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Abstract

In 1996, at a special session of the United Nations General Assembly, the Comprehensive Test Ban 

Treaty (CTBT) was opened for signature.  Within one week, seventy states, including all five 

nuclear-weapon states, signed the Treaty.  This brought to an end fifty years of both nuclear tests 

and nuclear test-ban negotiations.  For many states, the achievement of the CTBT was a major 

success for nuclear arms control.

New Zealand played an important role in the early stages of the CTBT negotiation.  Every 

year from 1972, New Zealand and Australia tabled a resolution in the General Assembly calling for 

a CTBT.  After two decades of diplomacy, the resolution was adopted by consensus in 1993, 

allowing negotiation for a CTBT to take place in the Conference on Disarmament.

Substantive negotiation for a CTBT began in 1993, but test-ban negotiations had been 

taking place almost since the start of nuclear testing in 1945.  Like many other nuclear arms control 

issues, the negotiations had been dominated by the United States and the Soviet Union.  Engaged in 

their own nuclear arms race, the two superpowers pursued their own bilateral nuclear arms control 

negotiations to manage their strategic relationship.  Until the CTBT negotiation, multilateral nuclear 

arms control was mostly limited to the Treaty for the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons (NPT). 

The NPT reflected the desire of many non-nuclear states to become involved in nuclear arms 

control and use multilateral agreements to place obligations on the nuclear-weapon states.

While both bilateral and multilateral nuclear arms control often languished due to 

disagreements, multilateral nuclear arms control negotiation has also dealt with the complexity of 

reconciling the perspectives of many states.  This complexity has made the use of negotiation 

theories difficult, although if used pragmatically, theory can be a useful tool for the study of 

negotiation events.  Through the test-ban resolution, New Zealand was able to contribute to the 

process of reaching consensus by acting as a facilitator.  New Zealand is a good example of how a 

small non-nuclear state can make a useful contribution in multilateral nuclear arms control 

negotiation, typically dominated by large nuclear-weapon states, and still advance its national 

interests.
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Chapter 1: Introduction, contents, methods, and terms

Introduction

This thesis explores the role of a small state in multilateral nuclear arms control.  A case study of 

New Zealand's participation in the pre-negotiation of the Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty (CTBT) 

is used as an example of a small state trying to achieve its goals for nuclear arms control in a 

multilateral negotiation.  The progress of nuclear arms control efforts is described and several 

problems and limitations introduced.  The case study suggests that small states, such as New 

Zealand, have tried to create larger, more substantial roles for themselves in the nuclear arms 

control process.  However, overcoming their limitations has been difficult.

This chapter is divided into three sections.  Firstly, the contents of this thesis are described, 

focusing on the two themes and seven propositions.  Secondly, the research methods are described, 

including analytical approaches, and the use of primary and secondary material.  Thirdly, the terms 

nuclear weapon and arms control are defined.  These three sections serve as the introduction to the 

thesis and indicate how the detail in the rest of thesis fits into an orderly framework. 

Contents 

Themes

Two general themes run throughout the thesis.  The themes create a broad conceptual framework 

and suggest the general perspective of the author as he conceives this topic.  The two themes give 

rise to seven more specific propositions, which are described following an outline of the two 

themes.

The first theme is the political nature of nuclear arms control negotiations.  Each negotiation 

has different features that lead to, or prevent, certain outcomes.  There is no uniform prescription 

for producing an agreement, nor is there a universal model that explains outcomes.  The record of 

nuclear arms control shows that each agreement is achieved only with much difficulty in a process 

that can take years or even decades.  There are many factors that influence outcomes: different 

perspectives of the states involved, the personalities of the negotiators, historical processes, 

domestic politics inside the states involved, technological issues, and changes in technology. 

Factors that may be regarded as constants at one moment may be variables, or even invalid, at the 
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next.  So if each negotiation for a nuclear arms control agreement is distinct, it is therefore 

extremely problematic to apply a single prescriptive or descriptive model to all negotiation case 

studies; the real world is not as simple as observers might like.  The approach taken by this thesis is 

to treat each nuclear arms control negotiation as a political event, rather than a technical process. 

Negotiation theory is useful to help comprehend some negotiation events, but as is discussed below 

and in Chapter 2, there are limitations to using theoretical ideas.  Bilateral negotiations appear to fit 

more closely to the traditional theoretical models of negotiation.   However, multilateral 

negotiations, with dozens of states, are much more complex.  One phase of the CTBT negotiation is 

described in a case study (see Chapter 8) as an example of complexity in multilateral nuclear arms 

control.

The second theme is that nuclear arms control has been successful only when those states 

with nuclear weapons, or related technology, have agreed to accept restraints.  The bilateral nuclear 

arms control process has yielded significant results, but its slow pace has caused justifiable 

frustration amongst other states.  States outside the bilateral process have tried to multilateralise 

nuclear arms control by shifting the emphasis to multilateral nuclear arms control.  The Treaty on 

the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons (NPT) and the CTBT are examples of multilateral 

nuclear arms control.  The bilateral process has involved some degree of pressure from other states 

but has largely been the result of the United States and the Soviet Union/Russia reassessing their 

relationship with each other.  Other states have been involved, but only in facilitating consensus or 

assisting in procedural matters.  Even in multilateral nuclear arms control, concessions have come 

from the nuclear-weapon states only when conditions were to their liking.  The opportunities for 

small, non-nuclear states (such as New Zealand) to participate in the nuclear arms control field has 

been limited.  Such states have limited opportunities to obtain nuclear arms control agreements 

because they have limited influence, and due to their lack of nuclear weapons and technology, 

limited bargaining power.  Multilateral nuclear arms control is however a means by which these 

states can contribute.  The idea that small states such as New Zealand can make useful contributions 

is explored as part of this theme.

These two themes will be referred to throughout this thesis and will be revisited in the final 

chapter.  To supplement and reinforce the two themes, this thesis reaches seven conclusions, based 

on the propositions outlined below.

Main propositions and the progression of chapters

The material presented in this thesis allows conclusions to be made on the following seven 

propositions, and a chapter has been devoted to each.
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1. Negotiation theory does not provide a universal model of explanation for all nuclear arms 

control negotiations.  Negotiation theory is, however, useful as a tool for analysing and 

comprehending complex negotiation events, sometimes using new terms and definitions.

2. Nuclear weapons have been a feature of security policies of many states since 1945.  Despite 

changes in the international environment, nuclear weapons are still given a priority by many 

states.  Deployments of nuclear weapons have been reduced in number, but their utility has not.

3. Efforts at controlling the proliferation of nuclear weapons have been hampered by the security 

policies behind nuclear weapons and the strategies that have evolved to implement these 

policies.  Also, the close relationship between civilian and military uses of nuclear technology 

increases the difficulty of non-proliferation efforts.

4. The bilateral nuclear arms control process has produced some notable outcomes.  However, the 

bilateral process has been based only on the relationship between the United States and the 

Soviet Union/Russia.  This relationship has not been conducive to rapid progress in nuclear 

arms control, and, by its nature, has exempted or excluded other states from nuclear arms 

control.

5. States have pursued multilateral nuclear arms control negotiations as a means of expanding the 

bilateral process.  Multilateral nuclear arms control negotiation means greater complexity and 

the mixed results.  The difficulty of ensuring universal agreement is perhaps the greatest 

limitation.

6. Despite fluctuations in public opinion and changes in government policies, the official policy of 

New Zealand on nuclear arms control has been moderate and pragmatic.  To achieve its goals, 

New Zealand played an active role in multilateral nuclear arms control forums, particularly in 

its sponsorship of a test-ban resolution in the United Nations General Assembly (UNGA).

7. New Zealand had difficulty achieving some of its preferences for the language in its test-ban 

resolution, particularly given the positions of the nuclear-weapon states.  New Zealand was, 

however, able to play a useful role as a facilitator of consensus and advance its national 

interests.

As noted, a chapter is devoted to expanding each of these propositions.  The chapters 

therefore progress as follows.  Chapter 2 discusses the different theoretical approaches that can be 

taken to any study of political events.  Useful theoretical ideas on negotiation are identified and the 

way in which these ideas are used in this thesis is explained.  Chapter 3 describes the nuclear world 

with a brief history of nuclear developments.  It also discusses current nuclear security policies and 

deployments of nuclear weapons.  Chapter 4 discusses the problems of proliferation, introduces the 

evolution of nuclear strategy, and outlines the relationship between civilian and military nuclear 
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technologies.  Chapter 5 describes the bilateral nuclear arms control process.  As this is a huge 

subject area, the discussion is restricted to the main negotiation issues and the important bilateral 

agreements.  Chapter 6 describes the multilateral nuclear arms control process, again focusing on 

the main issues and agreements.  Issues of complexity are also discussed and limitations of 

multilateral nuclear arms control are noted.  Chapter 7 reviews New Zealand's approach to nuclear 

arms control and suggests that changes in public perceptions have distracted from a relatively 

consistent official policy.  As an example of New Zealand's policies, its goals for a nuclear test ban 

are explored in detail.  Chapter 8 introduces the case study of the CTBT and uses theoretical ideas 

to expand on New Zealand's involvement in the pre-negotiation phase.  This chapter argues that 

even though there were difficulties for New Zealand, the test-ban resolution was a good example of 

how a small state can play a useful role in helping to facilitate consensus in a multilateral nuclear 

arms control negotiation.  Chapter 9 brings together the conclusions from each chapter and 

reiterates the themes of this thesis.

Research methods

Approaches

The study of nuclear arms control negotiation draws on a vast amount of published academic 

literature.  It is a dynamic field and world events dictate that perspectives must be constantly 

changing.  Like many other studies, the background information in this thesis is a synthesis of that 

already available in published literature, recast from this author’s perspective.  Some aspects of 

nuclear weapons and the nuclear arms race are not covered in detail and any reader interested in 

following up on some of the debates should use the footnotes and the literature review in Appendix 

1 as a guide.  The secondary material has been used to allow the author to present New Zealand's 

involvement in the CTBT in a broader framework.  The background material covers the period up 

until the end of 1998; late-breaking news relevant to this thesis at the time of printing is noted in 

Chapter 9.

This thesis breaks new ground by constructing a case study of New Zealand’s involvement 

in the CTBT negotiation process, principally as a key participant in the pre-negotiation phase, using 

official files previously unexplored by scholars.1  While the CTBT itself has received significant 

academic and public attention, New Zealand's role has received only limited public attention and 

even less academic attention.  This thesis presents an account of New Zealand's involvement with 

the CTBT negotiation, covering both the historical background, and a detailed case study of the pre-
1 Pre-negotiation and the phases of the CTBT negotiation are discussed in Chapters 2, 6 and 8.
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negotiation phase from official perspectives.

The approach taken for both the background material and the discussion of New Zealand's 

role is one largely of historical narrative: dates, events and commentary.  However, the approach is 

somewhat deeper than this in that the material is presented so as to expand on the seven 

propositions and has the two themes running through it.  The approach is also to focus not just on 

the various agreements in nuclear arms control history, but also on the negotiation processes that 

led to those agreements.  It is the events in the negotiation and the actions of the negotiators, 

particularly New Zealand's perceptions and initiatives, that are of primary interest to this thesis.

Consistent with the second theme of this thesis, the use of theory is somewhat 

circumscribed.  Chapters 3 to 7 are essentially background and historical and receive limited 

theoretical treatment.  Chapter 8 is concerned with the role of small states and the example of New 

Zealand, and is more relevant to a theoretical discussion.  Negotiation has been subjected to 

theoretical interpretations and theory used as a guide for analysing negotiation in an extensive body 

of literature (see Chapter 2).  This literature has served to enrich the field of negotiation study.  But, 

there is some difficulty in applying theoretical ideas or models to actual negotiations.  One 

approach is to use events to validate a theory.  This approach focuses on the theory, but as noted 

above, the focus of this thesis is on the events of the negotiation.  Another approach is to use 

negotiation theory to explain outcomes.  A theory of bargaining relationships could therefore be 

used to explain why certain concessions in a negotiation were made.  This approach seems more 

relevant to this thesis, but is again problematic.  A theme of this thesis is that negotiations are 

dynamic events that draw on factors that are constantly changing and governed by inputs that are 

often unique to a certain situation.  It is therefore unlikely that a single theory will be sufficient to 

explain all events, and if it can, perhaps that theory is too broad to be of use.  The focus would 

become one of finding a theory or modifying a theory to explain events, once again detracting from 

the detail of those events.  A final problem that theorists are now starting to address is the use of 

bilateral concepts of bargaining in the increasingly complex world of multilateral negotiation.

The pragmatic approach of this thesis is to focus on the negotiations themselves and the 

richness of their nature; the shifting subtleties of action and reaction are given more attention than 

the rigidities of theoretical models.  Negotiation theory is however a useful tool.  There have been 

some excellent theories, published by accomplished academics, that have been very concerned with 

the real world as opposed to a world of mathematical equations, probabilities and Prisoners’ 

Dilemmas.  Negotiation theories of this type serve to enrich and colour actual events, and can serve 

as a framework to conceptualise those events.  Negotiation theory can introduce new language and 

new means of viewing complex processes.  Of particular interest to this thesis is William Zartman’s 
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work on multilateral negotiations and William Habeeb’s study of how small states bargain with 

large states.  Chapter 2 contains a more complete discussion on the use of theory for the case study 

on New Zealand's involvement in the CTBT pre-negotiation.

Research material: primary sources

The primary material used in this thesis for the case study were files from New Zealand's Ministry 

of Foreign Affairs and Trade (MFAT).  This author received unrestricted access to very recent 

material (up to October 1996) and would like to acknowledge that without this material, and the 

assistance of staff in the International Security and Arms Control Division at MFAT, the case study 

would not have been possible.  This material was supplemented by interviews conducted by the 

author with MFAT personnel and several key commentators in this field.

The author made three study trips to Wellington and spent approximately two weeks in total 

working through the file material.  The files dealing with nuclear arms control were divided into 

two series, the first covering the period from 1972 to 1988, the second covering 1989 to the end of 

1996.  In terms of volume, the two series were similar.  This reflected the increased amount of 

attention given to CTBT issues as the prospects for actual formal negotiation increased in the early 

1990s.  The CTBT was the main nuclear arms control project covered by the files, although there 

was material on the NPT and related nuclear arms control matters.  The bulk of the material for the 

case study was taken from the second series of files.  The files viewed consisted mainly of cables 

between various diplomatic posts, most of them between Wellington, New York, Geneva and 

Canberra.  New York and Geneva were the centres of negotiation for the test-ban resolution. 

Canberra was also important because of the close relationship that New Zealand maintained with 

Australia throughout the resolution process.  Copies of cables from Australia’s Department of 

Foreign Affairs and Trade (DFAT) were also in the files.  The cables between New Zealand's posts 

proved to be the main source of information, rather than minutes from meetings or positional 

documents.  Changes in both New Zealand's perspectives and the positions of other states were 

reflected in the cables as different posts made recommendations and sought approval or clarification 

from Wellington.

There were twenty-five volumes in the second file series, with each volume being a large 

manila folder of material.  The author took seventy pages of hand-written notes.  The files were 

vetted by an MFAT official before being released and an agreement was made between the author 

and MFAT that a condition of access would be that MFAT be allowed to approve any material 

taken from the files before publication.  Photocopying of files was not permitted, except for specific 

documents.  Many of the files dealt with the confidential positions of other states and New 
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Zealand's own internal policy making processes.  These were marked “eyes only” to indicate their 

sensitive nature.  The process of viewing the files was expedited by the author’s previous 

experience with MFAT files from his MA thesis.  Small details like reading each file from back to 

front, as the most recent material is on top, minimised the time spent gaining familiarity with the 

file system.  The author also knew that the cables would probably prove to be the best source of 

information and was able to use their colour coding (blue from Wellington, pink from overseas) to 

quickly move to the more relevant material in each file.

Certain prioritising had to be done, simply to avoid becoming overwhelmed by the file 

material.  The files suggested that New Zealand gave equal attention to all the issues in both the 

test-ban resolution process in the UNGA and the negotiation of the CTBT in the Conference on 

Disarmament.  Even the smallest detail of administrative organisation for the CTBT Organisation or 

the particular language for the test-ban resolution received attention.  It only became clear as the 

files progressed which particular issues were the most important, and these are the issues that have 

received attention in Chapters 7 and 8.  Identifying these issues from both the explicit material and 

the subtext of the files was helpful to allow faster progress through the more recent files.  The 

specifics of certain issues, several of which occupied a lot of physical space in the files, were not as 

essential to New Zealand's negotiating position.

The final phase regarding the files was the submission of Chapter 8 to MFAT for vetting. 

Rather than being a constraint on what could be published, this proved to be a useful opportunity 

for the author to have several points amplified and clarified by MFAT officials.  The subtleties and 

nuances of language are central to diplomacy and conveying the appropriate meaning of statements 

was enhanced by the vetting process.  As noted in Chapter 8, the positions of many states that New 

Zealand dealt with regarding the CTBT were explained to New Zealand in confidence, and in 

accordance with the agreement with MFAT, have not been repeated here.  Explicit statements by 

the diplomats involved, the conduct of certain states in meetings, and the reasoning behind the 

policies that certain states adopted were all detailed in the files.  A reproduction of these might have 

made the case study more colourful, but their omission does not detract from the analysis.  A 

scholar requiring amplification of certain statements or conclusions in Chapter 8 should contact the 

author.

Research material: secondary sources

Any study of nuclear arms control negotiation can draw on a wide variety of literature.  There are 

many different factors and debates that are relevant: the nature of the nuclear arms race, 

technological developments, the history of nuclear arms control, and theories on negotiation.  A 
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thorough exploration of all the aspects related to nuclear arms control negotiation is beyond the 

scope of this thesis.  While many aspects are introduced, it will be necessary at some points to 

direct the reader to other sources.  If the reader wants to pursue other aspects of nuclear weapons, 

arms control and negotiation, the literature review in Appendix 1 can be used to find the necessary 

material.  Each chapter also contains ample footnotes where further reading can be found.  The 

secondary material used in this thesis comprises almost overwhelmingly of published academic 

works on nuclear weapons, nuclear arms control, and negotiation theory. While the library system 

at The University of Auckland does not have a definitive collection of books and journals related to 

nuclear weapons, it proved to be ample in assembling much of the necessary background material. 

The literature review in Appendix 1 surveys the available material and describes some of the books 

that this author found to be the most useful.  Because there are always changes taking place in the 

study of nuclear arms control, and new information regarding the CTBT negotiation was revealed 

during the writing of this thesis, the published books and articles are supplemented by a selection of 

media reports, commentary published by reputable commentators and research organisations on the 

Internet, and by personal comments made to the author by other academics.  Chapter 9 contains the 

most up to date material at the time of printing.

Definition of terms

Introduction

The purpose of this section is to define the terms nuclear weapon and arms control. These two 

definitions provide the starting point for the material presented in the remainder of the thesis. 

Negotiation is another important term, but as negotiation is closely related to the theoretical 

approaches of this thesis, it will be defined in Chapter 2. 

A definition of a nuclear weapon

Nuclear weapons were first referred to as atomic weapons, although the latter term has largely 

passed from usage due to the technological evolution of nuclear devices.2  The energy produced 

from a nuclear explosion comes from the nucleus of the atom; the term nuclear is therefore 

scientifically more accurate.  The term “atomic” is typically applied to early fission devices, and 

despite scientific inaccuracy, was used by scientists, politicians and observers alike.  A nuclear 

explosion is produced when a mass of rapidly assembled supercritical material, such as plutonium 

2 Lawrence Badash, Scientists and the Development of Nuclear Weapons: From Fission to the Limited Test Ban Treaty,  
1939-1963, New Jersey: Humanities Press, 1995.
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or enriched uranium, is split by neutron bombardment.  Nuclear energy is released when the atoms 

of the fissile material are split, unlike a chemical or conventional explosion where energy is 

produced by mixing elements, not splitting them.  Heavy elements such as plutonium and uranium 

are used because they are barely stable, and easier to assemble into a supercritical state.  The energy 

release from fission is significantly higher than a chemical reaction.  A hydro-nuclear experiment 

involves an explosion where the nuclear yield is less than the conventional yield.  This is termed 

zero-yield, even though there is a release of nuclear energy.  Hydro-nuclear experiments were 

controversial in the CTBT debate (see Chapters 6 and 8).

The first nuclear weapons involved a simple fission reaction where a mass of plutonium or 

enriched uranium (U-235) was sent supercritical by conventional explosives.3  Thermonuclear or 

hydrogen weapons were developed in the 1950s and use a small fission reaction to trigger a larger 

fusion reaction in isotopes of hydrogen such as deuterium or tritium, with lithium and deuterium 

mixed to form lithium deuteride as the preferred fuel.4  A fusion weapon produces more energy 

because there are two nuclear reactions and, in theory, unlimited amounts of hydrogen fuel can be 

fused.  So while the physical yield limit of a fission device is about 1 megaton, a thermonuclear 

weapon can be much larger.5   A third step can be added where the fusion reaction can trigger 

another fission reaction in a mantle of normally un-fissionable U-238.  This releases even more 

energy and a greater amount of radiation than a fission-fusion explosion.

The yield, or explosive energy, released by a nuclear explosion is measured in kilotons (kt) 

or megatons (mt), with one kiloton being equal to a kilo metric ton of TNT (trinitrotoluene, a 

conventional explosive).6  The energy released by nuclear explosions is therefore very high.  The 

yields of the Hiroshima and Nagasaki bombs were 12.5 kt and 20 kt respectively, significantly 

smaller than the devices in today’s arsenals.7  Nuclear weapons therefore produce an explosive 

force out of all proportion to the size of the device.  The technological advancements in weapon 

design and construction have allowed the production of devices with yields in the hundreds of 

kilotons that will fit into the boot of a mid-sized car.

The definition of a nuclear weapon can be divided into two parts: the warhead and the 

delivery system.  The warhead is the explosive device described above and the delivery system is 

3 U-235 is an isotope of uranium.  Isotopes are chemically identical; the 235 is the atomic mass, or the sum of the 
number of protons and neutrons in the atom.  U-235 must be extracted from naturally occurring U-238 where U-235 
makes up about 0.7 % of U-238.  This extraction process must be physical as the isotopes are chemically identical.  The 
extraction process is the most difficult part of building an nuclear weapon (see Chapter 4).
4 Robert Del Tredici. At Work in the Fields of the Bomb, New York: Perennial Library, 1997, p.131.
5 The largest fission device tested by the US was 500 kt.  The Soviet Union tested a 58 mt thermonuclear device that 
with modification could have produced a 150 mt explosion.  See the following footnote for a definition of kt and mt.
6 As the yield from conventional explosives can vary, this measurement is imprecise, but is still widely used.  There are 
several ways of abbreviating kiloton and megaton: KT, Kt and kt are all abbreviations for kiloton that appear in the 
literature.  This thesis uses kt and mt, much as one might abbreviate kilometre as km. 
7 Badash, cited above, p.54-55.
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the means to deliver the warhead to its target.  Delivery systems are typically missiles or aircraft, 

but with the proliferation of tactical nuclear weapons, nuclear warheads have been put in artillery 

shells, landmines, and depth charges.  Aircraft are often regarded as the traditional delivery systems 

because they can carry nuclear bombs; a state unable to develop ballistic or cruise missile 

technology can rely on aircraft to deliver its devices.  Aircraft can also carry other delivery systems 

such as rocket-fuelled Short Range Attack Missiles (SRAMs) or air-breathing, turbine-propelled 

cruise missiles.  

The most salient popular image of a nuclear weapon is the ballistic missile.  These delivery 

systems can be launched from either land, referred to as either Inter-Continental Ballistic Missiles 

(ICBMs) or Intermediate-Range Ballistic missiles depending on their range, or from submarines, 

called Submarine-Launched Ballistic Missiles (SLBMs).8  The missiles are ballistic because, unlike 

cruise missiles that fly themselves to their targets, they are propelled by rocket engines into orbit 

and are pulled by gravity to their targets.  The time it would take for an ICBM launched in Russia to 

travel to the United States is estimated to be around thirty minutes.  The travel time for SLBMs, that 

are launched closer to a target, would be even less.  The guidance for ballistic missiles relies on 

extremely complex gyroscopes inside the missile that monitor external forces on the missile.  This 

information is processed by a small navigational computer so that corrections during the boost 

phase can be made.  The latest guidance systems use stellar or satellite positioning to confirm the 

position of the rocket.  Further minor corrections can be made as the warheads leave the delivery 

rocket and in the terminal phase as they fall to earth.  It is in this area that significant advances have 

been made over the last two decades. 

Even with the advances in navigation for ballistic missiles, the actual accuracy of the 

warheads is difficult to calculate and subject to much scientific debate.9  Accuracy is often referred 

to using the measure of Circular Error Probable (CEP).  This is the radius of the circle where 50% 

of the warheads are likely to fall.10  CEP for different missile systems vary considerably.  The US 

Minuteman III ICBM has a CEP of 185 metres (a circle with a radius of 185 metres); the US 

Trident II SLBM is even more accurate with a CEP of 28 metres.11  Although slow flying, cruise 

missiles use terrain mapping technology and onboard sensors that allow cruise missiles to be 

accurate to within a few metres.  

The variety of nuclear weapons deployed by the five nuclear-weapon states has varied; 
8 ICBMs have a range of over 3000 nautical miles; IRBMs have a range between 1500 and 3000 nautical miles; missiles 
with shorter ranges are sometimes called Short-Range Ballistic Missiles, or Medium-Range Ballistic Missiles; 
definitions and ranges vary between sources.
9 For an excellent discussion see: Donald McKenzie, Inventing Accuracy: A Historical Sociology of Nuclear Missile  
Guidance, Cambridge, Mass.: the MIT Press, 1990.
10 It is not often mentioned where the other 50% of the warheads are likely to go, an unpredictable aspect of nuclear 
war.
11 Robert C. Aldridge, First Strike: the Pentagon’s Strategy for Nuclear War, London: Pluto Press, 1983, p. 59 & 96.
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Appendix 2 of this thesis lists the current deployments of nuclear weapons.  Chapters 3 and 4 

explore the nuclear world and the spread of nuclear technology.

A definition of arms control

This thesis is mainly concerned with nuclear arms control negotiation: the process by which nuclear 

arms control agreements are made.  However, it is important for the reader to have an 

understanding of the notion of arms control itself: what it is, what it does, and why it is useful. 

Arms control will firstly be defined as a process initiated by states for controlling the manufacture, 

deployment or use of arms.  Arms control will then be defined as the outcome of a policy process.  

Arms control is a complex notion.  Much of this complexity arises from the broadness of its 

application: arms control can apply to different types of arms, it can involve different types of 

control, and it can be supported by different state parties in a variety of contexts.  As a political 

process, arms control embodies aspects of international law, involves scientists and technical 

experts, and is guided by experts in language and drafting.  Ultimately however, the outcomes are 

dictated by politicians; state leaders make the final decisions and these decisions are made through 

negotiation.  

Arms control can be defined as a formal process whereby a state limits, reduces or restricts 

the quality, quantity or deployment of their arms, usually through a reciprocal agreement with one 

or more other states.  Arms control typically takes place during times of peace and usually creates 

formal regimes.  It is important not to confuse arms control with disarmament.  The latter entails 

completely removing and destroying a certain type of weapon: disarming.  Arms control seeks 

regulation and restriction for a particular purpose; arms control might have disarmament as its end 

goal, but this is not necessarily the case.

Arms control is a relatively recent concept: it arose out of the laws of war when those laws 

were found to be inadequate.  But why arms control?  As a political device, arms control imposes 

restrictions and controls that reduce the options available to a state in times of conflict.  One can 

suppose that arms control provides mutual benefit to the parties involved.  It is almost always the 

case that there must be mutual benefit for an arms control agreement to be signed.

Arms control involves the regulation the ability to wage war by altering the availability of 

weapons used by states.  As history has demonstrated, war has been a recurring feature of human 

interaction.  History is replete with examples of conflict among states or state-like parties.  ‘War is 

any prolonged conflict between rival political groups by force of arms.’12  As Clausewitz noted, war 

has been a policy used by states to achieve goals, much like any other type of political policy. ‘War 

12 Field Marshall Viscount Montgomery of Alamein, A History of Warfare, London: Collins, 1968, p.14.
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is nothing but the continuation of policy by other means.’13  But war between states can be 

immensely destructive and that destruction can ultimately prevent either side from making a 

political gain.  War may seem irrational, but the option to use war as a means to achieve goals has 

not been given up.  The impetus behind arms control was to acknowledge that war was a common 

occurrence, but that its effects could be mitigated.

Arms control can also reduce imbalances between states that might tempt one state to 

initiate war.  A preponderance of weapons in one state may induce that state to make war with 

others, possibly with uncertain effects.  Arms control may seek to redress that disparity in 

armaments and put different states on a more balanced footing.

To summarise, arms control:

• is a formal process whereby a state limits, reduces or restricts the quality, quantity or deployment 

of their arms, usually through a reciprocal agreement with one or more other parties;

• creates regimes that impose restrictions and controls that reduce the options available to a party 

to initiate conflict;

• involves the regulation of war by determining the types or numbers of weapons available to 

states, including the reduction of imbalances.

Arms control has also been the outcome of a policy process.  Arms control is the 

culmination of centuries of conflict and the inadequacies of the laws of war in regulating that 

conflict.  Arms control should be regarded as separate from the laws of war, but not incompatible 

with those laws.14  Arms control by definition is concerned with arms: the technical instruments of 

war.  The laws of war are concerned with the conduct of belligerents in a conflict.  Limitations on 

conduct through the laws of war have been difficult to agree and to enforce.  While arms control 

agreements will limit the actions available to combatants, such agreements do not directly regulate 

conduct.  

Arms control is therefore closely related to technology and technological change.  Certain 

assumptions about technology and war are useful to supplement the definition of arms control:

• while technology cannot always substitute for other ingredients of a successful armed action, 

technological superiority over an adversary can be used to confer a significant advantage;

• throughout history there has always been an emphasis on finding and using new technology in 

13 Carl von Clausewitz, On War, translated by Michael Howard and Peter Paret, Princeton: Princeton University Press, 
1976, p.197.  The two texts that the above statements are taken from are excellent sources of scholarly work on the 
complexities of war.  A more detailed, complex or comprehensive definition of war is not required for the ideas 
presented in the remainder of this chapter.
14 Useful sources on the laws of war are: Michael Howard, George J. Andreopoulos & Mark R. Shulman (eds.), The 
Laws of War: Constraints on Warfare in the Western World, New Haven: Yale University Press, 1994; Stockholm 
International Peace Research Institute (SIPRI), The Law of War and Dubious Weapons, Stockholm: Almqvist & 
Wiksell International, 1976.
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warfare – whether on its own or a part of a more complex strategic application;

• the pace of technological change has been rapid, and, since 1945, has reached a point where the 

general public has little conception of what these technologies make possible in modern 

warfare;

• weapons of mass destruction such as nuclear, chemical and biological weapons can have 

significant effects on combatants and also on populations not directly involved in a conflict.

