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Summary
It is clear that the simplest way for a country to counter a nuclear threat posed by foreign countries is 
possession of nuclear weapons. Not all countries follow this course, however, and some have chosen 
to remain non-nuclear. This situation has been called the puzzle of nuclear proliferation, and case 
studies on many countries and regions are essential in order to solve this puzzle.

This paper looks at the impact that extended deterrence provided by allied countries has on the 
decisions of countries and regions regarding whether they should pursue their own nuclear weapons. 
It first considers the United Kingdom, which has decided to acquire nuclear weapons while relying 
on the extended deterrence provided by the United States. It then considers the cases of Sweden and 
Taiwan which aimed to acquire nuclear weapons, but returned to relying on extended deterrence. 
Next, the paper looks at the Commonwealth of Independent States (CIS) from the perspective of the 
extended deterrence provided by Russia, and it discusses the current status of the reliance of these 
countries on Russia’s nuclear umbrella. In conclusion, the paper argues for further research in order 
to identify critical factors at work behind the puzzle of nuclear proliferation.

Introduction
Coping with the threat of nuclear weapons is one of the most serious and important security issues for 
a nation. The Chiefs of Staff of the United Kingdom pointed out in January 1946, following the use 
of atomic bombs on Hiroshima and Nagasaki in August 1945, “the best method of defence against 
the atomic bomb is likely to be the deterrent effect that the possession of the means of retaliation 
would have on a potential aggressor,” and the major powers have proactively promoted the develop-
ment of nuclear weapons.1 As a result, the Soviet Union succeeded in developing an atomic bomb in 
1949, and subsequently the United Kingdom, France, and China one after another came to possess 
nuclear weapons. In order to counter the nuclear weapons of other countries, the simplest solution 
for a country would be to possess its own nuclear weapons, and it thus appeared that the number 
of nuclear powers increased rapidly. For example, President John F. Kennedy of the United States 
expressed the pessimistic view that the number of nuclear powers would grow to 15 to 20 by the end 
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of the 1960s.
Subsequently, however, the number of nuclear powers did not increase as much as Kennedy had 

expected. As of 2008, there are eight countries that are said to be nuclear powers. Even adding South 
Africa, which had possessed nuclear weapons but then renounced them, and North Korea, which 
announced that it had carried out a nuclear test in October 2006, the number is no more than 10.2 The 
reason that the number of nuclear-armed states has been lower than expected during the Cold War 
era involves a variety of factors. One such factor seems to be that many countries were grouped into 
a Cold War framework and relied upon extended deterrence, the so-called nuclear umbrella, provided 
by the United States and the Soviet Union.

This alone, however, cannot explain why after the end of the Cold War most countries continued 
to not possess nuclear weapons. When faced with the nuclear weapons of another country or a mili-
tary threat, some countries decide to acquire their own nuclear weapons or ally themselves with a 
nuclear power, while other countries do not take such measures. Since the end of the Cold War, there 
have been many people in Japan who pointed to the possibility of acquiring nuclear weapons, but up 
to now, the nuclear option has been renounced. This suggests that every country does not necessarily 
handle the threat of nuclear weapons in a uniform manner. Examining the factors that have led to 
such differences in policy would be beneficial in terms of analyzing when a country is faced with 
the threat of nuclear weapons under what conditions it aims to acquire its own nuclear armament or 
aims for an alternative. The current situation, however, is that such research, including case studies 
on individual countries, is limited in Japan. 

Based on this situation, this paper takes up the cases of four countries set in different strategic 
environments, and aims to clarify what brought about the differences in the handling of nuclear 
threats. This paper first looks at the United Kingdom, which is a close ally of the United States and 
is expected to be provided with highly reliable extended deterrence. However, the United Kingdom 
decided to acquire its own nuclear weapons, and the background of this choice will be examined. 
Next, Sweden and Taiwan are taken up as examples of countries that initially aimed to possess 
nuclear weapons in order to improve their security situation, but gave up on them later. Their respec-
tive motives for nuclear development are considered and the factors behind their final choice to be 
nuclear-free are discussed. Finally, how CIS countries, which made up the former Soviet republics, 
are coping with the threat of nuclear weapons under the current security framework is analyzed, 
and the situation in which many countries are increasingly relying on Russia’s nuclear umbrella is 
considered.         

1. Nuclear Deterrence Strategy of the United Kingdom
The United Kingdom is an ally of the United States, and since early in the Cold War it has relied 
on extended deterrence by the United States. It acquired its own nuclear capability early on, and it 
remains a nuclear power today. The United Kingdom has been the closest ally of the United States 
since the end of World War II, and it could have relied on the extended deterrence provided by the 
United States. Against this backdrop, the United Kingdom chose to develop its own nuclear weap-
ons, and the factors behind this are by no means simple. This section first looks at the process behind 

2 In addition to the nuclear powers United States, Russia, the United Kingdom, France, and China, which are identi-
fied in the Nuclear Nonproliferation Treaty (NPT), Israel, Pakistan, and India are also thought to possess nuclear 
weapons.
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the United Kingdom possessing its own nuclear capability. Next, the situation in which the United 
Kingdom again came to rely on the extended deterrence of the United States as the Cold War intensi-
fied is considered. Finally, the nuclear strategy of the United Kingdom after the Cold War and after 
the terrorist attacks on September 11, 2001 is analyzed, and how the United Kingdom is working to 
maintain its nuclear deterrent capability in the new security environment is discussed.         

(1) Nuclear Strategy of the United Kingdom during the Cold War Era
The United Kingdom was an ally of the United States in World War II, and Prime Minister Winston 
Churchill even urged President Franklin D. Roosevelt to develop an atomic bomb to counter the 
German atomic weapons program. The United Kingdom built a close cooperative relationship with 
the United States and proactively cooperated in the Manhattan Project. Therefore, after World War 
II, when the Soviet Union became hostile toward Western nations, the United Kingdom believed that 
it could rely on the nuclear deterrence of the United States. Despite the existence of this cooperative 
relationship, however, soon after the way the United States sought a monopoly on nuclear weapon 
technologies, and it took a negative stance toward the United Kingdom acquiring nuclear weapons. 
As a result, despite the Atomic Energy Act of 1946 stating that atomic power technologies would be 
shared between the two countries, the United States was reluctant to supply the technologies to the 
United Kingdom. The fact that the United Kingdom was not able to win the cooperation of the United 
States regarding nuclear weapons was the impetus for it to develop its own nuclear weapons.3           

The security dilemma that the United Kingdom faced after World War II drove it to its own 
nuclear armament. The United Kingdom became economically weak due to the war, and it needed to 
rapidly reduce its excess conventional weapons. The country still possessed colonies throughout the 
world, however, and it had to ensure their security. Nuclear weapons gained attention as a means to 
resolve the country’s dilemma of defending its vast territory with limited military strength. Nuclear 
weapons surpassed conventional weapons in cost effectiveness, and thus it was thought that security 
could be sufficiently ensured even if conventional weapons were reduced. The United Kingdom had 
lost its status as a leading nation in the world as a result of World War II, so it also aimed to acquire 
nuclear weapons as a means to recover its political influence after the war.        

Furthermore, the biggest factor that pushed the United Kingdom to possess nuclear weapons was 
the presence of the Soviet threat. As the stance of the Soviet Union toward Western nations became 
clearer after World War II ended, there was a strong awareness in Europe of the military threat 
posed by the Soviet Union. The Soviet Union had particularly pressured the Western nations with 
conventional forces, and therefore, the United Kingdom wanted to possess its own nuclear weapons 
as a political card in case the Soviet Union acquired nuclear weapons.4 The United Kingdom was not 
directly connected to the threat by the Soviet Union, but it was also not geographically isolated. Thus 
the country recognized the need for both defense and deterrence against Soviet nuclear weapons, 
and it promoted the development of its own nuclear weapons in spite of the presence of the extended 
deterrence of the United States.

In 1952, the United Kingdom successfully tested a nuclear weapon and became a nuclear power. 

3 Wynn, RAF Nuclear Deterrent Forces, p. 15.
4 Joseph Cirincione, Jon B. Wolfsthal, and Miriam Rajkumar, Deadly Arsenal: Nuclear, Biological And Chemical 
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Because the United Kingdom acquired nuclear weapons early in the Cold War, it was able to deter 
the Soviet Union and relied upon so-called existential deterrence. Initially the United Kingdom only 
possessed free-fall nuclear weapons delivered by bombers. In the later half of the 1950s, when it 
came to light that the Soviet Union had the hydrogen bomb, the United Kingdom realized that deter-
ring the Soviet Union with its nuclear capability would be difficult. As a result, from 1953 through 
1954, the United Kingdom carried out development of a hydrogen bomb and a medium-range bal-
listic missile.      

In the beginning of the 1960s, however, the Soviet Union rapidly strengthened its conventional 
forces, and it became clear that there was a gap in military capabilities compared with Western 
nations. The Western nations thus came to rely even more on extended deterrence by the United 
States in protecting against an invasion by the Soviet Union. Nevertheless, extended deterrence, in 
terms of reliability, command and control, and decision making, included more difficult problems 
to solve than with central deterrence, in which a country deters invasions on its own. How to secure 
extended deterrence by the United States became the focus of discussions. Such discussions came 
to include involvement in the decision making of the United States regarding the use of nuclear 
weapons, the type and role of the nuclear weapons of the United States to be deployed in Europe, and 
the role of the nuclear capabilities of the United Kingdom and France.5

As a result, the United Kingdom moved forward with nuclear sharing with the United States, 
and the nuclear deterrent capability was strengthened under the North Atlantic Treaty Organiza-
tion (NATO). Specifically, from the 1960s to the mid-1990s, the United Kingdom had 250 to 350 
nuclear warheads, but from the 1960s through the 1970s, it was provided 300 to 400 warheads by 
the United States, and in the 1980s, it was provided 200 to 300 warheads by the United States. The 
United Kingdom borrowed warheads and means of delivery from the United States, and it deployed 
a nuclear force in Germany consisting of Lance missiles and 155 millimeter howitzers. The country’s 
air force had Nimrod long-range bombers, and it could also use nuclear depth bombs possessed by 
the United States.6

Nevertheless, the nuclear capabilities of the United Kingdom was based on integration with the 
strategic nuclear plans of the United States, and it aimed to have nuclear capabilities that it could 
use based on its own judgment. John Simpson points to the following three factors as being behind 
this. First, the United States had not made preparations to discuss the targeting of nuclear weapons 
in regions outside of Europe. Second, the United States had made it so that it would participate in 
decision making regarding the use of nuclear weapons that it had deployed in the United Kingdom. 
Third, the United Kingdom was trying to strengthen its nuclear deterrence capabilities against attacks 
by the Soviet Union so that it could exercise such capabilities independently.7 The second point in 
particular is recognized as the official nuclear doctrine of the United Kingdom in the 1980s, which 
was based on the logic that if a nuclear weapon were to be fired from the United Kingdom toward 
the Soviet Union, this would be the same as a nuclear weapon of the United States being fired, and 

5 David S. Yost, NATO Transformed: The Alliance’s New Roles in International Security (Washington, DC: United 
States Institute for Peace Press, 1998), p. 33.

6 Cirincione, Wolfsthal, and Rajkumar, Deadly Arsenal, p. 199.
7 John Simpson, “France, the United Kingdom and Deterrence in the 21st Century,” in Ian R. Kenyon and John 
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the Soviet Union could be expected to retaliate against the United States. Thus, deterrence would 
be strengthened. Simpson refers to this as “catalytic deterrence.” Securing the option for the United 
Kingdom to independently carry out a nuclear attack on the Soviet Union would ensure nuclear 
retaliation by the United States, and this was thought to strengthen extended deterrence capabilities.

As shown above, the main threat for the United Kingdom during the Cold War was the military 
force of the Soviet Union and the rest of the Warsaw Pact, and the central issue was how to defend 
the United Kingdom and the other Western nations. For this purpose, the United Kingdom relied on 
the extended deterrence of the United States and at the same time saw the value of its own nuclear 
capabilities as a way to strengthen its deterrence against the Soviet threat, throughout the Cold War. 
During this period, the United Kingdom’s own nuclear capabilities were insufficient as a deterrent 
against the Soviet Union, and there was a time when it was determined that by integrating the nuclear 
capabilities of the United States, its security could be enhanced. Possessing its own nuclear weapons 
would strengthen its link with the nuclear capabilities of the United States. As a result, it switched to 
a policy of boosting its own nuclear deterrent capabilities, and there was basically no change to this 
view until the end of the Cold War.   

(2) Nuclear Strategy of the United Kingdom after the Cold War
The Soviet Union, which was the major threat during the Cold War, collapsed, and the Cold War 
ended. The security environment surrounding the United Kingdom changed significantly. The nuclear 
weapons of the United States that had been deployed in Europe were no longer necessary aside from 
the minimum capability for maintaining extended deterrence, and the United Kingdom considered 
greatly reducing its nuclear capabilities. In 1992, the country started talks with France, which until 
then had developed its own nuclear policies in Europe, regarding roles in terms of nuclear capabili-
ties in the future, and in 1995, this framework was made permanent. It was thus confirmed that the 
two countries had many points in common regarding their mutual nuclear strategies and nuclear 
capabilities, and that they had common interests. As a result, relations between the United Kingdom 
and France became closer in terms of nuclear capabilities.8      

The nuclear capabilities of the United Kingdom after the Cold War were relatively small in scale, 
and had the unique platform of submarine-launched ballistic missiles. Due to the change in the 
strategic environment after the Cold War, however, the country aimed to further lessen its depen-
dence on nuclear weapons. In this regard, in the Strategic Defence Review that was carried out from 
1997 through 1998, the United Kingdom recognized the need to continue to work to abolish nuclear 
weapons, but pointed out that since large amounts of nuclear weapons still existed and the danger 
of proliferation remained, a minimum deterrence capability was essential for the country’s security. 
The United Kingdom indicated that it was aware that threats remained after the end of the Cold War, 
and that nuclear weapons were deemed to have the three roles of preparing for the reappearance of a 
large-scale military threat, preventing nuclear threats, and maintaining peace and stability in Europe.9 
Furthermore, the Strategic Defence Review states that the necessary capability for deterrence is not 
decided by the nuclear capability of other countries, but is determined according to the minimum 

8 Ibid., p. 130.
9 Shinichi Ogawa, Shigeo Kikuchi, Sugio Takahashi, “Reisengo no Kakuheikikoku no Kakusenryaku [Post-Cold 

War Nuclear Strategies of the Nuclear Weapon States],” Boei Kenkyusho Kiyo [NIDS Security Studies], Vol. 3, 
No. 1 (August 2000), p. 36.
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necessary level for deterring threats against the country’s own vital interests.10 Based on this review, 
the number of the United Kingdom’s nuclear warheads was reduced from 300 to 200.

In May 2000, the United Kingdom agreed with Russia not to make each other’s cities targets for 
nuclear attacks, and at a meeting for reexamining the Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty (NPT) the 
same year, it announced a consensus statement. As a result of this consensus, the United Kingdom 
after the Cold War became a nation that no longer had nuclear weapons and nuclear deterrence 
doctrines with specific nations in mind. The nuclear capabilities of the United Kingdom took on the 
meaning of insurance against uncertainties in the future, and it came to be thought of as an ultimate 
deterrence capability for avoiding a direct invasion or military defeat.11       

(3) Nuclear Strategy of the United Kingdom after 9/11
The United Kingdom currently maintains its nuclear capabilities by way of four nuclear-powered 
submarines. These nuclear-powered submarines can carry up to 200 warheads with 58 Trident mis-
siles. They have been active since the latter half of the 1990s, and the nuclear reactors that they 
carry are approaching the end of their 25-year operation life span. In order for the United Kingdom 
to maintain its nuclear capability, which currently consists of nuclear submarines, beyond 2020, it 
needs to take some measures now, and the government for the past several years has been consider-
ing the nature of its nuclear capability, including ultimately abandoning this nuclear capability.          

What does the nuclear capability of the United Kingdom deter? Jeremy Stocker states that it deters 
the following for things.12 First, it deters the use of nuclear weapons by other countries. If a nuclear 
weapon were used, there surely would be extensive damage, so the most important objective is to 
prevent this worst-case scenario. Also, if the United Kingdom does not have nuclear weapons, it 
would not be able to counter threats made by other countries with nuclear weapons, and avoiding 
such situations appears to be another objective.

