to the potential proliferator.
3) Supplier state will lobby other states to restrict tech transfers.

4) Process tracing.

1) States will not seek, possess, or use stocks of chemical or biological weapons.
2) Process tracing

1) Correspondence b/t level of democratic development and NDM.

H10. Electoral Politics

1) éorrespondencc b/t public opinion and NDM.

2) Ruling party includes nuclear stance in campaign.

3) Ruling party includes nuclear stance in platform.

4) Coalition partners include nuclear stance in platform or campaign.

H11. Liberalizing
Economies

1) éorrespondence b/t level of liberalization and NDM.
2) States will join comparable regimes.

H12. Organizational
Politics

1) Nuclear proposals made by organizations likely to benefit.

2) Policy positions consistent with organizational interest.

3) Correspondence b/t changes in decision group or decision set and NDM.
4) Process tracing :

H13. Regimes

1) éorrespondence b/t presence and participation in regime with NDM.

H14. Prisoner's
Dilemma

1) No state in the PD will be a NWS.
2) Signature and ratification of NPT among players will be reciprocal.

H15. International Law

1) States do not violate other WMD treaties.

2) States will pay costs to avoid unwanted treaty obligations.
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The Canberra Commission is persuaded that immediate and

determined efforts need to be made to rid the world of nuclear
weapons and the threat they pose to it. '

Canberra Commission

on the Elimination of Nuclear Weapons, 1996

Prime Minister Menzies remarked that... he felt that possession of
some tactical nuclear weapons would be inescapable.

Discussion with Aubrey Jones,

British Minister of Supply, 1958

Chapter 3. Australia, 1954-1996

I. Introduction

Australia is widely considered to be a world leader in efforts to halt and reverse the spread of
nuclear weapons. The Australian government created the Canberra Commission, which called for
the progressive abolition of nuclear weapons.! It led the fight at the UN General Assembly to save
the Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty (CTBT), and the year before, played a major role in efforts to
renew the Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty (NPT). In short, Australia is a country whose
nonproliferation credentials are impeccable.

But it was not always so. It turns out that the Austrlian government made repeated attempts to
acquire nuclear weapons and considered a nuclear option as late as 1970. Over the course of four
decades, Australia went from a country that sought nuclear weapons to one that supported their
abolition.

This chapter concentrates on two phases in Australia's nuclear history: 1) the procurement phase
(1956-1963), which includes Australia's pursuit of tactical nuclear weapons and its secret proposal
to the British for nuclear weapons-on-demand, and 2) the indigenous capability phase (1964-1972)
in which Australia made a series of initial steps towards an independent nuclear weapons capability.
It also offers only a brief sketch of the last period in Australia's nuclear history, the abstention

1 That abolition was, in some sense, official Australian policy was indicated by Minister for Foreign
Affairs Gareth Evans. Commenting after the first meeting of the Canberra Commission, he
observed that "What's new and different about this report is that it is the product of a government
initiative, government sponsored, and it will be presented by a government to the other governments
of the world. ... And that makes a big difference in international relations." Transcript of Press
Conference by Mr. Gareth Evens and Ambassador Richard Butler at the Conclusion of the First
Meeting of the Canberra Commission, January 24, 1996; Canberra Commission Home Page,
http://www.dfat.gov.aw/dfat/cc/cchome.html.
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phase (1973-1996). It is during this period that Australia renounced nuclear weapons and
ultimately evolved into a nonproliferation advocate.

The historical reconstruction of events is made possible, in part, by newly declassified materials
from the Australian National Archive and a set of unregistered documents released to the author by

Australia’s Department of Foreign Affairs and Trade.2 These materials provide an unusually
detailed view of the internal processes of a country wrestling with its nuclear future.

I1. Australia's Efforts to '"Procure' Nuclear Weapons

From 1956 to 1963, Australia's efforts to acquire nuclear weapons focused on procurement, i.e.,
gaining access to nuclear weapons via a third party (Britain or the United States). Procurement is
thus distinct from indigenous development. It also differs from arrangements such as NATO's dual
key system, since the intent was to acquire weapons that would be under the autonomous control of
the government and its armed forces. During this period, there were at least four initiatives
pertaining to the procurement of nuclear weapons by elements within the Australian government.
They include: a) discussions about the purchase of tactical nuclear weapons, b) the acquisition of a
nuclear capable delivery system, c) a Department of Supply initiative for nuclear weapons
cooperation, and d) a proposal for nuclear weapons-on-demand.

A. Buying the Bomb, 1956-1958

Al. A Defense Proposal
Australia formally considered the subject of “a nuclear weapons capability for Australian forces”

in 1956.3 The initial proposal to seek nuclear weapons came from the Minister for Air, Athol
Townley, who wrote to the Defence Minister requesting that Australia procure nuclear bombs for

the service's Canberra and Avon Sabre aircraft.# While Townley and his successor pushed the idea

2T am deeply indebted to Australia's Department of Foreign Affairs and Trade, and in particular, to
its highly professional staffs in the Nonproliferation Section and the Archives Office. The
Department's commitment to openness and scholarship marks an important change from past
policy. On Australia's earlier penchant for secrecy, see Desmond Ball, "Australian Defense
Decision-Making: Actors and Process," in Ball, Desmond, ed., Strategy and Defense: Australian
Essays (London: George Allen & Unwin, 1982), pp. 292-294. Ball, commenting on the
"extraordinary closed nature of the decision-making process," observed that "Virtually everything
pertaining to defence policy in Australia is classified..." (294). See also Russell Trood, "Australian
Uranium Exports: Nuclear Issues and the Policy Process," in Nuclear Exports and World Politics:
Policy and Regimes, Robert Boardman and James Keeley, eds. (New York: St. Martin's Press
1983), p. 121; and B. D. Beddie, "Some Internal Political Problems," in Australia's Defense and
Foreign Policy, Australian Institute of Political Science (Proceedings of 30th Summer School),
(Sydney: Angus and Roberston, 1964), p. 143.

3 The phrase “a nuclear weapons capability for Australian forces” is the title of the file folder
series and the key word descriptor used for most of the government's internal documents on this
subject.

4 Townley maintained that tactical nuclear weapons were needed for the RAAF's Canberra bombers
because the Canberra had "limited conventional bomb carrying capacity and, therefore, limited
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among their ministerial colleagues, Air Marshal F. R. W. “Shug” Scherger lobbied his fellow
service officers in Australia and Britain. Scherger was Chief of the Air Service and Australia's
most enthusiastic advocate of a nuclear weapons capability.

The RAAF was not, however, the only service that favored a nuclear capability. Indeed, there seems
to have been a general belief among military officers that Australia should have access to nuclear
weapons. As a memo from the Secretary of the Defence Department noted, the possession of

nuclear weapons was "a question of very considerable importance to the Australian Services."d

In November of 1956, the Cabinet’s Defence Committee concluded “that the effectiveness of all
three Australian Services would be considerably increased if they were equipped with low yield KT
nuclear weapons.” The Defence Minute went on to recommend that “an initial approach be made
to the United Kingdom for agreement to obtain such weapons to be held by Australia”® The
decision to approach the United Kingdom was not the first time Australian leaders had expressed
an interest in nuclear weapons, but it did represent the first formal finding that Australia should

procure them.”

hitting power. ...Hence, if conventional bombs were used, a large number of Canberra sorties
would be necessary." Australian Archives (ACT): A1945/13 186-5-3; Memo from Athol Townley,
Minister for Air, to Philip McBride, Minister for Defence September 12, 1956, p. 1.

5 Australian Archives (ACT): A1945/13 186-5-3; Memo from the Acting Secretary, to the Minister
[of Defence], Undated, [1958], Not Submitted (Top Secret). When the Defence Ministry drafted
its initial request for nuclear weapons to the United Kingdom High Commissioner in Canberra, it
focused on tactical nuclear weapons for the RAAF but it also referred to nuclear weapons that might
"be available for Naval and Army use." Australian Archives (ACT): A1209/23 57/4067, Draft
Letter to United Kingdom High Commissioner, Canberra, Ministry of Defence, 1957 (Top Secret).

6 Australian Archives (ACT): A1209/23, 57/4067; Procurement of Nuclear Weapons from the
United States, Report by the Defence Committee, Defence Minute 233/1956, November 1956, pp.
2-3 (Top Secret). The Defence Committee was Australia's most important defence policy making
body, "the supreme co-ordinating committee,” and its recommendations were typically endorsed by
the Prime Minister and Cabinet. J. L. Richardson, "Australian Strategic and Defense Policies," in
Gordon Greenwood and Norman Harper, eds., Australia in World Affairs 1966-1970 ,
(Vancouver: University of British Columbia Press, 1974), p. 267; Alan Reid, The Gorton
Experiment, (Sydney: Shakespeare Head Press, 1971), p. 191. Its membership included the
Permanent Heads of the Departments of Defence (Chair), External Affairs, Treasury, Prime
Minister's Department, as well as the Chairman of the Chiefs of Staff Committee, and the three
Chiefs (Naval Staff, General Staff and Air Staff). On the Defence Committee, see T. B. Millar,
Australia’s Defense (New York: Melbourne University Press, 1965), p. 180.