The destructive power of modern weapons has made the value of arms control even greater than 

previously in history.  The development of new technology has increased the amount of destruction 

that states can inflict on each other, but arms control has allowed the consideration of new options 

for the regulation of conflict and opened up new avenues for cooperation between potential 

adversaries.

Summary 

This chapter has foreshadowed the contents of this thesis, described the research methods, 

previewed the literature review, and defined several key terms.  The primary goal of this thesis is to 

conclude on several propositions on nuclear arms control negotiation and to use New Zealand as a 

case study.  Theoretical ideas are used to add new terms and frameworks to complex negotiation 

events.  As the supplement to the narrative approach, negotiation theory is described in more detail 

in Chapter 2.

Nuclear weapons have been defined in technical terms in this chapter, and the reader should 

take away the impression that nuclear weapons are not simply the extension of conventional 

weapons by sophisticated technology, but a separate category of weapon that deserve special 

treatment because of their destructive force.  The technical details described here are supplemented 

by a discussion of the evolution of testing and deployment in Chapter 3.  The relationship between 

civilian and military uses of nuclear technology is discussed in Chapter 4.

Arms control has been defined as a formal process whereby a party limits, reduces or 

restricts the quality, quantity or deployment of their arms, usually through a reciprocal agreement 

with one or more other parties.  The focus of arms control is on the arms themselves and how 

regulation of arms can influence political and military relationships between states.  Arms control 

evolved out of the desire by states to use restrictions on military hardware to regulate conflict, 

rather than relying on laws of war, and by advances in the destructive power of modern weapons. 

Nuclear arms control agreements are described in Chapters 5 and 6.



Chapter 2: The application of negotiation theory

Introduction and contents

The most visible public image of nuclear arms control is when the leaders of the states involved pen 

their signatures to the agreement documents, typically with much ceremony.  This exercise is 

however only a small part in the formation of the agreement; in some cases it may not be the end of 

the work to be done on the agreement.  Nuclear arms control agreements are drawn up through a 

process of negotiation.  It is therefore important to have a clear understanding of the concept of 

negotiation.   In some disciplines, the distinction is made between negotiation theory and 

negotiation practice.  This thesis is mainly concerned with the latter: the practice of nuclear arms 

control negotiation, the events that take place through the practice, and the agreements that are 

produced.  However, there is a large body of literature that deals with negotiation theory.  The 

theory is often divorced from actual events, but this is by no means always the case.  Theory is 

often criticised for having no relevance to actual events, but again, this is not always the case. 

Theory serves a useful purpose for both the observer and the practitioner of nuclear arms control. 

This chapter introduces ideas on how negotiation theory can be used to increase understanding of 

complex negotiations.

The material presented in this chapter is also used to explore the first proposition of this 

thesis and to expand on the first theme (see Chapter 1).  According to the first proposition, 

negotiation theory does not provide a universal model of explanation for all nuclear arms control 

negotiations.  However, this chapter shows how negotiation theory can be a useful tool for recasting 

complex events into new frameworks of understanding.  In keeping with the first theme on the 

complexity of nuclear arms control negotiations, this chapter suggests that theory is useful, but 

should be selected for a particular case study based on the uniqueness of that event.  

This introduction is followed by three sections.  The first section discusses the diversity of 

theory and the different approaches to the theoretical study of negotiation.  The different approaches 

can be both complimentary and competing.  This section explains the selection of useful theoretical 

approaches for the purpose of this thesis.  The second section describes the means by which theory 

is used in this thesis and foreshadows the way theory is applied to the case study of New Zealand 

and the CTBT in Chapter 8.  The third section summarises the main observations.
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The diversity of theory

Approaches to the study

There are several different approaches to the study of political events.  These approaches are 

advanced by academics with different perspectives on the best means of inquiry into political 

events.  Various approaches are often centred around particular individuals or institutions.  The 

different approaches have often been seen as being in a rivalry for dominance, leading to the idea 

that new schools had ‘killed’ traditional approaches.15  The traditional approach to the study of 

politics is called normative theory and is based on the discovery and application of moral notions in 

the sphere of political relations and practice.  Normative theory draws on both a historical body of 

literature and several on-going debates.16  Other approaches have tried to address the limitations of 

normative theory and expand the study of politics to include other perspectives and methods.17 

Other disciplines such as mathematics, economics and sociology have contributed to the other 

approaches.

The other approaches that are of interest to this thesis include behavioural analysis.  This 

approach looks not at what people ought to do, as normative theory does, but at what people 

actually do.  It focuses on the individual behaviour of actors and seeks to derive theories from the 

facts of actual events.  Behavioural analysis is part of the positivist orientation that argues that the 

truth can be determined through observation and empirical testing.  Its reasoning is inductive: 

empirical observation is used to find patterns and generalisations. 

Also of interest is rational choice theory.  This theory assumes that individual actors make 

decisions based on rational self-interest.  Like behavioural analysis, the methods of rational choice 

theory are empirical.  However, the reasoning is deductive: conclusions are reached based on 

analysis using certain starting principles.

Other approaches to politics are institutional studies, feminism, discourse analysis and 

Marxism.18  Nuclear arms control negotiation is part of the study of international relations.  There 

are several theoretical approaches to international relations, many of them applying the ideas 

discussed above to the environment of international relations.19  Others have focused on changes in 

15 N.J. Rengger, Political Theory, Modernity and Postmodernity: Beyond Enlightenment and Critique, Oxford: 
Blackwell Publishers, 1995, p.3.
16 For example, see: John Dunn, The History of Political Theory and Other Essays, Cambridge: Cambridge University 
Press, 1996.
17 For new approaches see: Terence Ball, Reappraising Political Theory, Oxford: Claredon Press, 1995.  For modern 
revisions see: Rengger, cited above.
18 David Marsh & Gerry Stoker (eds.), Theory and Methods in Political Science, Hampshire: MacMillan Press Ltd., 
1995, p.10-11.
19 See for example: A.J.R Groom & Margot Light (eds.), Contemporary International Relations: A Guide to Theory,  
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the international environment since the end of the Cold War and the implications that this has for 

traditional theory.20  Some academics have concentrated the development of new means of inter-

state relations by stressing the role of multilateralism.21  While these approaches make a valuable 

contribution to the study of politics as a whole, and to international relations in particular, they are 

not specific enough to be of direct use in this thesis.  In an ideal scenario, one might have used a 

broader body of theory in which to cast nuclear arms control.  However, as this thesis discusses 

nuclear arms control negotiation, the natural focus is on negotiation theory.

Theory and types of negotiation theory

The diversity of approaches to the study of politics also foreshadows the differences in negotiation 

theory.  Practitioners bring different conceptions to the field, and while this might prevent a 

universal model for the study of politics, diversity can still be accommodated.22  An approach to the 

study of politics embodies a perspective, a methodological orientation, and a theory.23  Theory is 

used to explain events.24  Theory is used to structure observations, breaking them down into 

component parts for analysis.  Negotiation theory is therefore a means to break down a negotiation 

and explain, comprehend, and interpret those events that comprised the negotiation.

From the approaches described in the preceding sub-section, there are two main types of 

negotiation theory: deductive rational choice theory and inductive behavioural theory.  Rational 

choice negotiation theory emphasises the predictive value of empirical observation, and in its 

discipline of game theory, uses mathematical models and value sets to explain and predict 

outcomes.25  Rational choice, and game theory in particular, proceed on the basis of certain 

principles such as rationality, perfect information, and freedom from outside constraints.  Exponents 

themselves often admit that their models require the absence of certain key events or influences.26 

The approach taken in this thesis is that while rational choice theory makes a useful contribution, 

the richness and complexity of nuclear arms control negotiation needs to incorporate other 

theoretical aspects; if it is necessary to leave out key events or influences then the analysis of a 

negotiation is likely to be less than complete.  This is particularly so if the outcomes of a 

negotiation are constructed, rather than picked from a list.  If the goal of theory is to help illuminate, 

London: Pinter Publishers Ltd., 1994.
20 Fred Halliday, Rethinking International Relations, Vancouver: UBC Press, 1994.
21 John Gerard Rugge (ed.), Multilateralism Matters: The Theory and Praxis of an Institutional Form, New York: 
Columbia University Press, 1993.
22 For the idea of a universal model, see: Ruth Lane, Political Science in Theory and Practice: The Politics Model, New 
York: M.E. Sharpe, 1997.
23 Marsh & Stoker (eds), cited above, p.10.
24 Lane, cited above, p.18.
25 Anatol Rapoport (ed.), Game Theory as a Theory of Conflict Resolution, Boston: D. Reidel Co., 1974.
26 Alan D. Taylor, Mathematics and Politics: Strategy, Voting, Power and Proof, New York: Springer-Verlag Inc., 
1995, p.21.
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comprehend, and interpret events, then rational choice theory certainly needs to be supplemented.

Behavioural negotiation theory focuses on the actions of individuals and seeks to establish 

causal patterns and generalisations.  The early approach was to establish value free analysis, but like 

rational choice theory, claims have been weakened.  Current theory incorporates numerous ideas of 

what influences the behaviour of actors, how those actions lead to outcomes, and how those 

outcomes affect institutions.  In some theories, sociological and psychological ideas are used to 

explain the actions of actors.27  Other theories look at relationship between starting positions and 

outcomes, and the necessary process in between.28  The role of power as a determinant of outcomes 

has also received attention.29  A body of theory gaining recent attention is the role of domestic 

factors in influencing the actions of negotiators at an international level.30  Predictions made by 

behavioural theory are based on observation rather than principle and are designed to be falsified by 

subsequent observation.

Theory is not bounded by these two types.  In his synthesis of negotiation theory for 

multilateral negotiation, Zartman invited contributors from decision theory, strategic theory, 

organisation theory, small group theory, coalition theory, and leadership theory.31  Each of these 

theories draws on a different approach, with only a couple fitting neatly into the rational 

choice/behavioural division.  Strategic theory is a game theory and is part of the rational choice 

approach.  Decision and leadership theory are more behavioural approaches.  Small group and 

coalition theory appear to take a behavioural approach but start with base principles, suggesting a 

deductive approach that leads to the prediction of outcomes.  Organisation theory sits more 

comfortably with Marsh and Stoker’s definition of institutional studies, further suggesting that the 

division of negotiation theory into two streams may be a simplification.32

Dividing negotiation theory into two main approaches is a useful division. However, it is not 

always possible to slot a particular theory into a single approach.  Theory is continuing to evolve 

and adapt.  There appears to be a tendency for particular theorists to be less dogmatic and 

acknowledge limitations.  As Zartman writes, referring to the competing claims of theorists in 

analysing multilateral negotiation: ‘There is no winner to the contest; all approaches are winners.’33 

This thesis proceeds on the assumption that negotiation is a complex process that can defy the 

27 Daniel Druckman (ed.), Negotiations: Social-Psychological Perspectives, Beverly Hills: Sage Publications, 1977.
28 Dean Pruitt, Negotiation Behaviour, New York: Academic Press, 1981.
29 William Habeeb, Power and Tactics in International Negotiation, Baltimore: The John Hopkins University Press, 
1988.
30 Robert Putnam, ‘Diplomacy and Domestic Politics: The Logic of Two-Level Games’ in International Organisation,  
Vol. 42, 1988.
31 I. William Zartman, (ed.), International Multilateral Negotiation: Approaches to the Management of Complexity, San 
Francisco: Jossey-Bass Publishers, 1994.
32 Marsh & Stoker, cited above, p.10-11.
33 Zartman, cited above, p.213.
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strictness of negotiation theory.  The way to proceed therefore is to treat all theoretical positions, 

initially at least, as being a useful way to conceptualise negotiation.  If theory is simply a means to 

structure events, then any theory that can help explain or interpret events is useful.  This approach is 

acknowledged by Zartman who sees different theoretical approaches as a means of ‘managing 

complexity.’34  It is of no concern in this thesis that a particular theory cannot be neatly slotted into 

a classification.  

While all theoretical approaches may be useful, some may be more useful than others. 

Space limitations typically prevent all theories from being used in a particular study.  This is the 

case with this thesis.  As noted above, it would be ideal if a large number of theoretical approaches 

could be used to re-cast nuclear arms control negotiations into a variety of new frameworks. 

However, space limitations mean that there must be some choices made as to which theoretical 

ideas are used.  This author has chosen to use negotiation theory not on the basis of the validity of a 

particular theory, but on the merits of its usefulness for understanding complex events.  If a 

particular theory is able to provide an interesting and illuminating means of managing complexity 

and re-casting events, then it has been considered.  Even with this approach, the number of theories 

used has been limited.  The theories that are used in this thesis are described in more detail in the 

next section of this chapter.

The study of negotiation is not limited to theoretical approaches alone.  Descriptive 

accounts, often written by politicians, civil servants or journalists, describe the events of actual 

negotiations, often with great detail and colour.35  These accounts form the starting point of any 

analysis.  Prescriptive texts make a blurred distinction between being manuals for participants and 

actual prescriptive theories based on observation and experience.  They do however serve as useful 

additions, usually because the forms of action available to a negotiator are discussed.36  

Negotiation theory must be concerned with what it is dealing with, that is, defining 

negotiation.  Before proceeding to discuss the application of negotiation theory, it is important to 

understand exactly what negotiation is.

Defining negotiation

Each negotiation theory has a different perspective on negotiation.  While theorists might be able to 

agree what negotiation is, what it actually involves is more contentious.  Negotiation is a means to 

resolve a conflict of interest.  There are other means of resolving a conflict, such as armed force, 

voting, or adjudication, but negotiation is unique.  A negotiated outcome is arrived at by all parties 
34 Zartman, cited above.
35 See for example: Glenn T. Seaborg, Kennedy, Khrushchev and the Test Ban, Berkeley: University of California Press 
1981.
36 Bill Scott, The Skills of Negotiating, Hampshire: Gower Publishing, 1981; Howard Raiffa, The Art and Science of  
Negotiation, Cambridge, Mass.: Harvard University Press, 1982;  Frederick Charles Ikle, How Nations Negotiate, New 
York: Harper and Row, 1964.
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voluntarily, so there is no application of force or outside rule making.  Pressure, incentives, or 

subtle coercion may be applied during the negotiation, but the outcome must be reached by mutual 

agreement.  Negotiation produces an outcome that is better than the status quo; all parties reach 

positions where their fortunes have been, at least by the perception of the involved parties, 

improved.  In a negotiation, while there may be tacit rules, there is typically no outside source of 

adjudication.

How a negotiation produces an outcome, whether that outcome can be explained in certain 

terms, and whether the outcome can be predicted is more controversial.  Each theory brings its own 

principles, perspectives, rules, patterns and generalisations to the process that a negotiation goes 

through to reach an outcome.  For example, does negotiation involve practitioners using values of 

preferred outcomes in matrices to find a convergence point?  Or does negotiation involve the 

application of strategy and tactics to convince an opponent to concede?  Or does negotiation involve 

parties cooperating to construct a solution based on reconcilable differences?  

A complete definition of negotiation should therefore try to include all theoretical positions. 

Like political theory in general, such a synthesis is not possible.  For the purposes of this thesis, 

negotiation is defined as follows.  Negotiation resolves a conflict of interest through a process 

where each state explores proposals and constructs a final outcome.  By this definition, negotiation 

can therefore include theoretical ideas such as power, concession, bargaining, tactics, and domestic 

influence.  Given that the subject of this thesis is nuclear arms control negotiation, descriptive 

accounts or prescriptive theories of industrial relations and corporate business negotiation can be 

excluded; states are the parties in nuclear arms control negotiations.  Negotiation should also be 

seen as being more complex and dynamic than many theories define it.  While negotiators may be 

rational, while values may be fixed, while outcomes may be able to be seen in advance, this is not 

always the case.  Rational choice by negotiators may be prevented by imperfect information, 

outside influence or plain irrationality.  Values are typically not fixed, and especially in nuclear 

arms control negotiations, outcomes are constructed as the negotiation proceeds: values change as 

new possibilities and ideas emerge.  Rational choice theory therefore seems to be excluded in this 

definition of negotiation.

The definition of negotiation presented here is broad so as to allow various conceptions to 

be included, and to allow different theories to operate and offer their own ideas.  The caveats 

attached to the definition do however exclude certain theoretical approaches.  This says more about 

this author's conception of nuclear arms control negotiation than the validity of any particular 

theory.  Now that negotiation has been defined, the next step is to apply theory to actual events: to 

use theory to manage complexity.  This involves making choices about which specific theories to 
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apply.

Applying negotiation theory

Choosing theory to apply

The goal of this thesis is to use theory to help understand the events of the case study, not to use a 

case study to validate particular theories.  The theories that have been selected for this purpose will 

inevitably reflect the perception that this author has of the case study negotiation.  As noted above, 

certain negotiation theories that deal with industrial relations and business negotiation are less 

relevant to multilateral nuclear arms control negotiation than other theories.  Also, a number of 

nuclear arms control negotiations, not just the Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty (CTBT) negotiation 

used in this thesis, appear to be more complex than rational choice theory suggests.  In many cases 

the outcomes were constructed during the negotiation and were not based on preconceptions. 

Choices were limited by a variety of factors and could not easily be resolved by rational 

preferences.  Rational choice approaches therefore do not fit easily with conception of nuclear arms 

control negotiation taken by this thesis.

This thesis will draw on a general body of theory, mostly behavioural theory, and select 

from that body the theoretical aspects that seem best able to help redefine a complex set of events, 

such as the CTBT pre-negotiation (see Chapter 8), into a set of new terms, new concepts and new 

ways of re-casting actual events.  This use for theory is not new and draws on Zartman’s approach 

of using various theories to illuminate the whole.37  Previous work by this author on bilateral trade 

negotiation also used a similar approach.38 

Applying negotiation theory

For the purposes of this thesis, the first application of negotiation theory is to conceptualise 

negotiation as a series of phases, an approach used by Hoadley in a study of the 1995 NPT 

Conference.39  This conceptualisation combines aspects of a number of different theoretical 

perspectives and offers a useful way of viewing a complex process.  According to this approach, a 

typical negotiation passes through the following six phases.

1. Diagnosis. In this phase there is a recognition by one or both states that the status quo is 

37 Zartman, cited above, p.213-222.
38 Guy Wilson-Roberts, The 1988 CER Review: A Negotiation Analysis, unpublished MA Honours thesis, Department 
of Political Studies, University of Auckland, 1995.
39 Steve Hoadley, The 1995 NPT Conference: An Application of Zartman’s Multilateral Negotiation Theory, Working 
Paper No.164, Canberra: ANU Peace Research Centre, 1996, p.1-4.
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undesirable for a particular issue and that negotiated action by both states will, by definition, lead 

to a more desirable new situation.  As Schelling noted, it seeks: ‘…outcomes that…are better for 

both.’40

2. Pre-negotiation. Described by one theorist as ‘getting to the table’ this phase is used by the 

participants to explore the procedural issues, boundaries, early goals, and any problems that 

might prevent actual negotiation from taking place.41  Although it may be contentious, an agenda 

is typically agreed during this phase.  Described by Zartman as the search for formula phase, it 

may also be used by political leaders to sound out domestic constituencies and begin a process of 

coalition building.42

3. Negotiation.  This phase is when the negotiators sit around their table and, based on the results or 

outputs of the pre-negotiation phase, work towards the details of the final agreement.  All the 

elements traditionally associated with negotiation are brought into play: bargaining, conceding, 

converging, bluffing, threatening, linking, and (eventually) agreeing.  Many traditional theorists, 

such as Schelling and Ikle, have focused on this phase: strategy and tactics for negotiation are 

thoroughly described by such literature.43  This phase produces the final agreement.

4. Legitimation.  Once agreement is secured between the negotiating parties, a new phase is entered 

where the agreement is ratified by domestic constituencies.  This phase is salient for inter-state 

negotiations as the executives that negotiate an agreement must have it legitimised, usually 

through ratification, by a legislature.  In many cases this phase can produce another negotiation 

to be completed.  The work done by Putnam on this phase is particularly useful.44

5. Implementation.  This phase is distinct from the actual negotiation but is an important outcome 

that may lead to further negotiation in the feedback stage.  The implementation of an agreement 

may be particularly important and compliance might be verified by each state, third-party states, 

or an external organisation.

6. Feedback.  The implementation phase is typically followed by a feedback phase.  In this phase a 

formal or informal mechanism allows the parties to review the implementation of the agreement. 

Disagreements and misunderstandings will be resolved where possible.  If the original agreement 

is found to be lacking, a new negotiation may be undertaken to agree on a remedy. 

The conception of negotiation as a series of phases is a useful way of characterising 

negotiation, especially bilateral negotiation.  In real negotiations, the phases may not be as distinct 

40 Thomas Schelling, Arms and Influence, New York: Yale University, 1966, p.1.
41 J.G. Stein (ed.), Getting to the Table: The Process of International Prenegotiation, Baltimore: John Hopkins 
University Press, 1989.
42 I. William Zartman, ‘Negotiation as a Joint Decision Making Process’ in Journal of Conflict Resolution, Vol. 21, 
1977.
43 Schelling, cited above; Ikle, cited above.
44 Putnam, cited above.
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as the phase approach suggests.  Especially in long bilateral nuclear arms control negotiations 

between the United States and the Soviet Union, that have lasted several years, the first three phases 

did not always proceed as orderly as the phase approach suggests.  The phase approach is still a 

useful framework to impose onto a series of actual events, but must be modified and expanded to fit 

those events.  The bilateral record of negotiation between the United States and the Soviet Union is 

rich with examples that can usefully be recast in this framework (see Chapter 5).  

Increasing the number of parties involved in a negotiation, while not necessarily invalidating 

the phase approach, greatly complicates each phase.  Whether multilateral negotiation is just a 

series of bilateral negotiations or whether it is something else is the subject of theoretical debate.45 

Without entering into this debate too substantially, theoretical conceptions are useful to distinguish 

multilateral from bilateral negotiation.  This is the second use for negotiation theory in this thesis. 

Zartman identifies six minimal and basic characteristics of multilateral negotiation.46  These 

characteristics are used in the case study in Chapter 8 to draw out certain subtleties of the CTBT 

pre-negotiation.

• Multiparty.  By definition, multilateral negotiation involves three or more parties.  In 

international negotiation each party is an individual state, each with its own identity and its own 

legitimation constituency.

• Multi-issue.  The content of any negotiation may be one or more issues but multilateral 

negotiation tends to involve more perspectives being brought to bear on each issue.  This makes 

the issues more complex as well as multi-faceted.

• Multi-role.  Multiple parties mean that each party can have a different role in the negotiation. 

Even though the participation of all parties may be required for a final agreement, the level and 

type of participation can vary.  Parties can choose to be drivers, conductors, defenders, breakers, 

or cruisers: drivers organise the other parties and try to move them towards agreement on the 

driver’s terms; conductors act as managers and try to organise other parties, but unlike drivers, 

act from a more neutral position; defenders are single issue participants and tend to promote a 

single position or issue; breakers seek to block agreement, either to stymie the outcome or to 

protect their freedom of movement; cruisers have no strong attachment to an issue or position 

and may be organised by drivers or conductors to act as followers.

• Consensus.  In a bilateral negotiation each party has an effective veto.  Depending on the 

procedure for a multilateral negotiation, this veto may not be present.  While consensus is 

typically the means of reaching agreement, a party may allow the agreement to go ahead, but 

45 I. William Zartman, ‘The Complexities of Multilateral Negotiation’ in Zartman (ed.), International Multilateral  
Negotiation, cited above, p.3.
46 Zartman, cited above, p.4-7.
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still not actually agree, by abstaining.  Opposing parties may be able to be left out of the 

consensus if their opposition can be absorbed.

• Rule making.  Multilateral negotiation between states typically involves the agreeing of rules 

rather than a distribution of tangible items.  This tends to place more emphasis on the pre-

negotiation phase where certain formulations of rules, conduct and obligations are agreed. 

Trade-offs are still likely in the negotiation phase, but the process is likely to be different.  Rule 

making is also likely to make the process of verifying compliance different.

• Coalition.  Numerous and complex issues and interests, and numerous parties, are often reduced 

to manageable size by the formation of coalitions between parties.  The formation of a coalition 

might even involve a negotiation within the negotiation to arrive at an agreed position for that 

coalition.

The third use for negotiation theory in this thesis is to help explain how small states are able 

to achieve their goals through negotiation with large states.  Outcomes may be influenced in 

negotiation by the application of power.  Power is defined by Habeeb as ‘the way in which actor A 

uses its resources in a process with actor B so as to bring about changes…’47  The three sources of 

power for a state are: natural, socio-psychological and synthetic.48  Some analysts argue that power 

can be measured and compared, and use an equation based on the sources of power.49  The 

traditional understanding of power relationships is that a weaker state is unable to assert its will 

against stronger states.  In a negotiation, this would mean that a weaker state would not be able to 

achieve its goals if a stronger state used its greater power to stymie those goals.

Theorists have argued that the possession of power is only half of the equation; as Habeeb's 

definition of power suggests, power has to be exercised through a process.  Daniel Baldwin has 

argued that in the process of applying power, there may be problems in translating power resources 

into actual influence.50  Firstly, the power might not be effectively applied: the idea is that the 

negotiator had the cards, ‘but played them poorly’.51  Secondly, the power resources of a state may 

not be relevant to a negotiation context.  Traditional power resources such as military forces, 

economic production and population are not always fungible, that is, can be applied in a variety of 

situations.  More fungible power resources that are important in negotiation include money, time, 

information and a strong reputation, but all have their limitations.52

Habeeb expands on the idea of different types of power by dividing power into two types: 

47 Habeeb, cited above, p.15.
48 S. Rosen & W. Jones, The Logic of International Relations, Cambridge, Mass.: Winthorp Publishers, 1977, p.184.
49 Ray S. Cline, World Power Trends and US Foreign Policy for the 1980s, Boulder: Westview Press, 1980.
50 Daniel Baldwin, ‘Power Analysis and World Politics’ in World Politics, Vol.31, 1979.
51 Baldwin, cited above, p.164.
52 Baldwin, cited above, p.166.
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structural power and behavioural power.53  Aggregate structural power is based on the traditional 

type of calculation, but its second component is issue-specific structural power: the power 

relationship between states over a specific issue.  In a negotiation, each state may try to increase its 

issue-specific structural power by finding alternatives to the relationship (other states to negotiate 

with to achieve a goal), reducing the other states’ alternatives, or changing the value of what each 

state wants from the negotiation.  The structural power balance on a specific issue is therefore 

determined by the ability of each state to find alternatives to the others, the commitment that each 

state has to the issue, and the extent to which each state controls what is being negotiated. 

Behavioural power is the tactics that states use to apply both aggregate and issue-specific power 

resources to a negotiation.  Power resources can be used to reinforce threats, warnings, 

commitments, linkages and other tactics.  The effectiveness of behavioural power on influencing 

the outcome of a negotiation is dependent on the behavioural power of other states and is likely to 

be different for each negotiation.

The idea that small states can have power over larger states on a specific issue was 

confirmed in a study by John Odell on trade negotiations between the United States and Latin 

America.54  Odell studied twenty five cases of dispute requiring negotiation.  There were six cases 

where the United States had to settle for less than their initial demands, and seven cases where the 

results were much closer to Latin American demands.  The most effective tactics used by the Latin 

American countries were coalition building and technical arguments.  Coalition building involved 

enlisting the support of economic groups within the United States to pressure the government. The 

US government was also impressed by the sophisticated technical and legal arguments that were 

used against them.  Threats were not a common tactic because of their high risk.  Threats were 

effective when the United States had important interests to protect, but could only be used under 

strict conditions, and as a last resort.

The above discussion on power provides ideas on how small states can negotiate 

successfully with larger and more resource rich nations.  In a traditional power sense, a weaker state 

should not be able to gain concessions from a stronger state.  But by using the two definitions of 

power it can be seen how smaller states can use issue-specific structural power, and apply it through 

behavioural power, to gain an advantage over states with much larger aggregate structural power. 

Small states do not always have the resources to back up tactics such as threats and commitments. 

Instead, they rely more on predictions, warnings, and obligations.  The small state gains an 

advantage in issue-specific structural power if they have a high level of commitment to the issue, 

and also if the larger state has no alternatives and is forced to negotiate with them.  Small states 

53 Habeeb, cited above, p.17-23.
54 John Odell, ‘Latin American Trade Negotiations with the United States’ in International Organisation, No.34, 1980.
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may also be able to appeal to technical and legal norms.  These theoretical ideas on power will be 

applied to the case study of New Zealand and the CTBT pre-negotiation to help illustrate how New 

Zealand might have been able to achieve its preferred outcomes when negotiating with larger and 

more powerful states. 

In conclusion, aside from illuminating the complex nature of negotiation and highlighting 

that theorists are not in agreement, theory is useful as a means of restructuring actual events into 

alternative frameworks and for introducing new terms and ideas to better understand a particular 

negotiation .  Negotiation theory is used in this thesis to divide a negotiation into a series of phases. 

It is also used for distinguishing multilateral from bilateral negotiation by outlining the basic 

characteristics of the former.  Theoretical ideas on power are also used.  These three ideas are used 

in Chapter 8 to help understand New Zealand's role in the CTBT pre-negotiation.

Summary 

There are two main approaches to the theoretical study of negotiation: a behavioural approach based 

on empirical observation and inductive reasoning and a rational choice approach based on set 

principles and deductive reasoning.  Negotiation theory is not limited to these two approaches; 

while some theories can be neatly categorised as one or the other, some theories draw on both 

approaches.

Despite different conceptions on what negotiation is, negotiation in this thesis is defined as 

follows: negotiation resolves a conflict of interest through a process where each party explores 

proposals and constructs a final outcome.  This definition allows different theoretical ideas to be 

included and seeks to take from a number of theories whatever is useful to help understand real 

negotiations.

For the purpose of this thesis, negotiation theory is used to restructure actual events into new 

frameworks and to introduce new ideas and terms that help to illuminate what actually took place in 

a negotiation.  Any theory can be used in such a way.  For the sake of space consideration, and the 

intention of the author to focus on the characteristics of the CTBT pre-negotiation phase, 

particularly the power relationships between states, only certain theoretical ideas are used in this 

thesis.  The division of a negotiation into phases is used to divide events into smaller groupings for 

observation.  The idea that multilateral negotiation can be distinguished from bilateral negotiation is 

used to illuminate some distinguishing characteristics.  Theoretical ideas on power are used to 

discuss how a smaller state can achieve its goals through negotiation with larger states.  The 
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application of negotiation theory to the case study of New Zealand and the CTBT pre-negotiation is 

described in Chapter 8.  

To understand how the CTBT fits into the history of nuclear arms control, bilateral and 

multilateral nuclear arms control agreements to date are discussed in Chapters 5 and 6.  The phased 

approach is useful for dividing both bilateral and multilateral agreements into phases, and this 

approach is used in Chapters 5 and 6, with some limitations noted.  However, as the main focus of 

this thesis is on the New Zealand case study, detailed theoretical discussion has been reserved for 

Chapter 8.