Secondly, nuclear capability deters the use of other weapons of mass destruction than nuclear 
weapons by a state actor. The United Kingdom has abolished the production and possession of weap-
ons of mass destruction other than nuclear weapons, such as chemical or biological weapons, and 
thus if it has been attacked by such weapons, its only means to retaliate would be with nuclear or 
conventional weapons. If it were to be attacked with a chemical or biological weapon, it seems that 
retaliating with nuclear weapons would be in violation of the principle of proportionality in the use 
of military force, and some people take a cautious stance regarding the use of nuclear weapons in this 
case. Therefore, the government of the United Kingdom has not clarified whether it would definitely 
retaliate with nuclear weapons if weapons of mass destruction other than nuclear weapons were to 
be used against the country.

Thirdly, nuclear capabilities deter the use of weapons of mass destruction by terrorist organiza-
tions. With the threat of terrorism becoming evident, there are concerns about a terrorist organization 
carrying out an attack using a weapon of mass destruction. Terrorist organizations do not have a con-
fined territory, however, and if an attack were to be carried out with a weapon of mass destruction, 
in many cases it would not be clear who the mastermind was. Thus, it has been thought that nuclear 

10 UK Secretary of State for Defence, Strategic Defence Review (July 1998), paras. 60-61, <http://www. premier-
ministre.gouv.fr/IMG/pdf/sdr1998_complete.pdf>, accessed on November 13, 2007.

11 Simpson, “France, the United Kingdom and Deterrence in the 21st Century,” p. 130.
12 Jeremy Stocker, “The United Kingdom and Nuclear Deterrence,” Adelphi Paper, No. 386, 2007, p. 45.
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deterrence would not work in this case. Terrorist organizations often receive support from state spon-
sors, however, and by clarifying that there will be nuclear retaliation against the supporting state in 
such a case, it is envisioned that nuclear deterrence works to a certain degree against terrorism. 

Finally, nuclear capabilities deter full-scale wars between nations. This was the central objective 
of the nuclear deterrence strategy of NATO during the Cold War, and it is not any different today. 
In the current security environment, however, it is hard to think that a full-scale war will break out 
in Europe in the near future, so this objective has declined in importance. As Kenneth N. Waltz and 
others have pointed out, however, it seems that with the possession of nuclear weapons, nations will 
be cautious about their behaviors, and nuclear deterrence can be expected to lower the possibility of 
a full-scale war.13

The Future of the United Kingdom’s Nuclear Deterrent, a white paper released in 2006, points 
to the context in international politics of not being able to abandon nuclear weapons as the reason 
the United Kingdom continues to possess nuclear weapons. Specifically, it cites (1) the fact that a 
considerable number of nuclear weapons exist in the world; (2) the fact that the number of countries 
that possess nuclear weapons is continuing to increase; and (3) the fact that technologies related to 
ballistic missiles, and chemical and biological weapons are proliferating.14         

The United Kingdom has made clear five principles regarding nuclear weapons. First, it does not 
envision its nuclear capability actually being used in a conflict and that the objective of its nuclear 
capability is to deter nuclear threats and infringement upon its vital national interests. Second, its 
nuclear capability is at the minimum level necessary for deterrence, and it is contributing to nuclear 
disarmament. Third, in order to complicate estimations for aggressors, it will not clarify when, how 
and to what degree it will use nuclear weapons, and it will not abandon the option of a preemptive 
attack. Fourth, its nuclear capability will contribute to the collective security of NATO. Finally, it 
will boost the nuclear deterrence of its allies overall by making decisions about the use of nuclear 
weapons on it own.

The last point in particular envisions a case in which there exists a nation which will invade the 
United Kingdom gambling on the possibility that France or the United States will not intervene 
even if the vital interests of the United Kingdom or its allies are infringed upon. The logic is that 
the United Kingdom having nuclear capabilities that it can use on its own will boost overall nuclear 
deterrence. At the current point in time, it is difficult to foresee threats 20 to 50 years in the future, 
and it is recognized that the possibility of the emergence of a nuclear power that threatens the vital 
interests of the United Kingdom or a state that supports terrorism with nuclear weapons in its own 
territory cannot be ruled out.

Due to these factors, the government of the United Kingdom recognizes the usefulness of nuclear 
weapons, and it has made a decision to continue to possess nuclear weapons from 2020 onward.15 
Based on this decision, the government of the United Kingdom is examining the nature of its nuclear 
capabilities in the future, and it is considering the two options of modernizing its existing Vanguard 

13 For this point, see Kenneth N. Waltz, “Nuclear Myths and Political Realities,” American Political Science Review, 
Vol. 84, No. 3 (September 1990).

14 The Future of the United Kingdom’s Nuclear Deterrent, 2006, p. 18, <http://www.mod.uk/NR/rdonlyres/ 
AC00DD79-76D6-4FE3-91A1-6A56B03C092F/0/DefenceWhitePaper2006_Cm6994.pdf>, accessed on January 
11, 2008.

15 Ibid., pp. 18-19.
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class nuclear-powered submarines and extending their life spans, or building new ones.
It is not the case, however, that there is no criticism of the government’s decision. If the country 

were to construct new nuclear-powered submarines, it would mean that it clearly recognizes that 
nuclear weapons are meaningless against terrorism and that it will rely on nuclear deterrence for 
the next half century despite the military threat in Europe having fallen to a level incomparable to 
the level during the Cold War era.16 This will function as deterrence capability into the future, and 
it will mean that there will be a budget for desirable nuclear weapons that will not actually be used. 
Furthermore, it will mean that the wrong signal will be sent to nations aiming to possess nuclear 
weapons that such weapons have a high strategic value.

There is also criticism of the fact that the United Kingdom relies on the United States in the manu-
facture of nuclear weapons and the maintenance of its existing capability, saying that it restricts the 
country’s freedom of action. For example, the nuclear warheads on the missiles carried by the British 
nuclear-powered submarines cannot be maintained without the assistance of the United States, and 
the United Kingdom relies upon the United States for the supply of critical components such as 
neutron generators and tritium.17 From this perspective, the view that the government of the United 
Kingdom should proactively renounce its own nuclear capabilities and contribute to the tide of global 
nuclear disarmament is also well-grounded.             

(4) Maintaining Deterrence Capability with Own Nuclear Weapons
Lawrence Freedman once identified two factors behind the United Kingdom possessing nuclear 
weapons: maintaining its status as a major power and participating in the policy decisions of the 
United States. His observation seems valid from the perspective of the United Kingdom working 
to strengthen nuclear deterrence through sharing nuclear weapons with the United States in order to 
ensure security during economic difficulties immediately after World War II and later when there was 
a growing threat from the Soviet Union.

The government of the United Kingdom, however, has declared that it will not fully abandon 
nuclear weapons although, in the new security environment after the end of the Cold War, it may 
lower its own nuclear capability from the current level. It clearly recognizes its own nuclear weapons 
as insurance in an uncertain security environment. Thus, in the foreseeable future, nuclear weapons 
will play a central role in the deterrence capabilities of the United Kingdom. 

The United Kingdom could have depended on credible extended deterrence by the United States 
considering its historical background and alliance. However, it has moved forward with possessing 
its own nuclear weapons, and it still recognizes their value even in the changing security environ-
ment after the Cold War. As one aspect of the nature of states responding to the threat of nuclear 
weapons, the United Kingdom seems to provide a case that differs not only from the United States 
and Soviet Union, but also other allies of the United States, including Japan.

2. Sweden’s Response to the Threat of Nuclear Weapons
Sweden undertook the development of nuclear weapons from 1946 to 1972. Sweden’s nuclear weap-
ons development was implemented with the threat from the then Soviet Union in mind. However, 

16 Rebecca Johnson, “End of a Nuclear Weapons Era: Can Britain Make History?” Arms Control Today, Vol. 36, 
No. 3 (April 2006), p. 8.

17 Ibid., p. 9.
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Sweden finally abandoned its nuclear weapons development program, and did not introduce nuclear 
weapons from other countries either. In the end, Sweden signed the NPT in 1972, and chose to be a 
country without nuclear weapons. Although Sweden had overcome the technical hurdles necessary 
to manufacture nuclear weapons and had commenced a development program, it decided not to 
acquire nuclear weapons.18

Paul M. Cole notes that although Sweden decided to abandon nuclear weapons, Swedish authori-
ties still consider that they have the right to develop such weapons.19 Due to constraints on data and 
other factors, it is difficult to judge under what kinds of conditions a given country decides to imple-
ment a nuclear development program and what conditions need to be in place for that country to 
abandon its nuclear development program. However, examining the process by which a country like 
Sweden, which has the industrial foundation and capability for nuclear weapons development20 but 
decided on a state policy to not acquire nuclear weapons, arrived at its current situation is important 
for examining the perceptions of countries without nuclear weapons regarding nuclear deterrent 
capability.

This section will give an overview of the series of events in which Sweden carried out nuclear 
weapons development with the aim of possessing its own nuclear deterrent capability and then 
decided to abandon such weapons, and examine the environmental factors and motivations of Swe-
den that had an impact on these decisions.

(1) Sweden’s Threat Perceptions
It is said that historically security threats to Sweden were always threats from the east, namely from 
the Russian Empire and the post-revolution Soviet Union. The main challenge for Sweden’s security 
policy after the Second World War was how to maintain its traditional policy of neutrality in the 
face of the threat from the Soviet Union, a great power.21 It was thought that arming the nation with 
state-of-the-art modern weapons was essential for the maintenance of the policy of neutrality, and 
that nuclear weapons (tactical nuclear weapons), which emerged after the war, would play a decisive 

18 Paul M. Cole, “Atomic Bombast: Nuclear Weapon Decision-Making in Sweden, 1946-1972,” The Washington 
Quarterly (Spring 1997), pp. 233-234. 

19 Ibid., p. 234.
20 Paul M. Cole, Sweden Without the Bomb: The Conduct of a Nuclear-Capable Nation Without Nuclear Weapons 

(Santa Monica, CA: RAND, 1994), pp. 23-24.
21 One example of a time period when a policy of neutrality was put to the test was when cooperation was given to 

Finland and Nazi Germany during World War II. In November 1939 when the Soviet Union invaded Finland, Swe-
den did not make a declaration of neutrality and unofficially supplied Finland with military goods. In 1940, after 
Nazi Germany had invaded Denmark, it requested passage for the German military through Swedish territory, and 
Sweden approved. Regarding this point, referred to Tatsuo Takeda, Tatakau Hokuo – Kosen ka Churitsu ka Teiko 
ka Fukuju ka [Fighting Northern Europe: Resistance, Neutrality, Opposition, or Submission?] (Takagi Shobo), 
1981, pp. 161-233 and Toshiyasu Ishiwatari, Hokuo Anzen Hosho no Kenkyu – Fuinrando, Sueden, Noruue, Aisu-
rando, Denmaku no Anzen Hosho to Gunbi Kanri [Research on Security in Northern Europe: Security and the 
Management of Armaments in Finland, Sweden, Norway, Iceland, and Denmark] (Kobundo Shuppansha), 1990, 
p. 52.
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role.22 Sweden’s military thought that “Sweden’s lack of conventional forces might leave us wide 
open to a range of other forms of aggression or threats. Sweden’s conventional forces will not be 
significantly weakened when nuclear weapons are deployed.”23

For Sweden in the 1950s, the potential threat to national security was an invasion by the Soviet 
Union. It was thought that for a small country like Sweden nuclear weapons were the most suitable 
weapons for both strategic and tactical bombing to counter this threat. Sweden hoped that the nuclear 
weapons would enable Sweden to prevent the Soviet Union establishing a beachhead on Swedish 
territory in the Baltic Sea (Gotland Island and Oland Island) or the Swedish mainland.

In the first half of the 1950s, Sweden’s security policy planners thought that if the Soviet Army 
invaded Sweden it would most likely implement a landing operation, similar to the invasion of 
Normandy, via the Baltic Sea. Sweden evaluated the strategic value of the Nordic countries at this 
time as follows. It thought that the Soviet Union would probably establish the facilities necessary 
to implement operations in Swedish territorial airspace in an emergency situation, and there was a 
possibility that Swedish territorial airspace would be used in attacks launched from Greenland and 
parts of the United Kingdom by the US Army against the Soviet Union.

Based on this kind of evaluation, it was thought that if a war broke out between the Cold War 
powers, Sweden would not be able to maintain neutrality, and it would only be a matter of time 
before Sweden got drawn into the war. Therefore, nuclear weapons were seen as efficient weapons 
for repelling the Soviet Army as it tried to land on the coast, and detailed studies of means of delivery 
for nuclear weapons were undertaken.24

Sweden’s national defense policy in the second half of the 1950s was influenced by the limited 
war strategy of the United States. The three types of conflict scenarios anticipated by the Swedish 
military were as follows.

* An nuclear duel between the Cold War powers over the heads of the Nordic countries
* Regional combat that precedes the duel
* Regional combat that neither spreads nor leads to the nuclear duel

This was a time in which a change was seen in Sweden’s national defense policy. Sweden’s plan-
ners felt that even if a nuclear war were to occur, Swedish territory would not necessarily be attacked 
and that a regional conflict was not likely to occur in the Nordic region. Although there was a pos-
sibility that Sweden would be attacked if a large-scale war occurred, an isolated attack on Sweden 
alone was not likely to occur. This kind of view grew stronger in Sweden as the 1960s approached, 
and the Swedish planners became confident that they could preserve their traditional policy of “neu-
trality” with respect to conflicts in Europe.

22 This type of opinion is mainly purported by Sweden’s nuclear arms supporters. Karl Birnbaum, “The Swedish 
Experience,” Masataka Kosaka, Makoto Momoi eds., Takyokuka Jidai no Senryaku (Ge) – Kakuriron no Shiteki 
Tenkai [Strategies of the Era of Multipolarity (Second Half): Historical Developments in Nuclear Theory] (Japan 
Institute of International Affairs), 1978, p. 146. Based on the historical background of Sweden’s neutrality being 
violated, it disseminated the fact that it would oppose with heavy arms any country that attacked it in the hopes of 
stopping any country from considering such an attack. For example, it has introduced a defense policy called total 
defense, which consists of military defense, civil defense, economic defense, and psychological defense. Referred 
to Ishiwatari, Hokuo Anzen Hosho no Kenkyu [Research on Security in Northern Europe], pp. 60-67.

23 Cole, Sweden Without the Bomb, p. 57.
24 Ibid., pp. 58-60. 
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However, in the 1960s the strategic value of Sweden and the other Nordic countries increased. The 
importance of the Baltic Sea increased after the Soviet Union expanded its naval base in Murmansk 
on the Kola Peninsula, and the Nordic countries concluded that the possibility that they would be 
drawn into a Cold War conflict had once again increased.25 It is said that it was in response to this that 
the role of nuclear weapons began to be emphasized among decision makers in Sweden. Swedish 
military officials suggested potential conflict scenarios that could have an impact on Sweden, such 
as limited military operations in the Nordic region as a prelude to a fight for the North Atlantic and a 
flank war in Northern Europe conducted as a part of a Central European conflict.26

In this way, Sweden’s nuclear development was commenced as a means of resisting the threat 
from the Soviet Union while maintaining neutrality. However, the geopolitical conditions and 
international environment of Sweden changed, and differences emerged in the views of military 
and political leaders with respect to these changes.27 Subsequently, this had an impact on Sweden’s 
nuclear weapons development and finally turned Sweden in the direction of discontinuation of its 
program, but this point will be discussed later. 

(2) Sweden’s Nuclear Weapons Development Program
As stated above, Sweden was driven to commence its nuclear weapons development by necessity 
due to the threat from the Soviet Union. However, it was impossible for Sweden alone to contain the 
threat of a major power, and Sweden thought that it would be enough if in an emergency situation it 
could defend itself until such time as military support from the United States came to its aid.28

After the Second World War, Sweden’s military conducted a survey of the nuclear strategy of the 
United States as part of its efforts to advance Sweden’s nuclear weapons development. In particular, 
the Supreme Commander’s Nuclear Weapons Working Group focused on discussions of the massive 
retaliation strategy, graduated deterrence, limited war, etc. and after completing studies of these 
issues concluded that the nuclear strategy suitable for Sweden was “graduated deterrence.”

It was then decided that a specific nuclear weapon force necessary for Sweden would be looked 
into. According to the study conducted by the Supreme Commander’s Nuclear Weapons Working 
Group of the Swedish military in 1962, they anticipated that Sweden would possess 100 nuclear 
weapons by 1975, and this was expected to be a nuclear force that could not be ignored by an enemy 
nation. On the other hand, they also reached the conclusion that 75 to 200 nuclear weapons would be 
necessary to effectively respond to a large-scale attack by an enemy.