7 Interest in both the military and civilian applications of nuclear technology was first expressed by
Dr. H. Evatt, Minister for External Affairs under the Chifley government. J. L. Symonds, A History
of British Atomic Tests in Australia, (Canberra: Australian Government Publications Service, 1985),
p- 4. In 1954, the government asked the United States if Australia would be eligible to participate in
the kind of "nuclear sharing" initiatives that were being discussed within NATO. Alice Cawte,
Atomic Australia: 1944-1990, (Kensington: New South Wales University Press, 1992), pp. 106-
107. Army documents from that same year indicate that the Australian army was conducting
defense planning on the assumption that it would, at some point, have its own nuclear weapons and
would have to fight on a nuclear battlefield. See for example, Australian Archives (ACT): A6456/3
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Following the Defence Committee recommendation to seek tactical nuclear weapons, the Defence
Department pressed Australian Prime Minister Robert Menzies to follow through on the

recommendation.8 In March of 1957, the Australian government met with Sir Dermot Boyle, the
British Air Chief and Britain's Foreign Secretary for Commonwealth Relations. Prime Minister
Menzies and the Commonwealth's Ministers for Defence and External Affairs asked the visiting
delegation whether Britain could "supply” Australia with atomic weapons. Boyle was pessimistic --
"hardly a hope" he said -- but he suggested to his hosts that the Australian government "put in a

formal request to see what would happen."9

At this point, Prime Minister Menzies and his Minister for External Affairs were probably happy to
let the issue go. Menzies, Australia’s longest serving Prime Minister (1939-1941, 1949-1966),
had followed through on the Defence Committee's recommendation, but it is clear that he had no
enthusiasm for the project. Menzies was a traditionalist, a man who had a strong affection for the
status quo. He would have preferred that Australia continue as it always had, relying for its defense

on its "great and powerful friends." 10

R79/1; The Australian Military Forces Minute Paper, AHQ Directive - Nuclear Warfare, 1954. In
1956, Australian military officials appealed to their American counterparts for information on using
atomic weapons with Australia's Avon Sabre aircraft. More generally, official Australian defense
policy assumed, at least in the 1950s, that defense actions under SEATO represented one
contingency through which nuclear weapons could be provided to Australian troops. Australian
Archives (ACT): A1945/13 186-5-3; Note on Procurement of Nuclear Weapons for Australian
Forces, "Extract from Defence Committee's Report on Strategic Basis of Australian Defence Policy,
October, 1957," May, 1957, p. 1 (Top Secret).

8 Australian Archives (ACT): A1209/23-57/4067; Letter from Sir Philip McBride, Defence
Minister, to Prime Minister Menzies, Procurement of Nuclear Weapons for the Australian Forces,
December 20, 1956 (Top Secret). Australian Archives (ACT): A1945/13 186-5-3; Letter from Mr.
Casey, Minister for External Affairs to Sir Philip McBride, Minister for Defence, Procurement of
Nuclear Weapons for the Australian Forces, February 21, 1957, p. 1 (Top Secret).

9 Australian Archives (ACT): A1945/13,186-5-3; Extracts from Notes of Meeting in Cabinet
Room at Parliament House, Canberra at 10:30 AM on Friday, March, 15,1957 (Top Secret). See
also PRO: DO 35/8287; Memo from N. Pritchard, [Deputy U. K. High Commissioner, Australia],
to [J. M.] James, [Assistant Under-Secretary of State, CRO], October 29, 1957 (Top Secret and
Personal). The problem, Boyle explained, was Britain's limited supply of weapons: the UK was
behind on production and needed to hold on to what it had in order to meet its own military
requirements.

10 On Menzies famous phrase, see Alan Watt, The Evolution of Australian Foreign Policy 193§-
1965 (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1967), pp. 168-169, 245; Desmond Ball and J. O.
Langtry, "The Development of the Australian Defense Force," Desmond Ball, ed. Strategy and
Defense: Australian Essays (London: George Allen & Unwin, 1982), p. 263. Menzies' Cabinet
colleague, Howard Beale, described the Prime Minister as "not himself development-minded for his
mind was critical rather than creative. For instance, he was cool towards projects such as the Snowy
River scheme, the Bell Bay aluminum project, and the standardization of the railways. Later he
became persuaded but in the beginning it was often the ministers concerned and the devoted men in
their departments who had the vision to push these programmes forward." Howard Beale, This
Inch of Time: Memoirs of Politics and Diplomacy, (Melbourne: Melbourne University Press,
1977), p. 102. On Menzies' view of nuclear weapons see Australian Archives (ACT): A1945/13
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Given Menzies' views, it is not surprising that the procurement proposal languished in the Prime
Minister's Department for eight months.11 The infatigable Air Marshal Scherger was not content
to let matters languish, however. In August of 1957, he made a direct, if informal, request to the
British Air Marshal regarding the purchase of tactical nuclear weapons -- a request that, in all
likelihood, was made without the knowledge of the Australian Prime Minister. 12 This time, the
British Air Marshal was much more optimistic about Australia's chances, and Scherger quickly
reported the news to Canberra. In Scherger's version of events, however, it was Boyle who
suggested the purchase of atomic weapons.

...Sir Dermot stated that ...[he] thought that the UK would be able
and glad to make such weapons available to us. ...[H]e thought that,
if the question was raised at Government level, it may be possible for

us to buy the weapons straight out. 13

A month later, in September, the British Air Marshal wrote to Scherger, promising him that the UK
Chiefs of Staff would back Australia's request.

This is to confirm what I told you on the telephone today, namely
that the Chiefs of Staff have agreed that, should the Australian
Government decide to build up a nuclear bomber force, the Chiefs of
Staff would support the purchase of nuclear weapons from this

country by the Australian Government.... 14

186-5-3; Extract from Prime Minister's Defence Statement of 19th September, Nuclear Weapons,
.1
Il)l The Defence Department proposal to open talks with the High Commissioner for the
Commonwealth languished in the Prime Minister's Department for eight months, from April, 1957
to November, 1957. Australian Archives (ACT): A1838/269, TS680/10/1; Memo from J. P. Quinn,
External Affairs, to Mr. James Plimsoll, Assistant Secretary of External Affairs, Procurement of
Nuclear Weapons for Australian Forces, December 20, 1957, p. 1.
12 pRO: DO 35/8287; Cabinet: Prime Minister's Commonwealth Tour, Brief by the
Commonwealth Relations Office, Supply of Kiloton Bombs to Australia, January/February 1958,
GEN 622/1/60, December 18, 1957, p. 1; PRO: DO 35/8287; Memo from A. W. Snelling,
[Assistant Under-Secretary of State for Commonwealth Relations], to Sir G. Laithwaite, [Permanent
Under-Secretary of State], CRO, September 24 1957, p. 1; PRO: D0 35/8287; Memo from F. S.
Miles, CRO, to Johnson, September 16, 1958. Scherger's request led the British Chiefs of Staff to
commission a study on the issue. PRO: D0 35/8287; Memo from T. W. Aston, [Principal, CRO],
to A. W. Snelling, [Assistant Under-Secretary of State for Commonwealth Relations], September
9, 1957, p. 2.
13 Australian Archives (ACT): A7942/1 N78-1; Memo from F. R. W. Scherger, Air Marshal, C. A.
S., to Minister of Defence (Through Secretary), September 27, 1957, p. 1 (Top Secret).
14 Australian Archives (ACT): A7942/1, N78-1; Letter from Air Chief Marshal Sir Dermot A.
Boyle, Air Ministry, to Air Marshal F. R. W. Scherger, Chief of Air Staff, Royal Australian Air
Force, September 10, 1957 (Top Secret). A formal finding by the British Chiefs was not made until
November, when the Chiefs concluded that they were not opposed in principle to selling nuclear
weapons to Australia. See PRO: D0 35/8287; Ministry of Defence, Supply of Nuclear Weapons
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With the change in the British position, the Department of Defence stepped up its inter-
departmental lobbying efforts. The Department's campaign was aided by the fact that British Prime
Minister Macmillan was scheduled to visit Canberra in January. The impending visit provided a

deadline that helped push the decision process.15

Both the Prime Minister's Department and External Affairs continued to have reservations about the
project, but given the 1956 Defence Committee finding and the apparent change in the United
Kingdom's attitude, they were reduced to arguing that the talks should be exploratory. The
Secretary of the Prime Minister's Department, for example, penned a memo highly critical of the
plan, and argued that, "in practice there is little difference between a Power which makes her own
[nuclear weapons] and a Power which acquires them." Australia, he urged, should exhibit "caution
about moving into the field of possession of atomic weapons at this point in history."16 Despite
his objections, the Secretary agreed that it would "be reasonable to get the Prime Minister to discuss
the question with the United Kingdom Prime Minister outside the context of our asking for
something but in the context of exploring the issues raised by the possession of weapons by
Australia."17 In the end, Menzies agreed to discuss the issue of nuclear weapons with Macmillan
in "exploratory" talks.

