
1 Introduction: life in a nuclear-capable crowd

This book is an analysis of why some – but only some – political leaders
decide to endow their states with nuclear weapons. It finds that decisions
to go or not to go nuclear result not from the international structure, but
rather from individual hearts. Simply put, some political leaders hold a
conception of their nation’s identity that leads them to desire the bomb;
and such leaders can be expected to turn that desire into state policy.

The book’s focus on individual leaders is unusual in the social-scientific
literature on proliferation and non-proliferation. Indeed, most authors on
the subject hardly even bother to ask the question of how leaders come
to desire nuclear weapons. Instead, they simply adopt a tragic sensibil-
ity, viewing nuclear weapons as a symptom of a fallen humanity’s raw
quest for power. More than a few even explicitly and unironically refer
to nuclear weapons as “temptations,” to those who succumb to those
temptations as “nuclear sinners,” and to the goal of non-proliferation
efforts as the construction of an inevitably fragile “nuclear taboo.” This
book takes a different tack. It starts its analysis by pointing out the basic
fact of the history of nuclear proliferation: the large and fast-growing
number of nuclear-weapons capable states, contrasted with the small and
slow-growing number of actual nuclear weapons states. This combination
of widespread capability with widespread restraint, which has persisted
despite numerous shocks, is baffling until one sheds the tragic sensibil-
ity. To do so need not mean adopting a blithe, sunny optimism about
humankind. Rather, it means seeing political leaders for what they are –
flesh-and-blood human beings – and the question of acquiring nuclear
weapons for what it is – a revolutionary decision. Facing the unknown
and unknowable nuclear future, burdened with the responsibility of pro-
tecting their nations from destruction, leaders can hardly do otherwise
than look deep inside themselves for guidance. The answers they find via
that process of introspection vary widely, but they can be systematically
summarized and rigorously explained.

The leaders who have chosen to thrust their nations into the nuclear
club include the democratic and the dictatorial, the religious and the
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2 The Psychology of Nuclear Proliferation

secular, the rough and the refined, the Western and the Eastern, the
Northern and the Southern. Very little unites them. Yet on the basis
of case studies of leaders from France, Australia, Argentina, and India,
this book does find something that sets those few leaders with definite
nuclear weapons ambitions apart from the many who do not harbor such
ambitions. What sets those few leaders apart is a deeply held concep-
tion of their nation’s identity that I call “oppositional nationalist.” Oppo-
sitional nationalists see their nation as both naturally at odds with an
external enemy, and as naturally its equal if not its superior. Such a con-
ception tends to generate the emotions of fear and pride – an explosive
psychological cocktail. Driven by fear and pride, oppositional national-
ists develop a desire for nuclear weapons that goes beyond calculation,
to self-expression. Thus, in spite of the tremendous complexity of the
nuclear choice, leaders who decide for the bomb tend not to back into it.
For them, unlike the bulk of their peers, the choice for nuclear weapons
is neither a close call nor a possible last resort but an absolute necessity.

In the process of making its case about the importance of oppositional
nationalism for decisions to go nuclear, the book also develops a more
general model of identity-driven foreign policy decisionmaking. In par-
ticular, the book carefully outlines the linkages from leaders’ national
identity conceptions, through emotions, to their ultimate foreign policy
choices. This model holds the potential to improve our understanding
not only of decisions on nuclear weapons, but also of other foreign pol-
icy decisions of revolutionary significance. The immediate task at hand,
however, is to show the model’s applicability to the issue of nuclear pro-
liferation.

The puzzle

A sense of tragic foreboding hangs over debates about international secu-
rity today. Contemporary academic, policy and popular writings now rou-
tinely warn of a coming “second nuclear age,” as developing states and
non-state actors obtain previously out of reach technologies and devel-
oped states begin stirring from a long, idealistic slumber.1 In response
to this apparently gathering storm, “non-proliferation” advocates in the

1 See, for instance, Paul Bracken, Fire in the East: The Rise of Asian Military Power and
the Second Nuclear Age (New York: HarperCollins, 1999); Colin S. Gray, The Second
Nuclear Age (Boulder, CO: Lynne Rienner, 1999); Victor Cha, “The Second Nuclear Age:
Proliferation Pessimism versus Sober Optimism in South Asia and East Asia,” Journal of
Strategic Studies, Vol. 24, No. 4 (December 2001), pp. 79–120; William J. Broad, “Chain
Reaction: Facing a Second Nuclear Age,” New York Times, August 3, 2003, “Week in
Review,” p. 1.
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Introduction 3

United States and elsewhere argue for tightened international systems of
nuclear inspections and monitoring, “counter-proliferation” advocates
promote preventive wars and great defensive shields, and “abolition-
ists” point to America’s own fearsome arsenal as well as those of the
other nuclear weapons states as the root cause of the worldwide danger.2

It is important to have this debate. But, amid the consternation, few
have paused to consider whether the much-feared flood of new nuclear
weapons states may in fact be little more than a mirage.