Furthermore, this study examined the value of using nuclear weapons. As one example of this, 
the study examined the use of nuclear weapons in accordance with each phase of a conflict, under 
a scenario of an invasion by the Soviet Army.29 For example, Swedish planners concluded that in 

25 By the Soviet Union increasing its sea and air power from the Kola Peninsula, the side of Northern Europe region 
and the United Kingdom will be surrounded. In an emergency situation, troops will also be deployed from the 
Baltic Sea, and it will become possible to deploy to the North Sea, Norwegian Sea and North Atlantic Ocean. 
As a result, it is believed that it is possible for NATO countries and Sweden to have a significant impact. Colin 
Gray, Kakujidai no Chiseigaku [Geopolitics of the Nuclear Era], translated by Yasuo Kojima (Kioi Shobo), 1982, 
pp. 100-101.

26 Cole, Sweden Without the Bomb, pp. 61-62.
27 Ibid., p. 62.
28 Cole, “Atomic Bombast,” p. 236. 
29 Each phase is divided into six stages. Cole, Sweden Without the Bomb, pp. 82-83.
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the phase in which the Soviet Army commences embarkation, assuming that the Soviet warships 
and transport craft are tightly clustered in harbors, the use of nuclear weapons would result in an 
eight-fold reduction in air missions and an improvement in the cost-benefit calculation by a factor of 
three or four. The value of nuclear weapons in air defense operations was not judged to be as great 
as strikes on Soviet air bases. The study proposed that in order to ensure flexibility in these diverse 
operations, standardized nuclear weapons should be distributed to three main types of delivery sys-
tems: aircraft, missiles and torpedoes.30

(3) Military Cooperation with NATO
However, despite the fact that Sweden had this kind of specific nuclear weapons possession program, 
Sweden expected military support from NATO and the United States in particular. Sweden had been 
involved in close military cooperation with Norway, a NATO member state, since about 1950. Bilat-
eral military cooperation was under way informally and behind the scenes, and although no official 
agreements or other instruments had been announced, there were regular exchanges of visits between 
top Norwegian and Swedish military leaders, and consultations on military cooperation were taking 
place.31 Furthermore, the air defense maneuver conducted by the Swedish Air Force in the middle 
of August 1957 (within the area bounded by Stockholm, Gotland Island and Kalmar) was based 
on the assumption that the NATO military would offer support to Sweden. The training exercise 
included features such as use of the unit that would actually be used by NATO in such a scenario and 
use of English pronunciation for Swedish place names, etc. The U.S. Air Attaché to Sweden stated 
in a telegram to the United States that “this exercise demonstrates the emphasis that the Swedish 
Air Force places on the need for NATO forces to come to their assistance in the event of armed 
aggression coming from the east. NATO has not been asked to participate in any actual exercises 
but continued simulated training of this kind will reduce simulated training time in the event NATO 
actually participates.”32 This kind of simulated military training can be thought of as a part of the 
strategy to improve interoperability with NATO in an emergency situation.

Meanwhile, the United States and the other countries in the Western bloc perceived that it was to 
the advantage of the West to defend Sweden, a country that regarded the Soviet Union as a potential 
enemy nation and was continuing to strengthen its national defense capacity, but at the same time 
the strict nonalignment and neutrality policy advocated by Sweden irritated some top officials in the 
United States government.33 The United States did not want Sweden to have the mistaken expecta-
tion that in the event of an attack from the Soviet bloc Sweden “would be able to receive support 
from the Western bloc” but in the end from 1948 to 1949 the United States searched for a cooperation 

30 Ibid., pp. 83-84. 
31 Ibid., p. 241.
32 Ibid., p. 73. The US National Security Council (NSC) was considering boosting interoperability between the 

Swedish military and NATO militaries. It was thinking of selling advanced weapons produced in NATO countries, 
including the United States, to Sweden and licensing production in Sweden. Ibid., pp. 254-255.

33 For example, John Foster Dulles, the Secretary of State at that time, stated, “Except for special circumstances, a 
neutrality policy is an unsound and shortsighted idea.” H. Freeman Matthews, the US ambassador to Sweden at 
that time, stated in a telegram to the Department of State in April 1948, “We need to be straightforward in convey-
ing the dissatisfaction of the United States with the attitude of Sweden [regarding a policy of neutrality] and the 
fact that it will differentiate Sweden from the other two Scandinavian countries (Norway and Denmark, which had 
joined NATO).” Ibid., pp. 226-227.
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framework that would not contradict the nonalignment and neutrality policy advocated by Sweden.34 
At that time, the United States understood that Sweden’s highest military leaders were aware that in 
an emergency situation, (i) due to geographical factors it would be impossible for Sweden to main-
tain neutrality if a war between major powers broke out, (ii) Sweden cannot hold out for long against 
an attack by a major power and (iii) advance arrangements must be made to secure support from the 
West.35 The framework for cooperation between the two countries was created in an unofficial form 
with Sweden adopting measures of benefit to the West in the “Swedish style.” For example, Sweden 
would make declarations in a unilateral form, among other measures.

However, the basis of defense cooperation is fundamentally mutual, so it was predicted that it 
would be difficult for Sweden to secure the support of the United States and NATO in an emergency 
situation without making any commitment to the Western bloc.36 For this reason, Sweden proceeded 
with defense cooperation with the United States unofficially. For example, in preparation for cases 
in which the bombers of the United States run out of fuel during an operation, a space for fuel to 
be stored was provided inside Sweden. Furthermore, a direct line was established between Sweden 
and the US Air Force Base located in Wiesbaden in West Germany.37 It should also be mentioned 
that Sweden provided information about the movements of the Soviet Army in the Baltic Sea to the 
United States. From 1945 to 1950, Swedish Air Force planes with US equipment carried out elec-
tronic intelligence surveillance missions directed at the Soviet Army. These took advantage of the 
fact that Sweden was close to the Soviet Union, and alleviated the risk that would be incurred upon 
if the United States carried out these missions in those areas.38 In addition, Sweden did not export the 
strategic goods banned by the Coordinating Committee for Multilateral Export Controls (COCOM) 
to the Soviet bloc and in this respect complied with the demands of the export control policy of the 
United States.39

Cooperation between the two countries extended to the provision of conventional weapons as 
well and in 1952 an agreement on arms assistance cooperation was secretly reached between the 
two countries based on a Mutual Assistance Treaty (MSA). As a result, weapons were exported 
to Sweden from the United States and other NATO countries, and by 1969 Sweden was the fourth 
largest recipient by volume of weapons exported from the United States after the United Kingdom, 
France and West Germany.40

Sweden strengthened its unofficial cooperation with the United States but cooperation regarding 
nuclear weapons did not progress. The United States refused to sell nuclear warheads to Sweden and 

34 Ibid., pp. 228-234.
35 Ibid., p. 231.
36 The United States after World War II divided countries into (1) allied countries, (2) enemy countries and (3) 

countries in the middle, and regarding military support for NATO nonmember countries, it set conditions such 
as defense cooperation for both sides as being bilateral. Nevertheless, the United States was concerned about 
this type of support in terms of no risk being attached to NATO member countries making a commitment to the 
alliance. Paul M. Cole, U.S. Security Assistance to Non-NATO Countries: The Swedish Case and Post-Communist 
Eastern Europe (Santa Monica, CA: RAND, 1992), pp. 4-5.

37 Gustav Lindström, “Sweden’s Security Policy: Engagement-the Middle Way,” The European Union Institute for 
Security Studies, Occasional Paper 2, October 1997, <http://www.iss.europa.eu/occasion/ occ02.html>, accessed 
on November 29, 2007.

38 Cole, Sweden Without the Bomb, p. 240.
39 Cole, “U.S. Security Assistance to Non-NATO Countries,” p. 11.
40 Cole, Sweden Without the Bomb, p. 255.
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Sweden moved to stop producing nuclear weapons itself.

(4) Background of the Discontinuation of Nuclear Weapons Development
After the Second World War, Sweden worked on its nuclear development studies but it also judged 
that its own nuclear force alone would not be enough to resist a threat from the Soviet Union so it 
built cooperative relationships behind the scenes with a number of NATO countries and searched for 
ways to get support in the event of an emergency situation. As a result, in about 1960 Sweden made 
a decision not to proceed with studies of nuclear weapons, and in 1968 an announcement was made 
in parliament to the effect that the possession of nuclear weapons was not in the interests of Sweden. 
Subsequently, Sweden signed the Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty (NPT) and followed the path of 
a country without nuclear weapons. Here the domestic and international factors that brought about 
this decision to be a country without nuclear weapons will be analyzed.

Firstly, looking at the domestic factors, the first was Sweden’s perception that the enormous costs 
of acquiring nuclear weapons were too high. The development of nuclear weapons requires a large 
number of related facilities over a long period. Furthermore, for weapons manufacturing, produc-
tion of the nuclear fissile material that forms the core is essential, and obtaining this material is said 
to be the most difficult challenge. In the case of Sweden, it was necessary to construct an atomic 
reactor and a reprocessing facility for separating plutonium from the used fuel rods burned in the 
reactor using chemical processing, but the political leadership judged that the construction would be 
extremely expensive and the study was stopped.41

The next problem was the lack of political will to promote nuclear weapons development. This 
arose from the fact that the military and the politicians perceived nuclear deterrence differently. 
For example, the nuclear weapon study group of the governing party, the Social Democratic Party 
(SAP), opposed the military for its strong efforts to study the nuclear deterrence doctrine and nuclear 
strategy, and avoided studies on these subjects on the grounds that they were in conflict with the 
party’s peace policy.42

Moreover, regarding threats to Sweden from major powers, the military expressed the view that 
“it is necessary for Sweden to establish a total defense, including nuclear weapons,” but a report 
written by the SAP in 1959 asserted that it was “more important to reduce our risk of war than to 
increase the power of the military components of the defense.”43 This difference of opinion between 
the political and military leadership extended to the nuclear deterrence doctrine as well, and the 
political leadership was attempting to place restrictions of the targets of nuclear weapon attacks for 
political reasons. For example, it was studying how to avoid collateral damage by targeting only 
ships and aircraft. The military, however, was concerned that this approach would “undermine the 
deterrent value of nuclear weapons.”44 Due to this difference of opinion between the military and the 
SAP regarding the issue of nuclear weapons, it became difficult to formulate the necessary doctrine 
for the use of nuclear weapons, so Sweden could not develop the diplomatic policy it would need if it 
chose to be a nuclear weapon state. This is thought to be one of the factors behind Sweden’s decision 

41 Ibid., p. 102.
42 Ibid., p. 54.
43 Ibid., p. 55.
44 Ibid., p. 84.
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to abandon nuclear weapons development.45

Next, looking at international factors, three conditions are thought to have led Sweden to select 
nuclear weapons development: (i) the collapse of armaments regulations and disarmament negotia-
tions, (ii) the intensifying arms race among nuclear-armed states and (iii) the clear acceleration of the 
trend towards nuclear weapons proliferation. At the time Sweden discontinued its nuclear weapons 
development, France (1960) and China (1964) had become nuclear weapon states though there had 
been developments including the conclusion of the US-USSR Hot Line Agreement and the Partial 
Test Ban Treaty in 1963.46

Against the background of progress in arms control between the United States and the Soviet 
Union, in 1961 Sweden’s Foreign Minister Osten Unden proposed that the nuclear-armed states 
conclude a treaty banning nuclear tests and that states without nuclear weapons form a “nuclear-free 
club.”47 Unden had already been engaged in diplomacy appealing to the international community 
for the disarmament of the major nuclear powers and the prevention of nuclear proliferation for 
some time. In 1958 in a speech in parliament he had said “it is highly likely that if Sweden decides 
to acquire nuclear arms other countries will also be driven to acquire nuclear arms.”48 Given these 
changes in the international environment, Sweden’s political leaders began to take the view that the 
likelihood of a nuclear attack on Sweden from another country was low, and arguments calling for a 
national defense based on conventional forces began to gain momentum.49 In addition to this, another 
factor thought to be behind the decision to abandon nuclear weapons was that the judgment had 
been made that because Sweden had been cultivating an anti-nuclear image internationally, it would 
provoke the Soviet Union and create a new destabilizing element in the international community if 
it undertook nuclear development.50

So as shown above, Sweden took into account domestic and international factors to judge that 
there were now fewer benefits to be obtained for Sweden from the possession of nuclear weapons, 
and therefore it abandoned the development of nuclear weapons.

(5) Sweden’s Response to the Nuclear Threat from the Soviet Union
Sweden carried out its nuclear weapons development with the objective of defending itself from the 
Soviet threat. Other factors in the background included the need for a strong military capacity in 
order to maintain the policy of neutrality, and Sweden’s determination not to make the same mistakes 
as Norway and Denmark, who were occupied by Germany in the Second World War, and Finland, 
which was defeated in the war with the Soviet Union and forced to sign an unequal treaty. However, 
Sweden judged that if Swedish possession of nuclear weapons destabilized the international com-
munity, then it was not in the national interests of Sweden to possess them, and as a result chose the 
non-nuclear route. 

How then did Sweden intend to respond to the nuclear threat? A former director of the Swedish 
National Defense Research Institute (FOA), which played the central role among Sweden’s nuclear 

45 Ibid., p. xiv.
46 Birnbaum, “The Swedish Experience,” p. 152.
47 Ishiwatari, “Hokuo Anzen Hosho no Kenkyu [Research on Security in Northern Europe],” p. 190.
48 Birnbaum, “The Swedish Experience,” p. 151.
49 Cole, Sweden Without the Bomb, pp. 79-80.
50 Cole, “Atomic Bombast,” p. 247.
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development research institutions, wrote that “As a neutral state between the two superpower blocs 
Sweden is essentially protected by the so-called nuclear umbrella, regardless of the sphere of influ-
ence to which it belongs.” As can be seen from this statement, in the 1960s and the 1970s Sweden put 
its faith in protection by the major powers. In other words, from the beginning Sweden thought that 
proliferation deterrence using the “nuclear umbrella” of the United States was highly reliable.51

Furthermore, Sweden’s state security policy decision makers predicted that if there were an attack 
on Sweden from the Soviet Union, it would become an all-out war against the NATO bloc. They pre-
dicted that in a situation like this, the United States would naturally use nuclear weapons to defend 
Western Europe, and expected that Sweden would also receive the benefits of this. Although Sweden 
was maintaining a policy of neutrality, in reality it was depending on support from NATO.52

Furthermore, the NATO countries exported the latest conventional weapons that Sweden wanted, 
and behind the scenes Sweden was strengthening bilateral cooperation with NATO member states, 
for example by deepening personal relationships among the government officials in each country, 
among other measures. The United States also believed that the defense of Sweden was important for 
ensuring the security of the West, and advanced defense cooperation in a form that superficially did 
not contradict the policy of neutrality that Sweden wanted to follow, and as a result the Soviet Union 
became aware of the fact that Sweden was cooperating closely with the NATO countries.53 Through 
such means, Sweden was able to confidently expect that it would be protected by the nuclear umbrella 
of NATO in an emergency situation. As a result, Sweden became convinced that it could handle the 
nuclear threat without possessing nuclear weapons itself.

3. Taiwan’s Pursuit of Its Own Nuclear Weapons
Taiwan’s development of nuclear weapons was backed by the threat from China, which lies across 
the Taiwan Strait. It was also a result of wavering conviction from the United States towards its 
commitment to defend Taiwan, despite the fact that Taiwan had been receiving political and military 
support from the United States. Whenever the United States would take action that was conscientious 
towards China, Taiwan had a sense of crisis over whether the United States was fully committed 
to guaranteeing its security. It is believed that as China gained recognition from the international 
community, Taiwan moved forward with the development of nuclear weapons with the objective of 

51 Ibid., p. 134. Other than this, there was a statement by the former ambassador of Sweden, “The policy of the 
United States toward Sweden does not sufficiently indicate how an attack by the Soviet Union would be handled,” 
and in the 1980s, the former senior officer of the national defense authority stated, “The defense policy of Sweden 
after World War II is premised on being protected by the nuclear umbrella of the United States.” Thus one can see 
that Sweden’s policies expected the protection by the United States. Ibid., p. 170.

52 This type of expectation can probably be thought of as a risk. Ibid., pp. 169-171. Meanwhile, some are of the 
opinion that according to the idea that the United States will guarantee the defense of Europe (Italy and Norway, 
for example) based on the right to exercise collective self-defense of NATO, there may be support in Sweden 
for the view that Sweden can receive the same benefits. Referred to Ingemar Dorfer, “Sueden no Kakuheiki to 
Sekai [Sweden’s Nuclear Weapons and the World],” Foreign Policy Research Institute of Sweden ed., Sueden no 
Kakuheiki Mondai [The Issue of Sweden’s Nuclear Weapons] (Kajima Institute of International Peace Publishing 
Company, 1967), p. 181.