The British leader arrived in Australia in January of 1958, and Prime Minister Menzies dutifully
raised the issue of nuclear weapons for Australia. As the memorandum of the Menzies-Macmillan
conversation reveals, Menzies’ approach to Macmillan was soft, even by diplomatic standards.

Mr. Menzies raised for discussion the desirability or not of countries
other than the three major Powers having their own nuclear
capability. He said it may be possible for Australia to develop a
capacity and that there may be internal pressures in that direction,
e.g., from the Atomic Energy authority [sic]. He held considerable
personal doubts about the wisdom of any such action and would be
interested to know how Mr. Macmillan saw the problem of the

extension of the capacity to a fourth Power.18

The British Prime Minister replied that the United States wanted no additional nuclear powers and
that the United Kingdom eventually hoped to rely on American nuclear weapons through a “key of

to Australia, Record of a Meeting Held November 18, 1957, December 4, 1957 (Top Secret UK
Eyes Only).

15 Australian Archives (ACT): A1945/13, 186-5-3; Memo from the Acting Secretary [Department
of Defence], to Secretary of the Defence Committee, Procurement of Nuclear Weapons for
Australian Forces, January 28, 1958 (Top Secret).

16 Australian Archives (ACT): A209/80 58/5155; Comments by A. J. Griffiths, Secretary of the
Prime Minister's Department, November 11, 1957, pp. 1-2 (Top Secret).

17 Australian Archives (ACT): A209/80 58/5155; Comments by A. J. Griffiths, Secretary of the
Prime Minister's Department, November 11, 1957, p. 2 (Top Secret).

18 Australian Archives (ACT): A7942/1, N78-1; Meeting between Mr. Macmillan and Mr. Menzies
at Parliament House, Canberra on 29th January, 1958, Supplementary record for strictly limited
circulation, Nuclear Weapons (Top Secret).
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the cupboard” arrangement.19 Instead of warheads, Macmillan offered to make more information
about nuclear weapons available to the Australian military.20

A2. Refusing to Take No for an Answer
Those favoring the acqusition of nuclear weapons were apparently not discouraged by the result of
the Menzies-Macmillan meeting. The Defense Committee, meeting eight days after the Prime

Ministers' meeting, recommended that the matter be reopened with the British govemmcnt.21 At
the meeting, the services presented a united front. They "all expressed the view that Australia

should seek to acquire nuclear weapons"22

Menzies and Macmillan met on February 11 and again discussed nuclear weapons for Australia.23
Macmillan responded that any transfer of nuclear weapons information or technology should be
postponed until the American Congress had finished its revisions of the McMahon Act,24 which
restricted the transfer of nuclear weapons information and technology. For now, Macmillan could
offer little beyond saying “that he saw no objection to an examination between the two air forces of

the technical facilities side of using nuclear weapons in the South West and East Asian area.”23

The Defense Committee met the following day on February 12, and concluded that Australia
“require[s] additional information before [it] can examine the practicability or the desirability of
possessing a nuclear capability....” This was a step down from the Committee’s original finding

19 Under a "key of the cupboard" arrangement, Great Britain would draw on the American
stockpile of atomic weapons as the situation required.

20 Australian Archives (ACT): A7942/1, N78-1; Meeting between Mr. Macmillan and Mr. Menzies
at Parliament House, Canberra on 29th January, 1958, Supplementary record for strictly limited
circulation, Nuclear Weapons (Top Secret).

21 Australian Archives (ACT): A1209/80, 58/5155; Minute by Defence Committee at Meeting Held
on Thursday, 6th February, 1958, No. 18/1958, Nuclear Weapons for the Australian Forces -
Plutonium Production in Australia, Agendum No. 16/1958 & Supps 1 & 2 (Top Secret).

The precise sequence of events is explained in another document: Australian Archives (ACT):
A1838/269, TS-680-10-1; [Hand written note], [February 14, 1958].

22 Australian Archives (ACT): A1838/269 TS680-10-1; Memo from H. D. Anderson, Defence
Liaison Branch to Mr. Heydon, External Affairs, Australian Development of Nuclear Weapons and
Australian Access to Information on Nuclear Weapons, July 8, 1959, p. 1 (Top Secret).

23 Australian Archives (ACT): A7942/1 N78 -1; Memo from the Secretary of the Department of
[Defence], to the Minister of [Defence], Nuclear Weapons for the Australian Forces, September 3,
1958, p. 2 (Top Secret).

24 Australian Archives (ACT): A7942/1 N78 -1; Memo from the Secretary of the Department of
[Defence], to the Minister of [Defence], Nuclear Weapons for the Australian Forces, September 3,
1958, p. 7 (Top Secret).

25 Australian Archives (ACT): A1945/13, 186-5-3; Minute Paper, Department of Defence, From
the Secretary [Hicks] to the Minister, Overseas Visit by the Chief of the Air Staff - Discussions of
Atomic Weapons, September 3, 1958 (Top Secret).
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two years earlier. What once was a request for nuclear weapons was now a request for information
about nuclear weapons.26

Despite the change in policy, senior figures in the Australian military persisted in attempts to
procure nuclear weapons. Thir back channel discussions with British defense officials so infuriated
Menzies that in April of 1958, he had his Defence Minister issue a rather remarkable edict
instructing that "no further action is to be taken by the Defence Committee or Chiefs of Staff
Committee or the individual Chiefs of Staff to initiate discussions with United Kingdom authorities
concerning the £7ossibility of nuclear weapons being made available to us until specific approval is

given by me....

The gag order had its intended effect. The following month, when Commonwealth Relations Office
officials asked for an update on the nuclear issue from their colleagues in the British military, they

were told that nothing more had been heard from Australians.28

In early July, the US Congress passed its amendments to the McMahon Act, which cleared the way
for further discussions of UK-Australian nuclear cooperation. A month later, Menzies and other
members of the Cabinet raised the issue with Aubrey Jones, Britain’s visiting Minister of Supply.
According to the memorandum of conversation, Menzies asked about nuclear warheads for
Australia.

Mr. Menzies inquired whether any scheme is contemplated whereby Australia might
secure vehicles and warheads. Mr. Townley remarked that this was a question he
proposed to take up in some detail, but suggested that Mr. Jones might like to give
the meeting some idea of how the United Kingdom might respond to an Australian

approach for the supply of tactical weapons.2

Jones answered that he thought the British “response would be very favorable,” but that the

McMahon Act might still be a problem.30 Toward the end of his conversation, Menzies returned to
the subject of nuclear weapons. He remarked that "he had no ambition to see Australia equipped

26 Australian Archives (ACT): A1209/23, 57/4067; Department of Defence, Inwards Teleprinter
Message, from Hicks, Secretary of the Department of Defense, to Sir Allen Brown, Prime
Minister's Department, Nuclear Weapons, September, 4, 1958, p. 1 (Top Secret and Personal).

27 Australian Archives (ACT): A 7941/2, N15; Note by Defence Department, Question of Nuclear
Capability for the Australian Forces, June 2, 1961, p. 1 (Top Secret).

28 PRO: DO 35/8287; Memo from [W. P.] Oliver, [Principal Staff Officer to the Secretary of State
for Commonwealth Relations], to [J. M.] James, [Assistant Under-Secretary of State, CRO], May
14, 1958; PRO: DO 35/8287; Memo from Johnson, to [J. M.] James, [Assistant Under-Secretary of
State, CRO], May 16, 1958.

29 Australian Archives (ACT): A1838/269, TS680-10; Record of Discussions with Mr. Aubrey
Jones, Minister of Supply in the United Kingdom Government, 13th August, 1958 (Top Secret).
30 Australian Archives (ACT): A1838/269, TS680-10; Record of Discussions with Mr. Aubrey
Jones, Minister of Supply in the United Kingdom Government, 13th August, 1958 (Top Secret).
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with strategic nuclear weapons," but that "... he felt that possession of some tactical nuclear
weapons would be inescapable. ...Mr. Jones a'greed."3

A3. The British Position: Keeping it a Commonwealth Affair

When the procurement of tactical nuclear weapons was first proposed, many officials in Australia
doubted that Britain would share its atomic assets. The Secretary of the Department of External
Affairs, for example, expressed these doubts but endorsed the proposal, "if only to get a firm
statement, in place of our present conjcacturt‘:s....“?’2 Macmillan's non-committal stance in his
meetings with Menzies probably encouraged the view that the UK would not transfer nuclear
weapons.

British archival documents paint a different picture, however. Indeed, the only thing more
surprising than Australia's interest in nuclear weapons is Britain's willingness to provide them. In
their dealings with Australians, however, British officials were cautious, preferring not to signal their
interest in acceding to the Australian request until all the details had been worked out.

British officials realized that the transfer of nuclear weapons to Australia would raise a number of
thorny issues, including the "4th power problem" and the UK's nuclear cooperation agreements
with the Americans. Despite these potential problems, the government was disposed to helping the
Australians. In part, this reflected Australia's status as a Commonwealth relation, but British
sympathies were also a consequence of more parochial interests, including a desire to sell Australia
the British airplanes that would deliver the a-bombs. There was also a fear that if Britain refused,
Australia would turn to the US. A 1958 memo describes the rationale....

