Samenvatting artikel Sagan: Do states build nuclear weapons? Three models in search of a bomb

(54)Why do states build nuclear weapons?
U.S. policymakers: states will seek to develop nuclear weapons when they face a significant military threat to their security that cannot be met through alternative means. If they do not face such threats, they will remain non-nuclear states.
 schrijver artikel : nuclear weapons serve other, more parochial and less obvious objectives.
 nuclear weapons are political objects of considerable importance in domestic debates and internal bureaucratic struggles and can also serve as international normative symbols of modernity and identity. 

(55)Why do states decide to build or refrain from developing nuclear weapons?
1. The security model; states build nuclear weapons to increase national security against foreign threats, especially nuclear threats.
2. The domestic politics model; envisions nuclear weapons as political tools used to advance parochial domestic and bureaucratic interests.
(The term parochial can be applied in both culture and economics if a local culture or geographic area's government makes decisions based on solely local interests that do not take into account the effect of the decision on the broader community. The term may also be applied to decisions and events that are considered to be trivial in the grand scheme of things but that may be over-emphasized in a smaller community, such as disputes between neighbors.)
3. The norms model; nuclear weapons decisions are made because  weapons acquisition, or restraint in weapons development, provides an important normative symobl of a state’s modernity and identity.

Nuclear Non Proliferation Treaty (NPT)
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Nuclear_Non-Proliferation_Treaty
The NPT is commonly described as having three main "pillars": non-proliferation, disarmament, and peaceful use.This "pillars" concept has been questioned by some who believe that the NPT is, as its name suggests, principally about nonproliferation, and who worry that "three pillars" language misleadingly implies that the three elements have equivalent importance

(56) Proliferation= a rapid increase in the number of deadly weapons
Any future demand-side nonproliferation strategy will face inherent contradictions. (58)Historical record suggests that each theory explains some past cases quite well, and others quite poorly. History of nuclear proliferation as a strategic chain reaction

(57)The Security model
Neo-realist theory: states exist in an anarchical international system and must therefore rely on self-help to protect their sovereignity and national security.. Because of the enormous destructive power of nuclear weapons, any state that seeks to maintain its national security, must balance against any rival state that develops nuclear weapons by gaining acces to a nuclear deterrent itself.
Gevolg:
1. Strong states do what they can; develop own nuclear weapons
2. Weak states do what they must; join a balancing alliance with a nuclear power.
VB:  London and Paris are seen to have built nuclear weapons because of the growing Soviet military threat and the inherent reduction in de credibility of the U.S. nuclear guarantee to NATO allies.
ANDERE VB P. 58/59.

Explaining nuclear restraint
(61)From a realist perspective; nuclear restraint is caused by the absence of the fundamental military threats that produce positive proliferation decisions. 
VB: Both Argentina and Brazil refused to complete the steps necessary to join the Latin American nuclear weapons-free zone (NWFZ)  and began active programs in the 1970’s, that could have eventually produced nuclear weapons. However their 1990 joint declaration of plans to abandon their program is seen as the natural result of the recognition that the two states, which had not fought a war against one another since 1828, posed no fundamental security threat to each other. 
(60) VB2 Case of South Africa

(61)Policy implications of the security model
Several basic predictions and assumptions that flow naturally form the logic of the security model;
1. Since states that face nuclear adversaries will eventually develop their own arsenals unless credible alliance guarantees with a nuclear power exist, the maintenance of U.S. nuclear commitments to key allies is crucial.
2. NPT is an institution which overcomes a collective action problem. The treaty permits non- nuclear states to exercise restraint with increased confidence that their neighbours will follow suit, or that they will receive sufficient advance warning if a break out of the treaty is coming  Article VI; sop to public opinion in non-nuclear countries.
Non-proliferation policy can only slow down, not eliminate , the future spread of nuclear weapons. 

(63) Problems and evidence
The security model is parsimonious
Intellectual strategy in the literature is to observe a nuclear weapons decision and then work backwards, attempting to find the national security threat that ‘must’ have caused the decision. 
Suggestions for further research: examine in more detail how governments actually made their nuclear decisions.

The domestic politics Model
Domestic actors encourage/discourage governments from pursuing the bomb.
(64)Actors are 
1. officials in state run laboratories	 scienctific
2. units within the military army		military
3. politicians				political
 Create conditions that favour weapons acquisition by encouraging extreme perceptions of foreign threats, promoting supportive politicians, actively lobbying for increased defense spending.