Chapter 3:  The nuclear world: policies and deployments

Introduction and contents

As the literature review in Appendix 1 shows, the quantity of literature on nuclear weapons and 

related issues is vast; Auckland University is by no means a centre for the study of nuclear 

weapons, yet its collection on topics related to nuclear weapons is sizeable.  It is therefore relatively 

easy for a researcher or an interested scholar to access many aspects of the study of nuclear 

weapons.  Rather than offer this particular author’s account of the development of nuclear weapons 

and the intricacies of nuclear strategy, this chapter uses secondary material to amplify the second 

proposition of this thesis (see Chapter 1): that despite several decades of nuclear arms control, and 

despite the end of the superpower confrontation between the United States and the Soviet Union, 

nuclear weapons are still regarded by many states as useful, if not essential, components of their 

security policies.  This chapter also expands the second theme of this thesis that in nuclear arms 

control, it is the states with the nuclear capability that are crucial.  This chapter introduces the 

perspectives of those states.

As the title suggests, the focus of this chapter is on the policies and deployments of nuclear 

weapons.  As noted above, there is a vast amount of literature available on this subject.  The 

purpose of this chapter is to provide a basic survey of the nuclear world by discussing the major 

players.  More detailed information can be obtained from the sources for this chapter, or the 

literature in Appendix 1.  Following this introduction, the chapter is divided into four sections, 

discussing the nuclear weapons policies and deployments of firstly, the United States and Russia, 

secondly, Britain, France and China, and thirdly, other nuclear capable states.  The fourth section is 

a summary of the main observations.  The focus in this chapter is largely on current policies and 

deployments, although some historical material is provided.  The policies discussed are the basic 

approach that each state takes to nuclear weapons.  A more detailed discussion on the evolution of 

nuclear strategies can be found in Chapter 4.  For the purposes of this chapter and Chapter 4, a 

policy is the broad political framework, and a strategy is the actual operational plan for 

implementing the policy.
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The United States and the Soviet Union

The nuclear arms race

To prevent confusion in this section, the term Soviet Union will be used when historically 

appropriate, and Russia will be used to refer to the dominant political entity of the former Soviet 

Union.  Following the official dissolution of the Soviet Union at the end of 1991, Russia assumed 

command of the Soviet nuclear weapons and accepted the obligations of Soviet arms control 

negotiations.55  In that sense, Russia replaced the Soviet Union.  However, to be factually correct, 

the Soviet Union was the state that presided over nuclear developments for four decades.

The development and deployment of nuclear weapons by the United States and the Soviet 

Union was dictated and driven by the bilateral nuclear arms race.  The bilateral nuclear arms race, 

as a component of the Cold War, described the competition between the United States and the 

Soviet Union to develop nuclear capabilities that would deter aggression and prevent the Cold War 

from becoming a hot war.  The Cold War ended in the early 1990s with the reunification of 

Germany in 1990 and the official dissolution of the Soviet Union at the end of 1991.  However, 

because the United States and Russia still possess the largest nuclear arsenals, the bilateral 

relationship between these two states is still important when discussing nuclear developments. 

Indeed, even though the Cold War has ended, the weapons remain, as do certain justifications for 

their retention.

There are certain assumptions implicit in much of the literature on the nuclear arms race. 

These assumptions are present in what could be called mainstream scholarly literature and are a 

reasonable basis on which to proceed.  These assumptions are: 

• that the United States and the Soviet Union, by virtue of their different political systems, were 

naturally in competition for ideological dominance during the Cold War period; 

• this competition could take many forms and in different years could be relaxed or rigorous, but 

was always present; 

• that weakness, either political or military weakness, would be exploited by either side; 

• that at least some level of deployment of nuclear weapons was necessary given that the 

technology could not be un-invented and that possession of nuclear weapons was necessary for 

both the United States and the Soviet Union to prevent the other from exploiting weakness.

There have of course been serious challenges to these assumptions themselves, the 

implications of these assumptions, or the necessary course of action that accepting these 

55 As an aside, supporters of ballistic missile defence in the US argue that Russia is not legally entitled to assume the 
international obligations of the Soviet Union and that the 1972 ABM Treaty that limits ballistic missile defences is no 
longer a barrier to the US developing a full-scale ballistic missile defence system.
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assumptions dictates.  In the opinion of this author, these challenges have much merit, and even in 

the mainstream literature there are often doubts expressed or serious differences of opinion.  Such 

debates are unfortunately beyond the scope of this chapter and this thesis.  Any reader wishing to 

pursue this area of debate should use the footnotes from this chapter and the literature review (see 

Appendix 1).  The following sub-sections focus on the political aspects of the bilateral arms race, 

the deployments of nuclear weapons, and the current positions of the United States and Russia.  

Historical background

Under the title of the Manhattan Project and under the leadership of General Groves and physicist 

Robert J. Oppenheimer, the United States exploded the first nuclear bomb at the Alamogordo air 

force base in New Mexico on 16 July 1945.  Code named Trinity, the test was of an implosion 

device using plutonium as the fission core and was dubbed “Gadget” by the scientists.56  On 

viewing the test, Oppenheimer exclaimed: ‘I am become Death, the Destroyer of Worlds’.57  The 

test was the culmination of a crash programme of government sponsored science, started by 

President Roosevelt in 1943.  The programme drew on the pre-war research of noted physicists 

such a Rutherford, Einstein and Bethe, and drew directly on the expertise of the likes of Edward 

Teller, Leo Szilard and Enrico Fermi.58  The United States then demonstrated the war potential of 

nuclear weapons by dropping two devices on the Japanese cities of Hiroshima and Nagasaki on 6 

August and 11 August 1945 respectively.

Truman had communicated to Stalin at the Potsdam Conference on 24 July 1945 that the 

United States possessed a weapon of ‘unusual destructive force’.59  Witnesses at the conference, 

including Winston Churchill, observed that Stalin seemed pleased to hear the news but expressed no 

special interest in the technical features of the device.  Churchill concluded at the time that Stalin 

obviously had no knowledge of the US and British research efforts.60  That night Stalin apparently 

sent a telegram to his scientists encouraging them to speed up their work.61  The first Soviet test, the 

“Joe 1” test, was conducted on 23 September 1949.  The first Soviet device drew on both 

indigenous scientific development and information stolen from the Manhattan Project, confirming 

that at Potsdam, Stalin did indeed know of US and British progress.

Following these early developments, the United States proceeded to develop, test and 

deploy a wide range of nuclear weapons.62  The main rationale for the deployment of nuclear 
56 See Chapter 1 for technical details on nuclear devices.
57 This quote was taken from the Trinity Atomic Web Site, URL: http://www.envirolink.org/issues/nuketesting/ .
58 Lawrence Badash Scientists and the Development of Nuclear Weapons: From Fission to the Limited Test Ban Treaty,  
1939-1963, New Jersey: Humanities Press 1995.  
59 Harry S. Truman Year of Decisions, New York: Doubleday and Company 1955, p.416.
60 Winston Churchill, Triumph and Tragedy, Boston: Houghton-Mifflin 1953, p.669-70.
61 Charles E. Bohlen Witness to History 1929-1969, New York: W. W. Norton 1973, p.248.
62 See Appendix 2 for numbers of nuclear weapons deployed and Appendix 3 for the number of tests conducted.
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weapons was to deter aggression from the Soviet Union, firstly a conventional attack on Western 

Europe and later a nuclear attack on the continental United States.  Strategies of nuclear deterrence 

were developed (see Chapter 4) and a full triad of land, air and sea based weapons was deployed. 

Again, much has been written on the deployments of nuclear weapons during the Cold War, and the 

attendant debates regarding bomber and missile gaps, deterrence, and the necessary levels of 

deployment.  Without becoming distracted by the numerical figures, certain observations about 

deployments can be made.

The United States and the Soviet Union deployed nuclear weapons of all types in numbers 

far and above those of any other nuclear state.  Combining the number of warheads on strategic 

weapons with estimates on the number of tactical weapons held by the United States and the Soviet 

Union gives a figure of around 70,000 for the number of nuclear weapons during the peak of the 

arms race.63  Deployments made at a strategic level were differentiated by their method of delivery. 

Bombers were tasked initially with the delivery of nuclear warheads, but these were later 

supplemented by ballistic and cruise missiles as technology developed.  Deployment of different 

types of strategic weapon led to the idea of the nuclear triad.  Both the United States and the Soviet 

Union deployed both land, sea and air based weapons, although with different emphasis.  The 

United States pursued a more balanced triad with advances in bomber and cruise missile technology 

for the air arm, small but accurate and multiple warhead equipped Inter-Continental Ballistic 

Missiles (ICBMs) for the land arm, and highly advanced Submarine-Launched Ballistic Missiles 

(SLBMs) for the sea arm.  In contrast, the Soviet Union favoured large, powerful, land based 

ballistic missiles.  This reliance was motivated by limitations in Soviet technology, and a 

geographical position that made access to the seas difficult.

Restraint in strategic deployment was only possible through arms control agreements that 

placed numerical limits on deployments (see Chapter 5).  These agreements reflected attempts to 

balance deployments at a position of perceived parity.  The difficulty in defining parity, and in 

setting meaningful limits, always allowed new avenues for increasing nuclear deployments to be 

found.  It has only been since the 1980s that meaningful limits have been placed on the deployment 

of strategic nuclear weapons.

The nuclear arms race between the United States and the Soviet Union ended at the end of 

1991 with the official dissolution of the Soviet Union as a political entity.  Russia retained the 

majority of the Soviet nuclear weapons systems and took over their co-ordination and command. 

63 Estimates vary, and given the paucity of accurate figures on tactical nuclear weapons, specific numbers are unlikely to 
be ever disclosed.  Latest US estimates put peak Soviet warhead numbers at around 40,000; see: Amy F. Woolf, 
‘Nuclear Weapons in the Former Soviet Union: Location, Command and Control', in CRS Issue Brief for Congress, No. 
91144, November 1996.  Figures from Appendix 2 put the peak number at approximately 40,000, the figure cited by 
Woolf for the Soviet Union alone.
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Russia also assumed all the obligations that the Soviet Union had agreed to in previous nuclear 

arms control agreements, ending at least the quantitative nuclear arms race.  However, policy 

reviews and statements since the end of the Cold War have suggested that both the United States 

and Russia will continue to rely on nuclear weapons for their security.  Nuclear weapons will 

therefore be an important issue in bilateral relations between the United States and Russia and also 

in each states’ broader security policies.  The current nuclear weapons policies of the United States 

and Russia are discussed in turn.

Current US nuclear weapon policies

In its declared policy, the United States has retained nuclear weapons as an integral component of 

its security.  The United States currently spends around $27 billion annually preparing to fight a 

nuclear war, contrasted with the $2.2 billion it spends on arms control.64  In addition, the 

Department of Energy spends $40 billion on the stockpile stewardship programme, including sub-

critical testing of warheads.  The Secretary of Defense's 1996 Annual Report states: 'US nuclear 

forces remain an important deterrent'.  The conditions for the use of its nuclear weapons has been 

deliberately kept vague by the United States.  Statements by officials have, however, indicated that 

nuclear weapons are now regarded as deterrence against all weapons of mass destruction (WMD), 

not just nuclear weapons.65  The response to WMD is to be primarily conventional, but the nuclear 

option is not ruled out.66  The nuclear deterrence umbrella is also an important aspect in US security 

relations with its allies, and the United States has not suggested any reduction in its commitments.67

The size of the US arsenal is now smaller than at anytime for decades (see Appendix 2); the 

systems that have been retained are naturally the pick of available technologies.  Smaller, more 

reliable and effective, and more economic nuclear forces make greater political and strategic sense 

than the cumbersome arsenals of previous decades.  The levels of expenditure for nuclear systems 

seems to indicate that a priority is being placed on these systems; this expenditure also makes it 

psychologically difficult to quickly scrap weapons that have cost so much, and could lead to 

domestic political disputes over production down-sizing in nuclear industries.  In the United States, 

warhead production has stopped and existing warheads simply need to be maintained.  However, 

delivery systems are being significantly upgraded.  Launch control centres have been upgraded for 

ICBMs, improvements are being made to their guidance systems, and newer solid fuel technologies 

are being incorporated into the two boost phases.  The cost of these upgrades is estimated to be as 
64 Kathryn R. Schultz, 'US Nuclear Posture and Doctrine Since the End of the Cold War', Center for Defense 
Information, 4 December 1996, URL: http://www.cdi.org/issues/nukef&f/Berkrs96.html .
65 Schultz, cited above.
66 Department of Defense, 'Nuclear Posture Review' in 1995 Annual Defense Report, URL: 
http://www.fas.org/nuke/guide/usa/doctrine/dod/95_npr.htm .
67 Department of Defense, cited above.
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high as $7 billion.68  Eighteen new nuclear submarines are to be built to allow older models to be 

phased out.  All the submarines are being fitted with the Trident D5 SLBM, at a total cost of $27.5 

billion.  In 1998, between eight and eleven nuclear missile equipped submarines were on patrol, the 

same number as during the Cold War.  In strategic aircraft, the B1 no longer has a nuclear role and 

is being replaced by the B2, with twenty-one B2s to be deployed in a nuclear role.  The B2s join the 

seventy-one B52 H models assigned to nuclear roles.  The B2 has been criticised for its cost, 

especially in maintenance: the B2 requires twice as many hours maintenance as the B1.69

It can be argued that the revolution in military affairs, with its focus on high-tech, super-

accurate weapons, has made the cumbersome nuclear bomb redundant.70  However, the United 

States has placed a high priority on improving the accuracy of its systems: ballistic missiles can 

now achieve a Circular Error Probable (CEP) of 100m and air-launched cruise missiles are of 

course even more accurate.  The United States has also made warhead improvements with the goal 

of a deep-penetrating warhead that could be used against underground bunkers or hidden weapons 

depots.  Collateral damage is a major issue with nuclear weapons, but specialised and highly 

accurate  warheads could still have a useful function.  Also, strategic nuclear deterrence still 

remains a fundamental aspect of US security policies; nuclear weapons form the deterrence 

umbrella under which the United States can engage in more specialised military operations.  Studies 

that emphasise new roles for highly accurate conventional weapons discuss lower number of 

nuclear weapons for the United States, but not their abolition.71

Nuclear weapons therefore remain an important part of US security policy and are 

compatible with operational changes.  Numbers have been reduced, some systems have been placed 

off alert, and there are indications in official documents that there might be less emphasis on 

nuclear weapons.  However, a minimum level of very high-tech weapons is likely to be retained by 

the United States in the foreseeable future.

Current Russian nuclear weapon policies

Russia assumed the nuclear mantle from the former Soviet Union, retaining control of all the 

weapons systems (including those returned from Ukraine, Belarus and Kazakhstan), and accepting 

Soviet nuclear arms control obligations (see Chapters 5 and 6).  Russia has indicated that it will 

place a greater reliance on nuclear weapons for security, given economic difficulties and the 

68 'Nuclear Notebook: US Strategic Nuclear Forces, End of 1997' in Bulletin of Atomic Scientists, January/February 
1998.
69  'Nuclear Notebook: US Strategic Nuclear Forces, End of 1997' cited above.
70 Eliot A. Cohen, 'A Revolution in Warfare' in Foreign Affairs, March/April 1996.  Although Cohen does not advance 
this argument, this article is a useful introduction to the revolution in military affairs.
71 Andrew F. Krepinevich & Steven M. Kosiak, 'Smarter Bombs, Fewer Nukes' in Bulletin of Atomic Scientists, 
November/December 1998.
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downsizing of conventional forces.

The financial situation in Russia is dire, but nuclear weapons have been given a high priority 

in budgetary considerations.  President Yeltsin has indicated that nuclear weapons will be given 

greater prominence in Russia’s defence.  In July 1998, Yeltsin stated that ‘nuclear forces are some 

of the most important factors ensuring the security of our country…’.72  Conventional forces are to 

be scaled back, mainly for economic reasons, and the nuclear deterrent will assume a greater role.73 

Ballistic missiles have been de-targeted, but both the United States and Russia have rejected 

removing the warheads from delivery systems for separate storage.  Yeltsin has also reversed the 

pledge made by Leonid Brezhnev not to use nuclear weapons first in a conflict.  This reversal of the 

no first use policy is a major change in Russian doctrine, and leaves China as the only nuclear-

weapon state with a no first use pledge.  Like the United States, Russia is likely to retain nuclear 

weapons as part of its security in the foreseeable future.  

Russia is experiencing financial problems with maintaining and upgrading its nuclear forces, 

and where required, dismantling older systems.  Missile tests for a new ICBM were conducted in 

1997, but there have been no tests for the new SLBM.74  There are several new bombers to still roll 

out of production, but the air arm of the Russian triad is receiving less emphasis.  Like the United 

States, Russia is considering slimming down the size of its arsenal.  This is in part to meet the 

obligations of the Strategic Arms Reduction Talks (START) treaties in the future, but also to reduce 

the cost of its nuclear arsenal.  Given that Yeltsin has indicated that Russia will place greater 

emphasis on its nuclear forces for security any improvement in the economy is likely to see Russia 

resume its upgrade programme, with particular emphasis on ballistic missiles.  Russia recently 

announced that it would conduct a sub-critical test, similar to those carried out by the United States, 

to ensure the reliability of its warheads.75 

Summary of US and Russian positions

Two observations can be made to summarise the current nuclear weapons policies of the two 

nuclear superpowers.  Firstly, despite meaningful reductions, agreements to pursue further cuts in 

nuclear arsenals, and strategic re-evaluation in the post-Cold War environment, both the United 

States and Russia are likely to retain at least some level of nuclear weapons in the foreseeable 

future.  It is likely, except for the second observation noted below, that the United States will 

72 'Russia's Security Council Discusses Future Nuclear Posture' in Disarmament Diplomacy, Issue No.28, URL: 
http://www.gn.apc.org/acronym/28policy.htm . 
73 'Report: Russia to Cut Ground Forces, Rely on Nuclear', Russia Today, 17 October 1997, URL: 
http://www.russiatoday.com .
74 'Ballistic Missile Tested Successfully' in Russia Today, 11 July 1997, URL: http://www.russiatoday.com 
75 'Russia Plans "Subcritical" Nuclear Test This Year' in Russia Today, 24 July 1998, URL: 
http://www.russiatoday.com.
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consider a smaller arsenal than Russia as sufficient.  For states that are interested in advancing 

nuclear arms control, their efforts will not be made redundant by bilateral nuclear disarmament by 

the United States and Russia.

Secondly, the Cold War mentality still exists that the arsenals of the United States and 

Russia are linked, and that the maintenance of strategic parity is still the basis of the relationship. 

This means that the START process will still be an important modality for nuclear arms control. 

Numerical reduction in the arsenals of the United States and Russia might therefore remain the 

preserve of a bilateral nuclear arms control process, making it difficult for other states to become 

involved.  Until the United States and Russia are prepared to broaden their bilateral process, the 

nuclear arsenals of Britain, France and China will be excluded from numerical reduction 

negotiation processes, and multilateral nuclear arms control will continue to focus on peripheral 

issues such as a fissile material treaty.

Britain, France and China

Literature bias

If one were to read only the main texts on the nuclear arms race, one might find it difficult to even 

name the other three nuclear-weapon states.  The bias of the literature produced in the United States 

is overwhelmingly towards the bilateral nuclear arms race between the United States and the Soviet 

Union.  Nuclear developments in Britain, France and China have received much less attention, 

although this author suspects that there will now be a shift in attention to the policies of the other 

three states, especially China.

The bias of the literature can be justified.  In 1982, the total number of nuclear weapons 

possessed by Britain, France and China combined totalled approximately 2300; Soviet warheads 

numbered 15000, and the US total was 30000.76  Only 300 out of 2048, or 15 percent, of nuclear 

tests carried out between 1945 and 1996 were conducted by Britain, France and China.77  Of the 

three, only China has deployed land based ballistic missiles with an intercontinental range, and only 

France has developed an indigenous Multiple Independently-targetable Re-entry Vehicle (MIRV) 

technology.78  The focus for these three states has been on limited, regional forces, rather than 

constructing the strategic infrastructure for an intercontinental exchange that characterised US and 

Soviet nuclear planning.  Even with rationalisation and modernisation by Britain, France and China, 

76 See Appendix 2.
77 See Appendix 3.
78 Although Britain made significant modifications to its Polaris SLBM warheads, the delivery technology was 
designed, tested and built by the US.
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and the START arms control process between the United States and Russia, the former three still 

possess nuclear arsenals that are numerically smaller, and qualitatively inferior, than those of the 

two nuclear superpowers.

This bias in the literature has been unfortunate.  Britain is phasing out its aircraft delivered 

systems but is retaining the Trident D5 SLBM system which is highly accurate and capable of a 

variety of strategic or sub-strategic missions.  Although France is retiring its land-based missiles, it 

is modernising its SLBM systems and has four new submarines on order.  China is developing two 

new land-based ICBMs, a new SLBM, and is working on MIRV technology.  It is easy to see that 

while insignificant in comparison with the United States and Russia in absolute terms, all three have 

significant and improving nuclear capabilities.  Other than unilateral reductions and rationalisations, 

neither Britain, France nor China has its nuclear weapons limited by a quantitative arms control 

agreement.  It is therefore important that any study of nuclear weapons and nuclear arms control 

agreements acknowledges that Britain, France and China are important members of the nuclear 

club.  The size of their arsenals does not diminish their importance.

British nuclear deployments and policies

The initial development of nuclear power and nuclear weapons was contributed to by not only the 

United States, but by Britain and Canada as well.  The decision to proceed with building a nuclear 

weapon was first taken in Britain, based on wartime conditions, rather than in the United States.79 

However, once the project moved to the United States, greater scientific and industrial resources 

accelerated progress and shifted control of nuclear technology to the United States.  Domestic and 

international control proposals initiated by the United States limited the amount of technology 

sharing that would take place between the three initial nuclear technology states.  The decision by 

Britain in 1947 to construct a post-war nuclear weapon was based on security concerns regarding 

Britain’s diminished power in the world and fears that the United States would return to 

isolationism.80  This decision contrasted to that of Canada which decided to use its expertise to 

develop nuclear energy rather than weapons.  The security issues for Britain were, as they are now, 

much different to those of Canada.

Post-war, the United States was content to go it alone in the nuclear weapons field, but 

Britain was keen to resume the wartime situation where scientists and institutions had co-operated 

in the development of nuclear technology.  Unassisted by the United States, Britain conducted its 

first test of a fission device in the Monte Bello islands off the west coast of Australia on 3 October 

1952.  Constant diplomatic pressure on the United States resulted in the Atomic Energy Act in 1954 

79 Andrew J. Pierre, Nuclear Politics, London: Oxford University Press 1972, p.9.
80 Pierre, cited above, p.75.



Chapter 3: The nuclear world                                                                                                          Page   36  

and its amendment in 1958.  This allowed the transfer of data as specific as warhead design and the 

transfer of fissile material for weapon construction from the United States to Britain.81  The 

development of Britain’s nuclear arsenal then proceeded with significant assistance from the United 

States.

The decision by Britain to build a hydrogen device and to deploy nuclear weapons was 

based on US inspired notions of deterrence and as a cheaper means of ensuring security than 

conventional forces.  Although the United States deployed intermediate range missiles in Britain in 

the late 1950s and equipped North Atlantic Treaty Organisation (NATO) forces with tactical 

nuclear weapons, Britain still pressed ahead to develop its own independent deterrent.  A further 

rationale was that nuclear cooperation would link Britain and the United States closer in other 

security matters.82  The decision to build a hydrogen device was less controversial in Britain than it 

was in the United States.  Hydrogen weapons were seen in Britain as the logical step for greater 

deterrence and were regarded as giving smaller states an advantage: hydrogen weapons, by virtue of 

their destructive power, reduced the strategic value of a large territorial land mass.  War had to be 

deterred and hydrogen weapons appeared to be the ultimate deterrent.83  Britain's first hydrogen 

bomb test was carried out on 15 May 1957, with a 1 mt atmospheric denotation at Christmas 

Island.84

Nuclear tests were initially conducted by Britain in the Monte Bello islands, Maralinga and 

Woomera in Australia, and primarily at Christmas Island in the Pacific.  From 1952 to 1958, when 

the moratorium on testing that preceded the Partial Test Ban Treaty (see Chapter 5) was announced, 

Britain conducted twenty-one atmospheric tests and two underground tests.  Subsequent tests, 

numbering twenty-four, were carried out at the US underground test site in Nevada.85

While pursuing an independent deterrent, Britain continued to rely on the United States for 

various technologies, right up to the present day.  However, the delivery of gravity bombs by 

aircraft was an entirely indigenous development.  Aircraft delivered nuclear weapons are currently 

being phased out of service, although Britain did deploy approximately one-hundred gravity bombs 

with yields in the 100 to 400 kt range as recently as 1993.86  Britain designed and built its own 

submarines but decided to purchase the weapons systems from the United States.  This allowed 

81 John Baylis, ‘British Defense Policy’ in John Baylis, Ken Booth, John Garnett & Phil Williams, Contemporary 
Strategy II: The Nuclear Powers, New York: Holmes & Meier 1987, p.145.
82 Wynfred Joshua & Walter F. Hahn, Nuclear Politics: America, France and Britain, Beverly Hills: Sage Publications 
1973, p.12.
83 Pierre, cited above, p.91.
84 Robert A. Divine, Blowing in the Wind: The Nuclear Test Ban Debate 1954-1960, New York: Oxford University 
Press 1978, p.154.  The yield figure comes from: Time, 27 May 1957, p.15.
85 See Appendix 3 for test numbers.
86 Michael Quinlan, ‘British Nuclear Weapons Policy: Past, Present and Future’ in John C. Hopkins & Weixing Hu 
(eds.), Strategic Views from the Second Tier: The Nuclear Weapons Policies of France, Britain and China, New 
Brunswick: Transaction Publishers 1995, p.271.
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Britain access to Polaris and Trident technology at a significantly lower cost than developing, 

testing and building independent systems.  However, domestic modifications were made to improve 

the warheads of the Polaris missiles.  Britain deployed four submarines with the Polaris SLBM 

system in the late 1960s.  In 1982, the Thatcher government agreed to purchase the Trident D5 

system from the United States, and 64 missiles are currently deployed on four submarines.

Britain did not follow the US lead and develop land-based ballistic missile systems nor a 

massive nuclear infrastructure.  British strategy was based more on interdependence than 

independence.87  Britain retained its tactical aircraft systems and its SLBMs as an independent 

deterrent.  This deterrent was justified by the idea that the Soviet Union might make a 

miscalculation of US resolve to sacrifice Washington for London in a crisis situation.  Generally 

though, Britain’s strategic policy regarding Europe and the threat of Soviet expansion was based 

firmly on integration with NATO and reliance on the US strategic deterrent.  As a result, various 

types of US nuclear weapons were based in Britain, and these airfields were a popular target for 

public protest, notably during the 1980s.  Missions for the British weapons are currently based on 

both independent and NATO targeting plans.88

While technologically advanced, and numerically significant in an absolute sense, the 

nuclear capability of Britain is notably inferior to that of the United States and Russia.  The 

relatively small size of the British force has made it difficult to include in nuclear arms control 

agreements (see Chapter 5).  The reasons that Britain might retain its nuclear forces in the future are 

similar to those advanced for the United States and Russia (see above). Despite the new Labour 

government and Robin Cook’s ‘ethical foreign policy’, there has not been a major change in 

Britain’s nuclear posture.89  The Strategic Defence Review in 1998 stated that: ‘…our minimum 

[nuclear] deterrent remains a necessary element of our security.’90  Despite an overall fall in the 

defence budget, Britain is upgrading its armed forces to give them a greater capability to be 

deployed outside Europe.  Britain is retiring all its free-fall nuclear bombs and will rely on four new 

Trident D5 equipped nuclear submarines for its deterrence, with a total of around 275 warheads. 

The current estimated cost for new Vanguard-class submarines is $18.8 million (US dollars).91 

Various scenarios have been advanced where the Trident system would act as a deterrent or could 

be used in sub-strategic missions.92  There has however been a shift in policy so that missiles are not 

87 Baylis, cited above, p.157.
88 Joshua & Hahn, cited above, p.12.
89 The Economist, July 11 1998, p.64.
90 'The Strategic Defence Review: Extracts & Documentation' in Disarmament Diplomacy, Issue No.28, URL: 
http://www.gn.org/acronym/28ext.htm .
91 ‘November/December 1996 Nuclear Notebook: British, French and Chinese Nuclear Forces 1996’, in Bulletin of  
Atomic Scientists, URL: http://www.bullatomsci.org/issues/nukenotes/nd96nukenote.html .
92 In an address to the Auckland Branch of the NZIIA on 13 September 1996, Paul Rogers argued that sub-strategic use 
had been postulated for a Gulf War type scenario; the British High Commissioner, Robert Alston, in an address to the 
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targeted and only one submarine will be on patrol at a time.93  Like the United States, Britain has 

reduced the numbers of its nuclear weapons but has not demonstrated any commitment to de-

emphasising nuclear weapons.  However, the Trident system has a life span of twenty to twenty-

five years and it has been postulated that at the end of this period, the cost of refitting could be 

economically and politically prohibitive.94  It is therefore conceivable that Britain could be the first 

major nuclear-weapon state to unilaterally disarm.

French nuclear deployments and policies

While Britain pursued a more limited nuclear force, France’s force de frappe, or strike force, was 

designed in some respects to mimic the triad of nuclear forces possessed by the United States and 

the Soviet Union.  France has deployed, at various times, land-based ballistic missiles, SLBMs, and 

sea and land based aircraft equipped with short range nuclear missiles.  France also has a limited 

aerial refuelling capability to extend the range of its aircraft.

France has always regarded nuclear weapons as important for enhancing political status and 

military capability.95  For de Gaulle, nuclear weapons were a jeton de presence, a token of presence, 

that would allow France to increase its global political status, and mask any inferiority in wealth or 

conventional armaments.  Nuclear weapons were an important component of France’s independent 

foreign policy with regard to Europe and the rest of the world. 

France was initially interested in cooperating with the United States, much as Britain had 

done.  That cooperation was thwarted by political disagreement and it appeared to France that it was 

being excluded from the US/British nuclear club.  France’s nuclear development was therefore 

largely indigenous.  Seventeen early French tests were conducted at Reggan and In Ekker in 

Algeria, with the first three atmospheric fission tests completed in 1960.96  In contrast, by 1960, the 

United States, Britain, and the Soviet Union had carried out a total of three-hundred nuclear tests 

between them.97  French testing soon moved to the Pacific, with the first test conducted in 1966. 