We know however that Sir P. McBride and the Chief of Air Staff (and I believe, Mr.
Casey) are quite keenly interested in starting up discussions about nuclear weapons
either with us or the Americans sooner rather than later. There is certainly a risk that,
if we make no move ourselves, the Australians may at some time in the not too distant
future come up with a proposal at short notice that they should open up with the
Americans. It is very important that we should do whatever we can to ensure that the
Australians go British over any equipment connected with nuclear weapons, and we

have an opportunity of getting in first if we do not hold back too long. 3

‘The "bomber sales" argument was first raised by British Air Marshal Boyle when he attempted to

win over his fellow Chiefs of Staff.34 Boyle persuaded the less-than-enthusiastic-Chiefs to
endorse the proposal, and when the Ministry of Defence rendered its assessment, it mentioned that
providing nuclear weapons "would also be economically advantageous, since apart from the bomb

31 Australian Archives (ACT): A1838/269, TS680-10; Record of Discussions with Mr. Aubrey
Jones, Minister of Supply in the United Kingdom Government, 13th August, 1958 (Top Secret).

32 A7942/1 BN78-1, Memo from Arthur Tange, Secretary of the Department of External Affairs
to the Acting Secretary, Department of Defence, Procurement of Nuclear Weapons for Australian
Forces, January 22, 1958, p. 2.

33 PRO: D0 35/8287; Memo from CRO to N. Pritchard, [Deputy U. K. High Commissioner,
Australia,] May 21, 1958 (s/o Top Secret).

34 PRO: DO 35/8287; Chiefs of Staff Committee, Confidential Annex to C.O.S. (57)70th Meeting
Held on Tuesday, September 10, 1957, p. 1 (Top Secret, Specially Restricted Circulation).
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purchase, Australia would have to purchase a bomber force and might well be disposed to obtain
this from us if we supplied the bombs."35

The notion that nuclear weapons could be a loss leader for aircraft sales was cited by other
ministries as well. The Commonwealth Relations Office (CRO), for example, in a brief for the
Cabinet, also cited the benefit of bomber sales.36 Still, the CRO's main concern was the state of
British-Australian relations. The CRO did not want Britain to lose leverage with Australia, though
its only competitor in this case was its ally and patron, the United States. The basic view of the
CRO was laid out by Secretary of State for Commonwealth Relations in a letter to Prime Minister
Macmillan. "I am sure it is right," surmised the Secretary, that "we should encourage [Australia] to

look to us as their potential supplier."37

The Ministry of Defence and the CRO were joined by a third ministry, the Ministry of Supply.
Writing to the Prime Minister, the Minister for Supply argued that "the Australians should continue
to regard us as their potential supplier, and I would like to inform their Minister for Supply that we
would look sympathetically at any request they might make...."38 As in other ministries, officials
in Supply worried that in the absence of a positive response, "the Australians may feel that they are
being brushed off altogether and will more than ever turn their eyes eastward."39 Following the
Menzies-Jones meeting in August, 1958, the Ministry suggested that the discussions with Scherger
"be on the implied understanding that we shall in due course be prepared to supply the Australians
with whatever it is that we have to offer. The discussions should be in terms of complete weapons
systems such as O. R. 339 with Kiloton armament and developments of Bloodhound with nuclear

warhead."40

A particularly striking development follows in September of 1958. At this point, the British initiate
discussion of nuclear weapons for Australia. After the August Menzies-Jones meeting, it is
Macmillan who contacts the Australian Prime Minister about nuclear weapons....

35 PRO: DO 35/8287; Ministry of Defence, Supply of Nuclear Weapons to Australia, Record of a
Meeting held November 18, 1957, p. 1 (Top Secret UK Eyes Only, 12/4/57).

36 PRO: DO 35/8287; Cabinet: Prime Minister's Commonwealth Tour, Brief by the
Commonwealth Relations Office, Supply of Kiloton Bombs to Australia, January/February 1958,
GEN 622/1/60, December 18, 1957, p.1.

37 PRO: DO 35/8287; Draft Letter from the Secretary of State for Commonwealth Relations to
Prime Minister Macmillan, [Undated] (Top Secret).

38 PRO: D0 35/8287; Memo from Aubrey Jones, Minister of Supply to Prime Minister
Macmillan, September 10, 1958 (Top Secret).

39 PRO: DO 35/8287; Inward Telegram to Commonwealth Relations Office, from [Brian]
Humphrey-Davies, [Air Ministry], to [L. J.] Dunnet, [Deputy Secretary of the Ministry of Supply],
No. 713, August 14, 1958, pp. 1-2 (Top Secret).

40 PRO: D0 35/8287; Inward Telegram to Commonwealth Relations Office, from Humphrey-
Davies, [Air Ministry] to [L. J.] Dunnet, [Deputy Secretary of the Ministry of Supply], No. 713,
August 14, 1958, p. 1 (Top Secret). Emphasis not in the original.

-53-



Chp 3. Australia

I hear that when Aubrey Jones met your Cabinet, the subject of
nuclear weapons came up. You will remember our discussions about
this last February. If you think that the time has now come to take

matters further, I should be very glad to see what could be done.41

In March of 1957, the Australian government first raised the issue of nuclear weapons with the
United Kingdom. Remarkably, a year later, it was the British who were raising the issue with the
Australians.

Ad4. A Temporary Retreat

Menzies responded to Macmillan's letter three days later with a note drafted by the Minister of
Defence. Reflecting both the the Defence Ministry's interest and the Prime Minister's reluctance, it
declares that Australia's "interest is in the tactical weapons field and actual possession of the
weapon does not arise at this stage." Still, the Australians were "anxious" for information that

would enable them "to explore further the possibility of possessing a nuclear capability."42

Menzies and Macmillan agreed that the next step would be discussions between the two air staffs.
Air Marshal Scherger, who was already scheduled to go to the UK, departed for London to discuss
nuclear weapons. The Prime Minister was explicitly assured by the Minister of Air that Scherger
would not discuss the transfer of nuclear weapons, and instead, only collect information about
nuclear weapons.43 These assurances were either not passed on to Scherger or they were ignored.
In Scherger's meeting with G. W. Tuttle, Britain's Deputy Chief of the Air Staff, the Air Marshal
explicitly raised the issue of procurement, as Tuttle'a account of the conversation makes clear...

With regard to quantities I naturally could not disclose our stock-
piles overall, nor did I discuss price although [Scherger] suggested
that, if eventually the Australians requests for weapons were granted,
they should pay for the weapons they used. I did, however, suggest
that the build up of weapons was such that an eventual r:guest by

Australia would probably not prove impossible to meet.

Despite Britain's supportive position, Scherger's trip did not produce any new initiatives. Indeed, it
appears that following the trip, the drive for Australian nuclear weapons stalled.45 In 1959, when

41 Australian Archives (ACT): A 18338/269, TS680-10-1; Memorandum from H. D. Anderson,
External Affairs, to Mr. Heydon, Australian Development of Nuclear Weapons and Australian
Access to Information on Nuclear Weapons, 8th July, 1959, p. 2 (Top Secret).

42 Australian Archives (ACT): A1209/23, 57/4067; Letter from Prime Minister Menzies to Prime
Minister Macmillan, 4th September, 1958.

43 See, for example, Australian Archives (ACT): A1945/13 186-5-3, Memo from F. M. Osborne,
Minister of Air, to P. McBride, Minister for Defence, US and UK Arms Relations with Australia,
August 26, 1958, p. 1. _

44 PRO: DO 35/8287; Note of Conversation between Air Marsall Sir Geoffrey Tuttle and Air
Marshal Scherger, [1958], pp. 1-2 (Top Secret). '

45 Australian Archives (ACT): A 7941/2, N15; Note by Defence Department, Question of Nuclear
Capability for the Australian Forces, June 2, 1961, p. 4 (Top Secret). See also Australian Archives
(ACT): TS680-10-1; Australian Archives (ACT): A 18338/269; Memorandum from H. D.
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Defence Minister Athol Townley -- the former Minister for Air who first proposed the procurement
of nuclear weapons -- argued that nuclear weapons were potentially “essential to our national
survival,” the Cabinet ignored the finding. The government's reluctance to pursue nuclear weapons
was evident later, in November of 1959, when the Cabinet decided against asking the British to
share information from a new round of nuclear tests that were planned for an Australian test site.
The decision was based on the “general policy that it is desirable to limit nuclear weapons

capabilities to the few major powers.” 46

On the surface, it appeared that Australia had returned to its previous posture -- that of a
conventionally armed country with conventional aspirations. The issue of nuclear weapons did not
end here, however. In lieu of a political decision favoring acquisition, military advocates of nuclear
weaponry shifted their focus to an area over which the Cabinet had little control or influence: the
procurement of delivery systems.