Nuclear weapon programs are likely to thrive, when some actors form coalitions that are strong enough to control the governments decision-making process. (through direct political power/ indirectly through their control of information).

(65)Kritiek realisten op domestic politics model
Parochial interests of actors is only of marginal influence. A  strong consensus among domestic actors will soon emerge about the need to respond in kind when a potential adversary (tegenstander) acquires nuclear weapons.

Security threats are not the central cause of weapons decisions according to this model: they are merely windows of opportunity through which parochial interests can jump.

Proliferation revisited: addressing the India puzzle
Case that fits domestic politics model: India nuclear weapons experience.
There was no consensus among officials in New Delhi that it was necessary to have a nuclear deterrent as a response to the 1964 Chinese nuclear test. 
(66)Bewijs:
1. There was no crash –emergency- weapons program realised
2. Leaders in New Delhi could have made a concerted effort to acquire nuclear guarantees from U.S., the Soviet Union, or other nuclear powers. 
(67) Er ontstaan twee kampen; actors who wanted India to develop a nuclear weapons capability a.s.ap vs. actors who opposed an Indian bomb and supported global disarmament. Pro-bomb scientists began to lobby with Prime Minister Indira Ghandi and developed an alliance with defense laboratories.  Prime Minister Ghandi is said to be adviced by a small circle of personal advisers and scientists from the nuclear establishment.No advice was asked from military services or defense Minister, which suggests that security arguments (model 1)  were of secondary importance.
(68) most important result political; public support for Ghandi increased  both she and Congress Party have been restored to the nation’s confidence.

(69) development and denuclearization
Reversals of weapons decisions because of major internal political changes, rather than external threats. 
1. A new government has the opportunity to change course easily and can blame failure on previous regime. 
2. Actors with parochial interests in favour of weapons programs may lose internal struggles to newly empowered actors with other interests.
(71)A domestic politics approach both cautions:
1. Modest expectations about U.S. influence, since the key factors that influence decisions are domestic in origin, and therefore largely outside the control of U.S. policy.
2. A broader set of diplomatic efforts, could be useful to help create and empower domestic coalitions that oppose development or maintenance of nuclear arsenals.

(72)A domestic focused non-proliferation strategy would include;
1. Cuts in military expenditure
2. Providing information about environmental en economical costs, and highlighting the risks of nuclear accidents
3. Educational and organisational reforms to encourage strict civilian control of military.
4. Met name U.S find other sources of employment 

Domestic perspective on NPT (zie ook p. 1)
The NPT program is not just a device to increase states’ confidence about the limits of their potential adversaries (tegenstanders) nuclear programs. It is also a tool that can help to empower domestic actors who are opposed to nuclear weapons development.

(73)The Norms Model
Focuses on norms concerning weapons acquisition, seeing nuclear decisions as serving important symbolic functions- both shaping and reflecting a state’s identity.
State behaviour is determined by deeper norms and shared beliefs about what actions are legitimate and appropriate in international relations. 

(74)New institutionalism: modern organisations and institutions often come to resemble each other because organisations mime each other.

Emphasis on roles routines and rituals. Individuals and organisations have interests that are shaped by their social role actors and pursued according to habits and routines. They are embedded in a social environment that promotes certain structures and behaviours  as rational and legitimate.  
This sociological perspective envisions military organisations as part of what modern states believe they have to possess to be a legitimate modern state.
Vergelijking: Just like a national airline; Air Malawi, Royal Nepal.

(75) There is a diverse set of ideas emerging in the field , producing valuable debate  about the role of global norms, but not a well-developed theory about their causal influence.

The sociologists’ arguments highlight the possibility that nuclear weapons programs serve symbolic functions reflecting leaders ‘perceptions of appropriate and modern behaviour.  
(76) But norms are not just spread by the strength of ideas, also by power, prestige and coercion, according to political science literature.  
 In praktijk: NPT contributed a lot to the shift in nuclear norms. It influenced the French decision to build nuclear weapons, and the Ukrainian decision to give up its nuclear arsenal. 