Two test sites were used: Mururoa and Fangataufa Atolls.  Despite having tried underground testing 

in Algeria, France pursued the cheaper option of atmospheric testing until 1974.  France 

successfully detonated a thermonuclear device in 1968, the last of the five nuclear-weapon states to 

reach this stage of weapon development.  In total, France conducted 50 atmospheric tests and 160 

underground tests between 1960 and 1996.

same forum on 7 October 1996, stated that it was ‘no good to remove [nuclear weapons] precipitously…’; the Strategic 
Defence Review (cited above) also discusses the idea of a sub-strategic role.
93 Strategic Defence Review, cited above.
94 Interview, Rebecca Johnson, 18 September 1997.
95 John Baylis, ‘French Defense Policy’ in Baylis et al, cited above, p.169.
96 Ramesh Thakur, The Last Bang Before a Total Ban: French Nuclear Testing in the Pacific, Peace Research Centre 
Working Paper No.159, Canberra: ANU Research School of Pacific Studies 1995, p.2.
97 See Appendix 3.
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As noted, France developed a limited version of a strategic triad with land based missiles, 

SLBMs and dedicated aircraft.98  Qualitative improvement in warhead and delivery system design 

has been favoured over numerical deployments.  The S3D, Pluton and Hades land based missiles 

are being retired, and France will in future rely on aircraft delivered devices (ASMP supersonic 

missiles) and technologically advanced SLBMs.  In 1996, the French arsenal consisted of eighty, 

300 kt air-to-surface missiles to be delivered by land or carrier based aircraft, and sixty-four M4 

SLBMs with MIRV technology on four submarines.99  A new SLBM missile, the M5, is being 

developed, and there are replacement missiles for the submarines totalling approximately three-

hundred.100  In the future, France’s nuclear forces will be based around four Triomphant-class 

nuclear submarines.  The nuclear tests conducted in the Pacific in 1995 and 1996 were for the new 

M5 SLBM warhead as well as for computer simulation models. 

There have been a number of changes in nuclear deployment policy, particularly the 

decision not to re-fit the land based ballistic missiles.  France’s remaining nuclear weapons are the 

best of the available technology and there is no indication that they will be phased out of service 

any time soon.  France has continually demonstrated a willingness to go against international 

opinion in regard to its nuclear security policies.

Chinese nuclear deployments and policies

China lagged behind Britain and France in weapon development, detonating a fission device at its 

Lop Nor testing site in 1964.  However, China then moved rapidly, conducting a thermonuclear test 

in 1967, one year ahead of France.  Modernisation and deployment has been slow, and limited by 

cost and technology.  China has however slowly but surely developed a triad type nuclear force, and 

is intent on improving its delivery systems still further.

Like the other nuclear-weapon states, the decision to build nuclear weapons was seen by 

Chinese leaders as a means of enhancing prestige as well as deterring aggression.  Nuclear threats 

from the United States in the 1950s, and rivalry with the Soviet Union from the 1960s, increased the 

priority given to nuclear weapons as a means of deterrence.  Early in its development, China 

pursued a policy of  ‘calculated ambiguity’.101  The secrecy of the regime and its conflicting 

statements were designed to conceal China’s intentions and capabilities.  As modernisation and 

deployment proceeded, this posture was relaxed, and China’s drive for a position of minimum 

deterrence, similar to France and Britain, became clearer.

98 France used Mirages and Super Etendards, two types of fighter bombers; heavy bombers such as the US B52 were 
never built.
99 The M4 carries six 150 kt warheads.
100 Robbin F. Laird, France, the Soviet Union, and the Nuclear Weapons Issue, Boulder: Westview Press 1985, p.54-55.
101 John Baylis, ‘Chinese Defense Policy’ in John Baylis et al, cited above, p. 136.
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In the early 1960s, China hoped that it could form a nuclear alliance with the Soviet Union, 

much as Britain had done with the United States.  The model of cooperation that led to British 

deployment of Polaris was the ideal.102  But Soviet assistance was limited, then evaporated entirely, 

leaving China to develop its nuclear capabilities indigenously, much as France was doing at the 

same time.  While China possessed the knowledge to build both fission and fusion devices, there 

was a notable lag between testing, production and deployment.  In 1967, China had nine nuclear 

devices, whereas France had sixty, and Britain had over four-hundred.103  Although the numerical 

imbalance was redressed by the mid-1970s, China still lagged behind in advanced delivery systems. 

With US help, Britain had deployed Polaris SLBMs in 1968; France deployed its first SLBM in 

1977, with upgrades in 1985 and 1987.  China in contrast deployed SLBMs only in 1983, and a new 

missile is still being developed.

China’s nuclear policies have followed similar lines of development as the other nuclear-

weapon states but with a greater time delay.  Until new, more accurate and MIRVed missiles are 

developed, China’s deterrence posture is one of massive retaliation (see Chapter 4).  Inaccurate 

missiles with large thermonuclear warheads dominate the Chinese arsenal.  A Chinese general 

noted that in a nuclear exchange with the Soviet Union, it would not matter if Chinese warheads 

missed the Kremlin and hit the Bolshoi Theatre.104  China has adopted a no first use policy, and is 

the only nuclear-weapon state to have such a policy. 

The transparency that exists between the United States and Russia regarding deployment is 

absent in China’s case; the size of its arsenal, and limited early warning systems forces China to 

conceal its weapons so that a first strike would leave its weapons intact.  China has been very 

successful in keeping the size and composition of its nuclear arsenal secret.  This has served to 

enhance its deterrence value, but has contributed to some scare-mongering among those concerned 

about China’s nuclear weapons programme.  The best estimates put China’s nuclear arsenal at 

around 400 warheads: 250 strategic and 150 tactical.105  Chinese technology is ten to twenty years 

behind that of the other nuclear-weapon states, and a recurring feature of the Chinese programme is 

the long period of time that it takes for a new system to enter into service.  China has only twenty-

six ballistic missiles capable of targeting the United States, and has no MIRV capability.106  There 

have been technical difficulties in developing solid fuel technology for SLBMs and nuclear reactors 

for submarines; only one nuclear submarine is operational and it seems unlikely that the fleet will 

number more than six in the near future.  Despite some reticence, China signed the Comprehensive 

102 Litai Xue, ‘The Evolution of China’s Nuclear Strategy’ in Hopkins & Hu, cited above, p.169.
103 See Appendix 2.
104 Xue, cited above, p.180.
105 Bulletin of Atomic Scientists, cited above.
106 'Report: China boosting nuclear ICBM arsenal from 18 to 26', CNN, 21 July 1998, URL: http://www.cnn.com .
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Test Ban Treaty (CTBT) and seems content with the technological state of its warheads.  Further 

modernisation is likely to take place in delivery systems, particularly ballistic missiles.  The pace of 

this modernisation is likely to depend on the evolution of regional security relations.  China is 

particularly interested in the US anti-ballistic missile defence programme, noting that it has 

offensive as well as defensive applications.  China is therefore likely to concentrate in the future on 

developing high penetration and survivable warheads, as well as improving the accuracy of its 

ballistic missiles, as other nuclear-weapon states have done over time.107

Other nuclear-weapon states

Categorisation

The five nuclear-weapon states do not have a monopoly on nuclear technology.  Sixty-two states in 

total have nuclear reactors for research purposes; a dozen or more states have the ability to enrich 

uranium into a fuel state that could be used in a nuclear weapon.108  The technical capability to 

produce a nuclear weapon is different from having the political will to do so.  The decision to 

develop an overt nuclear weapons programme has been eschewed by a number of nuclear capable 

states, and pursued clandestinely by a select group of others.  

Proliferation experts, such as Leonard Spector et al, divide nuclear-weapon states into six 

groupings: declared, Soviet successor states, undeclared, suspected, recent renunciations, and 

abstaining.109  India and Pakistan were classified as undeclared nuclear-weapon states, along with 

Israel.  However, India and Pakistan have crashed their way into the nuclear club by demonstrating 

their nuclear weapon capabilities and declaring themselves as nuclear-weapon states.  It is not clear 

if this status will be accepted by the international community, the legal definition of a nuclear-

weapon state being defined in the Treaty for the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons (NPT).  The 

term declared seems to include not only a demonstration of a nuclear weapon capability, but also a 

legal acceptance of status, and deployed nuclear weapons.  India and Pakistan have certainly 

declared their capabilities, but have not yet been accepted into the official nuclear-weapon state 

club, nor have they overtly deployed any systems.  Although vague, it seems reasonable at this time 

to retain the term undeclared for India and Pakistan.  However, this author would suggest that the 

term undeclared be replaced by de facto as a better description of both the posture and the 

107 Xue, cited above, p.176.
108 Congressional Research Service, Library of Congress, Nuclear Proliferation Factbook, Washington: US Government 
Printing Office, 1995, p.501-520.
109 Leonard S. Spector, Mark G. McDonough & Evan S. Medeiros, Tracking Nuclear Proliferation: A Guide in Maps 
and Charts, 1995, Washington: Carnegie Endowment for International Peace 1995, p.9.
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capabilities of India and Pakistan, if not Israel as well.  The remainder of this section discusses 

Spector's six groupings in turn, omitting the declared nuclear-weapon states (the United States, 

Russia, Britain, France and China), as they have already been discussed.

It is also typical in the literature to list the number of nuclear-weapon states as five, which 

refers to the five declared nuclear-weapon states, often called the P5 to reflect that they are also the 

permanent members of the UN Security Council.  It is becoming increasingly evident, particularly 

in light of the tests by India and Pakistan, that using only the declared states to determine the 

number of nuclear-weapon states is misleading.  This thesis follows the convention of accepting the 

number of nuclear-weapon states as five, reflecting their deployed capabilities.  It should however 

be acknowledged, as suggested above, that a five-plus-three formula might be more accurate in the 

future.

Soviet successor states

Following the break-up of the Soviet Union, Belarus, Ukraine and Kazakhstan were left with a 

range of nuclear materials and facilities including many actual nuclear warheads.  These three states 

quickly moved to accept the restraints agreed between the United States and the Soviet Union under 

START I (see Chapter 5).  All three have joined the NPT regime (see Chapter 6), and by doing so, 

accepted inspections from the International Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA) of all their nuclear 

facilities.  In all three states, the decision making processes for nuclear disarmament were relatively 

quick, but the implementation has proved difficult, and the success of the nuclear disarmament 

process has been the source of some debate.110  However, that the creation of three new nuclear-

weapon states was prevented can be counted as a major diplomatic success.

Undeclared

As noted above, the term undeclared for this category is imprecise.  This category has also been 

called threshold nuclear-weapon states to reflect the ambiguity over each states' respective 

technologies.  In Israel’s case, it definitely has nuclear weapons, although the numbers and 

technologies are not clear, and whether or not devices are actually assembled.  The use of the term 

threshold to describe India, Pakistan and Israel is now clearly redundant.  In the case of India and 

Pakistan, the stage of their technological development is now much clearer.

The first Indian nuclear test took place in 1974 at Pokharan in the north-western Rajasthan 

desert with a yield of approximately 12 kt, using plutonium from domestic reactors.111  The Indian 

110 Mitchell Reiss, Bridled Ambition: Why Countries Constrain Their Nuclear Capabilities, Washington: The Woodrow 
Wilson Center Press 1995, p.89-182.
111 Stockholm International Peace Research Institute (SIPRI), SIPRI Yearbook 1975: World Armaments and 
Disarmament, Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1975, p.16.
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government described the test as ‘a peaceful nuclear explosion…as part of the programme of study 

of peaceful uses of nuclear explosions…’, and stated that India had no desire to deploy nuclear 

weapons.112  However, in May 1998 India surprised all observers, including the United States, with 

three simultaneous underground nuclear tests.  These three tests were followed up by two more 

tests, two days later.  India then announced an end to its testing.

The combined yield of the first three tests in 1998 has been estimated as high as 80 kt.113 

India claimed that it had tested a thermonuclear device and two fission devices, one suitable for 

artillery shells, the other for aircraft delivery.  The second two tests were sub-kiloton shots designed 

to gather information for computer simulation.  The difficulty of determining yields from the first 

set of tests has meant that it is unclear whether India has a full thermonuclear capability, although 

the balance of opinion at the time of writing suggests that it has.  This means that India has 

advanced significantly in its research from 1974 and had obviously not curtailed its scientific 

programmes after the test in 1974.  The speed at which the new government was able to conduct the 

tests also suggests that the nuclear establishment had made substantial preparations and was waiting 

only for political approval.  Indeed, India was prevented from possible tests in 1995 by satellite 

detection of their preparations.  A study of commercial satellite information suggests that 

preparations had been taking place since the 1980s.114  It has also been suggested that one of the low 

yield tests used gas boosting technology, as used by all five nuclear-weapon states; the implication 

is that this technology would allow India to use reactor grade plutonium for its weapons, giving it 

the potential to make up to 1200 nuclear weapons with current stocks.115  It is estimated that India 

currently has up to fifty devices.116  The mystery surrounding India's recent test means that, like 

other nuclear-weapon states in their early stages of development, ambiguity has been cultivated to 

increase deterrence.

Despite political pressure and economic incentives not to test, Pakistan responded to India’s 

1998 tests with six of its own, two weeks later.  Five tests were initially conducted, all detonated 

simultaneously to make yields harder for observers to determine; the sixth test was conducted two 

days later.  For many observers it confirmed that Pakistan had more nuclear devices available than 

previous estimates.117  In contrast to India’s relative openness on some results from its tests, 

Pakistan was reluctant to discuss any technical matters.  Estimates put the sixth test at 18 kt, a small 

112 SIPRI Yearbook 1975, cited above.
113 For a good discussion of yield estimates, see Carey Sublette, ‘India Goes Thermonuclear’, URL: 
http://www.fas.org/nuke/hew/India/IndiaNuke98.html . 
114 Vipin Gupta & Frank Pabian, ‘Investigating the Allegations of Indian Nuclear Test Preparations in the Rajasthan 
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115 Sublette, ‘India Goes Thermonuclear’, cited above, p.9.
116 David Dickens, 'Things That Go Bang in the Desert' in New Zealand International Review, Vol.23, No.4, 1998, p.15.
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fission device; US observers suggested that the claimed five simultaneous tests might have actually 

only been one or two devices.118  Pakistan used enriched uranium for its nuclear devices, a viable 

fission material, but not as efficient as plutonium.  Pakistan is not as advanced as India in nuclear 

terms, and the tests have reinforced this to a certain degree.  Pakistan’s obfuscation may be a 

deliberate tactic to mystify its nuclear potential.  In terms of its weapons stocks, Pakistan used 

perhaps as much as one third of its bomb material matching India’s tests.119

The nuclear tests conducted by India and Pakistan were widely condemned by the 

international community and many states moved to impose sanctions and limit technology transfers. 

The nuclear weaponisation of two hostile bordering states is some concern for alarm; it is not clear 

what, if any, procedures are in place for crisis management to prevent pre-emptive nuclear strikes 

from being used.  While Pakistan has developed its nuclear capabilities only in response to India, 

India has a more complex strategic and political rationale for its nuclear programmes.  India has 

argued for non-discriminatory nuclear disarmament for decades, while advancing its own claims as 

a regional power and offsetting the rise of China as a regional power.  Recent statements by India in 

the United Nations General Assembly (UNGA) suggest that having made its statement regarding its 

nuclear capabilities, it is now ready to move forward in nuclear arms control, particularly in 

negotiating a fissile material treaty, and possibly even signing the CTBT.120

Israel’s nuclear arsenal has received a lot of attention from neighbouring Arab states, but not 

from the West.  The United States in particular has supported Israel in resisting pressure to declare 

its nuclear weapons.  The ambiguity surrounding Israel’s nuclear capabilities has in some respects 

added to deterrence.  Israel has stated that it would not be the first state to introduce nuclear 

weapons into the Middle East, but has not denied its nuclear weapon potential.  However, Israel has 

clarified some of its ambiguous statements regarding assembled devices in recent years, causing 

many observers to agree that Israel does actually have nuclear warheads ready for use. 121

Israel started its nuclear programme in 1956 after its Suez invasion.  It was assisted by 

France in the construction of a plutonium producing reactor at Dimona.  France also supplied 

specifications for bomb designs, and both France and the United States may have supplied test data, 

including data from thermonuclear tests.122  Uranium for Dimona was supplied for a time by South 

Africa.  The Dimona reactor is unsafeguarded by an IAEA regime, so its level of production is 

unclear.  Much of the information about Israel’s nuclear capability, including photos, was obtained 
118 ‘Pakistan Conducts Additional Nuclear Test’, CNN, 30 May 1998, URL: http://www.cnn.com . 
119 John Ward Anderson & Kamran Khan, ‘Pakistan: ‘We Are A Nuclear Power’’, Washington Post Foreign Service, 30 
May 1998, URL: http://www.washingtonpost.com .
120 'India and Pakistan Statements to the United Nations General Assembly, September 1998', ACRONYM, URL: 
http://www.gn.apc.org/acronym/spsep98.htm .
121 Shai Feldman, Nuclear Weapons and Arms Control in the Middle East, Cambridge, Mass.: The MIT Press, 1997, 
p.95-120.
122 Spector et al, cited above, p.135-136.
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from former Israeli nuclear technician Mordechai Vanunu, who has spent over four-thousand days 

in solitary confinement in an Israeli prison for his activities.123  Estimates of Dimona’s plutonium 

production provide a figure of 70-80 for the number of Israeli nuclear devices.124  Israel has a two-

stage, solid fuel missile with a 1500 km range, and US sources suggest that Israel's space launch 

vehicles could carry a 500 kg warhead over 7800 km, which is ICBM range.125

Test data and weapon specifications supplied by other states meant that Israel has not had to 

conduct a nuclear test to ensure the reliability of its devices.  However, on 22 September 1979, a US 

Vela satellite detected the optical signature of a nuclear explosion of around 3 kt in the Southern 

Indian Ocean.  It was widely suspected at the time that South Africa, possibly with Israeli 

cooperation (or leadership), had denoted a nuclear device: a tactical weapon or a fission trigger (see 

discussion of South Africa below). 126  It has also been claimed that Israel was definitely responsible 

and that it conducted three tests at this time.127  The jury is still out, although the unofficial opinion 

is that a test did take place.  There are two contending scenarios if indeed a test did take place: a 

South African test ahead of predictions as to when South Africa had a functioning device; or an 

Israeli test with South African cooperation.  The most up-to-date information on this event is from 

an article in the Bulletin of Atomic Scientists, prompted by statements from South Africa confirming 

a test.128  The article explores the rumours that South Africa was responsible for a nuclear test.  The 

IAEA contends that South Africa did not develop its nuclear weapons until two months after the 

event, but has not explored the option of an Israeli nuclear test.  At the time of the event, President 

Carter convened an investigating panel.  The panel concluded that the signal detected from the 

satellite was probably not a nuclear test.  Carter was under pressure over the Middle East peace 

process and revelations implicating Israel could have scuttled that process, introducing political 

considerations for the panel; the CIA and the Los Alamos nuclear laboratory refuted the panel’s 

findings.  CIA documents requested by the Federation of American Scientists in 1996 dealt with 

South African and Israeli nuclear cooperation, but paragraphs on the 1979 event were blacked out, 

suggesting that the CIA’s conclusions are not yet ready for release.  The Bulletin suggests that new 

evidence is now available to make a more definite judgement on the event, and given that Israel 

almost definitely has nuclear weapons, the political climate today might be more receptive to the 

news of a past test than it was in 1979.

123 Adrian Feasey (ed.), ‘Over 4000 Days in Solitary Confinement’ in The New Zealand Foundation for Peace Studies  
Newsletter, Vol.3 No.6 Sept. 1997, p.9.
124 Spector et al, cited above, p.135.
125 Spector et al, cited above, p.135.
126 Reiss, cited above, p.10-11, and the sub-section on South Africa’s nuclear capability below.
127 Seymour Hersh, The Samson Option, New York: Random House, 1991, p.271.
128 David Albright & Corey Gay, ‘A Flash from the Past’ in Bulletin of Atomic Scientists, Vol.53 No.6, 1997.
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Suspected

North Korea, Libya and Iran are suspected by some states of clandestinely pursuing a nuclear 

weapon capability.  All three states have signed the NPT.  North Korea has renounced its nuclear 

intentions and under the 1994 Agreed Framework with the United States is dismantling its 

plutonium making reactor in exchange for South Korean built light-water power reactors.  There 

have been difficulties in implementing this agreement, and at the time of writing, differences had 

not been resolved.  Whether North Korea will, or be allowed to, proceed with its nuclear 

developments is not clear.  While any future nuclear weapon developments in North Korea are 

likely to be checked by the Agreed Framework, when differences are resolved by further 

negotiation, the status of its current plutonium stocks is unclear.  Many analysts suspect that North 

Korea may actually have one or two nuclear devices assembled, or at least the capability to 

assemble a device at short notice.129

Libya is often cited as a rogue nuclear state, but despite its intentions, has only one reactor 

capable of enriching nuclear fuel.  Until it acquires more technology, Libya might have the 

intention, but not the capability, to develop a nuclear device.  

Iran has an advanced nuclear infrastructure, and is estimated to be approximately eight years 

away from being able to assemble a nuclear device.130  However, it is unable to produce fissile 

material suitable for a bomb at the present time.131  Russia is currently cooperating with Iran to build 

a new nuclear power reactor, and the United States has accused Russia of providing other 

technology to aid bomb design and for the development of new ballistic missiles.132  Russia has 

denied the accusations, with one official stating: ‘We do not deliver armaments to hot spots and 

countries under international agreements.’133  However, recent information on Russia's contribution 

to Iraq's re-armament suggest that the government has less control over technology proliferation 

than officials suggest.134  The IAEA reported in 1997 that following its routine inspections, Iran’s 

nuclear capability was for civilian purposes only.135

Recent renunciations

A number of states have acknowledged pursuing nuclear weapons but, except in the case of South 

129 Michael J. Mazarr, 'Going Just a Little Nuclear: Nonproliferation Lessons from North Korea' in International 
Security, Vol.20, No.2, 1995, p.103-104.
130 Congressional Research Service, cited above, p.676.
131 Greg J. Gerardi & Maryam Aharinejad, ‘Report: An Assessment of Iran’s Nuclear Facilities’ in The Non-
Proliferation Review, Vol. 2 No. 3 1995, URL: http://cns.miis.edu/npr/iranuc23.html.
132 ‘Missile Design Buyer Linked to Iran Embassy’ in Russia Today, 18 Nov. 1997, URL: http://www.russiatoday.com.
133 ‘Russia Denies Helping Iran Make Nuclear Weapons’ in Russia Today, 11 Sep. 1997, URL: 
http://www.russiatoday.com.
134 Vladimir Orlov & William C. Potter, 'The Mystery of the Sunken Gyros' in The Bulletin of the Atomic Scientists, 
November/December 1998.
135 ‘UN Blix says Iran’s nuclear capability peaceful’ in CNN, 23 Jul. 1997, URL: http://www.cnn.com.
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Africa, given up before assembling a device. Romania was building an experimental plutonium 

producing reactor under the Ceaucescu regime, but has since abandoned the project.  Algeria signed 

the NPT in 1995 and submitted its facilities to routine inspections.  Argentina and Brazil have 

signed both the NPT and the Treaty of Tlatelolco, allowing both IAEA and bilateral inspections of 

their nuclear facilities.  

By many estimates, Iraq was only a few years away from building a nuclear device when it 

invaded Kuwait in 1990.  Its nuclear programme, costing $8-11 billion and employing 15-20,000 

scientists and engineers was successfully concealed from outside attention.136  Iraq’s nuclear 

programme, as well as its chemical and biological weapons infrastructure, is currently being 

dismantled by the UN and will, political consensus remaining, be subject to long term monitoring. 

At the time of writing however, the future of UN inspections was in doubt.  Monitoring facilities are 

in place, including security cameras, as part of an IAEA regime.  Therefore, significant barriers 

exist to prevent Iraq from re-activating its nuclear weapons programme.  However, clandestine 

activities by Iraq should not be ruled out, particularly as the bombing of Iraq by the United States 

and Britain in December 1998 has thrown inspections and monitoring into disarray. 

In 1993, South Africa revealed that it had constructed seven nuclear devices with gun type 

mechanisms using domestically enriched uranium and with design assistance from Israel; all 

devices were destroyed before joining the NPT in 1991, and the fissile material cast into inert 

ingots.137  IAEA inspectors found inventories of enriched uranium in 1991, starting the revelation 

process about South Africa’s nuclear past.  South Africa made preparations for underground tests in 

the Kalahari, including the digging of shafts, but satellite detection led to the United States and the 

Soviet Union applying dissuading pressure.  As noted in the discussion on Israel above, South 

Africa may have conducted a nuclear test in 1979.138  The main dispute is now over the exact date 

that South Africa had a functional nuclear weapon.  South Africa’s revelations suggest that secret 

nuclear weapon construction is possible, given the right combination of indigenous technology and 

clandestine cooperation.  However, the United States and the Soviet Union chose not to apply 

pressure on South Africa (like the case of Israel) to reveal all the details of its programme, only not 

to test.  This suggests that the ability of a state to develop a nuclear weapon in absolute secret is 

difficult, and that its ability to avoid international censure depends on a variety of political factors.

Abstaining countries

A number of states have nuclear power reactors and the technological infrastructure to initiate a 

136 Feldman, cited above, p.53.
137 Reiss, cited above, p.7.
138 Reiss, cited above, p.10-11; David Albright & Corey Gay, cited above.
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nuclear weapons programmes.  While the capability is present, the political will is not, and all these 

states are NPT signatories.  The abstaining states are: Australia, Austria, Belgium, Canada, the 

Czech Republic, Denmark, Finland, Germany, Hungary, Ireland, Italy, Japan, the Netherlands, 

Norway, Poland, South Korea, Slovakia, and Spain.139

Summary 

The end of the Cold War and the spectre of global nuclear conflagration has not led to the end of 

nuclear weapons and an abandoning of nuclear security.  It may even be argued that it is business as 

usual in the nuclear-weapon states and that there are new desires by some states around the world to 

develop a nuclear deterrent.  

That there are currently only eight states that include nuclear weapons as part of their 

security policies suggests that the nuclear world is very small.  Although the number of nuclear-

weapon states is small, the size of arsenals is still significant, particularly those of the United States 

and Russia.  Despite substantial numerical reductions by both these states, sizeable and powerful 

arsenals will remain in the foreseeable future.  With the end of the Cold War, much of the rationale 

for traditional ideas on deterrence (see Chapter 4) have disappeared and the utility of nuclear 

weapons has reduced.  However, the attraction for nuclear-weapon states to retain existing arsenals 

is strong.  Even if their nuclear weapons are for a last-resort scenario only, or for maintaining 

international prestige, or for deterring an uncertain future adversary, the quantity of investment in 

nuclear programmes and uncertainty about the future are powerful reasons for retaining at least 

some quantity of nuclear weapons.

It is of some consolation that the number of states seeking a nuclear weapon capability is 

also limited.  With the NPT (see Chapter 6) having proven to be a major brake on horizontal 

proliferation, there is a significant chance that the number of nuclear-weapon states will remain at 

five-plus-three in the foreseeable future.  However, as Iraq and North Korea have demonstrated, the 

NPT can be circumvented under certain circumstances.  International obligations, such as the NPT, 

are not fixed and national security interests will always be superior to international law.  

It can be concluded that nuclear arms control must address both political and technological 

issues.  As Chapters 5 and 6 discuss, the record of both bilateral and multilateral nuclear arms 

control has been relatively successful.  However, despite the limitations put in place by such 

139 For an interesting discussion on Australia and nuclear weapons, see: Anthony Clunies Ross & Peter King, Australia 
and Nuclear Weapons, Sydney: Sydney University Press 1966.
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agreements, the utility attached to nuclear weapons and the possibility of their further proliferation 

is still a concern.  For states, that place a high priority on nuclear arms control, such as New 

Zealand, the 1990s has not seen a reduction of interest in nuclear weapons.  Part of the motivation 

for New Zealand to support CTBT in 1996 was that nuclear weapons were still important 

components of several states' security policies, and proliferation concerns were still present.  As this 

chapter has argued, this is still the case some two years later.  This suggests that nuclear arms 

control is an incremental process and that rapid changes are unlikely. 



Chapter 4: Problems of proliferation

Introduction and contents

Many states, including New Zealand, have identified the proliferation of nuclear weapons as a 

major concern; controlling proliferation is a major priority of their foreign policies.  The role of 

nuclear weapons in deterring conflict, particularly during the Cold War, is contentious.  This debate 

is beyond the scope of this chapter, but can easily be accessed through a variety of readings (see 

Appendix 1).  This chapter, and indeed this whole thesis, assumes that the control of nuclear 

weapons and limits on their proliferation is desirable.  In general, this is a relatively non-

controversial assumption, as the majority of world leaders support the control of nuclear 

proliferation through their support of the Treaty for the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons 

(NPT).  Where opinions differ is over what form the controls should take, how strict they should be, 

and to whom they should apply.  

The material in this chapter is presented to expand on the third proposition of this thesis that 

efforts at controlling the proliferation of nuclear weapons have been hampered by strategies that 

give emphasis to nuclear weapons in security policies and by the close relationship between civilian 

and military uses of nuclear technology.  It also expands on the two themes of this thesis by further 

discussing the perspectives of nuclear-weapon states and by outlining some of the complex 

technological issues for nuclear arms control.

Following this introduction, the chapter is divided into four sections.  The first section 

introduces nuclear proliferation, and in defining it, looks at the ways in which proliferation affects 

security.  The second section describes the evolution of nuclear strategies.  Chapter 3 outlined the 

current state of the nuclear world and described current policies of nuclear-weapon states. 

Strategies are the action plans for implementing a policy and are expanded here to supplement the 

discussion in Chapter 3.  At first glance it might appear that nuclear weapon strategies are not a 

proliferation problem, but a separate issue.  However, a discussion of strategies is useful in the 

context of this chapter for the following reason.  One problem for the control of proliferation is that 

nuclear weapons have not been ruled out as useless for enhancing security.  Some might argue that 

nuclear weapons are un-useable and actually detract from security.  However, at least eight states 

believe that nuclear weapons do enhance security, and have developed strategies that justify their 

deployment and possible use.  It is important to be familiar with strategic thinking to see that 
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controlling proliferation does not just involve controls on physical materials, but must also be 

directed towards changing policy-makers attitudes on the utility of nuclear weapons.  A description 

of nuclear weapon strategies therefore serves as a useful component of a discussion on the problems 

of proliferation. The third section describes the relationship between civilian and military uses of 

nuclear technology, and the problem that this relationship poses for the control of proliferation.  The 

fourth section summarises the main observations.

Nuclear proliferation as a threat to security

Assumptions on proliferation

The proliferation of nuclear weapons has been the concern of both nuclear weapon-states and non-

nuclear-weapon states.  There are two types of proliferation: vertical and horizontal.  Vertical 

proliferation is the increase in numbers (qualitative vertical proliferation) or the enhancement of the 

capabilities of weapons (quantitative vertical proliferation) possessed by existing nuclear-weapon 

states.  Horizontal proliferation is when new states develop nuclear weapons, increasing both the 

numbers of nuclear weapons in the world and the number of states that can use them.

The concern with proliferation is that any increase in the number of nuclear weapons is seen 

as altering the nuclear balance and introducing new uncertainties that could destabilise relationships 

between states.  The basic assumption of proliferation is that because nuclear weapons are so 

destructive, the opportunities for, or the likelihood of, their use should be minimised.  A greater 

number of weapons possessed by the nuclear-weapon states, or a greater number of nuclear-weapon 

states, could increase the likelihood of the use of nuclear weapons.  It is the subject of debate 

whether vertical or horizontal proliferation is the greatest threat to security.  Positions in this debate 

depend on a state’s individual perceptions of its security interests and so the debate is unlikely to be 

resolved.  Arms control has been used to try and control both vertical and horizontal proliferation.