B. Bombers and Bloodhounds:
The Search for Nuclear-Capable Delivery Systems, 1957-1963

Australian proponents of nuclear weapons had, from the beginning, sought not only warheads but
also their means of delivery. The original idea was to retrofit the RAAF's fleet of Sabres and
Canberra bombers with tactical nuclear weapons, but like any airforce, the RAAF had begun
planning for future force modernization. It hoped to acquire new bombers, strike aircraft and
surface-to-air guided missiles -- each with an ability to deliver nuclear weapons. Some British
observers even speculated that the government was seeking nuclear capable delivery systems
because their acquisition would increase the chances that the United Kingdom would transfer

nuclear weapons.47 This section recounts Australia's search for a nuclear delivery system.

Anderson, External Affairs, to Mr. Heydon, Australian Development of Nuclear Weapons and
Australian Access to Information on Nuclear Weapons, 8th July, 1959 (Top Secret). A hand
written note at the bottom of page two makes the point that after Scherger's visit, "So far as we
know in this Department, there has been no further development [in] our contacts with the United
Kingdom on this subject."

46 Australian Archives (ACT): A 7941/2, N15; Note by Defence Department, Question of Nuclear
Capability for the Australian Forces, June 2, 1961, pp. 2-3 (Top Secret). Australia had hosted
British nuclear tests since 1952, but Canberra had not used the tests as a bargaining chip for
obtaining information about nuclear weapons, and did not receive any substantive information from
the British. Lorna Arnold, A Very Special Relationship: British Atomic Weapon Trials in Australia,
(London: HM Stationery Office, 1987); J. L. Symonds, A History of British Atomic Tests in
Australia; Deny Blakeway and Sue Lloyd-Roberts, Fields of Thunder: Testing Britain's Bomb,
(London: Unwin Paperbacks, 1985); Brian Cathart, Test of Greatness, (London: John Murray,
1994), p. 242.

47 PRO: DO 35/8288; Inward Telegram to Commonwealth Relations Office, No. 621, 13th
August, 1959 (Secret).
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B1. Bombers and Strike Aircraft
In 1956, the RAAF approached the US Air Force for information on the using of tactical nuclear
weapons with the Avon Sabre aircraft. The USAF declined to respond, but about a year later, the

Americans did agree to study the nuclear potential of the Sabre and Canberra bomber.43

In January 1958, British Air Marshall reported to his fellow Chiefs of Staff that Australia had
inquired regarding the purchase of a "V" bomber. In the 1950s, the British V bombers -- the

Valiant, Victor, and Vulcan -- constituted the United Kingdom's main nuclear strike force.49
Australia's inquiry, Boyle noted, made "no specific mention of atomic bombs", but "...was an

indication of current Australian interest....">0 Scherger again raised the issue of a V bomber in

September of 1958, when visiting London on his nuclear fact-finding trip.51 Australian interest
was sufficiently serious that British officials even discussed the possibility of leasing the aircraft to

the RAAF.52

By 1960, interest in nuclear capable aircraft shifted from the V bomber to the TSR-2.53 The TSR-
2 was supposed be Britain's most sophisticated plane, and Australian defence officials were inclined
to favor it over its competitor, the American F-111. When the Australian and British Defence
Ministers met in July 1961, the Australia representative made it clear that, "if Australia were to buy

the T.S.R.II," it wanted "to be sure that nuclear weapons would be available" as well. >4

48 The Sabre was designed as an "interceptor fighter," but the RAAF contended that it could,
"without doubt, be gainfully employed in the ground attack role if they were armed with tactical
atomic bombs." Australian Archives (ACT): A1945/13 186-5-3; Memo from Athol Townley,
Minister for Air, to Philip McBride, Minister for Defence, September 12, 1956, p. 1. The Australian
military approached American Air Force officials in order "to obtain specific information from the
United States Department of the Air Force concerning detailed aspects of the possible use of
tactical atomic weapons from RAAF Sabres," but the Americans turned them down. Australian
Archives (ACT): A1945/13 186-5-3; Memo from Athol Townley, Minister for Air, to Philip
McBride, Minister for Defence, September 12, 1956, p. 1. On the American study, see Cawte,
Atomic Australia, p. 108.

49 Andrew J. Pierre, Nuclear Politics: The British Experience with an Independent Nuclear Force,
1939-1970, (London: Oxford University Press, 1972), pp. 148-157.

50 PRO: DO 35/8287; Chiefs of Staff Committee, Confidential Annex to C.O.S. (58) 4th Meeting
Held on Monday, 13th January, 1958 (Top Secret).

51 PRO: DO 35/8287; Memo from F. R. Carey, UK Joint Service Liaison Staff, to William S
Bates, Office of High Commissioner for the United Kingdom, Canberra, October 31, 1958, p. 2;
Cawte, Atomic Australia, p. 108.

52 pPRO: DO 35/8287; Memo from Clark, CRO, to William S Bates, Office of High Commissioner
for the United Kingdom, Canberra, January 8, 1959.

53 PRO: DO 35/8288; Committee Minutes, Ministry of Defence, Co-operation with Australia in
the Development of New Weapons, (S.E. (0)C / P(60)25) July 19, 1960, pp. 1, 5 (Secret). The
TSR-2 has been variously described as a bomber and a tactical strike and reconnaissance aircraft.
Pierre, pp. 259, 268.

54 PRO: DO 35/8287; Memo from N. Pritchard, [Acting Deputy Under-Secretary of State, CRO],
to the Secretary of State for Commonwealth Relations, July 20, 1961. pp. 1-2.
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Australia was ready to move forward with the TSR-2, but the project soon encountered technical
and financial difficulties back in Britain. The UK eventually canceled the project, so the Australians
opted for the F-111, signing a deal with the US in 1963. Like the TSR-2, the F-111 also could

carry nuclear weapons, a fact not lost on the Australian buyers.55

B2. Missiles

Perhaps the most interesting episode in Australia's search for a nuclear-capable delivery system
involves the British Bloodhound. The Bloodhound, described as a surface-to-air guided missile,
was developed by the British at the Woomera test range in Australia. As originally conceived, there
were to be three stages of development. The Mark I and Mark II would be carry conventional
warheads, and the Mark III would carry a nuclear warhead. 50 Indeed, the Bloodhound Mark IIT

was designed as "a weapon which is only effective with a nuclear warhead."57

In 1960, Australia was shopping for missiles which it could use to shore up its northern defenses.
The Air and Defence Ministries narrowed the choice to two options: the American Nike and the
British Bloodhound. According to British documents, the Australians were disposed to the Nike,

because it was nuclear-capable and less expensive than the Bloodhound.8

Britain's Ministry of Defence was anxious to sell the Bloodhound to the Australians. UK officials
feared that if the Australians rejected the Bloodhound, other potential customers would do likewise.
After all, the weapon had been designed in Australia, although without Australian participation.59
In London, the Ministry of Defence decided to mount a full court press to save the program.

55 Peter Howson, The Howson Diaries: The Life of Politics, Don Aitkin, ed., (Ringwood, Victoria:
Viking Press, 1984), p. 386. Beale is more oblique in his explanation for the F111 purchase, but a
reader familiar with Beale's efforts to procure nuclear weapons can decipher his meaning. Beale,
This Inch of Time: Memoirs of Politics and Diplomacy, pp. 170-176. By choosing the F-111 over
the TSR-2, Australia hoped to avoid potential technical and cost problems, but the F-111 turned out
to be a huge political headache. The F-111 suffered its own technical problems, which led to
delays, rising costs, and embarrassment for a number of Air and Defence Ministers. In the end,
Australia got the planes, but the experience was widely perceived as an object lesson in how not to
procure foreign defense technology. On the F-111 saga, see also Gregory Pemberton, All the Way:
Australia’s Road to Vietnam, (Sydney: Allen & Unwin, 1987), pp. 207-208; Reid, The Gorton
Experiment, pp. 283-285; Craig Skehan, "Strike Bombers Lacked Hitting Power," Sydney Morning
Herald, January 1, 1997, http://www.smh.com.auw/index.html.

56 PRO: DO 35/8288; Draft Minute from Secretary of State to Prime Minister, March 21, 1960,

PRO: DO 35/8288, Outward Telegram from Commonwealth Relations Office, Canberra, No. 471,
March 30, 1960, (Top Secret).

57 PRO: DO 35/8288; Outward Telegram from Commonwealth Relations Office to Canberra, No.
415, March 15, 1960 (Top Secret).

58 PRO: DO 35/8288; Memorandum from N. Pritchard, [Deputy UK High Commissioner
Australia] to T. W. Keeble, [Head of Defence and Western Department, CRO], Bloodhound, June
9, 1960, p. 2; PRO: DO 35/8288; Inward Telegram to Commonwealth Relations Office, No. 601,
5th August 1959, pp. 1-2; PRO: DO 35/8288; Inward Telegram to Commonwealth Relations
Office, No. 621, 13th August, 1959 (Secret).