53 The Soviet Union presumed that Sweden was cooperating with the United States in the area of air-to-air missiles 
and that it had set up a joint air defense structure with NATO and others. Cole, “U.S. Security Assistance to Non-
NATO Countries,” pp. 19-20.



Why do States Remain Non-nuclear? Effects of Extended Deterrence on Nuclear Proliferation

67

aiming to raise its own standing.54

Taiwan has suspended its development of nuclear weapons due to strong pressure from the United 
States. This section will provide a comprehensive overview regarding the background to Taiwan’s 
initiation and suspension of nuclear weapons development, and will consider the factors and motives 
that have impacted these decisions. 

(1) Background of Taiwan’s Nuclear Development
The concerns held by Taiwan over its security will be examined from the following two aspects. The 
first one is the recognition of the threat posed by military offensives by China and the expansion 
of the gap in military strength accompanying the buildup of China’s armed forces. The second is 
the progression of Taiwan’s isolation as China’s international influence increased. This second one 
in particular is a phenomenon that has been gaining speed since China’s accession to the United 
Nations. These two aspects will be taken up, and the content and character of the support provided 
to and measures taken for Taiwan by the United States with regard to these concerns will be touched 
on in considering how Taiwan has dealt with the nuclear threat. 

A. Recognition of Military Threats
After the Republic of China was established on Taiwan, Taiwan suffered the first armed attack from 
mainland China during the First Taiwan Strait Crisis, which broke out in September 1954. During 
the crisis, China bombarded Quemoy Island, an archipelago on the continental coast that was under 
Taiwan’s possession. This came as a shock to both the United States and Taiwan precisely because 
Quemoy Island was considered to be a relatively staunchly defended area on account of the mag-
nitude of troops stationed there. By way of emergency measures, President Dwight D. Eisenhower 
took measures such as strengthening security by the Seventh Fleet. However, within the United 
States at the time there was a division between one group that asserted that the United States should 
proactively defend Taiwan; and another group that pointed out that deep involvement in Taiwan’s 
defense had the potential to escalate into a US-China conflict and subsequently a US-Soviet war, and 
adopted a passive approach that failed to perceive the strategic value of defending Quemoy Island. 
President Eisenhower epitomized this latter approach, with Secretary of State John Foster Dulles stat-
ing, “The United States has been placed in a terrible dilemma” with regard to such opposition within 

54 The following are some of the major materials regarding Taiwan’s development of nuclear weapons. George H. 
Quester, “Taiwan and Nuclear Proliferation,” Orbis, Vol. 18, No. 1 (Spring 1974); Joseph A. Yager, “Taiwan,” in 
Richard K. Betts, William H. Courtney, Henry S. Rowen, Richard Brody, and Joseph A. Yager, eds.,  Nonprolifera-
tion and U.S. Foreign Policy (Washington, DC: The Brookings Institution, 1980); Derek J. Mitchell, “Taiwan’s 
Hsin Chu Program: Deterrence, Abandonment, and Honor,” in Kurt M. Campbell, Robert J. Einhorn, and Mitchell 
B. Reiss, eds., The Nuclear Tipping Point (Washington, DC: The Brookings Institution, 2004); David Albright and 
Corey Gay, “Taiwan: Nuclear Nightmare Averted,” Bulletin of the Atomic Scientists, Vol. 54, No. 1 (January/Feb-
ruary 1998); William Burr, ed., “New Archival Evidence on Taiwanese Nuclear Intentions, 1966-1976,” National 
Security Archive Electronic Briefing Book (October 13, 1999), <http://www.gwu.edu/~nsarchiv/NSAEBB/
NSAEBB20/>, accessed on March 7, 2008; William Burr, ed., “U.S. Opposed Taiwanese Bomb during 1970s,” 
National Security Archive Electronic Briefing Book (June 15, 2007), <http://www.gwu.edu/~nsarchiv/nukev-
ault/ebb221/index.htm#8>, accessed on March 7, 2008. These materials point out, regarding Taiwan’s objective 
for nuclear development, that it was aimed at deterring a military threat from China and improving its status. 
This was because Taiwan became isolated in the international community as a result of the withdrawal of the US 
military from East Asia due to the normalization of diplomatic relations between the United States and China, and 
it accompanied doubts about the US commitment toward Taiwan and China’s becoming a member of the United 
Nations.
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the United States. If the United States intervened in defending this archipelago on the continental 
coast, including Quemoy Island, then it had the potential to develop into a war between the United 
States and China. Conversely, it was shown that if the United States abandoned its commitment to 
defending the archipelago, then China’s military operations would escalate, which could potentially 
threaten the line of anticommunist defense in the Far East region.55

In order to avoid this dilemma, the United States set out a policy of submitting a ceasefire proposal 
to the UN Security Council with the objective of ending the Taiwan Strait Crisis. However, Taiwan 
expressed strong reservations regarding the United States’ plan in that it was designed to preserve the 
status quo in the Taiwan Strait, and because it would effectively give rise to “two Chinas.” This also 
meant that Taiwan would not be able to engage in future counteroffensives against the continent, and 
led Ambassador to the United States Vi Kyuin Wellington Koo of Taiwan to assert that Taiwan could 
not accept the armistice proposal by the United Nations Security Council.56

Afterwards, China once again attacked the archipelago on the continental coast, and there were 
moves towards negotiations over concluding the Sino-American Mutual Defense Treaty, which 
Taiwan had previously sought. The United States perceived this as nothing more than a measure 
designed to end the Taiwan Strait Crisis and to stabilize the strait. On the other hand, Taiwan had an 
ulterior motive in that the conclusion of this treaty would raise its legitimacy and its international 
standing.57

Taiwan most likely suffered its greatest shock from the 1964 Chinese nuclear test. The contents of 
the telegram sent from the US Embassy in Taipei to Washington is said to have conveyed the state 
of panic in Taiwan. In conferences with high-ranking US embassy officials, Taiwanese leaders like 
Chiang Kai-shek asserted that China was taking military action regarding its deployment of nuclear 
weapons, while they simultaneously called for the establishment of an anticommunist military orga-
nization and joint defense force in Asia. Chiang Kai-shek’s greatest concern was that Taiwan could 
be annihilated with a single blow from China if military assistance from the United States should 
happen to be delayed. There were concerns that China’s possession of nuclear weapons would raise 
its prestige among the international community, and Foreign Minister Shen Chang-huan of Taiwan 
is said to have been concerned over the fact that China’s nuclear weapons would have an adverse 
impact on the morale of Taiwan’s armed forces.58 In response to such concerns, the United States 
promised to protect Taiwan in the event that it was invaded by China and deployed nuclear weapons 
to Taiwan.59 However, concerns over Taiwan’s security deepened following China’s nuclear test. If it 
were to presume that the United States’ commitment was insufficient, then Taiwan would have seen 

55 Haruka Matsumoto, “Taiwan Kaikyo Kiki [1954-55] to Beika Sogo Boei Joyaku no Teiketsu [The 1954-55 Taiwan 
Strait Crisis and U.S.-R.O.C. Mutual Defense Treaty],” Kokusai Seiji [International Politics], Vol. 118, May 1998, 
pp. 85-90. 

56 Ibid., pp. 90-91.
57 Ibid., p. 93.
58 Albright and Gay, “Taiwan,” p. 55.
59 It is reported that in March 1974, Secretary of State Henry Kissinger signed National Security Decision Memoran-

dum 248 as ordered by President Nixon in order to remove the nuclear weapons that Taiwan had deployed. Jack 
Anderson, “Secret Report Sees Taiwan Near A-Bomb,” Washington Post, January 25, 1982, quoted in Albright and 
Gay, “Taiwan,” p. 55.
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it as necessary to have its own deterrent force.60

B. Increasing Isolation in the International Community 
Deliberations began over the issue of China’s representation rights at the 16th General Assembly of 
the United Nations in December 1961. Even though China’s accession was rejected by the General 
Assembly, the attitude of the US administration was enough to set Taiwan on edge, thus deepening 
Chiang Kai-shek’s dissatisfaction with and animosity towards the United States. For example, UN 
Ambassador Adlai E. Stevenson from the Kennedy Administration stated after the General Assembly 
that, “The UN General Assembly has secured a seat at the United Nations for the Nationalist Chinese 
Government (Taiwan) as a government that controls a citizenry of 10 million people.”61 However, this 
statement was criticized as having conveyed the meaning “Who else but Taiwan’s Chiang Adminis-
tration controls a citizenry of just 10 million people?” in the Chinese media, with the implied sarcasm 
that Taiwan was a “little China.” It also harbored doubts over whether the US administration would 
obstruct China’s accession to the United Nations, and considered this to be unrealistic.62 To turn 
such a disadvantageous state of affairs around, Taiwan made plans to invade continental China, but 
the United States was on the look out for such a move and dispatched high government officials to 
Taiwan to insist on the inadvisability of a continental counteroffensive. Owing to his dissatisfaction 
over this, Chiang Kai-shek pressed the Central Intelligence Agency (CIA) and formulated plans 
for a large-scale landing operation in China. However, the Kennedy Administration took measures 
to remove obstacles to changing Taiwan’s policies, such as the ouster of Ambassador to Taiwan 
Everett F. Drumright of the United States, as well as the disclosure of diplomatic papers consisting 
of documents and reports pointing out the corruption and lassitude of the Nationalist Government.63 
In response to these measures, Taiwan once again moved forward with preparations for a continental 
counteroffensive, but President Kennedy declared that he would not support such a counteroffensive 
by Taiwan. Tianzhao Dai indicated to Chiang Kai-shek that President Kennedy’s policies towards 
Taiwan had resulted in nothing but disappointment and despondency, deepened distrust of the United 
States and animosity towards it, and clearly denied the illusion that Taiwan could involve the United 
States in a continental counteroffensive.64

The United States made attempts aimed at reconciliation with China under the condition that 
China proceed on a peaceful footing from the Kennedy and Johnson Administrations onward.65 

Regarding the issue of China’s representation rights at the United Nations, while the Chiang Kai-shek 

60 Ibid. After nuclear testing by China, a top CIA official visited Taiwan and held a briefing for Director-General 
Chiang Kai-shek and other Taiwanese leaders. It is said that at that time Chiang Kai-shek proposed that the United 
States provide Taiwan with methods to destroy nuclear facilities in China. William Burr and Jeffrey Richelson, 
eds., “The United States and the Chinese Nuclear Program, 1960-1964,” in National Security Archive Electronic 
Briefing Book (January 12, 2001), <http://www.gwu.edu/~nsarchiv/NSAEBB/NSAEBB38/>, accessed on Febru-
ary 5, 2008.

61 Tianzhao Dai, Taiwan Sengo Kokusai Seijishi [The History of Postwar International Politics in Taiwan] (Kojinsha, 
2001), p. 210.

62 It is said that John F. Kennedy, the President at that time, said to the UN ambassador Adlai Stevenson at a meeting 
in preparation for the UN General Assembly that “Obstructing the alliance with Red China is regrettable, no matter 
how difficult a job we have to shoulder. Personally I think that assertions such as Taiwan is representing all of 
China are in fact nonsense.” Same as above, pp. 210-211.

63 Ibid., pp. 211-216.
64 Ibid., pp. 215-216.
65 Ibid., pp. 197-228.
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Administration did not support representation by China as the sole government, it did not oppose 
China’s accession to the United Nations. Yet it was opposed to China joining in a manner that would 
exclude Taiwan.66 There were a series of military confrontations between China and the Soviet Union 
that occurred in 1969, such as the ideological confrontations between the two countries. In addition, 
the conduct of the Soviet Union based on the theory of limited sovereignty espoused by the Brezhnev 
Doctrine resulted in China’s fears over the possibility of being subordinated into the Soviet Union. 
These are thought to have been factors behind the increasing closeness between the United States 
and China.67 Furthermore, for the first time the affirmative votes for the Albania Resolution to “invite 
China and expel the Nationalist Government (invite China to the United Nations but expel Taiwan 
from it)” surpassed the dissenting votes at the United Nations General Assembly, thereby decreasing 
Taiwan’s international standing and deepening its isolation.68

The United States was bar-none the largest supporter of Taiwan. But from 1955 to 1970 the United 
States engaged in secret negotiations with China more than 130 times in Geneva and Warsaw with 
the aim of establishing diplomatic ties. Taiwan also found it shocking that Special Assistant Henry 
Kissinger was sent to China on July 9, 1971 in absolute secrecy, thereby paving the way for the visit 
to China by President Richard M. Nixon in February of the following year. Although the United 
States firmly assured the validity of the Sino-American Mutual Defense Treaty and reaffirmed its 
security guarantees to Taiwan following Nixon’s visit to China, the normalization of diplomatic ties 
between the United States and China in 1979 represented an “act of betrayal” by the United States 
to Taiwan.69

C. Military Support from the United States 
Military assistance to Taiwan by the United States can be traced back to 1950, when the Korean War 
broke out. The Sino-American Mutual Defense Treaty was concluded in 1954 following the Taiwan 
Strait Crisis, which obligated the United States to defend Taiwan. According to the US Department 
of Defense, between 1950 and 1965 a total of approximately US$2.6 billion (yearly average of 
approximately US$160 million) worth of military assistance was provided, of which approximately 
US$2.2 billion was grant aid. Seeing as how defense expenditures by the Taiwanese Government 
ranged from US$150 million to US$300 million each year in the 1960s, this clearly reveals that the 
United States played a major role in the rebuilding and modernization of the Taiwanese military, 
which had escaped back to Taiwan after being defeated in its battle with the Communist Party. Grant 
aid was cut off in 1974 on account of the developing relations between the United States and China, 
as well as Taiwan’s own economic growth, but was carried out after this in the form of sales of 
equipment. Following the revocation of the treaty in 1979 due to the normalization of diplomatic ties 
between the United States and China, the United States has provided military assistance pursuant to 
the Taiwan Relations Act, a domestic law which set in place support measures which included the 

66 Ibid., p. 281.
67 Ibid., pp. 281-284.
68 The UN General Assembly on October 25, 1971 passed the “Restoration of the lawful rights of the People’s 

Republic of China in the United Nations” with a 76 votes to 35 votes and 17 abstentions, and as a result, China’s 
return to the United Nations was realized after a period of 21 years. Meanwhile, Taiwan withdrew from the United 
Nations on the following day after Foreign Minister Chow Shu-kai presented a statement condemning China. 
Ibid., p. 295.

69 Ibid., pp. 390-391.
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defense of Taiwan by the United States. Arms sales by the United States to Taiwan were suspended 
for the period of just one year in 1979 before resuming again the following year, with the contract 
price for arms purchases reaching US$280 million.70 However, this series of arms assistance was 
characterized by the fact that Taiwan was not to possess the capacity to attack continental China so to 
speak, but was to be limited to weaponry necessary for the defense of the country.71

Provisions concerning security guarantees for Taiwan and arms sales were incorporated into the 
Taiwan Relations Act. According to the provisions of the law, the United States could only provide 
Taiwan with weapons of an expressly defensive nature, and it was to provide Taiwan with a quantity 
of defensive goods and services sufficient for maintaining its self-defense capabilities. The United 
States’ policy for China and Taiwan was referred to as one of strategic ambiguity. It was character-
ized by the fact that, while the United States stipulated that it would determine the “appropriate 
action” in the event that Taiwan’s safety was threatened, it remained ambiguous about the extent 
and type of its commitment to Taiwan’s defense, as well as the sort of conditions this would come 
with. This strategic ambiguity was a strategy to keep both China and Taiwan in a state of anxiety, 
and to maintain the status quo by staving off changes to the present state of affairs through the use 
of military force.72

The Reagan Administration, which assumed power in 1981, intended to sell high-level fighter 
jets to Taiwan. Because of this, US-Chinese relations rapidly deteriorated, as evidenced by the fact 
that the Chinese Government implied that it would recall its ambassador to the United States for 
this violation of the general principles behind US-Chinese diplomatic ties. As a result of political 
negotiations between the two countries, in August 1982 the United States-China Joint Communiqué 
on United States Arms Sales to Taiwan, which was detrimental to Taiwan, was released. The Reagan 
Administration provided definite promises to Taiwan that were referred to as the Six Assurances, and 
which took the concerns of the Taiwanese side into consideration, thus demonstrating its posture of 
not abandoning Taiwan.73

Furthermore, Taiwan was also looking to join a collective defense structure. As previously 
described, after China conducted its nuclear test Taiwan suggested plans like the establishment of an 
anticommunist military bloc, but these were never realized. The framework known as the Southeast 
Asia Treaty Organization (SEATO) existed back at the time, but Taiwan was not approved for entry 
into this structure. The reason for this was that the countries refused to enter into an alliance that 
would imperil their own survival by going so far as to face the risk of war with China for the sake of 

70 Research Institute for Peace and Security, Ajia no Anzen Hosho 1981 [Security in Asia 1981] (Asagumo Newspa-
per Company, 1981), p. 163.