Vertical proliferation

The concern with this type of proliferation, by all states, would be that an altering of the strategic 

balance between nuclear-weapon states could put one state in a position of superiority and allow the 

proliferating state to gain a political and military advantage.  The primary example of vertical 

proliferation has been the nuclear arms race between the United States and the Soviet Union where, 

for several decades, both states made qualitative and quantitative improvements to their arsenals. 

Interestingly enough, qualitative improvements are regarded by many observers as proliferation, 
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even though there may not be an increase in the number of weapons deployed.140  Vertical 

proliferation can therefore be not only numerical, but also technological.  

Fear of dominance, the desire for parity in nuclear forces, and technological innovation have 

fuelled vertical proliferation.  The footnotes for this chapter, as well as the books reviewed in 

Appendix 1, contain much useful material on the relationship between the size and nature of nuclear 

arsenals and the viability of deterrence.  The United States and Russia have constrained vertical 

proliferation to prevent imbalances in their relationship.  Other states have been interested in halting 

vertical proliferation in the nuclear-weapon states as a means of reducing the salience of nuclear 

weapons in defence policies.  Controlling vertical proliferation, notably between the United States 

and Russia, has been difficult due to the intricacies of  balancing force structures (see Chapter 5).  It 

has been particularly difficult for non-nuclear-weapon states to influence the policies of the nuclear-

weapon states, especially as it appears that nuclear deterrence has had some role in preventing 

conflict between nuclear-weapon states.  Because security matters are of paramount importance, the 

nuclear-weapon states have resented being lectured to as to how to ensure their own security. 

Horizontal proliferation

Horizontal proliferation was a major concern for the United States and the Soviet Union, and led to 

the NPT being signed in 1968 (see Chapter 6).  The five nuclear-weapon states were relatively 

confident of being able to manage their strategies of nuclear deterrence.  They did not want other 

states, especially those in political rivalry, gaining nuclear weapons and increasing the likelihood of 

their use.  They also did not want their allies or client states obtaining nuclear weapons and using 

them, whether in actual military use or as political leverage, to draw them into a wider conflict.

While vertical proliferation by the nuclear-weapon states continued steadily upwards, the 

United States and other states introduced domestic policies and negotiated international agreements 

to control horizontal proliferation.  Much of the focus was on regulating the spread of nuclear 

power technology and fissile material.  US Presidential Directive/NSC-8 begins with the following 

paragraph:

It shall be a principal US security objective to prevent the spread of nuclear explosive – or 

near explosive – capabilities to countries that do not now possess them.  To this end US 

non-proliferation policy shall be directed at preventing the development and use of sensitive 

nuclear  power  technologies  which  involve  direct  access  to  plutonium,  highly  enriched 

uranium, or other weapons useable material in non-nuclear states, and at minimising global 

140 Although qualitative improvement is not specifically mentioned, the NPT contains language suggesting that the 
continuation of the nuclear arms race is proliferation.  As noted in this chapter, the nuclear arms race has been both 
quantitative and qualitative.
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accumulation of these materials.141

There have been notable objections to this policy, perhaps best articulated by India.  India argued 

against the division between the nuclear-weapon states and the non-nuclear-weapon states that was 

enshrined by the NPT.  India argued that in return for non-nuclear-weapon states cooperating with 

horizontal non-proliferation policies, the nuclear-weapon states must accept restraints on vertical 

proliferation.  India’s opposition is best illustrated by its refusal to sign the NPT and its statement 

regarding the Comprehensive Teat Ban Treaty (CTBT): ‘It is… a fact that we have certain national 

security concerns which make it impossible for us to subscribe to a… CTBT that is merely an 

instrument for horizontal non-proliferation rather than disarmament.’142  Many other states have not 

been entirely pleased with the efforts of the nuclear-weapon states to control vertical proliferation, 

but the majority of the states in the world have accepted the obligations of the NPT and accepted 

the division between nuclear weapon and non-nuclear-weapon states.

The problem with preventing horizontal proliferation is the difficulty in controlling the raw 

materials necessary to build a nuclear weapon.  This is exacerbated by the close relationship 

between civilian and military applications of nuclear technology.  This relationship is explained 

later in this chapter.  It should be noted that there is a vast gap between the ability to build a nuclear 

weapon and the motivation to do so.  Predictions of the number of nuclear weapons states over the 

years have been proved to be way too pessimistic.  While non-proliferation regimes should not be 

relaxed, the difference between the potential to build nuclear weapons and inclination to do so 

should receive greater acknowledgement.

Observations on proliferation and nuclear arms control

The problem of vertical proliferation has been restricted to the five nuclear-weapon states.  Because 

the security relationships between the five has generally been complex, arms control agreements to 

regulate vertical proliferation have typically been negotiated (or not negotiated) between the five, in 

particular the United States and the Soviet Union/Russia (see Chapter 5).143  Non-nuclear-weapon 

states interested in regulating vertical proliferation have been largely excluded from the process and 

have often expressed resentment.  Such states were the driving force behind trying to include strict 

conditions for halting vertical proliferation in arms control agreements such as the NPT and the 

CTBT.  The five nuclear-weapon states argued that because vertical proliferation was a security 

141 Congressional Research Service, Library of Congress, Nuclear Proliferation Factbook, Washington: US Government 
Printing Office, 1995, p.63.
142 Statement on CTBT by the Minister of External Affairs of India, Mr. IK Gurjal, 22 August 1996, Disarmament 
Times, URL: http://www.igc.apc.org/disarm/dt.html .
143 Britain, France and China have been latecomers to regulating vertical proliferation, despite NPT obligations to do so. 
Restrictions accepted by these three have been limited to qualitative development such as their signing of the CTBT. 
Reductions in weapon numbers have been the result of unilateral rationalisation rather than negotiated obligations.
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issue amongst themselves, it was unnecessary to open up the process to include other states.  The 

non-nuclear-weapon states argued that the indiscriminate nature of nuclear weapons and their 

destructiveness gave them a vested interest and they were keen to help negotiate solutions.  As 

Chapter 5 describes, the bilateral agreements that have regulated vertical proliferation are complex 

and deal with specific security relationships.  While a commitment to regulating vertical 

proliferation is a legitimate demand for non-nuclear-weapon states to make, and suggestions on 

how to achieve it can be useful, the negotiation process has typically been the preserve of those 

states with the weapons.

Preventing the horizontal proliferation of nuclear weapons effectively involves all states and 

requires widespread support to be effective.  If a nuclear arms control agreement on horizontal 

proliferation is to gain the widespread support necessary for it to be effective, the agreement must 

reflect the concerns of many individual states.  As Chapter 6 describes, multilateral nuclear arms 

control negotiations typically involve more perspectives to be included in an agreement, and more 

processes of compromise, coalition building and the like.  While this does not necessarily produce a 

longer treaty in terms of the length of the text (the NPT is much shorter than a typical Strategic 

Arms Reduction Talks (START) treaty, for example), the final text may conceal many of the 

processes involved in reaching agreement.  As each state has individual security needs, and 

differing perspectives on those needs, one difficulty lies in trying to reduce the utility attached by 

some states to nuclear weapons as a means of increasing security.  Only when that utility is reduced 

is the prevention of horizontal proliferation likely to be successful.

Chapter 3 introduced the nuclear-weapon states and their policies regarding their nuclear 

arsenals.  The following section describes the evolution of nuclear weapon strategies and discusses 

their implications for nuclear arms control.

Nuclear weapon strategies

Paradoxes and the evolutionary process

In October 1945, shortly after using two nuclear weapons against Japan, President Truman told an 

aide: ‘…I am not sure it [a nuclear weapon] can ever be used.’144  Truman’s observation, pre-dating 

his decision to develop the even more powerful hydrogen bomb, highlights the fundamental 

paradox of nuclear security.  Nuclear weapons have a destructive capability that makes them more 

difficult to use in a war-fighting scenario than conventional weapons.  Nuclear weapons quickly 

144 John Lewis Gaddis, The Long Peace: Inquiries into the History of the Cold War, New York: Oxford University 
Press, 1987, p.106.
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gained an aura in the 1940s and 1950s as being special weapons and that their use would be a 

political rather than a military decision.  There has always been the theory that domestic opinion, 

notably in the West, would prevent leaders from using nuclear weapons.  The paradox is therefore 

that while nuclear weapons might not be able to be used, or might be impractical to use, the threat 

of their use is the basis of  nuclear security.  Not all states perceive that they require nuclear security 

and only five (or eight) states have actually taken strategic development to the point where nuclear 

weapons are an important component of security.145

The fundamental basis of nuclear security has therefore been deterrence.  The reasoning is 

that nuclear weapons would be deployed so as to deter an enemy from aggression.  Policy makers 

have had to use sophisticated arguments to overcome the paradox of nuclear deterrence and to 

formulate deterrence strategies.  The US nuclear arsenal was initially rationalised on the basis that it 

was a deterrent for a specific scenario of aggression: a Soviet invasion of Western Europe with 

conventional weapons.  The US and Soviet nuclear umbrellas served to prevent outright superpower 

confrontation while allowing numerous proxy wars to be conducted elsewhere in the world.

While deterrence against a conventional attack is the main means by which nuclear weapons 

can enhance security, there are also two other means.  Firstly, nuclear weapons can off-set the threat 

of another state with nuclear weapons.  This is deterrence not just against conventional attack, but 

against a nuclear attack as well.  It can be argued that the Soviet Union developed its nuclear 

weapons to compensate for the nuclear arsenal that the United States possessed and Soviet fears that 

the arsenal would be used against them.  Britain and France used the threat of Soviet nuclear attack 

as one of the justifications for their nuclear forces; India's fear of a nuclear armed China has been 

one justification for its nuclear programme; nuclear threats issued by the United States against 

North Korea in the 1950s might have pushed North Korea towards developing its nuclear 

programme.146  Secondly, nuclear weapons are seen by some as enhancing security by increasing 

the state’s prestige, international position, and bargaining power.  The possession of nuclear 

weapons, even without the explicit threat of their use, can be regarded as important to create the 

illusion of greater power.  To some observers it appears as no coincidence that the five permanent 

members of the United Nations Security Council are the five declared nuclear-weapon states.  That 

the NPT differentiates between nuclear-weapon states and non-nuclear-weapon states suggests that 

the former receive special treatment.  Most nuclear-weapon states and threshold nuclear states have 

used this justification to varying degrees.147

145 The five declared nuclear-weapon states have made overt deployments based on strategic rationalisations.  The status 
of Isreal’s deployments is not clear, ditto for India and Pakistan at this stage.  Whether South Africa ever had an 
assembled warhead ready for delivery is not clear.  See Chapter 3.
146 Michael J. Mazarr, 'Going Just a Little Nuclear: Nonproliferation Lessons from North Korea, in International 
Security, Vol.20, No.2, 1995, p.93.
147 Mazarr, cited above, is an interesting case study on how North Korea has used nuclear weapons as a diplomatic 
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Nuclear security has been translated into development and deployment decisions through the 

evolution of strategies.  Although a simplification, nuclear strategy can be usefully divided into a 

three stage framework: minimum deterrence (or massive retaliation), second strike capability (or 

mutually assured destruction), and a nuclear war-fighting or first strike capability.  Changes in 

nuclear strategy are an evolutionary process, so to reach the third stage of nuclear strategy, the first 

two stages must be passed through.  No state has reached the third stage of nuclear strategy, 

although the United States may be approaching it.  Each of these three stages is described below.  

Nuclear strategy: minimum deterrence

Although dates vary between scholars, it is relatively uncontroversial that the United States enjoyed 

a monopoly of nuclear weapons until at least 1955 when the Soviet Union deployed its heavy 

bombers.148  This monopoly was never exploited by the United States to the extent that some 

suggested.  In February 1950, the then Commander of Allied forces in Berlin suggested that: ‘Now 

that we have got a head start with the hydrogen bomb, we should lay down the law [to the Soviet 

Union] not as diplomats but as soldiers’.149  Despite no such laying down of the law taking place, it 

was widely believed by US policy makers at the time that the US monopoly prevented a Soviet 

attack on Western Europe.150  The US strategy was given the name of “massive retaliation”, a term 

used by President Eisenhower’s Secretary of State, John Foster Dulles, in 1954.151  This doctrine 

gave the United States the option to respond to Soviet aggression by massive retaliation, using a 

complete range of tactical and strategic weapons, at targets of its choosing.152  The bulk of this 

massive retaliation would be undertaken by manned bombers and targets would include the main 

Soviet cities.153  Massive retaliation separated nuclear weapons from conventional weapons, making 

nuclear strategy separate from other strategies in US defence planning using conventional weapons.

The strategy of massive retaliation developed by the United States served as a model of sorts 

for other states wanting a strategy of minimum deterrence.  The lesson taken from the US 

bargaining tool.
148 The best discussions of US and Soviet strategy during this era are in: Harland B. Moulton, From Superiority to 
Parity: The United States and the Strategic Arms Race, 1961-1971, Connecticut: Greenwood Press Inc., 1973; 
Lawrence Freedman, The Evolution of Nuclear Strategy, London: The MacMillan Press Ltd., 1982;   Jonathan Samuel 
Lockwood, The Soviet View of US Strategic Doctrine: Implications for Decision Making, New Brunswick: Transaction 
Books, 1983.
149 D.G. Arnott, Our Nuclear Adventure: its Possibilities and Perils, London: Lawrence & Wishart Ltd., 1957, p.142.
150 Harland B. Moulton, cited above, p.258.
151 Freedman, cited above, p.76.
152 The difference between tactical and strategic weapons is confusing, and US use of these terms later complicated arms 
control negotiations with the Soviet Union.  Tactical weapons are generally regarded as those that are not strategic, such 
as short and medium range missiles and bombs, even if they were capable of hitting strategic targets such as Soviet 
cities or military targets in the Soviet Union.  According to bilateral agreements, US strategic weapons are those 
delivered by B-52s, ICBMs and SLBMs.  ALCMs, F-111s, Stealth bombers, SLCMs and several other weapons all 
seem to occupy a grey area that threatens to make the strategic/tactical distinction meaningless.
153 The exact targets have never been revealed, but given that many key Soviet industrial and military centres were also 
urban centres, these cities would naturally have been targets.
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experience was that conventional weapon asymmetries could be offset by a limited number of 

nuclear weapons.  The destructive power of nuclear weapons would, in theory, serve as a deterrent 

to conventional attacks and ensure security by deterring that aggression.  Early British, French and 

Chinese nuclear strategies followed this model: a limited number of (typically aircraft) delivered 

weapons would serve as a basic nuclear deterrent, against either conventional or a nuclear attacks. 

The nuclear strategies of Israel, India and Pakistan are similar to this model: limited stocks of 

nuclear weapons, or the capability to assemble a small number of weapons quickly, acts as a 

deterrent.154  In particular, Israel decided that the qualitative step of a nuclear weapons programme 

would offset the quantitative advantage in conventional weapons held by the Arab states.155 

Ambiguity and secrecy as to actual nuclear weapon capabilities adds to the deterrence by making an 

adversary uncertain as to how much retaliation to expect, and under what circumstances to expect it. 

South Africa developed a minimum deterrent based on a limited number of weapons and scenarios 

for their use.156

The US strategy was developed for the specific scenario of an invasion of Western Europe 

by the Soviet Union.  The strategy did not deter enemy forces in Korea and South East Asia in the 

1950s, and while the use of nuclear weapons was considered, no scenarios that would be militarily 

and politically useful could be found.157  The problem was that nuclear weapons had limited military 

utility and their use would invoke widespread international condemnation; nuclear weapons were 

for the United States the weapon of last resort.  The difficulty for other states following the model 

of minimum deterrence has been to identify threats that nuclear weapons will deter, to define 

scenarios where the use of nuclear weapons would be threatened, and to decide on the threshold that 

would have to be crossed for nuclear weapons to be used.  Identifying a threat is often not difficult, 

but whether a nuclear deterrent actually increases security against that threat is highly subjective. 

For all states with nuclear weapons, their possession has not prevented each one from involvement 

in limited conventional conflicts.

Nuclear strategy: secure second strike capability

The doctrine of massive retaliation came under criticism in the United States.  It was regarded as 

too clumsy and committed the United States to a nuclear strike against the Soviet Union if US 

conventional forces proved inadequate in a European conflict.  As the Soviet Union developed its 

154 For a discussion of the strategic underpinnings of India's nuclear deterrent, see: David Dickens, 'Things That Go 
Bang in the Desert' in New Zealand International Review, Vol.23, No.4, 1998.
155 Shai Feldman, Nuclear Weapons and Arms Control in the Middle East, Cambridge, Mass.: The MIT Press, 1997, 
p.95.
156 Mitchell Reiss, Bridled Ambition: Why Countries Constrain Their Nuclear Capabilities, Washington: The Woodrow 
Wilson Center Press, 1995.
157 Gaddis, cited above, p.115-123.
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own nuclear arsenal, massive retaliation suggested a scenario as follows: the Soviet Union invaded 

Western Europe with conventional forces; unable to resist due to conventional inferiority the United 

States was forced to retaliate against the Soviet Union with tactical and strategic nuclear weapons 

causing millions of casualties; the Soviet Union would be forced to respond with its own nuclear 

weapons, again causing millions of casualties.  The whole scenario had an inevitability about it, 

with the United States being trapped into a massive nuclear response to a Soviet conventional 

attack.

President Kennedy's Secretary of Defense, Robert McNamara, introduced the new doctrine 

of “flexible response”.158  Flexible response was combined with other terms such as “strategic 

sufficiency” and McNamara’s infamous acronym, “mutually assured destruction” (MAD).  The key 

to McNamara’s doctrine was that nuclear war should be avoided by deterrence: the United States 

and the Soviet Union would be deterred from using nuclear weapons.  Deterrence would be 

achieved if the United States and the Soviet Union both had a secure second strike capability.  This 

meant that even if the Soviet Union was to target US nuclear weapons with its own, the United 

States would have sufficient weapons remaining to launch a second strike, either against military, 

industrial, or population targets.  This strategic thinking led to the US triad of bombers, and the new 

ballistic missiles that could be launched from either land based silos or submarines, being expanded 

to ensure that the Soviet Union could not destroy all US nuclear weapons with a first strike.  The 

ability of the United States to launch a second strike would deter the Soviet Union from using its 

own nuclear weapons.

The notion of flexible response also required that the United States expand its conventional 

forces so as not to be forced into a nuclear scenario too early in a conflict with the Soviet Union.  If 

in a conventional conflict the United States chose to use nuclear weapons then it would do so in a 

limited way.  This was the notion of  “controlled response”.  The United States would follow a 

ladder of escalation with the first rung being limited tactical use against military targets and the 

final rung being a second strike against the Soviet Union using a full complement of strategic 

weapons.

The United States liked flexible response because it justified the diversity of its nuclear 

forces, and with a clear lead in bomber and submarine technology over the Soviet Union, the 

security of the US second strike capability was ensured.  Despite notions of bomber and missile 

gaps, the United States was clearly in a position of superiority in the arms race during the 1960s as 

the flexible response doctrine was refined.159  The United States also continued to develop an 

158 G. Treverton, ‘From No Cities to Stable Vulnerability’, in P. Bobbit, L. Freedman & G. Treverton (eds.), US Nuclear 
Strategy: A Reader, Hampshire: The MacMillan Press Ltd., 1989, p.190.
159 Harland B. Moulton, cited above, p.266.
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extensive range of tactical nuclear weapons to supplement its strategic forces.  Tactical nuclear 

weapons were those which could not strike the Soviet Union from the continental United States or 

from submarines.  Technology meant that devices including artillery shells, depth charges and short 

range missiles could all carry nuclear warheads.  Because of their similarity to conventional 

weapons, verification of tactical nuclear weapons is problematic and reliable statistics of the 

number of tactical weapons deployed by the United States and the Soviet Union is difficult to 

obtain.

The complexity of controlled response was never fully shared by the Soviet Union.  The 

problem was that many US policy makers made assumptions about Soviet strategy based on limited 

information.  Much of the information on Soviet strategy at this time did not emerge until years 

later.  Khrushchev rejected the notion of limited war, arguing that the use of nuclear weapons by the 

United States on their escalation ladder would force the Soviet Union to retaliate massively.160  This 

reinforced deterrence in a strategic sense but rejected US notions of controlling a nuclear exchange. 

Soviet forces were ill-equipped for a survivable second strike and tactical usage.  The Soviet 

capability in the early 1960s was focused on medium range bombers for striking targets in Europe. 

Strategic forces were limited to approximately 220 Inter-Continental Ballistic Missiles (ICBMs) in 

1965, and a limited number of Submarine-Launched Ballistic Missiles (SLBMs).161  There is 

evidence to suggest that the Soviet Union feared a US first strike against its military capability.  The 

Soviet Union invested heavily in air defences against bombers and started to develop a basic anti-

ballistic missile defence in the mid 1960s.  Despite limited strategic forces, Khrushchev used a 

policy of talking up the Soviet capabilities, and in doing so introduced an element of ambiguity that 

confused US policy makers, fuelling the arms race, but adding to deterrence.162

US and Soviet ideas of a secure second strike capability took nuclear strategy to a new level. 

While minimum deterrence was based on the ability to respond overwhelmingly to a conventional 

or limited nuclear attack, the strategy of secure second strike capability used as its basis the notion 

of a first strike: a nuclear attack by one state against another.  As the United States and the Soviet 

Union demonstrated, a secure second strike capability required sophisticated technology.  The 

nuclear arsenal had to be able to survive a full nuclear attack.  This required bombers on high alert 

160 Honore M. Catudal, Soviet Nuclear Strategy from Stalin to Gorbachev: A Revolution in Soviet Military and Political  
Thinking, W. Berlin: Berlin Verlag Arno Spitz, 1988, p.55. 
161 Honore M. Catudal, cited above, p.53.  Figures and technical information on Soviet capabilities is hard to obtain and 
subject to dispute.  The US deployed the solid fuelled Polaris SLBM in 1960.  Solid fuelled missiles are much more 
reliable and can be maintained on alert for longer periods than unstable liquid fuelled missiles.  According to Edward 
Luttwak, The US-USSR Nuclear Weapons Balance, Beverly Hills: Sage Publications Inc. 1974, p.54, the Soviet Union 
deployed solid fuelled SLBMs in 1961.  However, according to both Catudal, cited above, p.87, and Robert C. 
Aldridge, First Strike: the Pentagon’s Strategy for Nuclear War, London: Pluto Press, 1983, p.270, the Soviet Union 
did not deploy solid fuelled SLBMs until the late 1970s.
162 Arnold L. Horelick & Myron Rush, Strategic Power and Soviet Foreign Policy, Chicago: University of Chicago 
Press, 1966.
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status, hardened silos for missiles that would not be destroyed, invulnerable Submarine-Launched 

missiles, or a combination of these forces.  To guard against a first strike also required early 

warning systems and command, control and co-ordination facilities able to withstand a nuclear 

attack.  The Soviet Union developed a secure second strike capability in the 1970s, causing the 

United States to adjust its bilateral nuclear strategy to a position of  “essential equivalence”, where 

nuclear parity between the United States and the Soviet Union was accepted.163  President Carter 

formalised the notion of parity in Presidential Directive 59 (PD-59).  Parity between the United 

States and Russia is still an important strategic concept today, despite the end of the Cold War.  

By deploying SLBMs and aircraft delivered nuclear weapons, Britain, France and China 

have at least a partially secure second strike capability.  These three states now have the ability to 

project deterrence, based on massive retaliation to non-nuclear-weapon states or threshold nuclear-

weapon states, or based on a secure second strike capability to other nuclear-weapon states. 

Interestingly however, none of these states have subscribed to the idea of parity, where nuclear 

deployments have to match that of a potential  adversary.  These three states therefore have the 

technological capability for this second stage of nuclear strategy, but have not instigated it as a 

declared policy.  A secure second strike capability has also attracted the attention of Israel.  Faced 

with possible proliferators in the Middle East, Israel has indicated that it is considering moving to 

this strategic posture.164

Nuclear strategy: first strike capability

The third stage of nuclear strategy is the ability of one state to launch a nuclear attack against 

another state that will destroy its ability to retaliate by destroying its second strike capability.  The 

reliance of the Soviet Union on heavy, multiple warhead, silo based ICBMs, starting in the 1960s, 

suggested to the United States that the Soviet Union was seeking the ability to launch a first strike. 

This was the primary concern of US planners in the late 1970s and the 1980s.  It appeared that the 

Soviet Union was seeking the capacity to knock out US ICBMs in a first strike and retain enough 

missiles to be able to ride out a US second strike that would be based on unreliable bombers and 

less accurate SLBMs.165  In an attempt to allay US fears, Brezhnev announced in 1982 that the 

Soviet Union would not be the first to use nuclear weapons in a conflict.  Only China has made a 

similar pledge and the United States has never ruled out the possibility of first use.166

163 P. Bobbott, ‘Selective Options and Limited Responses, 1974-83’, in P. Bobbitt, L. Freedman & G. Treverton, cited 
above.
164 Michael Barletta & Christine Ellington, Isreal's Nuclear Posture Review, Center for Nonproliferation Studies, 1998, 
URL: http://www.cns.miis.edu/research/wmdme/israelnc.htm .
165 Jack H. Nunn, The Soviet First Strike Threat: The US Perspective, New York: Praeger Publishers, 1982. For a study 
into relative perspectives of the strategic balance, see also: Raymond L. Garthoff, Perspectives on the Strategic 
Balance, Washington DC: The Brookings Institution, 1983.
166 Yeltsin has reversed the no first use policy; see Chapter 3.
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The Soviet first strike scenario relied on a number of variables that many believe would 

have ruled out this scenario.167  The scenario of a Soviet first strike did, however, occupy the 

planners in the United States for a number of years and they brought out very complex calculations 

involving missile numbers, accuracy predictions, and damage quotients.  It appears that in some 

cases there was a distortion of technical details or ambiguities that were taken advantage of to 

justify an expanded US weapons programme.168  For the Soviet Union, large silo-based missiles 

were the best weapon system given its geographical position and a level of technological expertise 

that lagged behind that of the United States.  Ironically, the Soviet Union perceived its missiles as 

vulnerable to US attack.

A first strike capability requires highly accurate nuclear warhead delivery systems, 

advanced communication and information systems, and the ability to track and disable enemy 

delivery platforms such as aircraft and submarines.   A first strike capability can also be assisted by 

anti-ballistic missile and ballistic missile defence technology that limits the effectiveness of an 

enemy second strike should the first strike be of limited success.  Technological developments in 

the United States during the 1980s regarding cruise missiles and ballistic missile accuracy, and in 

the 1990s with ballistic missile defence technology, suggest that the United States could achieve a 

first strike capability.  This capability would be likely to have a limited chance of success against 

Russia, but could be effective against a smaller nuclear force such as China’s.  A first strike 

capability also gives the option of nuclear blackmail.

Like all nuclear strategies however, the first strike capability depends on the political will to 

use nuclear weapons.  It is a deterrence strategy, but could also be a war-fighting strategy where 

nuclear weapons are used against another state’s nuclear capability, or against its chemical and 

biological weapons in a pre-emptive strike.  The moral and political barriers against the use of 

nuclear weapons were strong even in the 1950s, and are perhaps even stronger today.  While the 

capability to initiate a first strike may be technologically possible, its political utility may be 

severely limited.

Non-traditional nuclear strategies and strategies of the future

The above discussion on nuclear strategy is based largely on the strategic evolution in the United 

States and the Soviet Union.  It has been suggested that their experiences and rationales can be 
167 Honore M. Catudal, cited above, p.102, argues that given the Soviet Union’s technological ability and its 
geographical position, heavy ICBMs were the only realistic nuclear option that the Soviet Union could take.  Soviet 
deployment of these weapons frustrated US scenarios on escalation.  See also Donald McKenzie, Inventing Accuracy:  
A Historical Sociology of Nuclear Missile Guidance, Cambridge, Mass.: The MIT Press 1990, for an excellent study on 
missile guidance and accuracy.
168 See for example: Robert Scheer, With Enough Shovels: Reagan, Bush and Nuclear War, New York: Random House 
Inc., 1982.  In an interview with Eugene Rostow (p.206-212), Scheer exposes some fallacious beliefs held by Rostow 
on the capabilities of the Soviet arsenal.
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projected onto other nuclear-weapon states.  This is possible in a limited sense, but it must be 

realised that US and Soviet developments were based on a unique set of circumstances.  Britain, 

France and China were influenced by the Cold War, and while their arsenals and policies look like 

secure second-strike, minimum deterrence postures, there are strategic considerations unique to 

each state.  Strategic ideas from the experience of the five nuclear-weapon states can be used as a 

framework for discussing the possible policies of other nuclear states, but the unique circumstances 

of each state must be considered.  Non-traditional strategic rationales, those not described by this 

three stage framework, must also be considered.

With the end of the Cold War, part of the rationale for nuclear weapons has gone.  Each of 

the five nuclear-weapon states has looked for new uses and scenarios for their nuclear weapons. 

This has led to the development of sub-strategic scenarios for nuclear weapons and, as noted earlier 

in Chapter 3, both the United States and Britain have considered such new roles.  Sub-strategic 

scenarios justify the retention of nuclear weapons in the absence of a clear enemy or a strategic 

relationship where nuclear weapons deter other nuclear weapons.  In the US case, the necessity of 

strategic deterrence against a Russian nuclear attack has diminished; also, the United States is 

unmatched in conventional weapons, making nuclear deterrence against conventional attack less 

important.  In sub-strategic scenarios, nuclear weapons might be used to retaliate against chemical 

or biological weapons, or for specialised responses requiring particularly devastating destructive 

power.  Nuclear weapons have therefore moved, perhaps only slightly though, away from a weapon 

of pure deterrence or last resort.  However, the fundamental starting point for nuclear weapon 

strategies in the future, by any state, is likely to be minimum deterrence and for their use in a 

scenario of last resort, whatever that might be.

Another non-traditional strategy to consider is the value of nuclear weapons in increasing a 

state's prestige and importance in the international community, or the benefits that might be gained 

by developing nuclear weapons and then trading them off.  South Africa's strategy was to have used 

the threat of nuclear weapon use to draw the United States and the Soviet Union into assisting 

conflict resolution.169  North Korea has used its nuclear programme as a means of bargaining with 

the United States and South Korea for economic assistance and political support.170  These two 

examples suggest that strategies for nuclear weapons might not just be about use and deterrence, but 

might be related to specific political calculations to yield gains in other areas.  Also, a state with 

nuclear weapons might be given special consideration in certain circumstances.  International 

Monetary Fund lending to Pakistan, that had been suspended after Pakistan's nuclear tests, was 

169 Reiss, cited above.
170 Mazarr, cited above.  North Korea offered to open its nuclear facilities up to the US for inspection in 1998 for a fee 
of $300 million, 'Clinton issues fresh warning to North Korea, BBC News Online, November 22, 1998, URL: 
http://news.bbc.co.uk .
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resumed only six months later in November 1998.  Fund officials were reported as saying privately 

that a nuclear state could not be allowed to go bankrupt.171 

Observations on nuclear strategy and nuclear arms control

The three stage strategic framework discussed above is a simplification of exceedingly complex 

ideas and arguments.  A reader interested in pursuing strategic concepts should use the footnotes for 

this chapter and the literature review in Appendix 1 as a guide.  The ability of nuclear weapons to 

ensure security through deterrence, and the value of nuclear strategies that allow for the use of 

nuclear weapons, has received highly critical attention from all manner of observers.  Solly 

Zuckerman, Honore M. Catudal, and Daniel Charles are three of many authors that have 

investigated the assumptions of nuclear deterrence.172  It is also worth noting that only eight states 

use nuclear weapons for their security, that their nuclear policies have been traditionally focused on 

a narrow set of circumstances, and that while there have been no nuclear wars, there has certainly 

been no absence of conventional conflicts involving these states.  