For this is not the first time we have faced widespread projections
of a coming “second nuclear age.” The 1960s era US government and
other estimates foresaw between fifteen and twenty-five nuclear weapons
states by the end of the 1970s; 1970s era estimates foresaw as many
as thirty-five nuclear weapons states by the end of the 1980s; the early
1990s betting line was that at least Germany and Japan and possibly
many more states would soon join the nuclear weapons “club.”3 Such
forecasts – even supposedly optimistic ones – have proved too pessimistic.
In spite of the breathless reporting about new uranium enrichment or
fuel reprocessing capacities, it must be emphasized that the basic pattern
in the history of nuclear proliferation to this point is the small number
of nuclear weapons states, as compared to the large number of states
capable of building those weapons. The expansion of nuclear techno-
logical capacities that previous generations feared has indeed occurred,
but the expected realization of their military potential has not followed.
Today, although nuclear technology is decidedly old technology and ex-
Soviet scientists and fissile material have been on the market for over a
decade,4 to the best of our knowledge fewer than ten states actually have
the bomb. These are the United States (first nuclear weapons test 1945);
Russia (1949); Great Britain (1952); France (1960); China (1964); India
(“peaceful nuclear explosion” 1974; first official nuclear weapons test

2 Leon Sloss, “The Current Nuclear Dialogue,” Strategic Forum, 156 (January 1999);
Jonathan Schell, “The Folly of Arms Control,” Foreign Affairs, Vol. 79, No. 5 (Septem-
ber/October 2000), pp. 22–46.

3 For examples of past estimates, see George Quester, “The Statistical ‘N’ of ‘Nth’ Nuclear
Weapons States,” Journal of Conflict Resolution, Vol. 27, No. 1 (March 1983), esp. pp. 166–
167; John Mueller, “The Escalating Irrelevance of Nuclear Weapons,” in T. V. Paul,
Richard J. Harknett, and James J. Wirtz, eds., The Absolute Weapon Revisited: Nuclear
Arms and the Emerging International Order (Ann Arbor, MI: University of Michigan Press,
1998), pp. 73–98. Two famous 1990s academic forecasts are the “pessimistic” John
J. Mearsheimer, “Back to the Future: Instability in Europe after the Cold War,” Interna-
tional Security, Vol. 15, No. 1 (Summer 1990), pp. 5–56 and the “optimistic” Stephen
Van Evera, “Primed for Peace: Europe after the Cold War,” International Security,
Vol. 15, No. 3 (Winter 1990–91), pp. 7–57.

4 Graham Allison et al., Avoiding Nuclear Anarchy: Containing the Threat of Loose Russian
Nuclear Weapons and Fissile Material (Cambridge, MA: MIT Press, 1996).
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4 The Psychology of Nuclear Proliferation
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Figure 1.1 Potential vs. actual nuclear proliferation

1998); Pakistan (1998); plus almost certainly Israel (likely test 1979),
and possibly North Korea (no test yet).5

Figure 1.1 offers a rough picture of the evolution in the numbers of
actual and potential nuclear weapons states over time, adapted from work
by Stephen Meyer and Richard Stoll on states’ latent nuclear capabilities.6

The figure reports their data at five-year intervals.7

This yawning gap between technical potential and military reality
should have led to widespread rethinking of the phenomenon of nuclear

5 It should also be noted that South Africa admitted production of a supply of “bombs in the
basement” before their dismantlement in 1991. In addition, three Soviet successor states
other than Russia briefly “inherited” some of the former superpower’s nuclear stockpile,
though they never had operational control of the weapons.