71 Shigeo Hiramatsu, Taiwan Mondai – Chugoku to Beikoku no Gunjiteki Kakushitsu [Issue of Taiwan: Military 
Discord between China and the United States] (Keiso Shobo, 2005), pp. 100-143.

72 Yasuhiro Matsuda, “Chutai Kankei to Kokusai Anzen Hosho – Yokushi, Kakusan Boshi, Takokukan Anzen Hosho 
[China-Taiwan Relations and International Security: Deterrence, Nonproliferation, and Multilateral Security],” 
Kokusai Seiji [International Politics], Vol. 135, March 2004, pp. 62-63.

73 Yasuhiro Matsuda, “Beichu Kankei ni okeru Taiwan Mondai [The Issue of Taiwan in US-China Relations],” 
Seiichiro Takagi, Beichu Kankei – Reisengo no Kosei to Tenkai [US-China Relations: Postwar Structure and 
Developments] (Japan Institute of International Affairs, 2007), p. 97.
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Taiwan.74 In other words, it was not possible for Taiwan to depend on a collective defense structure. 
The United States had been contributing to Taiwan’s defense, and Taiwan was expecting this even 

after the severing of diplomatic ties.75 The United States, on the other hand, was adopting a policy of 
not making Taiwan uneasy, while also adopting a policy that was conscientious of China. However, 
it is said that such moves caused growing discontent in Taiwan time and again.76 In a private message 
from 1970, Ambassador to the United States Chow Shu-kai of Taiwan stated, “The United States’ 
‘promises,’ ‘assurances,’ and so on to Taiwan are how one would treat a poor relative. We cannot fall 
into complacent assumptions, but must remain vigilant at all times.”77 This indicates his concerns 
over the United States. 

(2) Taiwan’s Development of Nuclear Weapons and Its Nuclear Capabilities 
Taiwan is believed to have begun developing nuclear weapons in order to retain an independent 
deterrent force against the military threat from China, to elevate its standing in the international com-
munity, and due to its mounting discontent with the support from the United States. It has been said 
that Taiwan’s development of its own nuclear weapons is believed to have been “insurance” in case 
it was abandoned by the United States.78 But of how much use would nuclear weapons development 
actually have been?

A. Overview of Nuclear Weapons Development79 
Taiwan had already expressed an interest in nuclear-related technology for civilian use in the 1950s, 
and it is claimed that the International Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA) was involved in the acquisi-
tion of this technology. But full-scale plans for nuclear development were promoted primarily by 
President Chiang Kai-shek and his son, Chiang Ching-kuo, following China’s nuclear test in 1964. 
This was known as the Hsin Chu Program, and included the purchase of heavy water reactors for 
producing plutonium (Pu), heavy water production plants, and reprocessing facilities for extract-
ing plutonium from spent fuel rods. After acquiring an experimental 40MW heavy water reactor 
(which went critical in 1973) from Canada in 1969, Taiwan reprocessed spent fuel rods and extracted 

74 Dai, Taiwan Sengo Kokusai Seijishi [The History of Postwar International Politics in Taiwan], p. 228, Shinkichi 
Eto, et al., Chuka Minkoku wo Meguru Koksai Kankei [International Relations Surrounding China], Gendai 
Chugoku Kenkyu Sosho IV [Contemporary China Studies Series IV] (University of Tokyo Press, 1967), pp. 181-
202.

75 As background to this, following Nixon’s visit to China, Assistant Secretary of State Marshall Green and John H. 
Holdridge of the National Security Council visited Taiwan and guaranteed that a US-China defense agreement would 
be implemented and that there would be peace and security in the Taiwan Strait. It is said that at that time, Chiang 
Ching-kuo who met with the two, pointed to a model of a Lockheed U-2 reconnaissance aircraft that was on the wall 
and said, “If we have this, we will not have any problems.” This statement can probably be interpreted as meaning 
that Taiwan will continue to rely on the military assistance of the United States. Dai, Taiwan Sengo Kokusai Seijishi 
[The History of Postwar International Politics in Taiwan], pp. 304-305.

76 Same as above, pp. 97-98. The relationship between the United States and Taiwan is said to be one of “sleeping in 
the same bed but having different dreams” in which events are repeated with the two having different objectives. 
Yasuhiro Matsuda, “Beichu Sekkin to Taiwan – Joho Tosei to Seiji Kaikaku [US-China proximity and Taiwan: 
Control of Information and Political Reforms],” Hiroshi Masuda ed., Nikuson Hochu to Reisen Kozo no Henyo 
[Nixon’s Visit to China and Modification of the Cold War Structure] (Keio University Press, 2006), p. 62.

77 Matsuda, “Beichu Sekkin to Taiwan [US-China proximity and Taiwan],” p. 63.
78 Mitchell, “Taiwan’s Hsin Chu Program,” p. 309. 
79 Unless stated otherwise, refer to: Albright and Gay, “Taiwan”; Mitchell, “Taiwan’s Hsin Chu Program”; Matsuda, 

“Chutai Kankei to Kokusai Anzen Hosho [China-Taiwan Relations and International Security].”
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plutonium with the aim of creating an implosion-style nuclear weapon. Sweden had followed the 
same process. Incidentally, this heavy water reactor was the same type as the production reactor for 
the plutonium used in India’s nuclear tests in 1974, which increased concerns in the United States 
over nuclear proliferation. It is estimated that if the reactor were to go into operation, Taiwan could 
extract 10kg of plutonium (enough for one or two nuclear weapons) each year. 

Taiwan was incredibly proactive about acquiring reprocessing facilities throughout the 1970s. 
Although it was feeling pressure from the United States, it is believed that Taiwan contacted several 
European countries and acquired related facilities and technologies. It also constructed a small-scale 
reprocessing test facility known as a hot laboratory. The United States repeatedly protested such 
activities, and in 1976 Prime Minister Chiang Ching-kuo promised the United States that Taiwan 
would not retain its own independent reprocessing facilities, nor engage in related activities. But 
Taiwan continued to develop nuclear weapons after this. While the IAEA was pointing out the pres-
ence of suspicious facilities and suspicious activities, Chang Hsien-yi, who was the Deputy Director 
of the Institute of Nuclear Energy Research (INER), defected to the United States in 1988 with the 
help of the CIA and exposed the development of nuclear weapons. Because of this, development is 
believed to have been suspended. According to US experts, it was believed that Taiwan had acquired 
knowledge related to nuclear weapon manufacturing technology through the abovementioned activi-
ties, and was capable of manufacturing nuclear weapons in a short time period if necessary. 

B. Military Usefulness 
It is not clear what sort of nuclear strategy Taiwan formulated in response to an attack from China, 
which was its greatest fear. Regarding this point, Joseph A. Yager raises the following four points 
concerning the military threat from China that Taiwan was facing.80

・Nuclear attack
・Invasion of Taiwan 
・Occupation of Taiwanese islands
・Interference with Taiwan’s sea lanes or airspace

Against an attack by bombers capable of carrying dozens of nuclear warheads, and over 100 
medium- and intermediate-range ballistic missiles (MRBM and IRBM, respectively) that China was 
believed to have possessed, it has been pointed out that Taiwan’s air defense capabilities would be 

80 Yager, “Taiwan,” p. 71. Regarding the model of the invasion by China that Taiwan was envisioning, a report that 
the National Defense Minister Tang Fei gave at a meeting of the Diet in 1999 will likely be of reference. Seven 
models are introduced, but the main type includes intimidation by political leaders and so forth with threatening 
comments, attacks on and occupation of remote islands, an air and sea blockade, and attacks on important strategic 
targets using sea and air power and missiles. Rira Monma, “Taiwan Kaikyo ni okeru Anzen Hosho Kankyo ni 
Kansuru Kenkyu – Taiwan Saido kara no Shiten wo Chushin to Shite [Research Regarding the Security Environ-
ment in the Taiwan Strait Mainly from the Perspective of the Taiwan Side],” Kokusai Anzen Hosho [International 
Security], Vol. 30, No. 4, March 2003, pp. 22-24.
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helpless, and it would be difficult for it to retain reliable second-strike capabilities.81 In addition, while 
an offensive by conventional forces would naturally be conceivable if China were to invade Taiwan, 
the disparity in the two countries’ force strength was enormous. However, there were limits in terms 
of China’s power projection capabilities and its air power was deteriorating. These facts were thought 
to be to the advantage of the Taiwanese Air Force. But the perception was that China would maintain 
control of the air and the seas due to its overwhelming numbers, with the belief that ultimately the 
showdown would be decided by landing operations.82 Furthermore, regarding the military strength of 
Taiwan’s armed forces, Shigeo Hiramatsu has pointed out that Taiwan was standing by the principle 
of indivisible unification with US armed forces, and had built up its military strength primarily for 
counter-landing operations to prepare for any such operations by China’s armed forces. Conversely, 
with regard to the Taiwanese side’s capability to attack continental China, as stated before the fighter 
jets and bombers provided by the US armed forces did not have a cruising range capable of attacking 
continental China, and therefore could not be used for a continental counteroffensive.83

It has been claimed that in the 1970s the Taiwanese armed forces carried out joint exercises for 
their land, sea, and air forces that were premised on a nuclear weapon having been used in the Taiwan 
Strait. It appears as if Taiwan attempted to develop a ballistic missile with a range of 950km at the 
start of the 1980s, but that it suspended this under pressure from the United States.84 Given the above, 
it is believed that the nuclear forces Taiwan could actually obtain would be limited to use primarily 
on a landing party of Chinese armed forces.85 Moreover, there are also some experts who express the 
view that their military usefulness would have been minimal.86

81 Taiwan has the potential to produce nuclear weapons, and it is a geographically small country, so its weapons 
system is mainly centered on defense of its mainland. Its arrangements for national production and self sufficiency 
regarding modern weaponry are insufficient, and based on its characteristic of not having strategic depth, it is 
possible to position it as a mid-class nation militarily. This militarily mid-class nation has an extremely small prob-
ability of surviving a surprise attack (preemptive attack) that includes a nuclear attack, and as it is doubtful whether 
retaliatory forces would survive such an attack and the effectiveness of a strategic nuclear attack system would 
be extremely limited. Masataka Kosaka, Makoto Momoi eds., Takyokuka Jidai no Senryaku (Ge) – Samazama 
na Mosaku [Strategies of the Era of Multipolarization (Second Half): Various Explorations] (Japan Institute of 
International Affairs, 1978), pp. 102-104.

82 Yager, “Taiwan,” pp. 72-74. The concept of operations integrating land, sea, and air involved air superiority and 
sea superiority directed toward a landing. (Monma, “Taiwan Kaikyo ni okeru Anzen Hosho Kankyo ni Kan Suru 
Kenkyu [Research Regarding the Security Environment in the Taiwan Strait,” p. 27).

83 Hiramatsu “Taiwan Mondai [The Issue of Taiwan],” p. 102.
84 Referred to the Nuclear Threat Initiative, a US think tank which specializes in handling the issue of the pro-

liferation of weapons of mass destruction (WMD) (<http://www.nti.org/e_research/profiles/Taiwan/index.html>, 
accessed on March 7, 2008).

85 Fumihiko Yoshida, Asahi Shimbun special group of reporters, Kaku wo Ou – Tero to Yamiichiba ni Yureru Sekai 
[Pursuing Nuclear Weapons: World Shaken by Terrorism and the Black Market],” (Asahi Shimbun Company, 
2005), p. 286. This document says that a person related to the Taiwanese military stated that drills were carried out 
supposing the detonation of small strategic nuclear weapons in the Taiwan Strait, but it is not clear whether the 
use of the small strategic nuclear weapons was by the Taiwanese military. Nevertheless, as was touched upon in 
the case of Sweden, the Swedish military calculated that the use of nuclear weapons against a landing force of the 
Soviet Union’s military would be more effective than the use of conventional forces, and it is possible that the Tai-
wanese military had done similar research. Quester also points out the effectiveness of the use of tactical nuclear 
weapons by Taiwan against a landing force of the Chinese military. This is because generally when a landing force 
carries out a land attack, it is necessary to make it concentrated. Quester, “Taiwan and Nuclear Proliferation,” 
p. 145.

86 Yager, “Taiwan,” p. 77.
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C. Political Usefulness87

It is believed that Taiwan’s nuclear weapons could be thought of as a symbol of Taiwan as an inde-
pendent nation. For example, it has been indicated that having IAEA or US inspectors offer valida-
tion of Taiwan’s nuclear development could potentially draw attention to Taiwan’s independence. 
Furthermore, conducting inspections would also make it known among the international community 
that Taiwan had the capacity for nuclear development, which would most likely serve to strengthen 
the Taiwanese Government’s political standing. This fact would also come as a shock to China, 
which asserts that Taiwan is a part of its territory, and would hinder its absorption of Taiwan. 

Periods when Taiwan’s nuclear development have actually gained in momentum have tended 
to coincide with periods where its international isolation was on the rise.88 As an example, Taiwan 
planned to construct reprocessing facilities from 1972 to 1973, which coincides with the period in 
which the normalization of diplomatic ties between the United States and China made progress, 
and also corresponds to a period in which the presence of US armed forces in Taiwan was being 
cut back. Having been pressed to abandon the construction of reprocessing facilities at one point 
due to close scrutiny by the United States, Taiwan made another attempt in the 1980s. This was 
backed by its concerns that arms sales to Taiwan would be reduced following the US-China joint 
communiqué of 1982. In 1995 President Lee Teng-hui stated that Taiwan retained the capability to 
develop nuclear weapons following China’s test firing of a missile into Taiwan’s coastal waters.89 In 
this manner, Taiwan intimated that it would tread an independent course by pressing forward with 
developing nuclear weapons when the commitment from the United States declined. It is believed 
that such moves were aimed at getting the United States, which fretted over stabilizing the Taiwan 
Strait, to recognize that abandoning Taiwan and driving it into dire straits was dangerous, as well as 
to overcome its international isolation, and most of all attract the United States.90

(3) Taiwan’s Renunciation of Its Nuclear Development Plans and the Background of This
Taiwan promoted the development of nuclear weapons with expectations of their military and politi-
cal usefulness, but ultimately had no choice but to suspend their development. The following exam-
ines the causes for this, and touches on how the development of nuclear weapons put Taiwan in 
difficult circumstances. 

A. Risk of Damaging Relations with the United States 
While it could be claimed that promoting nuclear development had political usefulness for Taiwan, 
maintaining nuclear weapons was not sufficient to the task of ensuring its security militarily. For this 
reason, Taiwan was concerned about compensating for damaging relations with the United States, 
which had promised to continue its military support. According to diplomatic papers that the United 
States has recently made public, given the circumstances whereby Taiwan had entrusted its security 

87 Unless stated otherwise, referred to Quester, “Taiwan and Nuclear Proliferation,” pp. 144-149.
88 Mitchell, “Taiwan’s Hsin Chu Program,” pp. 307-308; Burr, “New Archival Evidence on Taiwanese Nuclear 

Intentions.”
89 President Lee Teng-hui at a meeting of the Diet stated, “We need to reexamine the development of nuclear weap-

ons from a long-term perspective. Taiwan has developed nuclear weapons in the past.” Several days later, he 
lowered his tone somewhat, stating, “Taiwan has the capability to develop nuclear weapons, but going forward it 
will not do so.” Albright and Gay, “Taiwan,” p. 54.

90 Mitchell, “Taiwan’s Hsin Chu Program,” p. 309.



76

NIDS Security Reports

to the United States at the beginning of the 1970s, the United States estimated that Taiwan would 
not go so far as to damage relations with it by engaging in nuclear development. Regarding Taiwan’s 
nuclear development in the 1970s, US investigation teams would carry out frequent inspections on 
Taiwan’s acquisition of reprocessing technology and the construction of related facilities, and would 
point out its suspicions over the development of nuclear weapons and lodge protests. Upon doing so, 
the Taiwan Government would deny this and offer the explanation that it had no intention of develop-
ing nuclear weapons, and the process would repeat itself. The United States offered absolutely no 
incentives for Taiwan to suspend its development of nuclear weapons. Instead, the United States 
took a strong stance, such as by hinting that if Taiwan did not abide by this then it would have an 
effect on all areas of bilateral cooperation, including nuclear energy.91 Naturally, military coopera-
tion should also be considered to have been part of this. Ta-You Wu, who was appointed Chiang 
Kai-shek’s science and technology advisor in 1967 and who was a member of the National Security 
Council, indicated that the United States had a complete grasp of Taiwan’s situation. He has said, 
“Developing nuclear weapons would pose a burden to Taiwan’s economic might, and since we do 
not have uranium resources, developing such weapons without consideration for our relations with 
other countries would not be wise.”92

B. Concerns over Information Leaks on Nuclear Weapons Development 
One of the reasons that can be given for why Taiwan abandoned its nuclear development is that the 
United States sensed such moves by the Taiwanese side through its intelligence activities and applied 
political pressure.93 The United States had acquired several collaborators among the researchers 
involved in Taiwan’s nuclear development who provided the United States with information con-
cerning the actual state of Taiwan’s nuclear development activities. From these collaborators the 
United States obtained valuable information pertaining to the development of nuclear weapons. For 
example, it was revealed that the purpose for the use of the research reactors purchased from Canada 
was literally “for research,” but that in actuality any such research purposes were largely nonexistent. 
In such cases where facilities were present which were not consistent with their purpose of use from 
when they were introduced, then this fact would engender concerns over nuclear weapons develop-
ment by the introducing country, and would be focused on in inspections by the IAEA. 