The technological aspects of the nuclear arms race and the evolution of nuclear strategies are 

intertwined, so there is a some degree of uncertainty charting specific factors and their influence on 

the evolution of strategy.  The ideas of other states regarding nuclear weapons have been 

significantly influenced by the nuclear relationship between the United States and the Soviet Union. 

It was not always clear to the United States and the Soviet Union exactly how nuclear weapons 

enhanced security and there were complex debates on the structure of nuclear forces that would best 

serve the interests of security.  The idea that technological advantage could translate into a strategic 

or political advantage fuelled the arms race to a certain extent.  New weapons required new 

strategies of increasing complexity and sophistication yet seemed to promise greater deterrence. 

Both the United States and the Soviet Union were concerned that the other would stumble on a 

technological breakthrough that would fundamentally alter deterrence.  The role of technological 

advancement suggests that nuclear arms control might be more successful if technological 

development is constrained.  This notion was explored by the United States and the Soviet Union in 

their bilateral nuclear arms control negotiations (see Chapter 5).  The CTBT is a good example of a 

nuclear arms control agreement that limits technological development.

Supporters of nuclear weapons argue that nuclear weapons have prevented major wars and 

ensured a period of relative stability between major states unprecedented in recent history.  While 

the use of nuclear weapons was discouraged, the threat of their use was, paradoxically, important 

171 'IMF to resume lending to Pakistan' in BBC News Online, November 25, 1998, URL: http://news.bbc.co.uk .
172 Solly Zuckerman, Nuclear Illusion and Reality, New York: The Viking Press, 1982;  Honore M. Catudal, Nuclear 
Deterrence: Does it Deter?, London: Mansell Publishing Ltd., 1985;  Daniel Charles, Nuclear Planning in NATO: 
Pitfalls of First Use, Cambridge, Mass.: Ballinger Publishing Co., 1987.
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for deterring major conflict.  The evolution of nuclear strategies for security has been deliberate and 

gradual.  It is important therefore not to upset the balance of nuclear deterrence by moving suddenly 

towards the abolition of nuclear weapons.  Arms control measures should be gradually implemented 

so as to allow new security relationships to be formed.  Even if nuclear weapons do not enhance 

security, they are perceived as doing so.  In nuclear arms control, perceptions are just as important 

as the facts.

Supporters of greater nuclear arms control and eventually disarmament argue, to varying 

degrees, that nuclear weapons were not effective guarantees for security over the last fifty years, 

that nuclear weapons have not prevented serious conflicts around the world, and that the economic, 

environmental, social, and political costs have mitigated any value that nuclear weapons might 

have.  This rationale must therefore demonstrate that security does not require nuclear weapons, 

that security might even be reduced through possessing nuclear weapons, and that arms control 

regimes can increase security.  

Nuclear arms control, particularly preventing horizontal proliferation, is complicated by the 

close relationship between civilian and military uses of nuclear technology.  This relationship is 

explained in the next section of this chapter.

The dual use of nuclear technology

The civilian/military relationship

In 1997, there were 444 nuclear power reactors in operation and 35 under construction.173  In the 

civilian nuclear power industry, thermal energy from a nuclear reactor is used to heat water to drive 

steam turbines that produce electricity.  In the 1950s, it was expected that nuclear power would 

provide unlimited electricity for next to no cost.  The International Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA) 

was formed in 1957 to ‘accelerate and enlarge the contribution of atomic energy to peace, health 

and prosperity throughout the world.’174  It soon became clear that nuclear power was more 

expensive than first thought, but it did prove to be a popular alternative form of electricity 

generation.  In 1997, thirty-two countries had nuclear power reactors, generating approximately 

seventeen percent of the world’s electricity; in nine countries it produced over forty percent of their 

electricity.175  

173 IAEA, URL: http://www.iaea.or.at/ .
174 William C. Potter, Nuclear Power and Nonproliferation, Massachusetts: OGH Publishers, 1982, p.39.
175 IAEA, cited above.
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The basic relationship between nuclear power and nuclear weapons is that one of the outputs 

of a power reactor is plutonium, which can be used as the fissile material in a nuclear weapon. 

Experience with nuclear power production also gives personnel experience in handling nuclear 

materials and fostering a nuclear scientific culture.  However, possession of fissile material is not 

the only requirement for building a nuclear weapon.  The following subsections describe the nuclear 

power fuel cycle, the requirements for building a nuclear weapon, and the implications for nuclear 

arms control.

Nuclear power and the fuel cycle

In the nuclear fuel cycle, natural uranium is enriched by an isotope separation process, fabricated 

into fuel rods, then used in the power reactor.  The spent fuel can either be placed in storage or 

reprocessed to extract plutonium to use with natural uranium in new fuel rods.  The key point about 

the fuel cycle is that it produces plutonium; spent fuel rods are approximately 0.5% fissile 

plutonium Pu-239.  Extracting plutonium from fuel rods is an easier process than enriching 

uranium, and due to technological barriers and the US policy of supplying enriched uranium (now 

discontinued), few states have uranium enrichment facilities.  Pakistan's successful enrichment and 

Iraq’s attempts at enrichment suggest that, while formidable, the barriers to enriching uranium can 

be overcome.  New laser enrichment technology is being developed and may prove to be a notable 

proliferation concern in the future.

While plutonium can be extracted from spent fuel rods and, through reprocessing, used in 

the fabrication of new fuel rods, this is an expensive process.  The relatively low cost of buying fuel 

for reactors on the commercial market has meant that most states run their power reactors with a 

“once through” cycle, with spent fuel rods being placed in storage rather than being reprocessed. 

While this creates the new problem of disposing of spent fuel rods, it reduces the chances that 

reprocessed plutonium might be diverted to bomb making.  Breeder reactors that produce as much 

fuel as they consume have also proved to be expensive alternatives; only Japan is now pursuing 

breeder technology on a major scale.

There are two means by which plutonium can be diverted from the fuel cycle for use in a 

bomb design.  Firstly, it can be stolen.  The spectre of terrorist groups stealing plutonium has been a 

popular one, but states have a vested interest in preventing the theft, and security surrounding 

plutonium is typically tight.  However, the trend is towards reducing the movement of plutonium to 

minimise the chances of it being targeted.  This type of diversion is also a concern for the fissile 

material that is removed from weapon systems being dismantled under various nuclear arms control 

agreements.



Chapter 4: Problems of proliferation                                                                                               Page   66  

Secondly, plutonium can be diverted as part of a state programme to build a nuclear weapon. 

It was by this means that India and Israel obtained fissile material for nuclear weapons.176  The 

majority of nuclear reactors in the world are subject to IAEA safeguards that monitor the inputs and 

outputs of the fuel cycle.  There are, however, several notable examples of diversion.  India and 

Israel developed their nuclear industries free from IAEA inspection, as did South Africa (using 

enriched uranium), which has since submitted to the safeguard regime.  As described in Chapter 3, 

North Korea may have diverted enough plutonium for two nuclear devices, despite its NPT 

obligations.  

As noted, the importance of the nuclear power fuel cycle is that it produces plutonium.  The 

plutonium obtained from reactors is not as pure as refined weapons grade plutonium, but is still 

suitable for use in a nuclear weapon.  While the majority of states with civilian nuclear power 

facilities do not extract plutonium from spent fuel rods for further use, the potential to do so exists. 

Control, monitoring and regulation of the nuclear fuel cycle continues to be an important challenge 

for regulating horizontal proliferation and has prompted the international community to begin 

negotiation of a fissile material treaty in the Conference on Disarmament.

Building a nuclear weapon

To physically build a nuclear weapon requires knowledge, technology, materials, and the industrial 

and financial resources.177  The knowledge to build a crude, inefficient, but ultimately workable, 

fission nuclear weapon could be gained by a state with competent scientists and access to published 

literature.  The physical processes that cause a fission reaction are described in detail in many books 

and journals readily available in university libraries; many contain schematic diagrams of designs, 

but not the actual measurements. In 1992, Russia released documents in a technical journal relating 

to Soviet atomic espionage during WW II, including a detailed description of the US Gadget device, 

complete with the relevant measurements.  Russia was advised that it had published the only 

detailed description of a nuclear weapon available to the public, and the offending journals were 

recalled; however, many copies of the journal are still available and provide a near perfect blueprint 

for a plutonium device.178  In the 1960s, the United States conducted an experiment by giving three 

graduate physics students the task of constructing the blueprint for a nuclear device from publicly 

available literature.  The students completed a successful design within the three year period of the 

176 It has been suggested that Israel also has uranium enrichment facilities, and interestingly, it holds a patent for laser 
enrichment.  Pakistan has taken the other fissile material route and enriches uranium to weapons grade; all its current 
reactors are under IAEA safeguards, although there is evidence that Pakistan is building a new reactor for plutonium 
production.  The HEW Archive has excellent, up to date, information in this area, URL: http://www.fas.org/nuke/hew/ . 
177 Jack Dennis, ‘Nuclear Weapons Proliferation’ in Jack Dennis (ed.), The Nuclear Almanac, Reading: Addison-
Wesley Publishing Co. Ltd., 1984, p.345-366.
178 The Bulletin of Atomic Scientists, May 1993.
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experiment.  However, there are many complex details in building a nuclear weapon, and plenty of 

room for errors that would prevent a high yield explosion.  An efficient, miniaturised, or fusion 

nuclear weapon would require more detailed plans that are not publicly available, sophisticated 

computer modelling, and to make sure, a rigorous testing programme.  Such requirements are 

beyond the capability of most states, unless a concerted research programme is undertaken.

The physical barrier is not so significant for building a nuclear weapon.  Any state with 

electronics and tooling industries that can build components to exact specifications could assemble 

all but the fissile core of a nuclear weapon.  The major barrier to building even a basic fission 

nuclear device is therefore access to fissile material.  To build a basic fission nuclear weapon 

requires either enriched uranium or high-grade plutonium.179  Under 20 kg of enriched uranium or 

approximately 5 kg of plutonium (depending on its composition) is sufficient to build a fission 

bomb.  While only twelve states have industries that enrich uranium, plutonium, as noted above, 

can be obtained from a nuclear reactor, providing that it can be separated from the spent fuel.  In 

1982, non-nuclear-weapon states were accumulating enough plutonium to build one-thousand 

nuclear weapons every year.180  Whether or not a state can obtain fissile material depends on their 

domestic capabilities, any outside assistance from other nuclear states, and often the ability to hide a 

weapon programme from international attention.  Control of fissile material has therefore been of 

primary importance to any non-proliferation regime.

 A rigorous testing programme is necessary to ensure confidence in a design, particularly for 

advanced designs such as boosted fission weapons or hydrogen devices. However, testing is not a 

prerequisite for building a nuclear weapon and it having at least some deterrence value.  Suspicious 

events in the South Indian Ocean aside (see Chapter 3), South Africa and Israel have shown that it 

is possible build weapon components and have some confidence in their function without testing. 

Certainty of a weapon’s effectiveness and yield are reduced without testing, but relative certainty 

that it will actually detonate is achievable; the ‘Little Boy’ gun design bomb used by the US on 

Hiroshima was not tested before its use..  To undertake a clandestine testing process is difficult, and 

even without international monitoring structures, the existing detection capabilities of individual 

states are advanced.  For example, South Africa was prevented from conducting a test after its 

preparations were detected by a Soviet satellite.  As India demonstrated in 1998, preparing for 

nuclear tests and concealing their yield is possible, but concealing that tests have actually taken 

place is not.

179 Other isotopes of plutonium can, while inefficient and unpredictable, be used to produce a fission based explosion.
180 Dennis, cited above, p.348.
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Observations on nuclear power and arms control

While nuclear power generation has not proved to be the panacea for the world’s energy needs, it is 

still an important energy source for many states.  Despite uncertain future costs, high publicity 

disasters such as Chernobyl, and planned plant closures in the United States and Europe, nuclear 

power is likely to maintain some popularity in the future.  The problem for arms control, at least for 

the control of horizontal proliferation, is that nuclear power reactors provide a possible source of 

fissile material that can be used in nuclear weapons.  Fissile material is difficult to obtain and the 

increased willingness of nuclear states to control both their fuels and technology will probably 

make diversion more difficult in the future.  The adherence of most states to the NPT (see Chapter 

6) also makes diversion difficult.  The IAEA inspection regimes that the NPT and other agreements 

impose mean that the vast majority of civilian nuclear reactors are safeguarded and subject to 

rigorous inspections and audit procedures.  It is however not impossible, as the above examples 

have shown, to divert fissile material or to develop clandestine facilities in which it can be 

produced.  Despite efforts by the NPT members to strengthen IAEA safeguards, a certain about of 

cooperation from the state being inspected is still required.

Fissile material is not the only ingredient for a nuclear weapon, but it is the most difficult 

ingredient to obtain.  The scientific knowledge and the other components are probably beyond the 

capabilities of a terrorist organisation, but not beyond the capabilities of a state with a developed 

industrial capability.  Reactor grade plutonium is not ideal for bomb construction, but is a viable 

alternative to higher grades of plutonium or enriched uranium that is both expensive and difficult to 

produce.  Preventing the dissemination of scientific knowledge on the physics of nuclear weapons is 

impossible; to use a popular phrase, it is not possible to put the genie back in the bottle.  

Control and regulation of the production and spread of fissile material requires international 

management and cooperation from nuclear states.  The non-proliferation regime, based on the NPT 

(see Chapter 6) and using the IAEA, has been successful in its evolution to become more 

comprehensive and making it more difficult for proliferators to gain access to fissile material. 

There have, however, been some notable examples of successful nuclear weapon programmes that 

have taken place in states both inside and outside the IAEA safeguards regime.  This suggests that 

while regulation of civilian nuclear industries can be successful in controlling horizontal 

proliferation, a state willing to take the political risks of developing nuclear weapons can do so, if it 

feels that it requires nuclear weapons for its security.  So while a fissile material treaty is a logical 

step for nuclear arms control, reducing the utility of nuclear weapons would be a more 

comprehensive check on horizontal proliferation.



Chapter 4: Problems of proliferation                                                                                               Page   69  

Summary 

The proliferation of nuclear weapons has been identified by many states as a threat to international 

security.  However, opinions among states differ over whether it is vertical or horizontal 

proliferation that is the greatest threat to international security.  As the record of nuclear arms 

control in Chapters 5 and 6 describes, and the conclusions of Chapter 3 suggest, the control of 

horizontal proliferation has been more successful than the control of vertical proliferation.

Strategies for nuclear weapons are based on the deterrence model provided by the United 

States and the Soviet Union.  This evolved model provides three stages of nuclear strategy: 

minimum deterrence, secure second-strike capability, and first-strike capability.  However, 

strategies for each of the nuclear-weapon states, and for other states considering nuclear strategies, 

are based on a variety of unique considerations.  The model serves only as a guide to how strategies 

for other states might evolve.  The role of nuclear deterrence in the security policies of the nuclear-

weapon states and the discussion of future sub-strategic nuclear roles has not diminished the value 

that some other states perceive nuclear weapons as having.  While only a select few states have 

developed nuclear weapons and incorporated them into security policies, the strategies that these 

states have used still provides an example for states considering their own nuclear options.

Controlling horizontal proliferation is also difficult due to the links between civilian and 

military uses of nuclear technology.  Although there are technological, economic, and for most 

states, legal barriers to be overcome before a nuclear weapon can be built, any state with a nuclear 

power station has the theoretical capability to start a nuclear weapon programme.  

The challenge for nuclear arms control that this chapter has presented is that there are 

models of nuclear strategy available for states to adopt.  As Chapter 3 suggested, nuclear arms 

control must address political as well as technological issues related to nuclear weapons.  Also, the 

link between civilian and military uses of nuclear technology is strong, allowing a state with a 

civilian nuclear industry to start a weapons programme, so long as that state is prepared for the 

financial cost and the approbation of the international community.



Chapter 5: Bilateral nuclear arms control

Introduction and contents

Contents

The intention of this chapter is to describe the bilateral nuclear arms control negotiations. 

Multilateral nuclear arms control negotiations are described in Chapter 6.  The material presented in 

this chapter elaborates on the two themes of this thesis: that nuclear arms control requires the 

consent of those states with nuclear weapons or a nuclear weapon capability, and that nuclear arms 

control is a political rather than technical process.  This chapter also explores the fourth proposition 

of this thesis (see Chapter 1), that bilateral nuclear arms control has achieved some notable 

successes, but that the results have not been sufficient to meet the ideals of other states, and have 

excluded the arsenals of other nuclear-weapon states.  

Following this introduction, the chapter is divided into three sections.  The first section 

discusses the main issues in bilateral nuclear arms control, including examples from actual 

negotiations.  The second section briefly describes the main bilateral nuclear arms control 

agreements in chronological order.  The third section summarises the observations made in this 

chapter.

The chapter covers agreements from the Partial Test Ban Treaty (PTBT) of 1963 to the 

Strategic Arms Reduction Talks III negotiation announced by Boris Yeltsin and Bill Clinton in 

1997.181  The process of bilateral nuclear arms control is a continuous one and this chapter will 

conclude approximately at the end of 1998.  Chapter 9 contains the most recent information at the 

time of printing.  Both bilateral and multilateral nuclear arms control negotiations have been the 

subject of intense scholarly and popular interest over the course of several decades.  A search of 

available literature in any university library is likely to reveal dozens of titles (see Chapter 1 and 

Appendix 1).  Because there is already such a depth of literature this chapter will provide only a 

brief summary of the main bilateral agreements.  A reader interested in more detail should refer to 

the literature review in Appendix 1.

181 The US ratified START II in January 1996; at the time of writing Russia had yet to ratify.  START III will not be 
negotiated until START II enters into force.  The acronym PTBT is often used interchangeably with LTBT (Limited 
Test Ban Treaty).  Two key sources used for this chapter, Dokos and Seaborg (see below) both refer to the agreement as 
the LTBT.  However, official NATO documents and files from New Zealand MFAT both use PTBT.  This thesis will 
refer to the agreement as the PTBT.
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Defining bilateral nuclear arms control

Bilateral nuclear arms control refers to that undertaken by the United States and the Soviet Union 

(succeeded by Russia), the only two states to deploy nuclear warheads and delivery systems in 

sufficient numbers to be able to negotiate complex arms control agreements. Britain, France and 

China are the only other states to have deployed nuclear weapons (or at least admitted their 

deployment).182  France and China have always been advancing technologically but have not 

deployed their systems in large numbers.183  Both have also maintained that they will not enter into 

nuclear arms control agreements that limit numerical deployments until the United States and the 

Russia have reduced their arsenals to levels equivalent to their own.  

Britain is a slightly unusual case.  Despite having only limited nuclear forces, Britain was 

initially closely involved in supposedly bilateral negotiations that took place in the 1950s.  The 

PTBT is a case in point; despite having conducted only limited test series, and often conducting 

them at the Nevada test site courtesy of the United States, Britain sat at the top table alongside the 

United States and the Soviet Union.  The involvement of Britain can be traced to the North Atlantic 

Treaty Organisation (NATO) and the basing of US weapons systems in Britain from the 1950s, but 

there was also a more subtle relationship.  During the post-war years, Britain cultivated a close 

relationship with the United States.  This relationship was not based on a formal treaty, but as 

Henry Kissinger noted, the regularity of contact meetings made it seem like against ‘club rules’ for 

the United States to take action without consulting Britain.184  The input of Britain did fluctuate, and 

the only negotiation covered in this chapter that Britain participated in was the PTBT; this 

negotiation is described in this chapter as bilateral, despite the presence of three states.  Scholars 

might like to argue whether Britain was an independent actor, or simply reinforced the positions of 

the United States, and if the PTBT was multilateral, is it comparable to the multilateral nuclear arms 

control agreements described in Chapter 6?  Despite its involvement in early bilateral nuclear arms 

control, Britain has not entered into any negotiations that limit numerical deployments of nuclear 

weapons.

The negotiation environment

Bilateral negotiations between the United States and the Soviet Union were fundamentally 

influenced by the Cold War and the nuclear arms race.  The end of World War II ushered in three 
182 States such as Israel, South Africa, India and Pakistan have all either deployed limited numbers of devices or have 
the technology to do so at short notice.  Their status as undeclared or de facto nuclear-weapon states means that until 
they deploy systems in significant numbers they will not be considered as candidates for numerical nuclear arms control 
negotiations.
183 See Chapter 3 for detail on the arsenals of Britain, France, China.
184 As Chairman of the AEC and a participant in Kennedy’s administration during the negotiation of the PTBT, Glenn T. 
Seaborg quotes Kissinger and expands on his own experiences with British diplomacy: Glenn T. Seaborg Kennedy, 
Khrushchev and the Test Ban, Berkeley: University of California Press, 1981, p.113.
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fundamental changes to the global political environment: the Cold War, the United Nations, and 

nuclear technology.  Cooperation between the Soviet Union and the Western allies against Germany 

and Japan was replaced by old notions of mistrust and ideological competition as early as the 

Potsdam Conference in July 1945.  The end of World War II divided the map of Europe into two 

blocs and disputes over the fate of this divided Europe were a key contributor to the break-up of the 

wartime alliance.  Germany and its capital, Berlin, were divided and former enemies soon became 

allies as the Cold War developed.  Germany became the front line for the Cold War as the United 

States and the Soviet Union transformed East and West into bastions against the other.  The Cold 

War transformed not only Europe, but the rest of the global environment.  Established and emerging 

states were either East or West in their orientation, or were non-aligned.  Non-aligned states were 

typically those that had recently emerged, or were in the process of emerging from, colonial rule. 

Many new states were inspired by the non-aligned model promoted by India’s Prime Minister, 

Nehru.  In 1956, John Foster Dulles gave the US view and stated that ‘…neutrality is an immoral 

and short-sighted conception.’185   As the process of decolonisation proceeded at pace in the 1960s 

and the 1970s, the non-aligned movement increased its presence in global affairs.

The concept of the UN was devised during World War II as an institutional framework that 

would regulate relations between states and ultimately prevent another world war.  The United 

Nations General Assembly (UNGA) would be a world parliament of independent states.  The 

UNGA would control the functional Secretariat, which would implement a variety of programmes 

designed to benefit member states.  The Security Council would preside over the UNGA, and with 

the veto power of its permanent members, provide a form of security umbrella to cover the UNGA. 

The first meeting of the UN took place in London in 1946 with 51 states represented.186 

Because the framework for the UN was agreed amongst the Allies during a period of 

cooperation, certain problems emerged as the Cold War developed.  The permanent members of the 

Security Council, the United States, the Soviet Union, Britain, France and China were supposed to 

be the key players in the post-war world and would guide the UN in its function as a global security 

regulator.  The Cold War polarised the Security Council and rendered many of its functions as a 

security regulator inoperable.  The United States, the Soviet Union and their respective allies 

regarded the UN at times as subordinate to their own processes of conducting security relationships. 

The UN had limited impact on the process of bilateral nuclear arms control, but acted as the basis 

for building forums to allow multilateral nuclear arms control negotiations (see Chapter 6).

The end of World War II also ushered in the nuclear age.  The development and deployment 

185 Andre Fontaine, History of the Cold War: From the Korean War to the Present, London: Secker & Warburg, 1969, 
p.159.
186 Andrei Gromyko, Memories, London: Hutchinson, 1989, p.131.  This book is an excellent resource for the Soviet 
perspective on the Cold War and a number of arms control agreements and their associated personalities.
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of both military and civilian nuclear technology moved at such a pace that it was difficult to 

regulate.  There were many other problems of a political and economic nature to deal with in the 

aftermath of six years of world war and the saliency of nuclear issues varied.  The impressions that 

the Hiroshima and Nagasaki bombings made did, however, bring nuclear weapons into the 

disarmament arena.  Nuclear weapons were regarded not just as more powerful conventional 

weapons but as special weapons in their own right.  The destructiveness of nuclear weapons made 

their control all the more urgent, yet their deterrent capabilities also made them more attractive.

The role of the UN as a negotiation forum

The UN initially served as the forum for consideration of nuclear disarmament proposals.  The 

aftermath of World War II had created an initial environment of cooperation and a desire by many 

states to implement far-reaching disarmament plans.  This initial environment of cooperation was 

quickly altered by the growing tensions of the Cold War and the failure of several early nuclear 

disarmament proposals.

Early negotiations in the UN for nuclear arms control were multilateral.  The United States 

and the Soviet Union quickly established roles as the key states.  Until 1952, when Britain exploded 

its first atomic device, the United States and the Soviet Union were the only nuclear-weapon states. 

Other states were however heavily involved; Australia, Belgium, Brazil, India, Canada, France and 

South Africa were among a group of twelve nations that prepared the draft for the establishment of 

the International Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA) in 1954.  Proposals such as the Baruch Plan and 

other early nuclear arms control negotiations started in the UN.  As Chapter 6 describes, multilateral 

negotiations moved away from the UNGA but continued to be supported and sponsored by the 

UNGA.

The United States and the Soviet Union (with initially Britain as well) took their substantive 

negotiations outside the multilateral framework.  This was necessitated by two main factors: firstly, 

the failure of a multilateral forum to achieve agreements on nuclear matters; secondly, the 

realisation by the United States and the Soviet Union that their unique position as nuclear powers 

and competing superpowers meant that disarmament issues were best resolved through bilateral 

negotiations.  

The main issues in bilateral nuclear arms control negotiation

This section discusses the main issues in bilateral nuclear arms control negotiations between the 

United States and the Soviet Union.  The first five sub-sections describe firstly, the questions that 

were posed at the start of the negotiations and secondly, the two approaches: conceptual and 
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numerical control.  The last three sub-sections describe issues in the conduct of the negotiations: 

issues related to sitting down at the table, tactics used to achieve favourable agreements, and the 

domestic politics involved in the ratification of the agreements.

Disarmament or arms control?

Following the end of World War II and the dramatic beginning of the nuclear age, the United States 

hoped that it could both retain some sort of monopoly on nuclear weapons and, at the same time, 

prevent their proliferation.  Early proposals in the 1940s for actual nuclear disarmament or control 

of nuclear weapons by the UN were thwarted by the onset of the Cold War.  US policy towards 

nuclear weapons was based on two themes: nuclear war should be avoided; nuclear weapons 

deterred Soviet aggression.  The policy of the Soviet Union was similar: nuclear war should be 

avoided; nuclear weapons deterred US aggression.  The subtleties of each states’ policies were of 

course much more complex than this (see the discussion on strategy in Chapter 4).  For both the 

United States and the Soviet Union, nuclear weapons held some kind of morbid utility: their use 

would have horrific consequences, yet their use should be planned as part of deterrence, and the 

presence of nuclear weapons was regarded as being a potentially stabilising factor in their 

relationship.

Because nuclear technology could not be un-invented, and because both the United States 

and the Soviet Union feared nuclear blackmail, the idea of complete nuclear disarmament seemed 

unwise.  Nuclear weapons also compensated for conventional weapons asymmetries.  Complete 

nuclear disarmament was regarded as unwise by both the United States and the Soviet Union: it was 

simply fraught with too many risks.187  Arms control held greater appeal because it accepted the 

existence and utility of nuclear weapons but still allowed nuclear weapons to be regulated so that 

the arms race did not proceed to a point that was destabilising. 

Arms control in isolation?

Bilateral negotiations took place relatively continuously from the start of Strategic Arms Limitation 

Talks (SALT) in 1969 through to the announcement of START III in 1997.  Both the United States 

and the Soviet Union announced their intention to keep arms control negotiations isolated from 

external events.  Nuclear arms control would be pursued as an end in itself and would not be linked 

to other foreign policy issues.  The use of linkage would be reserved for issues within the 

187 The US has always attached greater utility to nuclear weapons for off-setting conventional asymmetries.  The Soviet 
Union has historically proposed, on a number of occasions, complete nuclear disarmament.  Whether this was the basis 
for propaganda or a real proposal that the Soviet Union would have followed through on is still unclear.  For the Soviet 
perspective see: Andrei Gromyko, cited above, p.135-136.  Gromyko argues that the nuclear arms race was driven by 
the US.  Adlai Stevenson, then the US UN representative (and later the Democrat presidential candidate), said to 
Gromyko: ‘Big business in America cannot conceive of existence without arms manufacture.’  Stevenson’s solution 
was controlled rearmament.
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negotiation.  The goal of avoiding linkage was not achieved.  Bilateral negotiations could not be 

conducted in isolation because the broader relationship between the United States and the Soviet 

Union was too overwhelming to be put to one side.  Other foreign policy events put pressure on the 

negotiators in their relationships with each other and put pressure on them from policy makers and 

critics back home.  At times it appears that successful nuclear arms control negotiations facilitated 

détente and improved relations between the United States and the Soviet Union, yet in many 

situations, détente was necessary for a negotiated agreement to be possible.

While there were limited attempts to link specific issues within the arms control negotiations 

to issues outside the negotiations by the actual negotiators themselves (see later in this section), 

other players in the nuclear arms control process used linkage, much to the detriment of the 

negotiation process.  While the negotiators might have wanted to keep working, a favourable 

external political climate was necessary.  There are numerous examples of general linkage: the 

shooting down of a US U2 spy plane by the Soviet Union in 1960 led to the cancellation of a 

summit conference in Paris; the Soviet invasion of Czechoslovakia in 1968 postponed the SALT 

negotiations; Kissinger used US rapprochement with China in 1972 to put pressure on the Soviet 

Union in SALT; the Soviet invasion of Afghanistan in 1979 convinced the US Senate not to ratify 

SALT II; and changes in Soviet domestic and foreign policy under Gorbachev facilitated greater 

cooperation in START.  As these examples show, the negotiations could not be easily separated 

from other foreign policy behaviour.  Perceptions of good behaviour and a general feeling of 

cooperation made both the United States and the Soviet Union more willing to compromise.  The 

US Senate, in particular, was critical of the Soviet Union and based its support for nuclear arms 

control on Soviet foreign policy.
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Conceptual control or numerical control?

A useful distinction to make is between conceptual arms control and numerical arms control. 

Conceptual arms control can be used to describe a variety of measures that regulate the 

development or deployment of nuclear weapons.  Examples include a test ban, a ban on flight 

testing of new missiles, regulations on the number of warheads a missile can carry, rules for 

encryption of test flight data, and definitions of types of weapons systems.  All these conceptual 

examples have been used in bilateral nuclear arms control agreements.  Numerical arms control 

refers to efforts to control the actual number of certain types of weapon deployed.  A simple 

example is the freeze negotiated under SALT I: this freeze fixed the number of deployed strategic 

weapons at their existing levels.  The distinction between numerical and conceptual is not intended 

to be definitive, but is simply a useful way to divide various arms control measures into two 

groupings for discussion and comparison.