6 To be considered nuclear-capable, states must satisfy the following conditions: indige-
nous uranium deposits (until 1970, when the international uranium market opened
up); experience with mining and metallurgy; sufficient installed electrical capacity (200
megawatts); indigenous steel, nitric acid, electronic ignition production; a heavy con-
struction industry; and a supply of chemists, physicists, chemical and nuclear engineers
with three years’ experience operating a nuclear reactor of any size. The original model
of nuclear capability was developed in Stephen Meyer, The Dynamics of Nuclear Pro-
liferation (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1984). For Stoll’s updated data, see
http://es.rice.edu/projects/Poli378/Nuclear/Proliferation/ model.html.

7 Note that I have recoded the date of latent nuclear capacity for one country, Belgium,
on the basis of my field research there. Stoll’s data set misses the fact that Belgium had
ample uranium reserves already in the 1940s in the Congo, which was its colony at the
time.
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Introduction 5

weapons proliferation. To a surprising extent it has not. Much of the
proliferation literature continues to focus its attention primarily on the
“supply-side” issue of the growth of technical capacities. Volumes with
titles like How Nuclear Weapons Spread are devoted entirely to analyses of
the technological similarities between civilian and military nuclear pro-
grams.8 Such a focus on technical capacity leads many proliferation spe-
cialists to persist in foretelling “life in a nuclear-armed crowd” a quarter-
century after Albert Wohlstetter coined the phrase.9 Indeed, William
Arkin has aptly labeled the study of proliferation “the sky-is-still-falling
profession.”10

This is not to claim that all of the current literature is in denial about the
gap between technical potential and military reality. Indeed, awareness
of that gap has produced soaring evaluations of the past effectiveness of
the “non-proliferation regime” and its centerpiece, the Non-Proliferation
Treaty (NPT). The rising reputation of the regime over the past two
decades has been especially noticeable in academic writing on interna-
tional relations. Scholars working within all three major international
relations paradigms – realists, institutionalists, and constructivists – have
pointed to the regime as an essential dam holding back the tide of nuclear
proliferation:
� Realists stress that the regime provides a framework for joint great power

application of export controls, technical safeguards agreements, and
other supply-side means of blocking states from acquiring and applying
nuclear know-how.11

� Neo-liberal institutionalists stress that the regime offers states a func-
tional means to escape the presumed proliferation “prisoner’s dilemma”
by giving them the assurance that their rivals are also keeping their
nuclear powder dry.12

� Finally, constructivists stress that the regime has contributed to a
“nuclear taboo,” an international normative prohibition on the use of

8 Frank Barnaby, How Nuclear Weapons Spread: Nuclear Weapon Proliferation in the 1990s
(London: Routledge, 1994).

9 Albert Wohlstetter et al., Moving Toward Life in a Nuclear Armed Crowd? Final Report to
the US Arms Control and Disarmament Agency (Los Angeles: Pan Heuristics, 1976).

10 William M. Arkin, “The Sky-Is-Still-Falling Profession,” The Bulletin of Atomic Scientists,
Vol. 50, No. 2 (March/April 1994), p. 64.

11 Zachary Davis, “The Realist Nuclear Regime,” Security Studies, Vol. 2, Nos. 3–4
(Spring/Summer 1993), pp. 79–99; T. V. Paul, “Strengthening the Non-Proliferation
Regime: The Role of Coercive Sanctions,” International Journal, Vol. 51, No. 3 (Sum-
mer 1996), pp. 440–465.

12 Roger K. Smith, “Explaining the Non-Proliferation Regime: Anomalies for Contempo-
rary International Relations Theory,” International Organization, Vol. 41, No. 2 (Spring
1987), pp. 253–281; Joseph S. Nye, “Maintaining the Non-Proliferation Regime,” Inter-
national Organization, Vol. 35, No. 1 (Winter 1981), pp. 15–38.
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6 The Psychology of Nuclear Proliferation

nuclear weapons, which has reduced their utility, tarnished their image,
and thus diminished their attractiveness.13

The non-proliferation regime has made a difference. Careful case
study research on various countries’ nuclear histories has detailed the
regime’s role in easing many of them further down the nuclear weapons-
free path.14 Therefore, the mounting evidence that the regime today is
encountering increasing political and technical difficulties is a matter of
no little concern. But this begs the real question: has the regime caused
states that otherwise would have decided to acquire nuclear weapons not to
do so, or has it simply reinforced the non-proliferation commitments of
already abstaining states? The chorus of praise for the regime implicitly sug-
gests that without it the world would today be home to a “nuclear-armed
crowd.” But in fact there is much reason to doubt this counterfactual
about the regime’s impact.