Additionally, the collaborators made the US side aware of the construction of hot laboratories 
which could extract a small amount of plutonium from spent fuel rods. What was particularly deci-
sive was when the aforementioned Chang Hsien-yi, who was Deputy Director of INER, defected to 
the United States with the help of the CIA in January 1988.94

91 Burr, “U.S. Opposed Taiwanese Bomb during 1970s.” According to the same document, regarding the field of 
nuclear energy, it was agreed in the Taiwanese government that there was a risk that the United States might end 
its support.

92 Referred to English translation of memoirs of Dr. Ta-You Wu, Ta-you Wu, “Historical Document: A Footnote 
to the History of Our Country’s ‘Nuclear Energy’ Policies,” <http://www.isis-online.org/publications/taiwan/ta-
youwu.html>, accessed on February 27, 2008.

93 Regarding these characteristics, based on Burr, “New Archival Evidence on Taiwanese Nuclear Intentions, 1966-
1976,” unless noted otherwise.

94 Albright and Gay, “Taiwan: Nuclear Nightmare Averted,” pp. 59-60; Chang Hsien-yi is suspected to have been a 
CIA operative, and it is said that he exposed Taiwan’s nuclear development to the United States (Matsuda, “Chutai 
Kankei to Kokusai Anzen Hosho – Yokushi, Kakusan Boshi, Takokukan Anzen Hosho Kyoroku [China-Taiwan 
Relations and International Security: Deterrence, Nonproliferation, and Multilateral Security],” p. 67).
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What is more, the fact that someone who been educated in the United States was informing US 
authorities with an overview of Taiwan’s nuclear weapons development is a factor that cannot be 
overlooked. From this person’s information it was acknowledged that Chiang Kai-shek and the armed 
forces were involved in the nuclear development. While there were areas of the nuclear development 
that overlapped for both civilian and military use, since the armed forces were involved the possibil-
ity grew stronger that nuclear technology would be diverted for nuclear weapons.95

Furthermore, Taiwan thought it would be difficult to develop nuclear weapons on its own, and so 
it attempted to undertake procurement activities for the relevant equipment and adopt the relevant 
technology from a number of countries. But the United States was made aware of the actual state of 
its activities by West Germany, Israel, and the United Kingdom. Taiwan’s nuclear development was 
for producing plutonium-style weapons from heavy water reactors, but facilities to reprocess spent 
fuel rods that have been irradiated in nuclear reactors is essential for the extraction of plutonium, 
which is the fissile material. Upon introducing such facilities, continuous, high precision inspections 
by the IAEA were deemed necessary.96 The fact that Taiwan had tried to procure equipment related 
to reprocessing facilities from a West German company was leaked to the United States by West Ger-
man authorities. Furthermore, it has been claimed that the fact that there were discrepancies between 
the information obtained from West Germany and the explanations of the Taiwanese side regarding 
their yearly reprocessing capabilities aroused the concern of the United States.97

As either plutonium or uranium is used as the raw material for nuclear weapons, countries that do 
not produce uranium have to procure it from other countries. The best way to conduct development 
in secret would be to not engage in activities to procure raw materials for nuclear weapons from other 
countries. But this was impossible for Taiwan, which had no choice but to rely on imports of ura-
nium, the most important component, from other countries. Taiwan thus illustrates the example that 
there is a strong possibility that such secretive activities will be exposed by the supplying countries.

(4) The Importance of Cooperative Relations with the United States—Stabilizing the United 
States’ “Nuclear Umbrella”

With the recognition that it must maintain an independent deterrent force following China’s nuclear 
test, and amidst an environment in which the United States’ commitment was declining, Taiwan initi-
ated nuclear development with the objectives of bridging the military gap with China and extricating 
itself from its international isolation. However, Taiwan was much too fragile to push forward with 
the development of nuclear weapons. There are two main reasons which may explain this. 

95 According to the information of the person in question, Taiwan was moving forward with missile development 
at the same time, but it was facing difficulties. It was also revealed that Taiwan was attempting to call back the 
Taiwanese scientists who had been involved in nuclear development and missile development from overseas. 
With the involvement of the military in nuclear development, there is a possibility that the means for carrying 
a weapon, including the development of a ballistic missile, will be integrated with a plan to extract fissionable 
materials and so on, and manufacture a nuclear explosive device. Inspection authorities tend to believe that there 
is a high possibility that Taiwan is moving forward with the development of a nuclear weapon. This is similar to 
the case of Iran which has been suspected of nuclear weapons development in recent years. IAEA, Implementation 
of the NPT Safeguards Agreement in the Islamic Republic of Iran, GOV/2006/15, February 27, 2006, p. 8; Mark 
Fitzpatrick, “Iran’s Pursuit of Nuclear Weapons,” The Nonproliferation Review, Vol. 13, No. 3 (November 2006), 
pp. 528-530.

96 Burr, ed., “New Archival Evidence on Taiwanese Nuclear Intentions, 1966-1976.”
97 Ibid.
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The first consists of the fact that since the Nationalist Party escaped to Taiwan, Taiwan was depen-
dant on the United States both militarily and economically. Taiwan’s survival was conditional on 
maintaining broad-ranging cooperative relations with the United States, and there was the recogni-
tion that pushing forward with the development of nuclear weapons could potentially lead to Taiwan 
forfeiting its relations with the United States.  

This point can probably be explained from the perspective of the impact on the extended deterrence 
nuclear umbrella function by the United States on Taiwan. Considering the fact that, as previously 
mentioned, the United States had nuclear weapons deployed to Taiwan until 1974 and that China 
had not invaded Taiwan even after it acquired nuclear weapons in 1964, the United States’ extended 
deterrence was presumably functioning.98 However, it is conceivable that the United States did not 
provide Taiwan with the same nuclear umbrella that it did NATO and Japan, with this depending on 
the character of the nuclear umbrella.99 The first condition for stabilizing the nuclear umbrella is to 
minimize the danger of a nuclear war breaking out. The second is for the United States and its allies 
to maintain relations so that China would not assume that the United States would not use nuclear 
weapons in order to defend an ally.100

Regarding the first condition, it is important to preserve the balance of conventional forces in 
the region, which in this case would be the force balance in the Taiwan Strait. Arms support from 
the United States to Taiwan had traditionally been insufficient to mount a continental counterof-
fensive, but was deemed sufficient for countering the threat from China. Due to the possibility that 
the outbreak of a conventional war could escalate into a nuclear war, it could be said that limited 

98 It is said that United States, since setting out to improve relations with China, has not threatened to use nuclear 
weapons against China and has not made clear its nuclear stance toward China. Nevertheless, as stated before, the 
United States has been maintaining “strategic vagueness” in its policy toward China and Taiwan, and as stated in 
the “Nuclear Posture Review” that the Department of Defense submitted to Congress in 2001, it would consider 
the option of using its nuclear force in a conflict with China, and it appears that the military strength of the United 
States, including its nuclear weapons, is playing a certain role. Hiroshi Tozaki, “Beikoku no Gaiko, Anzen Hosho 
Seisaku ni okeru Kakuheiki no Yakuwari [The Role of Nuclear Weapons in the Diplomatic and Security Policies 
of the United States],” Beikoku no Kaku Seisaku oyobi Kaku Gunshuku Fukakusan Seisaku [The Nuclear Poli-
cies and Nuclear Disarmament and Nonproliferation Policies of the United States] (Center for the Promotion of 
Disarmament Non-Proliferation), March 2007, p. 54. Jeffrey Lewis, The Minimum Means of Reprisal: China’s 
Search for Security in the Nuclear Age (Cambridge, MA: American Academy of Arts and Science, 2007), pp. 143, 
205.

99 Dean Acheson, the Secretary of State at that time, suggested that when dealing with a NATO invasion by the 
Soviet Union, for example, the United States would include the use of nuclear weapons. Regarding Japan, in the 
“Guidelines for Japan-US Defense Cooperation” of 1978, it is stated, “The United States will maintain its nuclear 
deterrent capability, its forward deployed forces, and other forces capable of reinforcing those forward deployed 
forces,” and extended deterrence is confirmed. In 2006, after nuclear testing by North Korea, Secretary of State 
Condoleezza Rice made a promise to Foreign Minister Aso that the United States would deter nuclear expansion. 
Deterrence of nuclear expansion differs from general deterrence and is affected by judgments that are based on the 
strategic environment and so forth of the granting country (the United States). Thus, such differences are due to 
the fact that extended deterrence being made universal tends to be hindered. Former Secretary of Defense Harold 
Brown has also stated that the effectiveness of deterrent power in East Asia differs among countries. Terumasa 
Nakanishi, “Kakudai Yokushi – Rekishiteki Hensen to Sono Honshitsu [Extended Deterrence: Historic Transitions 
and Their Qualities],” Seizaburo Sato ed., Tozai Kankei no Seryakuronteki Bunseki [A Strategic Theory Analysis 
of East-West Relations] (Japan Institute of International Affairs, 1990), p. 80, Shinichi Ogawa, “‘Kaku no Kasa’ 
no Rironteki Kento  [A Theoretical Examination of the Nuclear Umbrella],” Kokusai Seiji [International Politics], 
No. 90, March 1989, pp. 91-92, Makoto Kawanago, “‘Kaku no Kasa’ to Nihon – INF Zenpai to Sore Igo [The 
Nuclear Umbrella and Japan: Abolition of the INF and After],” Kokusai Seiji [International Politics], No. 90, 
March 1989, p. 112, Higashi Ajia Senryaku Gaikan 2007 [Overview of East Asia Strategies 2007] (National 
Institute for Defense Studies, 2007), pp. 256-257.

100 Ogawa, “‘Kaku no Kasa’ no Rironteki Kento [A Theoretical Examination of the Nuclear Umbrella],” p. 97.
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arms support from the United States contributed to the force balance between China and Taiwan. In 
this sense, maintaining the military balance between China and Taiwan can be thought of as having 
contributed to stabilizing this extended deterrence. 

Regarding the second condition, maintaining and strengthening trusting relations is necessary in a 
broad sense that incorporates historical, ethnic, economic, and scientific and technical factors, among 
others.101 The fact that Taiwan proceeded with nuclear development while being met with opposition 
from the United States while the United States adopted a foreign policy that was conscientious of 
China has already been explored. Taiwanese leaders considered the possibility that this would further 
weaken its important connections with the United States. Consequently, it could be claimed that 
Taiwan chose the course of stabilizing expanded deterrence from the United States, and it therefore 
abandoned its development of nuclear weapons, which had constituted a destabilizing factor in US-
Taiwan relations. 

The second reason is that the information that was key to the development of nuclear weapons 
had been grasped by the United States, which was its largest supporter. Countries like Taiwan in par-
ticular are totally dependant on support from their allies to guarantee their own security. Under such 
circumstances, the key to developing nuclear weapons is somehow being able to make nuclear acqui-
sition a fait accompli while maintaining this secrecy from its allies. Taiwan illustrates the example 
that if this is not possible, then it is difficult to realize independent nuclear acquisition.102

4. Responses concerning Nuclear Weapons by Countries in the Commonwealth of Independent 
States (CIS)

Due to the collapse of the Soviet Union in December 1991, the countries in the domains of Rus-
sia, Ukraine, Kazakhstan and Belarus, in which nuclear weapons were left behind, became nuclear 
powers. These countries aimed for cooperation in the area of nuclear weapons through the CIS 
framework from December 1991 to February 1992. Because of this, the initial idea was to organize 
joint forces centered around Russia to perform the uniform management of nuclear weapons under 
the CIS strategic forces. However, the CIS joint forces idea was derailed because the CIS countries 
each wanted to establish their own independent forces. Russia possessed the operating system for 
the former Soviet Union’s nuclear weapons and the technology necessary to maintain them. For 
these and other reasons, Russia aspired to be the sole country to inherit the weapons, and has tried to 
promote the former Soviet Union’s nuclear management in a manner whereby Ukraine, Kazakhstan, 
and Belarus remain as nothing more than temporary nuclear powers.103

Conversely, in response to Russia’s thinking, Kazakhstan, which had expressed its opposition 
to Russia’s plan from the outset, was joined by Ukraine and Belarus as countries that inherited the 
nuclear weapons of the Soviet Union in offering up the Three Nations Proclamation on April 11, 

101 Kawanago, “‘Kaku no Kasa’ to Nihon [The Nuclear Umbrella and Japan],” p. 115 and Ogawa, “‘Kaku no Kasa’ 
no Rironteki Kento [A Theoretical Examination of the Nuclear Umbrella],” p. 99.

102 Yager, “Taiwan,” p. 80. There are many unclear points regarding the actual situation and objectives of the devel-
opment of nuclear weapons by Taiwan. These are regarding for example, based on a nuclear strategy, what level 
of nuclear warhead and nuclear device Taiwan is considering possessing, whether Taiwan is actually aiming to 
possess a nuclear weapon, and whether like Sweden, Taiwan has taken a policy that it will confirm whether it has 
the capability to manufacture a nuclear weapon, but will not carry out the manufacturing. It seems that in order to 
clarify the actual situation, further materials from the Taiwan side need to be disclosed.

103 Megumi Suezawa, “Ukuraina no Kaku Haizetsu [Abolishment of Nuclear Weapons in Ukraine],” Surabu Kenkyu 
Senta Kenkyu Hokoku Shirizu [Slavic Research Center Research Report Series], No. 68, 2000, pp. 3-5.
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1992. Russia showed its opposition to such moves, but the United States offered its support and the 
three countries acquired negotiating rights with the United States as nuclear powers.104 By doing so, 
the nuclear weapons came to be used as a diplomatic card for the sake of stabilizing these emerging 
nations.105 On May 23, 1992 a fresh start was made on the Strategic Arms Reduction Treaty (START) 
I in that Russia, Belarus, Ukraine, and Kazakhstan signed the START I Protocol (hereafter referred 
to as the Lisbon Protocol) with the United States. The four countries promised that they would fulfill 
their obligations under START I and ratify the treaty, and that the three countries aside from Russia 
would join the NPT as non-nuclear weapon states as quickly as possible.106 As a result of negotiations 
surrounding the former Soviet Union’s strategic nuclear weapons, Russia ultimately became the sole 
country to inherit nuclear weapons within CIS, with the countries aside from Russia choosing the 
path of becoming non-nuclear weapon states. However, throughout such moves to renounce nuclear 
weapons, Ukraine, Kazakhstan, and Belarus used their nuclear weapons as bargaining chips to incite 
the United States and Russia to extend them their nuclear umbrellas.

This section will provide a comprehensive overview of the sequence of events leading up to the 
renunciation of nuclear weapons by Ukraine, Kazakhstan, and Belarus, which all chose the path of 
becoming non-nuclear weapon states despite being successors to the nuclear weapons of the former 
Soviet Union. In addition, it will also examine how the CIS countries have responded to nuclear 
threats following the collapse of the Soviet Union. 

(1) Legal Successors to the Former Soviet Union’s Strategic Nuclear Weapons 
A. Ukraine
At the time of the Soviet Union’s collapse, Ukraine had 176 intercontinental ballistic missiles (ICBM), 
1,656 nuclear warheads, and 30 bombers, making it the third highest ranked nuclear power in the 
world in terms of numbers.107 Moreover, two divisions of strategic missile forces from the Soviet 
Union’s armed forces were present on Ukrainian territory.108 On the technical side as well, Soviet 
Union nuclear weapon factories were present on Ukrainian territory, and the country had nuclear 
weapon technicians as well.109 For these reasons, out of the countries to inherit nuclear weapons 
(excluding Russia), Ukraine had the highest potential to retain its own nuclear weapons in a capacity 
sense. 