59 The British feared that the broader perception would be that the Australians had declined to
purchase Bloodhound, because they had inside knowledge of the missile's shortcomings.
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Defence officials stressed to the Australians that the Bloodhound would offer a nuclear capability,
and that unlike the Nike, it would be upgraded over time.60

The Australians were eventually persuaded, and decided to go with the Bloodhound. Within the
year, however, the British Treasury put the Bloodhound on its hit list, declaring that Mark III (the
nuclear version) would be terminated. British Defence officials protested vehemently. They argued
that the Australians bought into Bloodhound precisely because the third stage consisted of a nuclear
missile.6]1 To cancel the program, they suggested, might seriously damage British-Australian
relations, but Defence lost the argument, and the Mark III was canceled.

In London, Defence officials worried about the possible repercussions.62 Australia might refuse
to purchase UK defense items in the future, or worse yet, refuse to renew Britain's access to the

Woomera test range.63 To make up for the Bloodhound incident, members of the Defence
Ministry's Strategic Exports Committee suggested that Australia be allowed to participate in British
research and development of atomic, biological, and chemical weapons. A similar proposal had
been suggested by the CRO the year before. In fact, when the chair of the exports committee
visited Washington, he "sounded the Americans about Australian association with Anglo/U.S. co-
operation in development, but the Americans had not reacted."64 It is unclear what became of the
proposal.

What is clear, is that the Bloodhound affair did not dissuade Australia from seeking nuclear
weapons from the United Kingdom. Less than a year had passed since the Bloodhound affair
when Australian officials again began canvassing British bureaucrats and political leaders for help
in the nuclear field. :

60 PRO: DO 35/8288; Brief for Minister of State, Defence Committee Meeting on 9th March,
1960, D. (60)(9), Anti-aircraft Missiles, p. 1 (Top Secret). PRO: DO 35/8288; Memo from N.
Pritchard, [Deputy U. K. High Commissioner, Australia], to S. Scott Hall, Head of UKMOAS,
January 12, 1960, p. 1 (Secret).

61 PRO: DO 35/8288; Incoming Telegram, No. 357, April 1, 1960 (Top Secret); PRO: DO
35/8288; Memorandum from N. Pritchard, [Deputy UK High Commissioner, Australia], to T. W.
Keeble, [Head of Defence and Western Department, CRO,] Bloodhound, June 9, 1960, p. 2.

62 The Bloodhound's partial termination was just the beginning of problems for the program. As
the British government proceeded with the part of the contract involving the Stage I missile, it
became clear that there were a number of misunderstandings between the two sides over cost and
technical issues. By April of 1960, the project had created a palpable sense of resentment among
Australian officials. PRO: DO 35/8288; C. Baron, G. W. Department, Report on Visit to Australia
- 29th April -14th May, 1960 (Secret); PRO: DO 35/8288; Memorandum from N. Pritchard,
[Deputy UK High Commissioner Australia] to T. W. Keeble, [Head of Defence and Western
Department, CRO], Bloodhound, June 9, 1960, p. 1.

63 Memo from N. Pritchard, [Deputy U. K. High Commissioner, Australia), to S. Scott Hall, Head
of UKMOAS, January 12, 1960, p. 1 (Secret).

64 PRO: DO 35/8288; Committee Minutes, Ministry of Defence, Co-operation with Australia in
the Development of New Weapons, (S.E. (0)C / P(60)25), July 19, 1960, p. 3 (Secret). On the
proposal from the CRO, see PRO: DO 35/8288; Inward Telegram to Commonwealth Relations
Office, No. 621, 13th August, 1959 (Secret).
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C. Demand and "Supply," 1961

The Ministry of Air, the Ministry of Defence, and the Australian Atomic Energy Commission were
active advocates of Australian nuclear weapons, but other elements within the government shared
their enthusiasm, most notably the Ministry of Supply. The Ministry of Supply managed weapons
development and general support activities for the Ministry of Defence. In 1954, its minister told
the Cabinet that "Australia cannot ignore the long-term fact that some day we will need atom bombs
for our own forces."05 Later, in August of 1958, when Britiain's visiting Minister of Supply
discussed nuclear weapons with Prime Minister Menzies and the Cabinet, Australia's Minister of
Supply again raised the question of nuclear weapons in private meetings with his British

counterpart.

One of the stranger epsiodes involving the Ministry of Supply occured in 1961. It was then that Sir

Ernest Titterton, himself a bomb advocate, visited London on behalf of the Ministry.67 The
purpose of the visit was, in part, to jump-start British-Australian cooperation on nuclear weapons.
Titterton first met with Roger Makins, the head of the United Kingdom Atomic Energy Authority.
As Makins reported in a memo, Titterton said that he had been "asked by the Australian Minister of
Supply, Mr. Hulme, and by Mr. Knott, the Permanent Secretary at the Ministry of Supply" to
explore the issue of military nuclear cooperation. Titterton told Makins that "Depending on the
advice Professor Titterton received, Mr. Hulme might or might not raise matters with Mr. Townley,
the Minister of Defence, and Sir Leslie Martin, the Chairman of the Australian Defence Policy
Committee."68 Titterton speculated, however, that the Minister of Supply "feels so strongly about
the matter that he might in any case see Mr. Menzies and urge that the U.K. should be
approached." Titterton also cited "...high ranking Australian service officers, and Defense officials
[who] were extremely restless about their defence position."

The Australian emissary then put the matter directly to Makins: “Would the United Kingdom react
favourably to an official but strictly confidential approach from Australia requesting information
about U.K. nuclear weapons, to enable Australia to make certain military studies? Any information

given would be kept to a very small committee of four or five people.” 9

65 Cawte, Atomic Australia: 1944-1990, pp. 106-107.

66 PRO: DO 35/8287; Memo from Aubrey Jones, Minister of Supply, to Prime Minister
Macmillan, September 10, 1958 (Top Secret)

67 Titterton had worked on the Manhattan Project and held several scientific positions within the
government, including membership on the Defence Research and Development Policy Committee
and the AAEC’s Scientific Advisory Committee. Author, advocate, and adviser, he was an
outspoken proponent of nuclear energy and a military nuclear option. See for example, E. W.
Titterton, "Nuclear Energy and Bombs," Canberra Times, August 6, 1965; E. W. Titterton,
"Australia's Nuclear Power," Quadrant, Vol. 12, No. 54, 1968, pp. 57-63; Cathart, Test of
Greatness, passim; The West Australian, November 4, 1968, p.9; The Herald , July 28, 1969, p.
4; Brian Martin, Nuclear Knights (Fyshwick: Union Offset Co., 1980), pp. 21-31.

68 PRO: DO 164/17; Memo from Roger Makins, Chair of the UKAEA, to [E. W.] Playfair,
[Permanent Secretary, Ministry of Defence], July 19, 1961, p. 1.

69 PRO: DO 164/17; Memo from Roger Makins, Chair of the UKAEA, to [E. W.] Playfair,
[Permanent Secretary, Ministry of Defence], July 19, 1961, p. 1.
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Makins responded that Titterton should raise the matter with the Defence Ministry, as it was outside
the purview of the UKAEA. Titterton then went on to make the same pitch to the UKAEA's head of
the Atomic Weapons Research Establishment as well as to a high ranking member of the

Commonwealth Relations Office.’0

One day after Titterton met with Makins, the CRO reported that the Ministry of Defence had

received a letter requesting for information about nuclear weapons.71 It is unclear whether the letter
came from Titterton and the Department of Supply or from another quarter within the Australian
government.

Titterton's fishing expedition is notable, because it appears to document that the Department of
Supply pursued the issue of a nuclear weapons capability independent of other ministries.
Titterton was obviously unaware that only two weeks earlier, Prime Minister Menzies had written to

Macmillan in what was Australia's most direct attempt to procure nuclear weapons.’2 The reason
for the Menzies appeal had little to do with the ambitions of Defence, the AAEC, or the Ministry of
Supply. Rather, the cause for Menzies' renewed interest in nuclear weapons was the prospect of a
Nuclear Test Ban.

D. The Test Ban and Nuclear Weapons-on-Demand

D1. Getting Around the NTB

The negotiations for a Nuclear Test Ban (NTB), while ultimately unsuccessful, put the nuclear
question back before the Australian Cabinet in 1961. Work on the Test Ban had begun in the late
50s, but by 1961, negotiations between the 3 nuclear powers -- the United States, the Soviet Union,
and Britain -- had stalled. In an effort to revive the talks, London asked Canberra for permission to
offer listening posts in Australian as part of a new round of diplomatic proposals. Earlier in the
negotiations, the USSR had insisted that the treaty include listening posts in Australia, since

Australia had hosted a number of British nuclear tests.’3

The Australian Cabinet took up the issue of the NTB and listening posts in Australia at the behest
of Prime Minister Menzies. Interestingly, Menzies -- who three years earlier had been reticent to
raise the subject -- now argued that Australia should insist on a weapons-on-demand agreement in
return for joining the Nuclear Test Ban Treaty. In his report to the Cabinet, Menzies began by

70 PRO: DO 164/17; Memorandum from Pelly, Atomic Weapons Research Establishment, to
Roger Makins, Chair of the UKAEA, July 27, 1961; PRO: DO 164/17; Memo from N. Pritchard,
[Acting Deputy Under-Secretary of State], CRO, to [E. W.] Playfair, [Permanent Secretary,
Ministry of Defence], July 31, 1961, p. 1.