First of all, if the regime were indeed the key to containing proliferation,
then proliferation should have been rampant before the regime became
a real factor in states’ calculations, in the mid-1970s. Yet as Figure 1.1
shows, already then there was a wide gap between the numbers of nuclear-
capable and nuclear weapons states. So, according to the very logic of
those who take a “strong” view of the regime’s success, by the time the
regime was finally built, it should have been too late to prevent widespread
proliferation.

Second, if the regime were so crucial, then recent proliferation should
have been limited to “rogue states” that do not worry about their posi-
tion in international society. Such states, not surprisingly, have been the
focus of most policymakers’ proliferation worries.15 But, in fact, the list
of nuclear weapons states is no rogues’ gallery, and two of the youngest
nuclear powers, India and Pakistan, are widely internationally recognized
states whose ultimate choices for the bomb were even made by democrat-
ically elected leaders.

13 Xinyuan Dai, “Information Systems in Treaty Regimes,” World Politics, Vol. 54,
No. 4 (July 2002), pp. 405–436; Patricia Hewitson, “Nonproliferation and Reduction
of Nuclear Weapons: Risks of Weakening the Multilateral Nuclear Nonproliferation
Norm,” Berkeley Journal of International Law, Vol. 21, No. 3 (2003), pp. 405–494; Nina
Tannenwald, “The Nuclear Taboo: the United States and the Normative Basis of Nuclear
Non-Use,” International Organization, Vol. 53, No. 3 (Summer 1999), pp. 433–468; Eliz-
abeth Kier and Jonathan Mercer, “Setting Precedents in Anarchy: Military Intervention
and Weapons of Mass Destruction,” International Security, Vol. 20, No. 4 (Spring 1996),
pp. 77–106.

14 Mitchell Reiss, Without the Bomb: The Politics of Nuclear Non-Proliferation (New York:
Columbia University Press, 1988). See also Mitchell Reiss, Bridled Ambition: Why Coun-
tries Constrain their Nuclear Weapons Capabilities (Baltimore, MD: Johns Hopkins Univer-
sity Press for the Woodrow Wilson Center, 1995).

15 For a skeptical view of this development, see Raymond Tanter, Rogue Regimes: Terrorism
and Proliferation (New York: St. Martin’s Press, 1999).
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Introduction 7

Third, for the regime to play the key role that has been ascribed to
it, it would have to have created stable expectations among states that
it would last. But, in fact, the regime’s survivability is regularly called
into question, with the regime’s proponents often the loudest doubters
of all. Not only have they viewed all sorts of actions around the world,
such as India’s and Pakistan’s 1998 tests, as potential mortal blows to the
cause of non-proliferation; they also see various types of inaction, such as
the continuing maintenance of large arsenals by the nuclear powers, as
equally dangerous to the regime.16 Given this generalized perception of
the regime’s weakness in the policy world (which stands in stark contrast
to its glimmering academic reputation), it is hard to buy into the notion
that it provides states with the stable expectations they crave.

Finally, if the regime is widely perceived as brittle, those who know it
best equally perceive it as hollow. Close analysis of the regime’s actual
operation finds a set of ambiguous and erratically enforced rules, myriad
technical loopholes, and underfunded international agencies. For one
thing, until recently international inspections were only carried out at
declared nuclear facilities.17 The case of pre-1991 Iraq shows how easily
a determined state could hide the true extent of its nuclear program.18

Since the possibilities for cheating have been so wide open, the existence
of the regime could hardly have reassured any states that were prone to
doubt the good faith of their peers. Thus, if this really were a prisoner’s
dilemma type situation, they should have cheated and gone nuclear them-
selves. But instead, the vast majority of states have not “defected” from
the regime.

In short, for all its utility, the non-proliferation regime simply cannot
support the explanatory weight that it has been asked to bear. What,
then, accounts for the slow pace of proliferation? This book suggests that
the answer lies less in external efforts to stop states from going nuclear,
and more in the hearts of state leaders themselves. It argues that, in fact,
contrary to the conventional wisdom, most state leaders are not sorely
tempted by the prospect of “going nuclear.” Rather, state leaders tend
to lack sufficient levels of motivation and/or certitude to catapult their
states into a new and dangerous world of nuclear deterrence. In short, the

16 See, for instance, Ambassador Thomas Graham, Jr. and Douglas B. Shaw, “Nearing a
Fork in the Road: Proliferation or Nuclear Reversal?” Nonproliferation Review, Vol. 6,
No. 1 (Fall 1998), pp. 70–76; Schell, “The Folly of Arms Control.”