In the preparatory stages for START I, Ukraine experienced the Chernobyl nuclear power plant 
accident and had proactive movements for denuclearization. It agreed to approach the START I 
negotiations with the United States by considering Russia the nuclear successor to the Soviet 

104 Nikolai Sokov, Russian Strategic Modernization (New York: Rowman & Littlefield, 2000), p. 100.
105 Ibid., p. 97.
106 Ratified by Kazakhstan in May 1992, the United States in October 1992, Russia in November 1992, and Belarus in 

February 1993. Masamori Sase, “Dai Roku Sho Gunbi Kanri, Gunshuku [Chapter 6: Management of Armaments 
and Disarmament],” Security Studies Group, National Defense Academy of Japan, Anzen Hosho Gaku Nyumon 
[Introduction to the Study of Security] (Aki Shobo, 2003), p. 138.

107 Les Aspin, “Talking Sense to Ukraine,” New York Times, Jun 21, 1993, p. A.18.
108 Denis Rafeenko, “Yadernyy Faktor vo Vneshney Politike Ukrainy 1991-1996 ggy (The Nuclear Factor in Foreign 

Policy in Ukraine from 1991 through 1996), Belorusskiy Zhurnal mezhdunarodnogo Prava i mezhdunarodnykh 
Otnosheniy, No. 3 (2004) <http: //evolutio.info / index2.php?option = content & task = view & id = 701 & pop = 
1 & page = 0 & Itemid = 55>, accessed on March 10, 2007.

109 William H. Kincade, “Nuclear Weapons in Ukraine: Hollow Threat, Wasting Asset,” Arms Control Today, Vol. 23, 
No. 6 (Jul 1993), pp. 13-18.
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Union.110 However, in March 1992 it did an about-face and sought the participation of all four of the 
countries in possession of nuclear weapons in START I. This came against a backdrop of problems 
between Ukraine and Russia, such as the ownership issue of the Crimean Peninsula and the division 
of assets, and the claim could even be made that this was due to the historical sense of distrust which 
the Ukraine had for Russia.111 Furthermore, there was a firmly-rooted opinion found mainly in the 
military that Ukraine should continue to hold on to its nuclear forces until it could acquire guarantees 
in terms of its security so that such nuclear weapons would not be necessary.112 As if to attest to this, 
Ukraine asked that Russia install some of the control devices for the nuclear launch control system 
managed by Russia in Ukraine to ensure that Russia would not use nuclear weapons against Ukraine. 
It also requested that all of the soldiers of the strategic rocket forces stationed in Ukraine be replaced 
with Ukrainian military personnel.113

Despite such moves, the Ukrainian Parliament opted to become a non-nuclear weapon state and 
to join the NPT on October 24, 1992. At the same time, Ukraine strongly demanded guarantees of its 
security from the United States and Russia in order to ratify the NPT.114 These negotiations bogged 
down, and even though all of the countries concerned except for Ukraine had ratified START I by 
February 1993, Ukraine held off on doing so, citing that discarding its nuclear weapons while Russia 
was still unstable would be dangerous. Since Russia made Ukraine’s ratification of the NPT a condi-
tion for negotiations to ratify START I, START I was not entered into force. Ukraine came under 
criticism for this attitude from not only Russia, but the international community as well.115

NATO applied pressure in the form of expulsion from the Partnership for Peace with regard to 
the Ukraine’s attitude.116 Due to active encouragement from the West, on January 14, 1994 William 
J. “Bill” Clinton, Boris Yeltsin, and President Leonid Kravchuk released the Trilateral Declaration 
(Tryokhstoronnee zayavlenie). The declaration promised that Ukraine would quickly join the NPT 
as a non-nuclear weapon state, and that it would transfer all of its nuclear warheads into Russian 
territory within seven years (or if possible, within three years). As a result, Ukraine acquired signifi-
cant guarantees ensuring its safety from the United States and Russia, and was also provided com-
pensation for the enriched uranium and plutonium that had been used in the disassembled nuclear 
warheads.117 At the Budapest Summit of the Conference on Security and Cooperation in Europe 
(CSCE) on December 5, 1994, Russia, the United States, the United Kingdom, France, and China 
signed a Memorandum ensuring the safety of Ukraine. Owing to this, Ukraine entered the Law on 

110 Megumi Suezawa, “Dai Roku Sho Roshia no Tai Ukuraina Berarushi Gaiko [Chapter 6: Russia’s Diplomacy 
Regarding Ukraine and Belarus],” Hiroaki Matsui ed., 9.11 Jikken Igo no Roshia Gaiko no Shintenkai [New 
Developments in Russian Diplomacy after 9/11] (Japan Institute of International Affairs, 2003), p. 152.

111 Kincade, “Nuclear Weapons in Ukraine: Hollow Threat, Wasting Asset,” pp. 13-18.
112 Rafeenko, “Yadernyy Faktor vo Vneshney Politike Ukrainy 1991-1996 ggy.” There is also an analysis with the 

result that “Ukraine, which has historically had a strong wariness of Russia, hesitated on selling its nuclear weap-
ons at high prices to the outside world both militarily and economically.” Sase, “Gunbi Kanri Gunshuku [Manage-
ment of Armaments and Disarmament],” p. 138.

113 Rafeenko, “Yadernyy Faktor vo Vneshney Politike Ukrainy 1991-1996 ggy.”
114 Sokov, Russian Strategic Modernization, pp. 107-108.
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Joining the NPT into force. This resulted in Russia complying with negotiations over the ratification 
instrument, and START I was finally entered into force.118 On June 2, 1996 Ukraine completed the 
transfer of its tactical nuclear weapons to Russia and became a non-nuclear weapon state.119 In 1998 
it started disposing of 44 of its strategic bombers and 46 ICBM SS-24 silos, and in February 1999 it 
finished disposing of 130 ICBM SS-19 missiles.120 Moreover, with regard to its remaining strategic 
nuclear weapons, in October 1999 Russia purchased eight Tu-160 Blackjack strategic bombers, three 
Tu-95 Bear strategic bombers, and up to 600 air-to-surface missiles from Ukraine as compensation 
for US$285 million worth of debt.121

As part of this series of negotiations for the renunciation of nuclear weapons, Ukraine expanded its 
relations with the United States in terms of security, and continued to build a special relationship with 
NATO. The 1997 Charter on a Distinctive Partnership was concluded at the NATO Madrid Summit 
in July 1997, and the NATO-Ukraine Commission was established in order to execute the content of 
this charter. A mechanism was set in place through this whereby Ukraine could confer with NATO 
at any time if it sensed a threat to its security.122 Aside from this, aid worth US$350 million has been 
provided by the United States through the framework of the Nunn-Lugar Program.123

On the other hand, Russia considered consensus regarding the Black Sea Fleet as being conditional 
on concluding the Russian-Ukrainian Treaty of Friendship, Cooperation and Partnership (hereafter 
“Friendship Treaty”) and viewed these documents as one set. From this standpoint, Russia postponed 
ratification of the Friendship Treaty because the Ukrainian Parliament had not yet ratified the Black 
Sea Fleet Accord. In response, the Ukrainian Parliament made ratification of the Friendship Treaty a 
condition for its ratification of the Black Sea Fleet Accord. Because of this, the two countries failed 
to reach a compromise, and it thus took two years for the Friendship Treaty to enter into force in 
April 1999 after being signed. In this interval, Ukraine continued to draw closer to NATO. On May 
23, 2002, the Council of National Security and Defense of Ukraine, an organ that is under the direct 
control of the president, stated that five years had passed since the signing of the 1997 Charter, and 
so a new form of cooperation was needed. As such, it adopted a decision concerning the Ukraine-
NATO Action Plan, which had the ultimate goal of joining NATO. It is thought that while Ukraine 
has avoided making a statement on joining NATO, it aims to strengthen relations with NATO as 
much as possible.124

While Ukraine was not in a position where it would be impossible to maintain its nuclear weapons 
in a technical aspect, it elected to dispose of such weapons on account of its historical experience 
with Chernobyl, operational problems, and diplomatic pressure from the United States and Russia. 
On the other hand, it has acquired security measures and economic support from the United States 
and Russia as compensation for disposing of its nuclear weapons. Moreover, it has made good on 
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drawing nearer to NATO, and succeeded in obtaining the assurances of a double “nuclear umbrella” 
and the economic benefits of potentially joining the EU.  

B. Kazakhstan 
At the time of the Soviet Union’s collapse, more than 100 ICBMs, 1,040 nuclear warheads, and 
about 40 bombers had been left behind in Kazakhstan’s territory, which was slightly less than that in 
Ukraine.125 Moreover, it also had space testing sites of the former Soviet Union, and President Nursul-
tan Nazarbaev had asserted that Kazakhstan fulfilled the requirements to be in the nuclear club.126 As 
a nuclear successor to the Soviet Union, Kazakhstan asked to come into START I from the outset, 
and obtained the right for nuclear negotiations with the United States. With a view towards acquiring 
security assurances, including nuclear ones, from the United States and Russia, Kazakhstan used 
participation in the NPT as a diplomatic card and showed no intentions of eliminating its nuclear 
weapons.127 For this reason the United States, which was concerned about nuclear proliferation on the 
Eurasian continent, was actively involved in this issue and carried out repeated negotiations.128 As a 
result, an agreement was reached on nuclear non-proliferation, disassembly, and removal through the 
Lisbon Protocol of May 1992, and the issue appeared to have been resolved for the moment. 

But later on when US Secretary of State Warren Christopher visited Kazakhstan in 1993 the 
country again refused to sign the NPT. Kazakhstan proposed a nuclear option of retaining nuclear 
weapons within its own territory, but the United States rejected this.129 Afterwards, on December 
25, 1993 Kazakhstan acquired cooperation from Russia in the area of energy as compensation for 
its nuclear renunciation,130 and it agreed to join the NPT as a non-nuclear weapon state on February 
14, 1994. On the same day it also signed the a Charter on Democratic Partnership with the United 
States, thereby acquiring support for its nuclear renunciation and security assurances from the United 
States.131 Kazakhstan disposed of all of its nuclear warheads as of April 24, 1995, and became a 
non-nuclear weapon state on May 24, 1995. What is more, in the summer of 1996 Russia’s armed 
forces destroyed its last silos, and by the end of 1996 Kazakhstan had fulfilled its obligations under 
START I. Immediately after concluding the partnership charter, a proposal for the conclusion of a 
regional non-aggression treaty with the United States and the United Kingdom was made by US 

125 “Strategic Nuclear Forces of the United States and the Commonwealth of Independent States,” Arms Control 
Today, Vol. 23, No. 4 (May 1993), p. 29. Richard L. Berke, “Prodded by Gore, Kazakhstan Signs Arms Accord,” 
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126 Sokov, Russian Strategic Modernization, p. 108.
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Secretary of Defense William J. Perry. However, Kazakhstan had already acceded to the Collec-
tive Security Treaty Organization (CSTO), and so it did not accept this proposal, choosing Russia’s 
nuclear umbrella instead.132

C. Belarus
Belarus adopted behavior that contrasted with that of Ukraine and Kazakhstan with regard to nuclear 
policy. Belarus acted in a more cooperative manner with Russia than either of the countries previ-
ously described in negotiations over nuclear weapons, and accepted denuclearization.133 After sign-
ing START I in April 1992, it ratified it on February 4, 1993 and consented to join the NPT as a 
non-nuclear weapon state on July 22, 1993.134 Furthermore, as part of START I it was scheduled to 
withdraw its ICBM RS-12 Topols to inside Russian Federation territory by December 5, 2001. But it 
completed the transfer on November 27, 1996, five years sooner than the deadline, and thus Belarus 
became a non-nuclear weapon state at this time.135

Policy-wise, Belarus was the most pro-Russian out of the CIS countries. In 1994 Alexander 
Lukashenko of the pro-Russian faction became president, after which its integration with Russia 
gradually moved forward. This progressed through the conclusion of the Treaty for the Creation of 
a Commonwealth in April 1994, the Treaty on the Union of Belarus and Russia in April 1997, and 
the Charter of the Union of Belarus and Russia in May 1997, to the conclusion of the Treaty on the 
Creation of a Union State of Russia and Belarus on January 26, 2000. It could also be claimed that 
the union between the two countries in terms of security had grown stronger in accordance with 
this. President Lukashenko has been called “Europe’s last dictator” by Western countries for his 
iron-fisted political constitution,136 and strong criticism has been leveled against his administration. 
For this reason, burdened by concerns over political intervention from the West, Belarus is greatly 
interested in nuclear weapons. The possibility that Belarus will request the deployment of Russia’s 
nuclear weapons to its own country in the future as its formation of a union with Russia progresses 
cannot be denied. In 2004 the Ministry of Defense of Belarus announced that it had not yet disposed 
of launch towers for Topol (SS-25 Sickel) 79 missiles which are located at a depth of 30 meters 
underground for lack of an effective means of destroying them.137 These missile launching pads for 
strategic nuclear weapons remain in Belarusian territory, and the possibility that nuclear weapons 
may once again be deployed to Belarus in the future cannot be denied. 

132 Yuasa, “Chuo Ajia Shokoku no Taigai Seisaku no Aratana Tenkai [New Developments in the Foreign Policies of 
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(2) CIS’ Nuclear Policy 
A. Russia’s Nuclear Umbrella
Concerning the handling of the former Soviet Union’s nuclear weapons, the CIS countries concluded 
the Agreement on Joint Measures Regarding Nuclear Weapons (Soglashenie o Sovmestnykh Merakh 
v Otnoshenii Yadernogo Oruzhiya) on December 21, 1991, the CIS Agreement on Strategic Forces 
(Soglashenie Mezhdu Gosudarstvami- uchastnikami Sodruzhestva Nezavisimykh Gosudarstv po 
Strategicheskim Silam) on December 30, 1991, and the CIS Agreement on the Position of Strategic 
Forces (Soglashenie Mezhdu Gosudarstvami-uchastnikami Sodruzhestva Nezavisimykh Gosudarstv 
o Statuse Strategicheskikh sil) on February 14, 1992. These agreements provided that the nuclear 
weapons of the former Soviet Union were to ensure the collective security of all of the CIS member 
countries, and stipulated that the CIS countries were to formulate their nuclear policy jointly. In 
addition, it stipulated that the CIS member countries would respect the intent to mutually create 
a non-nuclear zone, and would strive to ultimately abolish nuclear weapons. However, the plan 
to create unified CIS forces and place all of the former Soviet Union’s nuclear weapons under the 
control of the tactical commanders of these unified forces ended without being implemented, as was 
previously mentioned.138

At present, CSTO has been established within CIS in the place of these unified forces. CSTO is a 
political and military alliance that was concluded between the six countries of Russia, Kazakhstan, 
Uzbekistan, Tajikistan, Kyrgyz, and Armenia on May 15, 1992 in Tashkent, Uzbekistan.139 Belarus, 
Azerbaijan, and Georgia joined in 1993, but in April 1999 Azerbaijan, Georgia, and Uzbekistan 
withdrew after the five year valid period for the initial treaty had ended. But Uzbekistan later rejoined 
in June 2006, and Armenia, Belarus, Kazakhstan, Kyrgyz, Russia, Tajikistan, and Uzbekistan are 
currently members. 

Russia institutionalized its nuclear assurance for CSTO member countries by stating in the CIS 
Collective Security Treaty Abstract that, “On the basis of Russia’s Military Doctrine, the Russian 
Federation’s strategic nuclear forces will provide a deterrent function for plans which carry the 
potential for the use of aggression against member countries.”140 Furthermore, the Russian side pro-
vided for its use of nuclear weapons in order to check aggression against its allies. This was stated 
in its National Security Concept, which says “Russia will provide deterrence in order to prevent 
any and all large-scale aggression against itself and its allies, with this including the use of nuclear 
weapons.”141 Additionally, the Russian Federation Military Doctrine (hereinafter referred to as the 
“Military Doctrine”) states that “The Russian Federation reserves the right to use nuclear weapons 
in response to the use of nuclear weapons or other weapons of mass destruction against itself or 

138 I. Lyutov, “SNG; Problem Sodruzhestba i Kollektivnaya Bezopasnost’ (CIS: Problems of Cooperation and Col-
lective Security),” Haslegie <http://www.nasledie.ru/politvne/18_20/article.php?art=73>, accessed on May 18, 
2007.

139 Nazarbaev, Gekido no Junen [10 Years of Turmoil], pp. 140-145.
140 “Kontseptsiya kollektivnoy vezopasnosti gosudarstv- uchastnikov Dogovora o kollektivnoy bezopasnosti [Con-

cept of a Colletive Security Agreement],” Ofitsial’noe Internet-predsmavitel’ ODKB, February 10, 1995, <http://
www.mamf.ru/odkb/jubilee/index.htm>, accessed on September 20, 2007.