71 PRO: DO 164/17; Memo from N. Pritchard, [Acting Deputy Under-Secretary of State], CRO,
to the Secretary of State for Commonwealth Relations, July 20, 1961. pp. 1-2.

72 At the time, Makins suggests that there "is more than a suspicion of some disagreement, or ...
lack of liaison, between the Australian Ministers and officials concerned with this matter." PRO:
DO 164/17; Memo from Roger Makins, Chair of the UKAEA, to [E. W.] Playfair, [Permanent
Secretary, Ministry of Defence], July 19, 1961, p. 2.

73 Australian Archives (ACT): A5818/2; Robert Menzies to the Cabinet, Nuclear Tests Conference:
Control Posts in Australia, Submission No. 1156, V6, pp. 1-6 (Secret).
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restating Australia’s long held policy in favor of the test ban and other non-proliferation measures.
The problem, Menzies argued, was being obliged to a treaty before knowing whether other
countries (Indonesia, India, and especially China) would also participate. “It is,” Menzies
observed, “entirely possible -- even probable -- that China ...will refuse to accede....” The Prime
Minister worried that the combined pressure of the United States, the Soviet Union, and Great
Britain would make it “quite impossible to stay out” of the treaty. And having committed to the
treaty, “Australia would find it almost impossible to withdraw in order to develop and test our own

weapons.”74

Menzies then suggested that the Cabinet consider a proposal to “mitigate the effects” of the treaty.
One way to maintain a capacity for “indigenous manufacture” of nuclear weapons was to enter
into an agreement with the United Kingdom or the United States for nuclear weapons-on-demand.
Menzies recommended that Australia ...

...secure now from the United Kingdom recognition of an obligation
to allow Australia the right of access to United Kingdom nuclear
weapon “know how” (or preferably... the right to draw on the U. K.
nuclear weapons stockpile) in the event of important countries in the

general Pacific and India Ocean areas acquiring nuclear capability. 3

On June 13, the Cabinet endorsed Menzies' recommendation (Decision 1383) authorizing a reply to
the British request seeking “recognition now of the United Kingdom’s obligation to provide

Australia, if ever necessary, with a nuclear capability.”76 In his letter to Macmillan, Menzies asked
for “full manufacturing data for the production of operational weapons” or “‘a more practical

arrangement...for the supply of ready-made weapons.” 77

D.2 "We Are Anxious to Help"
Menzies' cable elicited a sympathetic response from the British Prime Minister. That sympathy

may have been motivated by a desire to improve British-Australian relations.”8 In addition,

74 Australian Archives (ACT): A5818/2; Robert Menzies to the Cabinet, Nuclear Tests Conference:
Control Posts in Australia, Submission No. 1156, V6, pp. 9-10, 13 (Secret).

75 Australian Archives (ACT): A5818/2; Robert Menzies to the Cabinet, Nuclear Tests Conference:
Control Posts in Australia, Submission No. 1156, V6, p. 13 (Secret).

76 Australian Archives (ACT): A5818/2; Cabinet Minute, Canberra, 13th June, 1961, Decision No.
1383, Submission No. 1156, Nuclear Tests Conference: Control Posts in Australia, V6 (Secret).
Australian Archives (ACT): A1838/269, TS852/10/4/2/3; Letter from Prime Minister Menzies to
Prime Minister Macmillan, 29th June, 1961, p. 1 (Secret).

77 Australian Archives (ACT): A1838/269, TS852/10/4/2/3; Letter from Prime Minister Menzies to
Prime Minister Macmillan, 29th June, 1961, p. 2 (Secret).

78 Perhaps one of the factors weighing on Macmillan's mind was, as a senior CRO official put it,
"our present uneasy relations with the Australian Government and Mr. Menzies in particular...."
PRO: DO 164/17; Memo from N. Pritchard, [Acting Deputy Under-Secretary of State], CRO, to
G. P. Hampshire, [Assistant Under-Secretary of State], CRO, July 11, 1961.
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Menzies' earlier reticence about entering the nuclear field may have actually strengthened his
hand.7? In any event, the PM was "anxious if possible to help the Australians."80

Macmillan's interest in complying with the Australian request also found support from other
quarters within the British government. The Secretary of the Foreign Office, Lord Home, did not
fancy the idea of transferring nuclear weapons know-how, but instead favored the outright provision
of atomic arms.81 The Minister of Defence, Harold Watkinson, wrote to Macmillan, declaring that
"I am as anxious as you are to help the Australians and in principle I see no objection to giving
them the kind of undertaking which Mr. Menzies asks for." Britain, he suggested, could approach
the Americans on Australia's behalf. Like Lord Home, the Defence Minister felt that the American

"reaction would probably be favourable."82

The Secretary of Commonwealth Relations was similarly supportive. After observing that the
"Australians have frequently in the past shown themselves very keen to have this kind of
information," the Secretary suggested that the UK be "forthcoming" and as "helpful as possible."
In return, he contended, Australia would "earn much good-will and co-operation from the

Australians."83

In fact, the Secretary wanted to consider some kind of arrangement even if the US objected to the
Australian proposal.

What I have in mind is that, should the Americans prove reluctant to go the whole
way to meet Menzies, we should not get ourselves into a position in discussion with

them where we ourselves are prevented from making a substantial offer to him. 84

After hearing from the relevant departments, Macmillan asked the Minister of Defence to draft the
government's reply.85 On August 14, 1961, Macmillan sent Menzies his answer. He told Menzies

79 PRO: DO 164/17; Memo from N. Pritchard, [Acting Deputy Under-Secretary of State], CRO,
to G. P. Hampshire, [Assistant Under-Secretary of State], CRO, July 11, 1961.

80 PRO: DO 164/17; Memo from P. F. Zulueta, [Private Secretary to the Prime Minister], to C. W.
R. Benwell, Ministry of Defence, July 25, 1961.

81 PRO: DO 164/17; Memo from [unknown] to P. F. Zulueta, [Private Secretary to the Prime
Minister], July 24, 1961; see also PRO: DO 164/17; Memo from Lord Home, [Secretary of State
for Foreign Affairs], to Prime Minister Harold Macmillan, August 11, 1961.

82 PRO: DO 164/17; Memo from Minister of Defence Harold Watkinson to Prime Minister
Harold Macmillan, August 2, 1961.

83 PRO: DO 164/17; Letter from the Secretary of State to Prime Minister Harold Macmillan,
[August, 1961]. Among the considerations weighing on the minds of the CRO was the "very
important equipment aspect affecting our hopes of selling the T.S.R. II to Australia.” PRO: DO
164/17; Memo from N. Pritchard, [Acting Deputy Under-Secretary of State], CRO, to G. P.
Hampshire, [Assistant Under-Secretary of State], CRO, July 11, 1961, p. 2.

84 PRO: DO 164/17; Memo from the Secretary of State for Foreign Affairs to Prime Minister
Harold Macmillan, [August, 1961], pp. 1-2.

85 PRO: DO 164/17; Memo from Prime Minister Harold Macmillan to Harold Watkinson,
Minister of Defence, August 3, 1961.
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he was "anxious to help as I well understand the seriousness of the problem for Australia."
Macmillan then pointed out that British agreements with the US obliged the UK to consult with the
Americans. Macmillan concluded that "We think therefore that we should discuss your request

with the Americans. This we would be very ready to do. "86 Macmillan suggested that in the
meantime, the government could provide a briefing on nuclear strategy and tactics to General Sir
Reginald Pollard, Chief of the General Staff, who was scheduled to visit London the following
month. The British government was ready to engage in detailed discussions that would "produce

~ some really substantial information of a kind not already available to the Australians." 87

D3. To the Edge and Back
The Australian Cabinet received Macmillan's reply, but it is not known how it was interpreted by the
Australians. On its face, the message was encouraging, but vague. In fact, the Australians may have

underestimated Britain's willingness to help.88

After receiving Macmillan's message, the Cabinet proceeded with its glan to send the same proposal
to the United States, in the person of Secretary of State Dean Rusk.89 Before the letter could be
delivered, however, outside events intervened. On the first day of September -- the very week that
Rusk's letter was to be delivered -- the USSR broke the informal mortatorium and resumed above-
ground nuclear testing. The US and the USSR continued to participate in test ban negotiations, but
the prospect of an agreement appeared dim. 90 After the Soviet test, the Australian government

immediately decided to stop delivery on the letter to the American Secretary of State.91

86 PRO: DO 164/17; Letter from Prime Minister Harold Macmillan to Prime Minister Robert
Menzies, August 14, 1961.

87 PRO: DO 164/17; Memorandum from G. P. Hampshire, [Assistant Under-Secretary of State],
CRO, to N. Pritchard, [Acting Deputy Under-Secretary of State], August 30, 1961, p. 2.