Proliferation revisited: French grandeur and weapons policy
(77) Realist theory: French made weapons in 1950s because the Soviet Union was a military threat to 
French national security, and U.S. didn’t seem a good ally.  ‘Will they [future U.S. presidents] take the risk of devastating American cities so that Berlin, Brussels and Paris remain free? (Charles de Gaulle, 1959)
Hoogtepunt in 1956; Suez crisis: De Suezcrisis wordt vaak gezien als het definitieve vergaan van Frankrijk en Groot-Brittannië als grootmachten.
http://nl.wikipedia.org/wiki/Suezcrisis
Kritiek:
1. Scheinman: It is by no means clear why French leaders would think that the traumatic Suez experience could have been avoided if there had been an independent French nuclear arsenal, since Great Britain has also been forced to withdraw from the intervention in Egypt, despite its possession of nuclear weapons. 
2. More nuclear capable states in Europe experienced Soviet threat and doubted U.S. credibility, yet they were all on the restraint side.
(78) What then is a stronger explanation than the security model?
 French leaders perceptions of the bombs’ symbolic significance. 
There was a belief that nuclear power was deeply linked to a states’ position in the international system. 
After WOII, French’s prestige was tarnished, so they vigorously explored alternative means to return France to its historical great power status.
(79) The atomic bomb was a dramatic symbol of French independence and was thus needed for France to continue to be seen, by itself and by others, as a great power. ’only in this way can our defense and foreign policy be independent  [from NATO]m which we prize above everything else.

(80) Restraint revisited: the NPT and the Ukraine case
When the Soviet Union collapsed in 1991, an independent Ukraine was ‘born nuclear’ with more than 4000 nuclear weapons on or under its soil. 
By 1996,  they joined the NPT as a non-nuclear state and all weapons were removed from Ukrainian territory. 
Waarom is dit niet te verklaren a.d.h.v. security model of domestic politics model?
1. Security model: Ukraines independence was seriously threatened, nuclear weapons were the only rational solution to the security threat. 
2. Domestic politics model: public opinion polls in Ukraine showed rapidly growing support for keeping nuclear weapons. Also, well known military officers lobbied to maintain an arsenal nuclear weapons.


The role of emerging NPT non-proliferation norms were of great importance.
(81) 	1. As a way of buttressing (=reinforcing) claims on national security, and separating itself clearly from the Soviet Union. 
2. To enhance Ukrainians international standing.  To enhance the states international prestige, they could not join the ‘rogue-states’ like North Korea, Iran, Iraq who recently developed nuclear weapons. The best route to international standing was the NPT.
3. economic pressures were critical. U.S. and NATO stated that there would be negative economic consequences for Ukraine, if they wouldn’t join NPT.
(82)	4. The government  and Ukrainian public could more easily accept the economic inducements offered by the U.S.  with the belief that they were enabling Ukraine to keep an international commitment.

Political implications of the norms model
Policies should recognize that such norms as NPT can have a strong influence on other states 
nuclear weapons policy.
(83) 	Adjusting U.S. nuclear policies in the future to reinforce emerging non-proliferation norms will be difficult. Leaders of non-nuclear states are much less likely to consider their own acquisition  of nuclear weapons to deter adversaries with chemical and biological weapons illegitimate and ill-advised if the greatest conventional military power [U.S.] in the world can not refrain from making such threats. 

Other sources of international prestige should be developed, if norms concerning prestige are important. 

(84)	The norms model produces a more optimistic vision of the potential future of non-proliferation, as norms are sticky. Nuclear reactions to emerging security threats can be avoided or at least delayed because of normative constraints. The NPT regime can create  a gradual emergence of a norm against all nuclear weapons possession.

	The emphasis on emerging norms therefore highlights the need for nuclear powers to reaffirm their commitments to global nuclear disarmament , and suggests that it is essential that the U.S. and other governments develop  a public, long-term strategy for the eventual elimination of nuclear weapons.

(85) Conclusions: causal complexity and policy trade offs
The widely held security model explanation for nuclear profileration decisions is inadequate 
even though the largest number of past and even current active proliferant cases are best 
explained by the security model. But different historical cases are best explained by different 
causal models, according to the writer.

(86) 	No single policy can ameliorate all future proliferation problems. Fortunately, some of the policy recommendations derived from the models are quite compatible. 

	U.S. decisionmakers will eventually have to choose between the difficult non-proliferation task of weaning allies away from nuclear guarantees without producing new nuclear states, and the equally difficult task of maintaining a norm against nuclear proliferation. 
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