141 Mentioned in the December 1997 and January 2000 issues of “Kokka Anzen Hosho Gainen [Concept of National 
Security].” “O Kontseptsii natsional’noy bezopasnosti Rossiyskoy Federatsii [Concept of National Security for 
the Russian Federation],” Sovet Bezapasnosti Rossiyskoy Federatsii, January 10, 2000, <http://www.scrf.gov.ru/
documents/1.html>, accessed on September 18, 2007.
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its allies.”142 This clearly stipulates that Russia will use nuclear weapons in the event that nuclear 
weapons or weapons of mass destruction are used against its allies. 

With regard to nuclear expanded deterrence for the Warsaw Treaty Organization, while pledges 
are made to not use nuclear weapons, such as Brezhnev’s “no first use” pledge, it is rare when a 
pledge is explicitly made “to use” such weapons. But for Russia’s nuclear umbrella covering CSTO, 
the use of nuclear weapons was declared, with the structure of its Military Doctrine formalizing the 
conditions for their use. What is more, this was also characterized by the fact that allies falling under 
Russia’s expanded deterrence organized a unified air defense system that was in charge of part of 
Russia’s nuclear defense system, as will be mentioned in the next section. 

B. CIS’ Unified Air Defense System 
The unified air defense system is an air defense structure that was created within the framework of 
the Collective Security Treaty from Almaty, Republic of Kazakhstan, on February 10, 1995.143 It is 
comprised of an air defense network within CIS territory consisting of ground-based missiles and 
air units.144 The member countries include Armenia, Belarus, Georgia, Kazakhstan, Kyrgyz, Rus-
sia, Tajikistan, Turkmenistan, Uzbekistan, and Ukraine. The unified air defense system consists of 
four air defense brigades; nine ground-based missile units that have S-125, S-75, S-200, and S-300 
ground-based missile systems; 22 combat squadrons equipped with MiG-23, MiG-29, MiG-31, and 
Su-27 fighter jets; 19 wireless technology units, and two wireless units.145 In September 1996 full 
deployments by member countries that were termed “battle ready forces” were initiated.146 Moreover, 
beginning in September 1998, it has conducted joint air defense unit exercises every year under the 
name “combat cooperation.” Though the unified air defense system is open to all CIS countries, 
those member countries that are actually active in it include CSTO member countries Armenia, 
Belarus, Kazakhstan, Kyrgyz, Russia, and Uzbekistan. Neither Georgia nor Turkmenistan has taken 
part in any unified air defense system programs since 1997.147

Secretary Aleksandr Sinayskiy of the CIS Defense Ministers Council has stated that the unified air 
defense system is the “foundation of the CIS in terms of quotas and entitlements.”148 In other words, 
the unified air defense system is the entitlement to protect one’s own country for the security of the 
CIS countries, while on the other hand it has the nuance of being a quota because they enjoy the 

142 “Voennaya Doktrina Rossiyskoy Federatsii [Military Doctrine of the Russian Federation], Sovet Bezapasnosti 
Rossiyskoy Federatsii, April 21, 2000, < http://www.scrf.gov.ru/documents/33.html>, accessed on September 18, 
2007.

143 Article based on interview with Aleksandr Sinaisky, Secretary of the CIS Council of Defense Ministers. Oleg 
Gorupay, “Obshchiy Prioritet-Bezopasnost’ [Basic Priorities],” Krasnaya zvezda, February 13, 2007, <http://
www.redstar.ru/2007/02/13_02/3_04.html>, accessed on March 6, 2007.

144 Article based on interview with Deputy Commander-in-Chief of the Russian Air Force, Lieutenant General Aytech 
Bizhev. Oleg Falichev, Vlagimir Drik, “Na Strazhe Interesov Sodruzhestva [Guarding Common Interests],” BPK, 
No. 5 (2005) <http://www.vpk-news.ru/article.asp?pr_sign=archive.2005.72.articles.army_04>, accessed on 
November 12, 2007.

145 Ibid.
146 Deployment is by the six countries Armenia, Belarus, Kazakhstan, Kyrgyzstan, Russia, and Uzbekistan. 

Gorupay, “Obshchiy Prioritet-Bezopasnost’,” Krasnaya zvezda, February 13, 2007, <http://www.redstar.
ru/2007/02/13_02/3_04.html>, accessed on June 2, 2007.

147 Bizhev, “Na Strazhe Interesov Sodruzhestva.”
148 Gorupay, “Obshchiy Prioritet-Bezopasnost’.”
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security of CIS.149 It was no secret that the former Soviet Union’s armed forces maintained a missile 
defense system, with most of these facilities and units having been deployed to the CIS countries 
on the outer border of modern-day Russia, which were the countries of the Soviet Union’s border 
zone. But since most of these were eliminated when the Soviet Union collapsed, Russia lost the vast 
majority of its air defense capabilities, aside from the air defense missile facilities whose duties were 
overseen by its space force.150 Furthermore, the accession to NATO by member countries of the for-
mer Warsaw Treaty Organization served to deprive Russia of its nuclear buffer zone at the same time. 
When considered in light of these facts, although nothing has been clearly stipulated, the unified air 
defense system in the CSTO member countries and CIS is supplementing this lost function.

The significance of Russia’s nuclear forces has been on the rise in recent years, which has been 
coupled with the fact that Russia is playing a central role in strengthening the CIS unified air defense 
system. In March 2000 the combat ready forces were charged with the duty of securing air space. 
Plus, there are also plans to expand the unified air defense system out to Eastern Europe, Central 
Asia, and Kazakhstan. Russia and Belarus have already entered into a written agreement regarding 
the establishment of a unified regional air defense system, and are carrying out joint air defense 
activities. The CSTO member countries are situated so that they surround the Russian Federation, 
and the claim could be made that instead of acquiring the assurance of its nuclear umbrella from 
Russia, they have instead been charged with the role of being a protective barrier to oversea the outer 
edge of Russia’s nuclear defense system.

C. CIS’ Tactical Nuclear Weapons 
The transfer of the former Soviet Union’s tactical nuclear weapons from inside the Warsaw Pact ter-
ritory to the Soviet Union began in 1989. After the collapse of the Soviet Union, all of the strategic 
nuclear weapons within the territory of CIS countries were then sent to Russia in 1996.151 These 
are currently stored in the armory of the 12th Main Directorate for the General Staff of the Armed 
Forces of the Russian Federation, and ground-based tactical nuclear weapons are not deployed even 
within Russian territory.152 But as NATO’s expansion has proceeded, the gap in conventional forces 
between CSTO and NATO widened, and so the redeployment of tactical nuclear weapons is being 
reconsidered in order to make up for this inferiority in conventional forces. Russia is particularly 
concerned about Kaliningrad, the enclave, and is arguing for the need to deploy strategic nuclear 

149 Ol’ga Kolesnichenko, “Energeticheskaya Voyna i Dipromachiya [Energy Strategy and Diplomacy],” VPK, No. 
24 (2007) <http://www.vpk-news.ru/print.asp?pr_sign=archive.2007.190.articles.conception_01>, accessed on 
August 10, 2007.

150 Article based on interview with Colonel Sergey Nikolaevich Gusev, head of the bureau for the introduction of 
missile and space defense systems. Sergey Gusev, “RKO Vsegda Nadezhda [There Are Always Expectations for 
Missile and Space Systems],” Krasnaya zvezda, October 4, 2007, <http://www.redstar.ru/2007/10/04_10/5_03.
html>, accessed on November 7, 2007.

151 The CIS countries except for Ukraine transferred all of their tactical nuclear weapons to Russia in 1993.
152 Dmitriy Litovkin, “Sotrudnichestvo 12-go Glavnogo upravleniya ministerstva oborony RF i ministerstva ovorony 

SShA po Programme Covmestnogo umen'sheniya ugrozy [Cooperation between the 12 Authorities of the Defense 
Ministry of the Russian Federation and the US Department of Defense regarding a Joint Program to Reduce 
Threats],” Nauchnye Zapiski, No. 13 (PIR Center, 2000)  <http://pircenter.org/board/article.php3?artid=201>, 
accessed on May 25, 2007.
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weapons there.153

Furthermore, there are states among the CIS countries that have been labeled as autocratic states by 
the West, such as Belarus and Kazakhstan, which feel a strong threat from the West. Some countries 
have emerged from among these which desire the redeployment of Russia’s tactical nuclear weapons 
to their own countries. For example, at United Shield 2006, which is a joint military exercise between 
Russia and Belarus, President Lukashenko of Belarus stated that the use of tactical nuclear weapons 
should not be renounced in case there is a threat to the Russian-Belarusian union, and intimated 
that such weapons should be deployed to Belarusian territory.154 Additionally, cooperative relations 
between Russia and Belarus concerning nuclear weapons are believed to be growing stronger, as 
evidenced by the participation of the TU-160 strategic bomber and the A-50 early-warning aircraft 
in Union Shield 2006, as well as the fact that drills envisioning and assuming the use of a nuclear 
weapon were carried out there.155

(3) CIS’ Nuclear Policy and Russia’s Nuclear Umbrella
Initially, Russia’s plan was to create CIS unified forces and conduct the uniform management of 
nuclear weapons beneath such strategic forces, thereby sharing nuclear weapons with other CIS 
nuclear powers. But given that the countries set out to establish their own forces, CIS’ nuclear policy 
was converted to a concept for a collective security structure under Russia’s nuclear umbrella. How-
ever, this differs significantly from the “nuclear umbrella” relations of the Soviet Union and its allies 
in the Warsaw Pact. Compared to the Soviet Union’s “nuclear umbrella” in the Warsaw Pact, which 
did not explicitly stipulate the use of nuclear weapons, the nuclear umbrella offered by Russia clearly 
states that nuclear weapons are not simply a deterrent, but are to be used as weapons. Furthermore, it 
has also formalized their use. Conversely, rather than being secured by Russia’s nuclear umbrella, the 
member countries have undertaken the obligation to assume the role of a forward buffer for Russia’s 
nuclear weapons which overlooks the outer edge of an air defense system network that is centered 
in Russia. 

Owing to the experience from the Kosovo Crisis from spring of 1999, Belarus, Kazakhstan, and 
other states which have been labeled autocratic countries by the West have shown greater interest in 
nuclear weapons as a means to ensure that the structures in their own countries are maintained. Con-
versely, the threat of international terrorism is on the rise, and the possibility of suffering from terror-
ism via nuclear weapons is undeniable. As such, some CIS countries are increasing their dependence 
on Russia’s extended deterrence. Against this background, Uzbekistan rejoined CSTO in 2006, and 
Ukraine resumed air defense system joint exercises with Russia starting in 2007. As recognition of 
the necessity of extended deterrence via nuclear weapons continues to grow in the CIS countries, 
Russia’s nuclear umbrella has shown a tendency to broaden. 

153 Nikolay Poroskov, “Tema Takticheskogo yadernogo oruzhiya budet podnimat’sya eshche ne raz [The Theme of 
Tactical Nuclear Weapons is Taken up More than Once],” VPK, No. 27 (2006) <http://www.vpk-news.ru/ print.
asp?pr_sign=archive.2006.143.articles.army_04>, accessed on June 19, 2006.

154 The Russia side denies the deployment of tactical nuclear weapons in Belarus. Ibid.
155 Igor’ Plugataryov, “Antinftovskiy shchit [The Shield against NATO],” Nezavisimoe Boennoe Obozrenie (June 16, 

2006) <http://nvo.ng,ru//forces/2006-06-16/1_shield.html>, accessed on June 21, 2006.
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Conclusion
No one denies that nuclear weapons play a significant role in international politics. If a nation’s 

vital national interests are hinged on its survival, then the problem of nuclear weapons is directly 
relevant. Nuclear strategy has thus been a central issue in security studies during the Cold War era. 
While some argue that nuclear weapons have lost their importance in the 21st century relative to dur-
ing the Cold War era, the problem of how to handle the threats posed by nuclear weapons continues 
to be one of the most important issues in the current security environment.

Premised on this problem consciousness, this paper has looked at how countries and regions other 
than the United States and Russia, which still have vast nuclear capabilities on their own, have coped 
with the threat of nuclear weapons. The case of the United Kingdom demonstrates that extended 
deterrence from an ally is not necessarily a factor in a country refraining from its own nuclear arma-
ment. The United Kingdom has emphasized having its own nuclear weapons during the Cold War era, 
deeming them as a means to strengthen the extended deterrence of the United States. It has declared 
that it will continue to possess nuclear capability in order to prepare for uncertain threats even after 
the Cold War, and it believes that having its own nuclear strategy will enhance its security.     

Sweden and Taiwan, like the United Kingdom, expect to have the extended deterrence of the 
United States. However, they also aimed to possess their own nuclear weapons, but gave up along 
the way. As pointed out in this paper, their decisions were based on factors such as the effects of 
measures to strengthen the nuclear umbrella and the high political and economic costs of acquiring 
nuclear weapons. They should be considered as cases in which a decision was made in contrast to 
that of the United Kingdom.

Finally, as for the nuclear policies of CIS, these former republics of the Soviet Union lost their 
backing from the extended deterrence provided by the Soviet Union when they became independent, 
and this paper describes how they are coping with the threat of nuclear weapons after the Cold War. 
CIS countries in particular play a role in the air defense system of Russia since they are on the outer 
edges of that country, and in return they enjoy the nuclear umbrella that Russia provides. Among CIS 
countries, authoritarian states are increasing, and many of them feel that they are being pressured by 
the Western nations toward democratization. Some of the countries are thus proactively emphasizing 
the significance of being under Russia’s nuclear umbrella in order to maintain their regimes, and they 
will continue to work to ensure the extended deterrence of Russia.

As stated above, in order to clarify the background to decisions surrounding nuclear weapons by 
countries and regions in different strategic environments, this paper has taken up the nuclear policies 
of Taiwan, Sweden and CIS countries, which are cases that have very rarely been covered in previous 
studies in Japan. These cases are not exhaustive, however, and it is undoubtedly essential to carry 
out comparative studies including large numbers of other cases, regardless of whether the countries 
being studied are nuclear or non-nuclear. In particular, while a few countries have chosen the path of 
nuclear armament, many countries have chosen to be nuclear-free, and clarifying the background to 
this choice is extremely important for explaining the rationality of the policy of Japan. The situation 
in which all countries are faced with the threat of nuclear weapons but not all of them aim to possess 
such weapons is referred to as the puzzle of nuclear proliferation. Both in Europe and the United 
States, case studies are being done on multiple countries from the perspective of clarifying the causes 
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of this puzzle.156

Currently, North Korea is moving forward with the development of nuclear weapons, and multi-
national efforts continue to be made to stop North Korea from possessing such weapons. One nega-
tive effect of North Korea having nuclear weapons is that concerns have arisen about the possibility 
of Japan arming itself with nuclear weapons and this resulting in chain-reaction-type proliferation.157 

Nevertheless, in Japan, the choice of nuclear armament is not necessarily thought of as being ratio-
nal, and such a policy would not receive proactive support from the public. That said, as long as 
such concerns exist centering on countries outside of Japan, it will be necessary to explain to other 
countries about the rationality of Japan’s current policy choice to remain non-nuclear. To this end, 
further research, particularly comparative case studies, should be conducted in this field in order to 
identify critical factors at work behind the puzzle of nuclear proliferation.

156 For major research, see Campbell, Einhorn, and Reiss, eds., The Nuclear Tipping Point; Jacques E.C. Hymans, The 
Psychology of Nuclear Proliferation: Identity, Emotions and Foreign Policy (New York: Cambridge University 
Press, 2006) and Etel Solingen, Nuclear Logics: Alternative Paths in East Asia and the Middle East (Princeton, 
N.J.: Princeton University Press, 2007). As for a discussion regarding “the puzzle of nuclear proliferation,” see 
Zachary S. Davis and Benjamin Frankel, eds., The Proliferation Puzzle: Why Nuclear Weapons Spread and What 
Results (London: Frank Cass, 1993).

157 For example, Harvard Professor Graham Allison, who is the foremost authority on the nuclear issue in the United 
States, points out the possibility that the possession of nuclear weapons by North Korea could lead Japan to go 
nuclear and this could spread throughout Asia. Graham Allison, “A Cascade of Nuclear Proliferation,” Interna-
tional Herald Tribune, December 17, 2004. Recently as well, a report by the US Congressional Research Service 
published in May 2008 points out that nuclear testing by North Korea in October 2006 and efforts by China to 
modernize its military have given Japan incentive to build its own nuclear deterrent force based on the existence of 
such concerns. Emma Chanlett-Avery and Mary Beth Nikitin, “Japan’s Nuclear Future: Policy Debate, Prospects, 
and U.S. Interests,” CRS Report for Congress, RL34487 (May 9, 2008).