88 Macmillan's reply was, in fact, designed to be vague. The Defence Minister had supported the
idea of helping the Australians but cautioned Macmillan that he "send a friendly but temporizing
reply for the moment.”" PRO: DO 164/17; Memo from Minister of Defence Harold Watkinson to
Prime Minister Harold Macmillan, August 2, 1961. Lord Home, the Secretary of the Foreign
Office, had proposed a three party agreement to transfer nuclear weapons, but added this caveat:
"However, we should not, I think, even hint at this to Menzies since we shall have to probe the
question very carefully with the Americans." PRO: DO 164/17; Memo from Lord Home,
[Secretary of State for Foreign Affairs], to Prime Minister Harold Macmillan, August 11, 1961
(Top Secret).

89 Rusk, it might be noted, would three years later question the value of a nonproliferation treaty
and suggest the possibility of giving nuclear weapons to the Japanese and the Indians in order to
counter China's newly acquired nuclear capability. Glenn T. Seaborg, Stemming the Tide,
(Lexington, MA: Lexington, 1987), pp. 132-135. Despite his personal views, Rusk acquired a
reputation for faithfully carrying out nonproliferation policy.

90 Robert Gilpin, American Scientists and Nuclear Weapons Policy, (Princeton: Princeton
University Press, 1962), p. 253.

91 Australian Archives (ACT): A1838/269, TS852/10/4/2/3; Cablegram for Despatch to
AUSEMBA Washington, Department of External Affairs, For Ambassador from Minister, August
30, 1961 (Top Secret, Guard). Australian Archives (ACT): A1838/269, TS852/10/4/2/3; Note for
the Minister, 8th May, 1962, Nuclear Capability for Australia (Top Secret).
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On September 6th, Menzies wrote to Macmillan. Menzies declined Macmillan's offer to approach
the Americans. Refering ot the recent Soviet tests, Menzies said that it was "hardly a very good
time to take up our request in Washington. We would propose to raise the question of timing with

you again when circumstances are more pro’pitious."92 Macmillan agreed.

" Australia's General Pollard traveled to London where he received a briefing on nuclear strategy, but
like Scherger's trip three years before, little seems to come from it.93 Indeed, from September 1961
until after the Chinese nuclear test in 1964, it appears that the Australian government took no
additional steps to acquire access to nuclear weapons or weapons information. Australia did
reaffirm its right to possess nuclear weapons, however. In early 1962, for example, when a UN
General Assembly Resolution called on countries to publicly renounce atomic arms, Australia
demurred.94 The best the government could offer was that it "had no plans to manufacture or
acquire the weapons."95 In 1963, the Australian delegation also objected to participating in a
regional nuclear weapons free zone.96

III. Moves Towards Indigenous Capability (1964-1972)

From the mid-1950s to early 1960s, government discussions centered on the procurement of
nuclear weapons from Australia's allies, not indigenous manufacture. In 1958, for example, the
Australians explicitly considered and rejected a proposal by Sir Philip Baxter of the AAEC to

produce plutonium for the indigenous manufacture of nuclear weapons.97

92 PRO: DO 164/17; Inward Telegram to Commonwealth Relations Office from Canberra, No.
808, September 6, 1961 (Top Secret).

93 PRO: DO 164/17; Note of Discussion between UK Officials and Lt. Gen. Sir Reginald
Pollard, Chief of the Australian Army Staff - In London on Wednesday 6th September, 1961,
September 18, 1961.

94 Australia's UN representative explained that the government could not "undertake that in no
circumstances will Australian forces in the future be armed with nuclear weapons.” Senator Frank
McManus, "Should We Have the Bomb," Australian, November 15, 1967, p. 9.

95 T. B. Millar, "Australia: Recent Ratification," in Robert Lawrence and Joel Larus, eds., Nuclear
Proliferation: Phase II, (Wichita: University Press of Kansas, 1974), p. 72. See also Current
Notes on International Affairs, Vol. 33 (April 1962), pp. 27-28.

96 PRO: Report by the Joint Planning Committee at a Meeting Held on 17 April, 1963, No. 36/63,
[with Attachment] (Secret); Current Notes on International Affairs, April 1962, pp. 27, 28; Current
Notes on International Affairs, Vol. 34 (October, 1963), pp. 57-60; Sir James Plimsoll, to the First
Committee of the UN General Assembly, 25 October 1965, Current Notes on International Affairs,
October, 1965, pp. 634, 638. Millar, "Australia: Recent Ratification," p. 72-73. Australia's
disapproval of a nuclear weapons free zone was shared by its chief military ally, the United States,
which believed that it might inhibit the passage of American ships and submarines.

97 In 1957, in the lead up to Macmillan's visit, Sir Philip Baxter proposed to the Defence
Committee that the AAEC construct a facility at Mt. Isa for the production of weapons grade
plutonium. Baxter suggested that Australia propose to Macmillan that the British government
collaborate in the project, thereby providing the United Kingdom with an independent source of
fissile material while at the same time enabling Australia to achieve the basis for a nuclear weapons
program. The Committee rejected the proposal because of the financial cost. It would be much
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But then came the Chinese atomic test and Britain’s first substantive steps to reduce its presence in

Asia.98 In the wake of these events, Australian decision makers revisited the question of nuclear
weapons, and for the first time, seriously considered the development of an indigenous nuclear

weapons capability.99 Prime Minster Menzies' retirement and the eventual ascension of John
Gorton to Prime Minister gave the policy a new momentum. Under Gorton, the government
announced plans for an indigenous fuel cycle, signed a secret nuclear cooperation agreement with
France, pursued a program of peaceful nuclear explosions, and publicly expressed its opposition to
the Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty.

A. Changing Circumstances, Changing Leadership: From Menzies to Gorton
China detonated its first nuclear device on October 16, 1964. Three years earlier, Prime Minister
Menzies had explicitly identified nuclear weapons acquisition by a regional power as a condition

that could trigger an Australian decision to seek nuclear wcaapons.100 The official Australian
response to the Chinese test was muted, but a year later, in October of 1965, the Cabinet ordered a
study re-examining the nuclear option. Part of the study, a cost estimate of an indigenous weapons
program, was conducted by the Department of Supply and the Australian Atomic Energy
Commission. It estimated that a plutonium-based program that produced 30 fission weapons per
year would cost $144 million (AUS) for development and an additional $13 million (AUS) per

year in operating costs. 101 :

A.1 Menzies Moves On

When Menzies retired three months later, in January 1966, Harold Holt became Prime Minister.
Menzies' retirement gave bomb advocates a new opportunity to press their cause. 102 1ndeed, it was
not long before the nuclear issue again imposed itself on the Cabinet's agenda. Early in 1966, the
United States submitted a request to the Australian government, asking that its bilateral safeguards

cheaper to buy nuclear weapons. Australian Archives (ACT): A1838/269, TS680/10/1;
Memorandum Re: Plutonium Production in Australia, J. P. Baxter, Chairman, Australian Atomic
Energy Commission, 16th January 1958 (Secret). Australian Archives (ACT): A1209/80, 58/5155;
Minute by Defence Committee at Meeting Held on Thursday, 6th February, 1958, No. 18/1958,
Nuclear Weapons for the Australian Forces - Plutonium Production in Australia, Agendum No.
16/1958 & Supps 1 & 2 (Top Secret).

98 There were signs as early as 1957 that the United Kingdom was going to have difficulty
maintaining its commitments in Asia, but it was not until the mid-1960s that Britain took the first
steps towards a withdrawal from the region. Regarding the early signs of British troubles, see
Australian Archives Australian Archives (ACT): A1838/269, TS680/10/1; Memo from J. P. Quinn,
External Affairs, to Mr. James Plimsoll, Assistant Secretary of External Affairs, Procurement of
Nuclear Weapons for Australian Forces, December 20, 1957, pp. 2-3.

99 Howson, The Life of Politics: The Peter Howson Diaries, pp. 181-183.

100 Australian Archives (ACT): A5818/2; Robert Menzies to the Cabinet, Nuclear Tests
Conference: Control Posts in Australia, Submission No. 1156, V6, pp. 7-8 (Secret).

101 Archives of the Department of Foreign Affairs and Trade: Unregistered document; Paper by
Department of Supply and A.A.E.C., Costs of a Nuclear Explosives Programme, p. 3 (Top Secret).
Figures are in 1964 Australian dollars. _

102 Michael Carr, "Australia and the Nuclear Question: A Survey of Government Attitudes, 1945-
1975," Masters thesis, University of New South Wales, 1979, p. 110.
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arrangements with Australia be transferred to the IAEA. Holt's government opposed the move "for
fear [that] it would compromise a future nuclear weapons program." 103 particular, the
Australians feared the prospect of IAEA inspectors roaming the country at will -- a concern that
later resurfaced during the debate over the NPT.104 Australia's opposition to the safeguards
transfer was not communicated to the Americans, but it was sufficiently intense that members of the
Cabinet thouglslt it would be preferable to close the Lucas Heights reactor rather than comply with

the requf:st.1 The government's initial strategy was one of delay. Finally in June, after having
ordered a study of the issue, the Cabinet agreed to the request, but "only afte<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>