Initial efforts at bilateral nuclear arms control were conceptual, resulting in the PTBT in 

1963 and the Outer Space Treaty in 1967.188  The PTBT was an arms control measure because it 

prevented the atmospheric testing that was important for certain aspects of weapons development. 

Although underground testing soon took over, the PTBT prevented the testing of anti-missile 

warheads and tests on fractionation and silo hardness.189  The Outer Space Treaty prevented the 

stationing of nuclear weapons in space and on celestial bodies.  Both these treaties were conceptual 

as they did not regulate the number of weapons but imposed conditions on development and 

deployment.  Until the 1960s, the United States had a convincing numerical superiority in nuclear 

weapons.  It was only once the Soviet Union had caught up to the United States that numerical arms 

control was added to conceptual arms control.

Numerical issues: the means of counting

In 1967, at the urging of Secretary of Defense Robert McNamara and against the wishes of the Joint 

Chiefs of Staff, President Johnson proposed to Premier Kosygin a series of negotiations that would 

enable ‘an understanding between us which would curb the arms race.’190  Although the SALT 

negotiations did not begin until 1969 under President Nixon, Johnson was proposing the beginning 

of numerical arms control.

The first issue of numerical arms control that the United States and the Soviet Union faced 

was the question of what to count.  Numerical limits were to be agreed, but on what?  The 

contention was in defining what were strategic nuclear weapons and what were tactical nuclear 

188 See the later section dealing with individual treaties for details. 
189 Fractionation is the effect that a nuclear blast causes to other incoming warheads.  Uncertainty over fractionation 
created a stabilising doubt over the validity of a counterforce strike against a missile field.
190 Strobe Talbott, The Master of the Game: Paul Nitze and the Nuclear Peace, New York: Alfred A. Knopf, 1988, p.96.
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weapons.  The United States made an easy distinction between two types of nuclear weapons. 

Strategic nuclear weapons were those launched from the continental United States: silo based Inter-

Continental Ballistic Missiles (ICBMs), intercontinental bombers based in the United States, 

submarines on patrol from bases in the United States.  These systems made up the US strategic 

nuclear triad.  Tactical nuclear weapons covered a plethora of other devices such as artillery shells, 

short range missiles that would be launched from Europe, bombs or missiles from short range 

fighter-bombers, and nuclear depth charges.  For reasons of verification and general lack of interest, 

the United States gave no emphasis to numerical (or conceptual) arms control for tactical nuclear 

weapons.

The Soviet Union did not share the same clean definitions of strategic and tactical nuclear 

weapons as the United States.  While the United States based its definitions on where the delivery 

vehicle took off, the Soviet Union was more concerned where the warheads landed.  For the Soviet 

Union, any nuclear weapon in either the United States or forward bases in Europe was strategic. 

The Soviet Union was much more concerned with the European theatre and its slowly improving 

ability to target the United States directly coloured its view of definitions.  A major concession 

made by the Soviet Union in both SALT and START was to exclude US forward bases from the 

definition of strategic weapons.  The Soviet Union therefore accepted the US definitions of strategic 

and tactical nuclear weapons.

There were other problems of definition for counting.  The SALT agreements started the 

precedent that bilateral nuclear arms control would preserve parity between the United States and 

the Soviet Union.  This meant that there had to be value judgements made as different weapon 

systems were compared: for example, how many US Air Launched Cruise Missiles (ALCMs) 

equalled one Soviet heavy ICBM?  Such problems often dealt with specific weapons systems.  For 

example, in the SALT II negotiation, the United States wanted to define the Soviet Backfire bomber 

as a strategic weapon to be counted against a numerical limit on strategic delivery systems.  If the 

Backfire was counted as such then the Soviet Union would have to limit its other strategic systems. 

The United States argued that the Backfire had the capability of being deployed as an 

intercontinental bomber with aerial refuelling.  The Soviet Union argued that it was not deployed in 

this role and should not be counted.  The United States was arguing based on future capability; the 

Soviet Union was arguing based on the current situation.  In the same negotiation, the issue of US 

cruise missiles was problematic.  The Soviet Union was concerned with the advances in US ALCM 

technology and wanted to see limits on their deployment.  Given the freedom of choice the United 

States would have counted its B-52s as strategic delivery vehicles but with no restrictions on the 

number of ALCMs that each plane could carry.  The Soviet Union insisted that B-52s carrying 
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ALCMs be counted as multiple warhead delivery vehicles and therefore be limited under a sub-

ceiling.

Once the issues of what would be counted, and how, were resolved, actual numbers had to 

be agreed.  The numbers under negotiation were often not only the number of delivery systems, but 

how many warheads a system be allowed to carry and percentage numbers for performance and 

modification.  Numbers proposed by each side were often high to allow for negotiated movement 

and were also often based on hedging so as not to constrain future options.  Compromises often 

settled on mid-points and these numbers sometimes bore no relation to actual planned deployment. 

For example, in the SALT II negotiation, the United States argued for an upper limit of thirty-five 

for the number of ALCMs that a bomber be allowed to carry, despite the B-52 being only able to 

carry twenty.

Conceptual issues

Conceptual arms control devices were used by the United States and the Soviet Union to 

supplement numerical arms control measures, both directly and indirectly.  The PTBT was an 

indirect supplement in that by preventing atmospheric testing, certain aspects of qualitative 

improvement were made more difficult.  The conditions governing the deployment of new missiles 

in SALT II were more direct.  The arms race would not be controlled if, within certain ceilings, 

both the United States and the Soviet Union could make unlimited qualitative improvements to their 

missiles.  The treatment of the US Strategic Defense Initiative (SDI) programme in START was a 

conceptual response to the emergence of new technology that threatened certain assumptions on 

deterrence.  The Intermediate-range Nuclear Forces (INF) Treaty is perhaps an example of both 

conceptual and numerical arms control measures.  Intermediate range missiles were completely 

banned, that is, numerically restricted to zero.

Conceptual arms control measures were just as controversial in negotiations between the 

United States and the Soviet Union as numerical issues.  Both sides had their own goals in any 

particular negotiation and were concerned about different elements in the arsenal of the other.  In 

the START negotiation, the United States was particularly concerned with Soviet intermediate 

range missiles (which led to the separate INF Treaty) while the Soviet Union was concerned with 

US SDI research.  Both sides were therefore trying to impose their own different conceptual 

controls.

The SDI or "Star Wars" technology planned by the United States is an interesting case of 

conceptual arms control where the United States and the Soviet Union disagreed most vociferously 

on how it should be dealt with.  SDI was unveiled by President Reagan in 1983 as the means of 



Chapter 5: Bilateral nuclear arms control                                                                                       Page   79  

rendering nuclear weapons impotent and obsolete. The technology of intercepting missiles would 

theoretically reduce the utility of nuclear weapons to zero because a network of high tech lasers and 

particle weapons would form an impenetrable ballistic missile shield.  To the Soviet Union, the 

prospect of a SDI equipped United States seemed like a disaster as the Soviet Union could be 

subject to US nuclear blackmail from behind the SDI shield.  Critics of SDI saw the project as a 

catalyst for renewing the offensive weapons arms race: the Soviet Union would simply build 

enough missiles to saturate the SDI system. 191

Anti-missile systems had been outlawed under the 1972 Anti-Ballistic Missile (ABM) 

Treaty and promoters of SDI in the Reagan administration worked hard to try to get the Soviet 

Union to agree to a broad interpretation that would allow the United States to pursue SDI without 

breaking out of the ABM Treaty.  So while the Soviet Union was proposing that the conceptual 

formula agreed in the ABM Treaty should apply, the United States was embarking on a more 

controversial concept: how to include defensive technology as part of arms control.  In the final 

rounds of the START negotiation, SDI proved to be more useful as a bargaining tool than as an 

actual arms control concept in itself. 

Once a conceptual issue had been agreed on in principle, the specific language used in the 

actual treaty document proved to be especially problematic.  In SALT II, both the United States and 

the Soviet Union hoped to ensure transparency by not encrypting the telemetry data that a test 

missile sends back to receiving stations.  Telemetry intercepts are used as part of verification on a 

missile’s capabilities and performance.  While the United States did not rely on telemetry for all its 

information on Soviet missile capabilities, the issue took on special importance as members of the 

US Senate devoted more time to verification issues.  The Soviet Union wanted a clear formulation 

of language that allowed encryption in certain circumstances, especially if verification was not 

impeded.  The United States was constrained in the negotiations because it did not want to reveal its 

exact capabilities regarding the interception of telemetry transmissions, as this would give away 

valuable information to the Soviet Union.  The Soviet Union was asking for details of the US 

verification capabilities so that it could adequately respond to different proposals, but the United 

States was trying to negotiate without revealing this information.

Sitting down at the table

The nature of the arms race was carried over into the negotiating environment.  Bilateral 

negotiations between the United States and the Soviet Union involved representatives from each 

government physically sitting down at a table, usually in a neutral venue such as Vienna or Geneva, 

and discussing their various proposals for arms control.  Given that the United States and the Soviet 
191 Talbott, The Master of the Game, cited above, p.189.
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Union were ideological and political adversaries, such talks encompassed a variety of emotions: 

suspicion, hostility, and mistrust.  Negotiators were involved in grandstanding and conflict, through 

to concession and compromise. 

The United States and the Soviet Union approached the negotiating table as competitors. 

The objectives for both states were twofold: reduce the danger of nuclear war and establish a formal 

treaty regime beneficial to its own interests.  The negotiations were therefore zero-sum: a gain for 

one party was a loss for the other.  For both sides to gain it was necessary for there to be an equal 

amount of compromise; both parties had to make gains greater than their losses.  Finding a formula 

to ensure this was always immensely complex and often took several years to achieve. 

While there were extensive formal negotiations, many of the breakthroughs were the result 

of behind the scenes or “back-channel” negotiations.  Strobe Talbott provides an excellent account 

of how Henry Kissinger took control of the SALT I negotiation by using the back-channel.192  Both 

official and unofficial negotiations were used to prepare the ground for when the leaders or the 

foreign ministers would meet for “summit diplomacy” to finalise the agreements and make the 

necessary breakthroughs.  Such meetings would either be for serious negotiations, where final 

compromises had to come from the most powerful politicians, or would simply be a public exercise 

in legitimising the concessions that had already been made by the negotiators and the bureaucrats.

The Soviet Union enjoyed a remarkable continuity in its negotiating staff.  The nature of US 

politics meant that with changing administrations the faces at the negotiating table also changed. 

The continuity of the Soviet negotiators perhaps gave them an advantage in that many of the issues 

were old and recurring, and that the newer US negotiators had to quickly come up to speed on 

complex details.  The institutional memory of the Soviet negotiators meant that their proposals were 

heavily based on the record of previous negotiations and they were less interested in considering 

radical new proposals.

Books by academics such as Strobe Talbott and Thanos Dokos that provide detail 

on the conduct of negotiations, and memoirs of participants such as Andrei Gromyko, Gerard Smith 

and Glenn Seaborg are rich sources of material on the behaviour of negotiators in the negotiating 

forum and the protocols of conduct that were established.193  It is important to an understanding of 

negotiation processes to remember that negotiations are conducted by individuals, with all the 

attached caveats of human behaviour. 

The formal negotiations were based on bargaining and leverage.  As noted, both sides 

192 Talbott, The Master of the Game, cited above, p.114-116.
193 Talbott, Endgame, cited above; Thanos P. Dokos, Negotiations for a CTBT 1958-1994: Analysis and Evaluation of  
American Policy, Lanham: University Press of America Inc.,1995; Gromyko, cited above; Seaborg, cited above; Gerard 
C. Smith, Disarming Diplomat : the Memoirs of Gerard C. Smith, Arms Control Negotiator, Lanham: Madison Books, 
1996. 
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approached the negotiations as a zero-sum game.  The outcome (when it was eventually reached) 

would result in neither net gains nor losses for either side.  Indeed, the United States believed that 

agreement was only possible if the right formula could be found that resulted in gains compensating 

for losses.  To the United States, it often appeared as though the Soviet Union was using the 

negotiations to make gains at the expense of the United States.  Quite naturally, the Soviet Union 

held the opposite view.

Tactics to achieve agreement

Concessions had to be made by both the United States and the Soviet Union for agreement to be 

reached.  Tactical devices were used by one side to try to induce the other side to make the desired 

concession.  Tactics varied and could be employed both overtly and with subtlety. 

The negotiations were often complicated by the refusal of the Soviet Union to reveal master 

lists of all its nuclear weapons, preferring to work off US intelligence estimates.194  The Soviet 

Union used one of its favourite tactics in this regard.  The United States would present figures and 

the Soviet Union would not disagree with the figures.  Agreement was signalled by the absence of 

disagreement, although the Soviet Union could later say that it had never formally agreed.  The 

United States always believed it was at a disadvantage regarding information: the Soviet Union 

could easily see the size of the US arsenal in a variety of accessible public documents.  No such 

sources were available for the Soviet arsenal.  The Soviet Union eventually gave in to US calls for 

numbers, although even in this process the Soviet Union made several semantic objections to the 

title of agreed data base.

The American negotiator and theorist Paul Nitze, who was heavily involved in just about all 

the bilateral nuclear arms control negotiations, believed the United States was at a disadvantage 

because the Soviets were better negotiators.195  The Soviet Union seemed to be particularly good at 

stonewalling.  At the negotiating table the Soviet negotiators would repeat set phrases of 

propaganda and would typically reject any US proposal until it had been carefully studied in 

Moscow.  Concessions were often made dramatically; propaganda arguments would precede 

announcements so as the achieve maximum impact.  The Soviet negotiators always appeared to be 

under no pressure to make agreements quickly.  By contrast, the US negotiators would often be 

under domestic pressure to clinch a deal once it was close.  It was during these eleventh hour 

negotiations that Paul Nitze believed that the Soviet Union was at its most dangerous: the United 

States would be duped in its haste to secure agreement.

194 That the US was even prepared to work on this basis seems incredible, but suggests that the US was comfortable 
with its intelligence sources.  The US has either played up or down its national intelligence capabilities for verification 
depending on the arms control agreement.  The verification measures for the CTBT are a case in point (see Chapter 6).
195 Talbott, The Master of the Game, cited above.
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For both the United States and the Soviet Union, it was very difficult to bring pressure to 

bear against the other.  Coercion was therefore a limited option.  Force of rhetoric was also not very 

successful: despite the many attempts that the United States made to convince the Soviet Union that 

its heavy ICBMs were destabilising, the Soviet Union would not negotiate them away. 

International opinion was a form of coercion and both sides felt the pressure to reach agreement. 

Such agreement would not however be made at the expense of national security.

As the negotiations involved finding a formula acceptable to both parties, the most common 

tactic used by both the United States and the Soviet Union was the trade-off.  Each would trade 

something that it attached less value to for something to which it attached greater value.  Such 

trade-offs were both numerical and conceptual.  Both the United States and the Soviet Union would 

initially propose numbers higher than their acceptable minimum, knowing that the trade-off 

concession process would ultimately lower the initial numbers.  For the United States, where the 

policy formation process is more participatory, there were trade-offs and compromises to make 

within the administration, as well as with the Soviet Union.

A useful tactic was non-agreement.  Because both sides attached weight to achieving an 

agreement, this tactic could be used successfully.  The Soviet Union typically had an advantage in 

the application of this tactic as it was under less domestic pressure to deliver agreement.  The 

United States often made media statements close to the conclusion of agreements that generated 

public expectation.  Each US president was also keen to conclude an agreement, and the four-year 

electoral term often put pressure on the negotiators.  A state threatening non-agreement had to 

balance it with concessions as well.  Continual stone-walling in long negotiations such as START 

frustrated the negotiators and threatened the diplomatic positions of both the United States and the 

Soviet Union.

Linkage was another tactic.  Linkage could be made between issues within the negotiation 

or to issues outside it.  As noted above, the negotiators liked to minimise the amount of linkage 

between specific issues in the negotiation and external events.  In 1972, the Soviet Union chose not 

to use linkage by going ahead with the SALT summit despite the United States having mined 

Haiphong Harbour and escalated the bombing of North Vietnam just days before.  Linkage to 

outside issues was regarded as risky as it complicated the task of reaching agreement at hand. 

Linkage was better confined to the issues within the negotiation.  For example, the Soviet Union 

linked the issue of US forward bases in Europe to attempt to secure higher ceilings for ICBMs in 

the SALT I negotiation.196  Successful linkage depended on finding the right combination of issues 

and the value attached by the other state to those issues. 

196 Lloyd Jensen, Bargaining for National Security: The Postwar Disarmament Negotiations, Columbia: The University 
of South Carolina Press, 1988, p.284.
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A tactic that was applied with mixed results was bargaining from strength.  The United 

States in particular favoured this tactic and several nuclear weapon programmes were justified on 

this basis.  The tactic was successful largely because the Soviet Union feared US technological 

superiority.  The threat to build cruise missiles was used to gain concessions from the Soviet Union 

in SALT II; the US threat to deploy missiles in Europe pressured the Soviet Union to enter into the 

INF negotiation to remove missiles that it had already deployed.  The use of this tactic could 

however complicate strategic calculations and lead to the deployment of expensive and dangerous 

weapons.  Robert McFarlane, as deputy assistant to the President for national security affairs, 

described SDI in 1983 as: ‘the greatest sting operation in history’, meaning that it was a means for 

the United States to negotiate from strength.197  SDI proved to be massively expensive in terms of 

research and its value as a bargaining chip contentious.  President Reagan insisted that SDI was not 

to be bargained away and there is still significant interest in the United States in turning this 

supposed bargaining chip into actual deployed systems.

The ability of both sides to use threats of action was limited, especially because nuclear 

weapons were involved.  Any threats or warnings were based more on the negative consequences 

likely to come from non-agreement.  Both sides used the warning that their positions were bound by 

domestic political factors and that there could be no further concessions.  The United States could 

argue that Congress would not accept a particular compromise while the Soviet Union would argue 

that its military would not accept a particular formulation.  Other tactics were mainly rhetorical. 

Reasoned arguments, emotive appeals and a recourse to technical data were employed in the 

attempt to make one position, or a particular compromise, seem to be more valid than another.

Domestic politics and ratification

Before a bilateral nuclear arms control treaty comes into force, it must go through a two-stage 

approval process.  The treaty is signed by representatives of the executive, such as the US President 

and the Soviet Premier, or by high ranking officials.  This signing is the culmination of the 

negotiation between the two states and indicates that the executive appointed negotiators on both 

sides approve of the terms.  However, the treaty must be approved by the people of each state.  This 

is the role of Congress in the United States and the Supreme Soviet in the Soviet Union (now the 

Duma for Russia).  The ratification process is often an opportunity for the legislative branch of 

government to have an input into policy making.  It may also be used as an opportunity for the 

legislature to scrutinise the actions of the executive in both arms control and in other policy areas.

The legislature might propose amendments to the treaty.  For bilateral nuclear arms control, 

if these amendments were carried, and affected specific details in the treaty, the executive branches 
197 Talbot, The Master of the Game, cited above, p.204.
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of the United States and the Soviet Union had to re-open the negotiations on the treaty to see if the 

amendments were acceptable.  The legislature might also ratify the treaty based on certain 

conditions.  The US Congress ratified the PTBT on the strict terms that the United States must 

continue underground testing to strengthen its nuclear deterrent.  An amendment was attached to 

SALT I by Senator Jackson compelling the United States not to sign future agreements that put it at 

a strategic disadvantage.  This amendment did not force the United States and the Soviet Union to 

re-open negotiations, but ensured that the SALT II negotiators had to work under some 

domestically imposed conditions.

If the legislature is unhappy with a treaty it may delay ratification.  In the United States, 

SALT II was never ratified, the TTBT and the PNET had to wait a decade, and to date, START II 

has been ratified by the United States but not by Russia.  If a treaty is not ratified then it is not 

legally binding.  However, treaties that are not ratified are typically adhered to by the executives 

that officially signed them.  This signals that the treaties were negotiated in good faith.

It is a fair generalisation that the legislative branches of government in both the United 

States and the Soviet Union acted more as barriers to nuclear arms control than facilitators of 

agreements.  The US Congress in particular was a major obstacle in controlling the nuclear arms 

race.  The position of Congress modified over time, and by the late 1980s and early 1990s, the 

financial burden of the arms race became more apparent and Congress asserted itself more as a 

force of moderation.  While the role of the legislature and various branches of government in the 

Soviet Union is not as clear, there is evidence of bureaucratic pressure and compromise.198  The 

Soviet administration enjoyed more flexibility than its US counterpart but was not immune from 

internal pressure, particularly from the military.199

The Russian Duma now occupies a position in the ratification process similar to that of the 

US Senate.  In refusing to ratify START II the Duma is proving to be as partisan and as sceptical of 

nuclear arms control as its US counterpart.  It is interesting to compare the Senate’s opposition to 

SALT II due to Soviet adventurism with the Duma’s opposition to START II due to US 

adventurism in its expansion of NATO.  The Duma is also inexperienced with the alliance building 

techniques and bargaining necessary for a Senate style ratification process.200

Bilateral nuclear arms control agreements

 
198 Roman Kolkowicz, Matthew P. Gallagher & Benjamin S. Lambeth, The Soviet Union and Arms Control: A 
Superpower Dilemma, Baltimore: The John Hopkins Press, 1970, p.10-14. 
199 It is often assumed that either the Soviet leaders enjoyed total autonomy from domestic pressure, or that interest 
groups, such as the military, played traditional roles.  Although details on specific case studies is difficult to find, it 
seems that Soviet domestic politics was certainly complex.  See for example: H. Gordon Skilling & Franklyn Griffiths 
(eds.), Interest Groups in Soviet Politics, Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1971.
200 Rebecca Johnson, ‘Prospects for Negotiations on Nuclear Disarmament’, The Acronym Institute Background Paper, 
31/8/97, p.9.



Chapter 5: Bilateral nuclear arms control                                                                                       Page   85  

This section describes the main bilateral nuclear arms control agreements signed between the 

United States and the Soviet Union/Russia.  The agreements are presented chronologically to show 

how the agreements evolved.  The descriptions contain a paragraph for each of the six phases of the 

negotiation for each agreement (see Chapter 2): diagnosis, pre-negotiation, negotiation, 

legitimation, implementation, and feedback.  The final paragraph discusses the value of the 

agreement.  The division of each negotiation into the six phases has been done by this author as a 

useful way to present the events of the negotiation.  Naturally, the negotiators did not always 

perceive themselves as being in a diagnosis, pre-negotiation or negotiation phase, and this division 

is somewhat of a simplification of complex events. 

The Partial Test Ban Treaty (PTBT)

The PTBT was the first bilateral nuclear arms control agreement between the United States and the 

Soviet Union.  A test ban was seen as a useful way of constraining the nuclear arms race as other 

methods of nuclear arms control with international support had not been successful.  Because the 

goal was a comprehensive test ban, the value attached to the negotiation was greater than the actual 

effect of the final partial test ban.

The pre-negotiation phase was conducted between the United States, Britain and the Soviet 

Union, initially in the forum of the Eighteen Nation Disarmament Conference convened in Geneva 

in 1962.  There was input into the process from other states in the Conference, but it was clear that 

the main negotiation would be between the United States, Britain and the Soviet Union.  The pre-

negotiation phase foundered on the issue of verification and it was realised that a comprehensive 

test ban would not be possible.

The PTBT was signed by the foreign ministers of the United States, Britain and the Soviet 

Union in Moscow on 5 August 1963 after a short and sharp negotiation.  The pre-negotiation phase 

had foreclosed the option of a comprehensive test ban, so the negotiation phase for the partial ban 

was relatively short.  The official title of the treaty was the Treaty Banning Nuclear Tests in the 

Atmosphere, Outer Space, and Under Water, 25 July 1963.201 

Despite the limited nature of the Treaty, the ratification of the PTBT was delayed by 

opposition in the US Senate.  President Kennedy was forced by the Senate to agree to a set of terms 

that accelerated US underground testing, largely undermining the overall arms control impact of the 

PTBT.

The implementation of the Treaty was relatively straight forward.  All the signatories were 

201 Copies of the treaty are available in a variety of texts.  See for example:  Sir Michael Wright, Disarm and Verify, 
London: Chatto & Windus 1964, p.253.  This book also contains copies of other relevant documents and a participant's 
analysis of the British role in the negotiations, 1959-63.
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moving away from atmospheric testing as the cost was rising and the gains falling.  Public 

opposition that focused on the health and environmental effects of atmospheric testing was usefully 

silenced.  The switch to underground testing required new investment in facilities and constrained 

certain aspects of weapons programmes.  The PTBT was welcomed by other states in the UNGA 

but there was concern that the PTBT served to legitimise underground testing.  The Eighteen Nation 

Disarmament Conference was instructed to continue to work towards a comprehensive test ban.

Feedback on the operation of the PTBT took place between the main signatories.  There 

were no issues regarding compliance discussed as clandestine atmospheric tests were not conducted 

by any of the signatories.  Issues of venting, radiation escaping from underground tests, were 

discussed and venting was also an issue during the Threshold Test Ban Treaty negotiation.  Because 

the PTBT was open to any state to sign, the support it received from other states allowed these 

states to convene a PTBT Amendment Conference in 1991, with ninety-five signatories 

participating.

The PTBT served several purposes.  It allowed both sides to demonstrate that they were 

serious about slowing the arms race.  It also allowed both sides to continue technological 

developments in their nuclear arsenals through underground tests. The Soviet Union also hoped that 

the PTBT would help the comprehensive test-ban negotiations, which it did not, and lead to other 

arms control agreements, which it did with the Treaty for the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear 

Weapons (NPT).  The PTBT was successful in that it removed the possibility of overt 

environmental damage from nuclear fallout.  It also prevented both sides from research into new 

warheads that could be used against hardened silos, as these warheads required atmospheric 

detonation.  The PTBT did not, however, prevent the further development of smaller and more 

accurate warheads with greater strategic flexibility, including counterforce targeting that replaced 

the idea of a silo destroying air detonation anyway.  As a non-proliferation measure, the PTBT did 

not prevent the first Chinese atmospheric test in 1964, or the start of French atmospheric tests in the 

South Pacific in 1966.

Strategic Arms Limitation Talks I (SALT I)

President Johnson’s proposal to Premier Kosygin in 1967 to open new nuclear arms control 

negotiations included limits on both offensive and defensive weapons.  The five years since the 

PTBT had seen increases in the numerical deployment of nuclear weapons and advances in ballistic 

missile technology.  Controlling the nuclear arms race by directly limiting the number of weapons 

was seen as the most effective approach.  In 1967, the United States, Britain and the Soviet Union 

signed the Outer Space Treaty.  This agreement prevented the stationing of weapons of mass 
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destruction in outer space.  The Treaty did preserve other military uses of outer space, such as the 

stationing of reconnaissance satellites.  

Given that there was not a united opinion on both offensive and defensive weapons in the 

US administration and in Congress, pre-negotiation for the United States had to take place 

domestically, as well as with the Soviet Union.  President Johnson decided to deploy a very limited 

ABM system, supposedly to protect against a Chinese attack or a missile launched accidentally by 

the Soviet Union.  This limited system was the result of domestic haggling between pro and anti-

ABM lobbies.  Even the title of the negotiation and the appropriate acronym was a controversial 

issue that had to be negotiated within the administration.  Although there are not many detailed 

accounts, similar negotiations were going on inside the Soviet Union with regard to their nuclear 

force structure and the best options for limiting offensive and defensive weaponry.  Early pre-

negotiation between the United States the Soviet Union languished after the Soviet Union invaded 

Czechoslovakia in 1968.

SALT I and the ABM Treaty were signed on 26 May 1972 after two and a half years of 

formal negotiations by the Nixon and Brezhnev administrations.  In the negotiation, preoccupation 

by the United States with the ABM issue meant that offensive problems such as Multiple 

Independently-targetable Re-entry Vehicles (MIRVs) were largely ignored.  The failure of SALT I 

to deal with MIRVs was its fundamental limitation.  At the time of the negotiation, the United 

States had a distinct lead in MIRV technology and was reluctant to squander that lead.  Even Henry 

Kissinger, who had been closely involved with the decisions excluding MIRVs, later expressed 

public regret.  Kissinger had decided not to pursue controls on MIRV technology in the negotiation, 

but this technology would later prove to make the missile numbers agreed in SALT I  largely 

meaningless for controlling vertical proliferation.202  The Soviet Union was also reluctant to 

negotiate a freeze on MIRV development when it was so far behind the United States.  

SALT I also failed to resolve US concerns about the number and size of the ICBMs that the 

Soviet Union was deploying.  When Henry Kissinger took over the final stages of the negotiation he 

was criticised by the senior US negotiator, Paul Nitze, for giving away too much.203  Nitze believed 

that the Soviet Union always had an advantage over the United States because of their negotiating 

skill.  The United States had forced the Soviet Union to make important concessions but the Soviet 

Union was able to gain concessions from the United States in the final stages.  That the supposed 

Soviet advantage in ICBMs was not addressed created problems for the legitimation of SALT. 

Securing ratification of SALT I in the US Congress was difficult, and, as noted above, conditions 

were attached that proved problematic for the SALT II negotiation.

202 Talbott, The Master of the Game, cited above, p.124.
203 Talbott, The Master of the Game, cited above, p.134.
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The implementation of SALT I froze aggregate levels of nuclear weapons launchers and 

submarines for five years until 1977, when it was expected that a more comprehensive agreement 

would be signed.  The freeze limited the United States to 1700 missile launchers and the Soviet 

Union to 2400.  There were no actual numbers of existing forces mentioned in the Interim 

Agreement as the Soviet Union refused to disclose the number of weapons that it had deployed. 

The ABM Treaty and its subsequent protocol limited both the United States and Soviet Union to the 

deployment of one ABM system each, either to protect a missile field, or to protect the state capital. 

The language used in the ABM Treaty was quite strict; it prohibited the development, production, 

testing and deployment of an ABM system based on existing or future technology, that would be 

land mobile, sea-based, and/or space based.  Only laboratory testing of other ABM systems was 

allowed.  The strictness of the treaty was a major barrier to President Reagan’s SDI in the 1980s. 

Both the United States and the Soviet Union never deployed ABM systems to the extent allowed by 

the terms of the ABM Treaty, and the negotiations were very forward looking in that they dealt with 

technology that had not been significantly developed.  In 1972, ABM systems were simply not a 

cost effective means of increasing security, a problem that later US administrations believed could 

be overcome.

As SALT was designed to be an interim agreement, there was less focus on feedback.  The 

ceilings had been set high enough not to require dismantling of systems and the attendant 

verification.  National technical means were used for verification and the United States in particular 

was confident that its satellite technology was able to ensure that the Soviet Union was not breaking 

through its ceilings.  The talks moved quickly on to SALT II.

Interestingly, the major value of SALT I was the ABM Treaty.  This treaty effectively 

stopped the defensive arms race by pre-empting it.  Other nuclear arms control agreements have 

been much less successful at pre-emption.  Both the United States and the Soviet Union had 

investigated ABM technology and found it to be lacking from a technological position,  financially 

prohibitive, and of dubious value for increasing stability in the nuclear relationship.  Later 

technological breakthroughs in the laboratory were unable to be deployed due to the ABM Treaty. 