17 Paul Leventhal, “IAEA Safeguards Shortcomings: A Critique,” Nuclear Control Insti-
tute, Washington, DC, September 12, 1994, http://www.nci.org/p/plsgrds.htm.

18 Moreover, even the unprecedented, intensive work of inspectors in post-Gulf War Iraq
still by their own admission could produce only guesses about the true extent of Saddam’s
efforts. See Richard Butler, The Greatest Threat: Iraq, Weapons of Mass Destruction, and
the Growing Crisis of Global Security (New York: Public Affairs, 2000).
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8 The Psychology of Nuclear Proliferation

non-proliferation regime has appeared to be a dramatic success because
few state leaders have desired the things it prohibits.19

This argument turns the typical proliferation puzzle on its head. The
typical puzzle has been, “Why are there so few nuclear weapons states?”
This book asks instead, “Why are there any at all?” The book then answers
this question in great detail, building both a theoretical model and a
comparative empirical study of four nations’ nuclear histories to show
how some leaders do manage to generate enough will to grasp for the
“absolute weapon,” while most of their peers do not.

To solve the puzzle of proliferation, we need an explicit, theoretical
account of the demand for nuclear weapons. Vague references to security
dilemmas and the capacity for evil that lurks within all of us can no longer
suffice. Recognizing the need, a small but growing number of political
scientists have begun seriously to tackle it.20 Most notably, in a brilliant
theoretical synthesis drawing on the existing case study literature, Scott
Sagan has suggested that proliferation can arise from one or more of three
classic foreign policy motivations – the need to match power for power, the
desire to reinforce national self-esteem, or the selfish demands of narrow
domestic constituencies (usually atomic and military bureauracies and
their supporters).21 By attempting to develop systematically these three
“models” of motivations, Sagan’s article represents a major step forward
for the field. On the other hand, Sagan’s depiction of at least three sepa-
rate and utterly quotidian motivations for the choice for the bomb does

19 The general logic behind this point is elaborated in George W. Downs, David M. Rocke,
and Peter N. Barsoom, “Is the Good News About Compliance Good News About
Cooperation?” International Organization, Vol. 50, No. 3 (Summer 1996), pp. 379–406.

20 This stands in contrast to the longstanding interest of historians in this question. See, on
the US case, Richard Rhodes, The Making of the Atomic Bomb (New York: Touchstone,
1986); on the Soviet case, David Holloway, Stalin and the Bomb: The Soviet Union and
Atomic Energy, 1939–56 (New Haven, CT: Yale University Press, 1994); on the British
case, Margaret Gowing, Independence and Deterrence: Britain and Atomic Energy, 1945–
1952 (London: Macmillan, 1974); on the French case, Dominique Mongin, La bombe
atomique française, 1945–1958 (Brussels: Bruylant, 1997); on the Chinese case, John
Wilson Lewis and Xue Litai, China Builds the Bomb (Stanford, CA: Stanford University
Press, 1988); and on the Israeli case, Avner Cohen, Israel and the Bomb (New York:
Columbia University Press, 1998). Another seminal historical contribution of truly global
sweep is Bertrand Goldschmidt, The Atomic Complex: A Worldwide Political History of
Nuclear Energy (La Grange Park, IL: American Nuclear Society, 1982).

21 Scott D. Sagan, “Why Do States Build Nuclear Weapons? Three Models in Search of a
Bomb,” International Security, Vol. 21, No. 3 (Winter 1996/7), pp. 54–86, also published
in revised form as “Rethinking the Causes of Nuclear Proliferation: Three Models in
Search of a Bomb,” in Victor A. Utgoff, ed., The Coming Crisis: Nuclear Proliferation,
US Interests, and World Order (Cambridge, MA: MIT Press, 2000), pp. 17–50. For other
perspectives, see Richard Betts, “Paranoids, Pygmies, Pariahs and Non-Proliferation
Revisited,” Security Studies, Vol. 2, Nos. 3–4 (Spring/Summer 1993), pp. 100–123 and
Gray, The Second Nuclear Age, esp. ch. 3.
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Introduction 9

not resolve the fundamental disconnect between the common expecta-
tion of widespread proliferation and the reality of limited proliferation –
indeed, it deepens that puzzle. Most nuclear-weapons-capable states
must deal with the presence of nuclear weapons in their wider regions,
want to boost their self-esteem, and have domestic constituencies that
would profit materially from an indigenous nuclear weapons effort. If,
as Sagan suggests, any of these reasons on its own should be enough to
motivate the choice for the bomb, it is hard to understand why more
nuclear-weapons-capable states – including Germany, Japan, Sweden,
and many others – never made that choice.

Pace Sagan, a closer focus on the demand side of proliferation in fact
reveals not how many reasons state leaders have to “go nuclear,” but
rather how few. In the interconnected system that is the world, many for-
eign policy decisions are likely to have various direct and indirect effects,
some intended and some unintended.22 And the decision to go nuclear
is a revolutionary decision.23 As such, it is likely to disturb the system
more than any other, inviting huge, multifarious, and unpredictable con-
sequences.24 Top decisionmakers, experienced as they are in the art of
politics, cannot fail to recognize the enormity of the choice before them.
For example, while on fieldwork in India in 1965, the political scien-
tist Stephen P. Cohen typed up a list of thirty-four separate arguments
over the bomb current among Indian elites at that time. The list gives
us a sense of the difficult nature of the nuclear choice, not just in India
but wherever the question comes up. A summary of Cohen’s list is in
Table 1.1.

Not only for India but for every state, this is a decision with poten-
tially massive consequences on every level of politics and policy, including
profound effects in the areas of military strategy, diplomacy, economics,
domestic institutions, and ethical or normative self-image. It is difficult
to determine the likely effects of the decision to go nuclear even on any
one of these levels, and what is more, as Amartya Sen points out, the
various prudential and normative levels are inextricably intertwined.25

22 Robert Jervis, System Effects: Complexity in Political and Social Life (Princeton: Princeton
University Press, 1997).

23 Robert Jervis, The Meaning of the Nuclear Revolution: Statecraft and the Prospect of Armaged-
don (Ithaca, NY: Cornell University Press, 1989).

24 Indeed, part of the unpredictability here is that there may not be many consequences at
all; the attempted revolution may fizzle. This is the assessment of the nuclear “revolution”
that is made by John Mueller, Retreat from Doomsday: The Obsolescence of Major War (New
York: Basic Books, 1989), esp. ch. 5. But Mueller also notes that most people believe that
there has been a nuclear revolution; and those beliefs are what interest us most here.

25 Amartya Sen, “India and the Bomb,” Journal of Peace Economics, Peace Science and Public
Policy, Vol. 6, No. 4 (Fall 2000), pp. 16–34.
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10 The Psychology of Nuclear Proliferation

Table 1.1 Cohen’s “India and the bomb: a catalog of arguments” (abridged)a

Issue-Area Pro-Bomb Spin Anti-Bomb Spin

Military-Strategic � Bomb will deter attack
� Bomb can be used

tactically
� Bomb makes up for

conventional military
deficits

� Bomb will invite attack
� Any use of bomb risks

escalation
� Bomb is logistical

nightmare and too big for
most targets

Diplomatic-Reputational � Bomb will raise national
prestige

� Others are going nuclear

� We can easily break our
commitment to a peaceful
nuclear program

� Abstaining will raise
national prestige

� Others will only go nuclear
if we do

� Others will be alienated if
we go back on our word

Economic � Bombs are cheap
� Bomb will give us more

power in trade and aid
talks

� Bombs are dear
� Bomb will invite economic

sanctions

Domestic-Institutional � The people are
demanding it

� The military and scientists
want it

� The people are not
demanding it

� Principle of civilian
control of foreign and
defense policy

Ethical-Normative � Bomb would be a
statement of
independence from
imperialists

� We must avenge the
deaths of our soldiers

� Nehru built the basis for
the bomb

� Bomb would be an
admission that we are no
better than the imperialists

� Taking vengeance only
produces new suffering

� Nehru opposed the bomb
in principle

Note: aStephen P. Cohen private archive, Washington, DC.

In short, to go nuclear is an ideal-typical “big decision.”26 In light of
this, the standard menu of “security,” “prestige,” or “domestic political”
motivations for foreign policy choice is insufficient. The consequences of
going nuclear are simply too vast to allow for a reasonable cost-benefit
calculation. To be sure, various voices in society may sound strong pro-
or anti-bomb notes; but the responsibility for choosing wisely is much

26 See papers presented at “Making Big Choices: Individual Opinion Formation and Soci-
etal Choice,” conference at the Weatherhead Center for International Affairs, Harvard
University, May 25–26, 2000.
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