SALT I failed, however, to halt the offensive arms race.  Ceilings were set on launchers, but at 

levels that had not yet been reached.  MIRV technology, deployed by first the United States and 

later the Soviet Union, made these ceiling somewhat meaningless.  Future negotiations faced a 

much more difficult task in setting meaningful numerical arms control limits.

The Threshold Test Ban Treaty (TTBT)

There was pressure from other states on the United States and the Soviet Union to conclude a 
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comprehensive test-ban treaty.  This pressure was an example of how nuclear arms control was 

receiving more multilateral attention, but was still the preserve of the major states with nuclear 

weapons.  Many states argued that a comprehensive test-ban treaty would be a useful means of 

nuclear arms control.

Like the PTBT, the TTBT was a pause for agreement in a long series of test-ban 

negotiations that had been pursued in various forums since the 1950s.  There was high utility 

attached to nuclear testing by both the United States and the Soviet Union.  This only served to 

increase the significance of seemingly minor issues in the negotiation so that agreement was 

stymied.  While the goal was still a comprehensive test ban, pre-negotiation revealed that there was 

too much disagreement and not enough inclination to compromise for a comprehensive ban to be 

possible.

Although there had been a long series of pre-negotiations, the actual negotiation for the 

TTBT took only a matter of weeks.  One reason for the ease of the negotiation was that both the 

United States and the Soviet Union were advancing their test programmes and smaller yield tests 

were more efficient for the development of new warheads.  The Treaty also served to deflect 

criticism from non-nuclear-weapon states in the NPT Review Conference of 1975.  The United 

States viewed the agreement as a useful means of offsetting the propaganda advantage that the 

Soviet Union was getting out of continually advancing the test-ban issue in forums such as the 

Eighteen Nation Disarmament Conference.  The TTBT was signed on 3 July 1974 at a Moscow 

summit between Nixon and Brezhnev.  The Treaty placed a threshold of 150 KT on underground 

tests.  The Peaceful Nuclear Explosions Treaty (PNET) was later added to the TTBT in 1976 and 

placed the same yield threshold on peaceful nuclear explosions. The TTBT was supposedly not to 

enter into force until 1976, allowing both the United States and the Soviet Union to complete large 

test series.

President Carter delayed the legitimation of the TTBT/PNET while he pursued a 

comprehensive test ban.  The emphasis that the United States placed on achieving a comprehensive 

test ban, and the diplomatic and political capital expended on SALT II, meant that ratification 

languished and was not picked up until over a decade later.

Implementation was delayed and the TTBT and the PNET did not enter into force until 

1990, and was preceded by a bilateral verification experiment.  Although both the United States and 

the Soviet Union were moving towards the testing of smaller warheads, the lack of strict 

verification and the agreements not actually being formally ratified, made implementation 

controversial.  In the 1980s, accusations were made by both states that the other was exceeding the 

threshold in their tests.



Chapter 5: Bilateral nuclear arms control                                                                                       Page   90  

The delay in entry into force prevented the exchange of testing information mandated by the 

treaties that could have made subsequent test-ban efforts more effective.  This delay of the formal 

feedback mechanism made the two agreements less effective.  The Reagan administration expressed 

little interest in test-ban negotiations and delayed the ratification of the TTBT/PNET until certain 

verification issues had been re-negotiated.  

The TTBT and the PNET again demonstrated that there was some resolve by the United 

States and the Soviet Union to use a test ban as a means to control the nuclear arms race.  However, 

it was another example of an agreement that was easy to conclude because it required no significant 

concessions.  The threshold was set at an achievable level and entry into force was delayed to allow 

the completion of major test series.  Effective verification was emphasised in both the pre-

negotiation and negotiation phases, yet the delay of ratification and the implementation of 

verification mechanisms did not appear to affect the general compliance of both the United States 

and the Soviet Union.

Strategic Arms Limitation Talks II (SALT II) 

The diagnosis phase for SALT II was straight forward.  SALT I was the interim agreement and it 

was intended that SALT II would continue that process.  President Ford wanted to advance the arms 

control process and secure an agreement that placed meaningful and equal limits on the nuclear 

forces of both the United States and the Soviet Union.  The equal limits also satisfied the demands 

of Senator Jackson’s amendment to SALT I that future arms control agreements not place the 

United States in a position of inferiority.

On 24 November 1974, President Ford and General Secretary Brezhnev completed the pre-

negotiation phase and announced in their Vladivostok accord that the SALT negotiators in Geneva 

had been instructed to work towards a new agreement to be known as SALT II.  Once completed, 

this agreement would limit each side to 2400 strategic delivery vehicles (strategic bombers, ICBMs 

and SLBMs), and within this limit, only 1320 missiles could be have MIRVs.204  The Soviet Union 

agreed to the accord because the limits were high enough to allow them to continue to place MIRVs 

on its missiles.205  The accord also did not place limits on the Soviet’s 308 “heavy” ICBMs, missiles 

that due to their throw-weight and MIRV capability were of serious concern to US defence 

planners.

The final draft of SALT II was signed in June 1979 and was designed to expire in December 

1985.  The negotiation had taken almost five years and involved some of the fiendishly complicated 

204 Stockholm International Peace Research Institute, SIPRI Yearbook 1974: Armaments or Disarmament, Bergshamra, 
Sweden: SIPRI, 1974, p11.  The yearbook actually prints the ceiling as 24 000 delivery vehicles, which as the final 
signed agreement proves, is a typing error.
205 Talbott, The Master of the Game, cited above, p.142.
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issues discussed in the preceding section of this chapter.  The Treaty consisted of nineteen articles 

and was seventy-eight pages in length.206  Consistent with the Vladivostok accord, SALT II placed a 

limit or ceiling of 2400 (to be lowered to 2250 by the end of 1981) on strategic nuclear launch 

vehicles.  This included all ballistic missiles and intercontinental bombers.  A sub-ceiling allowed 

no more than 1320 of these strategic launch vehicles to have MIRVs.  US bombers carrying cruise 

missiles were to be counted against this ceiling.  A further sub-ceiling restricted the number of 

ICBMs and SLBMs to 1200, and yet another sub-ceiling (a sub-sub-sub-ceiling?) limited the 

number of ICBMs with MIRVs to 820.  There were other detailed limitations on throw and launch 

weight of ICBMs, a limit on deployment to one new type of missile, and a condition that an ICBM 

could only carry the number of warheads that it had been tested with to date.207  The second part of 

the agreement was a protocol scheduled to remain in force until the end of 1981.  This protocol 

banned the deployment of mobile ICBMs, Submarine-Launched Crusie Missiles (SLCMs), Ground-

Launched Cruise Missiles (GLCMs), and Air-to-Surface Ballistic Missiles (ASBMs).  Mobile 

ICBMs were those that could be deployed on movable platforms such as rail cars.  SLCMs and 

GLCMs were a major concern to the Soviet Union, who insisted on their prohibition.  ASBMs had 

been explored by the US, but were negotiated away at little cost.  A joint statement of principles 

was also issued that dealt with future negotiations.

The Senate ratification debate in the United States became a referendum on President 

Carter’s foreign policies in general and a reflection of conservative concern over the supposed 

Soviet military build-up and Third World adventurism.  The ratification debate for SALT II is one 

of the best examples of the problems of legitimation and is described here in some length. 

Conservative opposition was described as ‘the revenge of the hawks.’208  The administration at one 

stage in the negotiation considered submitting SALT II as an agreement rather than a treaty, the 

former requiring only a majority to be passed rather than the two-thirds needed for treaty 

ratification.  In securing the ratification of the Panama Canal treaties, the Carter administration 

expended much of its domestic ‘political capital.’209  President Carter co-ordinated an extensive 

strategy to promote SALT II at both the congressional and public levels.  Senators in support of the 

Treaty argued that rather than contribute to arms control, SALT II would increase the security of the 

United States, arguing not for its idealist value, but its value as a military agreement.  These 

arguments were designed to directly counter those arguments made by opponents of the Treaty who 

focused on the negative security implications.   Supporters in the Senate were also concerned that 

Carter would go to all lengths to placate the conservatives and would end up making concessions 

206 Dan Caldwell, ‘The SALT II Treaty’ in Krepon & Caldwell (eds.), cited above, p.281.
207 Strobe Talbott argues that the term ‘new’ is misleading.  For a discussion see: Talbott, Endgame, cited above, p.191.
208 Caldwell, cited above, p.287.
209 Caldwell, cited above, p.297.
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such as supporting the MX ICBM project, thereby fuelling the arms race that SALT II was designed 

to halt.  In November 1979, the Senate Foreign Relations Committee recommended to the full 

Senate by a narrow margin that SALT II be ratified.  However, in December the Senate Armed 

Services Committee advised that the Treaty not be ratified.  In January 1980, faced with defeat, 

Carter withdrew SALT II from consideration by the Senate.  

SALT II was therefore never ratified by the United States and did not pass formally into 

law.  The Soviet Union and the United States did however follow the terms of the Treaty as an 

agreement between executives.  The implementation of SALT II required significant restraints on 

the number of certain types of weapons that could be deployed.  The ceilings and the restrictions 

were therefore meaningful controls on the nuclear arms race.  The Reagan administration's 

opposition to SALT II led to the boundaries of the agreement being pushed.  In contrast, the Soviet 

Union supported SALT II and saw the agreement as valuable.

Disputes between the United States and the Soviet Union during the Reagan administration 

often related to the terms of SALT II.  The feedback phase of the agreement was therefore 

controversial and, to a certain extent, impacted on the pre-negotiation for START.  There were 

accusations from both sides as to violations of SALT II, notably over Soviet telemetry coding, 

Soviet dual-use missile silos, and the US use of missile silo covers.  The Reagan administration 

debated the implications of breakout from both SALT II and the ABM Treaty. 

SALT II imposed detailed limits on the deployment of nearly all types of nuclear weapons 

and meaningfully defined the parameters of the nuclear arms race.  It was an arms control 

agreement of the classic type: the weapons were restricted, often in great detail, but there was no 

serious attempt to lower ceilings so that systems would have to be dismantled on a wholesale basis. 

SALT II also set the scene for future bilateral arms control negotiations: they would be enormously 

complex, deal with a wide range of intertwined issues, and despite the best efforts of those 

involved, might not actually enter into force.  SALT II also reinforced the precedent set by SALT I 

that bilateral nuclear arms control had to preserve parity between the United States and the Soviet 

Union.  

Strategic Arms Reduction Talks (START I, II & III and INF) 

The START negotiations were perhaps the most technical of the bilateral arms control negotiations. 

With START III planned, they are in theory still being conducted, making them over a decade old. 

In that time there have been numerous changes in personnel, administrations, and the momentous 

change of the Soviet Union being replaced at the table by Russia.  With three agreements from the 

negotiations signed, and START III pre-negotiated, it is difficult to divide START neatly into 
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distinct phases.  There is significant overlap between pre-negotiation, negotiation, implementation 

and feedback, and how each of these phases feeds back into the main negotiation.  Without going 

into the necessary detail, it is easier to view START as an over-arching series of negotiations with 

the individual START and INF treaties as pauses for agreement over a long period of time.  

It took the United States and the Soviet Union over a decade to move from SALT II to 

START I.  This length of time reflected the nature of the 1980s: the breakdown of détente in the 

first five years and the fundamental political changes that took place in the second five years.  The 

collapse of the Soviet Union as a political entity and its replacement by a more nuclear arms control 

focused Russia allowed the pace of arms control to proceed somewhat frantically.  SALT I and II 

set the upper limits of the nuclear arms race and codified the notion of parity between the two 

superpowers.  Reducing the ceilings in an incremental and balanced fashion was diagnosed as the 

next step.  Finding new levels of parity was technically and conceptually complex; at times, 

political events and the goals of leaders made the START process seem sluggish and mired in 

technical detail, immune from outside political changes.

At the Reykjavik summit in 1986, Reagan and Gorbachev agreed to upper limits of 1600 

delivery vehicles and 6000 warheads for the START negotiation.  This pre-negotiation set the 

parameters but did not resolve many of the other issues.  The agenda for START was therefore 

fluid, and complex issues such as cruise missiles, SDI systems and IRBMs were introduced and 

resolved over the course of the main negotiation.  In some ways, pre-negotiation on individual 

issues took place concurrently with the negotiation on others.

The START negotiation continued until the end of Reagan’s term without conclusion. 

Agreement was finally reached by the Bush administration amid the break-up of the Soviet Union, 

the reunification of Germany and the Gulf War.  The START I Treaty was signed on 31 July 1991. 

The main disagreements were on the complex issues of defining what systems would be included, 

the method of counting the systems, sub-limits within the totals, and verification.  The Soviet Union 

was also concerned about the implications of SDI for the ABM Treaty and these concerns were 

linked into the negotiation.  START II built on the basics of START I but reduced the ceilings to 

between 3000 and 3500 warheads for both the United States and Russia.  The agreement also 

eliminated all ICBMs with MIRVs.  The Intermediate-range Nuclear Forces Treaty (INF Treaty) 

was signed between the United States and the Soviet Union on 8 December 1987 and entered into 

force on 1 June 1988.  The signing of this Treaty broke a stalemate in the START talks and was 

somewhat of an interim agreement.  The Treaty banned all nuclear ground-launched ballistic and 

cruise missiles with a range between 500 and 5500 km from Europe.210  This agreement was 

significant because it banned a complete class of nuclear weapon as well as stabilising the European 
210 NATO Basic Factsheet, No.7 April 1994.
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theatre where the presence of intermediate range weapons had been a major source of tension 

between the United States and Soviet Union, and also between the members of the NATO alliance.  

Little information is available on the ratification debate for the INF Treaty in the Soviet 

Union.  Much of the domestic consensus building appeared to take place during the actual 

negotiation.  Unlike the difficulties with SALT II, ratification of the INF Treaty in the United States 

proceeded smoothly with only five votes against.  The ease of ratification set the stage for the 

START agreements and is explained by a particular convergence of circumstances, both domestic 

and international, that allowed all parties to gain from the agreement.211  The ratification of START 

I was complicated by the break up of the Soviet Union and the need to include Belarus, Ukraine and 

Kazakhstan in the Treaty (see the Lisbon Protocol below).  The United States and Russia ratified 

START I in 1992, closely followed by Belarus and Kazakhstan.  Ukraine was induced to ratify by 

US financial assistance for the dismantling of weapon systems.  START II was ratified by the 

United States in 1996, three years after it had been signed.  There were only four votes against, with 

one Senator arguing that the Treaty should not be ratified until the United States implemented a 

national ABM system.  Conditions were attached by the Senate during ratification; these conditions 

related to the ABM Treaty and also stipulated that if Russia did not ratify START II, the Senate had 

to be consulted before the United States reduced its nuclear warheads below START I levels.  The 

ratification of START II by Russia has languished in the Duma, and despite urgings from the 

administration, is largely captive to domestic political rivalries.212

The START I Treaty was superseded by the Lisbon START Protocol later in 1991 and by 

START II in 1993.  The START I Treaty and the Lisbon Protocol put in place new limits on 

strategic nuclear forces, reducing delivery vehicles to approximately 1600 for the United States and 

Soviet Union, significantly less than the SALT II limits.  The Protocol was mainly concerned with 

the application of START I to Russia, Belarus, Ukraine and Kazakhstan after the dissolution of the 

Soviet Union.  Russia accepted the START I limits and the other three states agreed to eliminate all 

nuclear weapons from their territories within seven years and join the NPT as non-nuclear-weapon 

states.213  The implementation of START I involved the establishment of the Joint Compliance and 

Inspection Committee to oversee implementation and verification.  START II has not yet entered 

into force, but both the United States and Russia have started the implementation of the agreement 

by removing and destroying some deployed weapons systems.  However, this process been delayed 

by the financial cost and the full implementation of the agreement may not be achieved in the near 

211 Janne E. Nolan, ‘The INF Treaty’ in Krepon & Caldwell (eds.), cited above, p.387-388.
212 Throughout the writing of this thesis, the Russian administration continually urged the Duma to ratify START II. 
Concern with US plans for ballistic missile defence, the cost of dismantling warheads, and partisan politics have all 
been factors preventing ratification.
213 NATO Basic Factsheet, cited above.
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future.

The implementation of the INF Treaty allowed extensive verification procedures of a kind 

that would not have been possible in previous decades.  These verification procedures included a 

range of on-site inspections at missile destruction facilities, missile factories and missile silos.214 

Such intrusive procedures were unprecedented and were the beginning of new possibilities for 

transparency in arms control.  The precedent set by the INF Treaty allowed extensive verification 

provisions to be built into START agreements, including agreement preventing the obstruction of 

national technical means of verification, making feedback more comprehensive and transparent.215

In Helsinki in March 1997, Boris Yeltsin and Bill Clinton announced that once START II 

was ratified by Russia, a START III negotiation would open.  The new agreement would aim for 

warhead levels of 2000 to 2500 by the year 2007.  At the time of writing, ratification of START II 

by the Russian Duma was still in doubt, despite pressure from the executive.  Much attention in the 

US/Russia bilateral relationship has focused on the Cooperative Threat Reduction programme, 

often called the Nunn-Lugar programme after the two senators that sponsored the original 

legislation in 1991.  The programme includes projects on weapon dismantling and destruction, 

safeguards for nuclear weapons and fissile material, and demilitarisation and defence conversion.216 

While the programme is a model for bilateral cooperation, its implementation has been hampered 

by disputes over funding, a lack of complete trust by Russia in opening up previously top secret 

installations, and wider aspects of the political relationship between the United States and Russia.

From 1990 to 1992 there were also a variety of confidence building treaties and documents 

negotiated between NATO states and the Warsaw Pact members, and then NATO and the states of 

the former Soviet Union.  These treaties and documents included the 1990 Treaty on Conventional 

Armed Forces in Europe (CFE Treaty), the 1990 Vienna Document 1990, the 1992 Vienna 

Document 1992, the 1992 Treaty on Open Skies, and the 1992 CFE 1A Concluding Act of the CFE 

negotiations.  These agreements did not cover nuclear weapons but were related to provisions for 

surprise attack, force deployments, and communication between Washington and Moscow.  The 

Treaty on Open Skies allowed mutual overflying of Eurasia and North America, a key component 

of transparency and verification applicable to nuclear arms control agreements.  The START 

agreements have significantly reduced the number of strategic weapons deployed by the United 

States and Russia and have set useful precedents for further reductions.  There has also been 

growing trust, not only caused by the end of the Cold War, but by new levels of cooperation and 
214 M. Glitman, ‘The INF Treaty: Its Origins, Content and Promise’ in Disarmament, Vol.11, 1987-88, New York: 
United Nations Publication, p.6-7.
215 Christopher Andrew, For the President's Eyes Only: Secret Intelligence and the American Presidency from 
Washington to Bush, London: Harper Collins Publishers, 1995.
216 Shannon Kile, 'Nuclear Arms Control' in SIPRI Yearbook 1997: Armaments, Disarmament and International  
Security, Bergshamra, Sweden: SIPRI, 1997, p.379.
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transparency in all aspects of the nuclear relationship.  However, the difficulty in implementing 

many agreements suggests that there is still much work to be done, both on the ground and in the 

political relationship between the two states.

Summary 

Each agreement and the negotiation that led to that agreement described above was a unique 

process that combined different issues with different imperatives at a particular point in time. 

While generalisations about the various issues, the behaviour of the negotiators, and the factors that 

produce outcomes are possible, each negotiation was still a unique event.

Bilateral negotiations between the United States and the Soviet Union were designed to 

arrive at a new status quo that would increase security and reduce the possibility of nuclear war. 

The negotiations were therefore a compromise between the competing perspectives of increasing 

the quality and quantity of nuclear arms to increase security and controlling nuclear arms to prevent 

insecurity.  The negotiations were often highly detailed; new technologies and the strategic ideas 

that came from those technologies meant that negotiation issues were continually changing.  The 

length of both the negotiations and the documents that were produced are testimony to the technical 

nature of the issues that were dealt with.  However, technical issues were resolved in the 

agreements, and each negotiation required the political will to make a breakthrough, rather than 

finding a magic formula of numbers.

The results of bilateral nuclear arms control agreements have been mixed.  Critics argue that 

the United States and Russia are still in a position, despite decades of effort, where their nuclear 

forces are still large in number.  The agreements have been a classic example of arms control: 

regulating the level of nuclear weapons to manage a security relationship, not reducing numbers 

towards the ultimate goal of disarmament.  There are of course exceptions: recent agreements such 

as the INF Treaty and the START agreements have focused more on reducing numbers of weapons, 

rather than setting ceilings such as in SALT I and II.  However, bilateral nuclear arms control 

should not be confused with disarmament.  Both the United States and the Soviet Union/Russia 

have used nuclear arms control to manage their deterrence relationship and to rationalise their force 

structures.  Despite any rhetoric to the contrary, the ultimate goal of nuclear disarmament, if indeed 

that is the desired goal, is a long way off.

One of the main themes of bilateral nuclear arms control has been the notion of equivalence. 

Parity in nuclear weapons systems was enshrined in SALT I.  Subsequent agreements were 
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painstakingly negotiated to ensure that the relative arsenals of the United States and the Soviet 

Union were equivalent in capability, ensuring that neither side possessed an advantage. 

Equivalence has been largely accepted in international discourse on nuclear weapons, allowing 

other nuclear-weapon states to escape a certain amount of criticism or scrutiny.  Britain, France and 

China have argued that they will not enter into numerical nuclear arms control until the arsenals of 

the United States and Russia have reduced to their own numerical levels.  Breaking the notion of 

equivalence might be the only way of including Britain, France and China in numerical nuclear 

arms control if the United States and Russia do not significantly reduce the size of their arsenals.

Criticism has been levelled against the United States and the Soviet Union/Russia for not 

meeting their nuclear arms control obligations under the NPT (see Chapter 6).  Because the security 

relationship between the United States and the Soviet Union was the overriding concern for so long, 

the ability of other states to influence the policies of the United States and the Soviet Union was 

limited.  To a certain extent, both states were also able to count on the diplomatic support of their 

allies, and this lessened the diplomatic pressure.  In forums such as the NPT Review Conferences, 

while the rhetoric was often strong, the value attached by critical states to the NPT regime 

prevented the lack of disarmament by the United States and the Soviet Union from undermining the 

NPT.

While other states have participated in negotiations for agreements such as the PTBT and 

the TTBT/PNET, the bulk of the serious negotiation was carried out between the United States and 

the Soviet Union.  These two states determined the course and progress of nuclear arms control 

based almost entirely on their bilateral security relationship.  Relations with allies and the 

propaganda value of agreements were factors, but the overriding concern was how an agreement 

would affect the security relationship and the operation of nuclear deterrence.  As Chapter 6 

discusses, the participation of nuclear-weapon states has been crucial for the success of multilateral 

nuclear arms control agreements as well.



Chapter 6: Multilateral nuclear arms control

Introduction and contents

Continuing on from Chapter 5, this chapter describes multilateral nuclear arms control negotiations. 

The material presented in this chapter elaborates on the two themes of this thesis: that nuclear arms 

control requires the consent of those states with nuclear weapons or a nuclear weapon capability 

and that nuclear arms control is a complex process requiring the convergence of different 

perspectives.  This chapter also explores the fifth proposition of this thesis (see Chapter 1): that 

states have pursued multilateral nuclear arms control as a means of broadening the bilateral step-by-

step approach, both in terms of scope and participation.  Multilateral negotiations are not 

necessarily more complex than bilateral negotiations in the issues that are dealt with, but may be 

more complex because there are many more perspectives that have to be incorporated into an 

agreement.  The difficulty of ensuring universal agreement and the need to include the nuclear-

weapon states are perhaps the greatest limitations of multilateral nuclear arms control.

Following this introduction, the chapter is divided into three sections.  The first section 

discusses the main issues in multilateral nuclear arms control, using examples from actual 

negotiations.  The second section briefly describes the main multilateral nuclear arms control 

agreements.  The third section summarises the main observations from the chapter.

The time frame for this chapter is from 1945 to approximately the end of 1998.  One 

problem with an entire chapter on multilateral nuclear arms control is that there are only two major 

agreements: the Treaty for the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons (NPT), signed in 1968, and 

the Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty (CTBT), signed in 1996.  However, various multilateral 

nuclear arms control negotiations have been held since 1945 and there has been almost continuous 

meetings under various titles at the UN in New York or in an off-shoot body in Geneva.  As noted 

in Chapter 5, bilateral agreements such as the Partial and the Threshold Test Ban Treaty (PTBT and 

the TTBT) were negotiated under the auspices of multilateral bodies but were still essentially 

bilateral agreements.  Also, even though the NPT was signed in 1968, it has been an evolving 

agreement, and the five yearly review conferences were important multilateral negotiations for 

revising and monitoring the original agreement.  The signing of the CTBT in 1996 was the 

culmination of literally decades of negotiation that started in 1958.  Multilateral nuclear arms 

control has therefore been an ongoing and fluid process.
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In the third section, the NPT and the CTBT are described.  These two treaties are the main 

agreements and have received the most scholarly attention.  Other multilateral negotiations have 

produced related agreements and groupings such as the Nuclear Suppliers Group, the London Club, 

the Seabed Treaty, the Missile Technology Control Regime (MTCR), the Zangger Committee, the 

Wassenaar Arrangement, and several nuclear-free zone agreements.  While these related 

agreements and groupings are important for their contribution to multilateral nuclear arms control, 

they do not have the same central role as the NPT and the CTBT.  Chapter 9 provides up-to-date 

material on multilateral nuclear arms control at the time of publication, including a note on the 

fissile material treaty, which is likely to be a major multilateral nuclear arms control agreement 

when completed.

The main issues in multilateral nuclear arms control

This section describes the main issues in multilateral nuclear arms control.  The issues are similar to 

those described in Chapter 5.  However, as Chapter 2 argued, multilateral negotiation is not just 

multiple bilateral negotiations.  Multilateral negotiation requires more attention on rules and 

procedures, and means of accommodating many perspectives.  The issues described in this section 

are: the negotiation forum, accommodating multiple states, arms control goals, linkage to other 

issues, means of control, tactics used to reach agreement, and domestic ratification issues.

The negotiation forum

Negotiation forums for multilateral nuclear arms control have varied.  There has however been a 

certain degree of constancy with New York and Geneva being the popular locations.  With often 

dozens of states involved, it is important that there are facilities and support staff available to 

accommodate all the negotiators.

The United Nations General Assembly (UNGA) First Committee on Disarmament has a 

primary role in bringing together UN member states for negotiation on a broad range of 

disarmament issues, including nuclear arms control.  The majority of states maintain permanent 

diplomatic presence at the UN in New York, making the task of contributing to the negotiation 

easier.  The First Committee rarely negotiates actual nuclear arms control agreements.  The 

Committee is more part of a pre-negotiation phase where general priorities, intentions and 

limitations can be discussed.  New Zealand's participation in the First Committee is discussed in 

Chapter 7.
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Important forums such as the Conference on Disarmament, based in Geneva, are subsidiary 

bodies of the UN and receive their mandates from the UNGA.  The Conference on Disarmament 

has operated under various titles and with different membership: the Eighteen Nation Disarmament 

Committee was convened in 1962; in 1969 it was expanded to twenty-six members and renamed the 

Conference of the Committee on Disarmament; and in 1979 membership was expanded to forty and 

the name changed to the Conference on Disarmament.  Both the NPT and the CTBT were 

negotiated in this forum.  The New Zealand Ministry of Foreign Affairs and Trade (MFAT) 

describes the role of the Conference on Disarmament as follows: the Conference ‘has a special 

place in the disarmament process as it is the only multilateral forum for the negotiation of 

disarmament agreements’.217  Like the UN, the Conference on Disarmament is popular as a 

multilateral forum as it is easy to convene meetings between the permanent diplomatic missions 

based in Geneva.  New Zealand's participation in the Conference is described in Chapter 7.

Other forums for multilateral nuclear arms control have either been ad hoc or have been 

special conferences.  The London Club was a largely secret series of meetings between a number of 

states that supplied nuclear materials.  The club was first convened in 1974 and was later formalised 

as the Nuclear Suppliers Group.  The South Pacific Nuclear Free Zone (SPNFZ) Treaty was 

negotiated over a two year period and was opened for signing at a meeting of the South Pacific 

Forum in 1985.  A special PTBT Amendment Conference was convened in 1991, using the 

provisions of the Treaty, despite the opposition of the original signatories.

Accommodating different states

Multilateral nuclear arms control negotiations aim to be inclusive.  This is particularly important if 

agreements are to be effective and receive the support of a large number of states.  The problem is 

that each state brings different goals and attitudes to the negotiation and these have to be 

accommodated.

Decisions in multilateral nuclear arms control negotiations are typically made through 

consensus.  If the participation of a particular state in the final agreement is valued, then its view 

must be accommodated.  Consensus allows the views of all states to be included, but also means 

that a single state can hold an agreement hostage.  The opposition of just a couple of states almost 

prevented the CTBT from being adopted; the consensus requirements of the Conference on 

Disarmament were circumvented in a diplomatic sleight of hand by taking the text of the treaty 

straight to the UNGA, where majority voting applied.

Competing views, perspectives and goals mean that procedural issues become  paramount in 

217 Ministry of Foreign Affairs and Trade, Disarmament and Arms Control, Information Bulletin No. 37, 1991, 
Wellington: MFAT, 1991, p.12.



Chapter 6: Multilateral nuclear arms control                                                                               Page   101  

a multilateral negotiation.  There is often a long period of pre-negotiation.  The NPT Review 

Conferences, held at five yearly intervals, have a Preparatory Committee that meets in the years 

prior to the Review Conference to prepare the agenda, set the procedures and foreshadow early 

issues.  A Conference often splits into subcommittees, chaired by “friends of the chair”.  The 

subcommittees typically comprise the more active states that can work on particular issues before 

taking them back to the plenary.  The fourth NPT Review Conference was split into three main 

committees, each dealing with different articles of the NPT.  Much of the negotiation for the CTBT 

was carried out by two working groups: one dealt with legal and institutional issues and the other 

dealt with verification.218  

To strengthen a negotiating position, to combine similar viewpoints, or to simplify 

procedures, coalitions between states are often formed.  These can be either formal or informal. 

The North Atlantic Treaty Organisation (NATO) is an example of a formal grouping that might 

present a unified view in a negotiation.  The non-aligned movement that represents a number of 

non-aligned states has also often presented a unified position.  In the CTBT negotiation, the five 

nuclear-weapon states formed an informal coalition and held their own meetings to negotiate a 

single position on some issues.  Moderate states such as New Zealand have often formed informal 

coalitions based on a particular issue in a particular negotiation.  New Zealand's role in coalition 

building in the CTBT pre-negotiation is examined in detail in Chapter 8.

States often try to break a deadlock in a multilateral negotiation by producing what they 

view as being a reasonable text for agreement.  Sweden introduced a number of texts into the 

Eighteen Nation Disarmament Committee and the Conference for the Committee on Disarmament 

to try and facilitate a comprehensive test ban between the United States and the Soviet Union. 

Australia and Iran both introduced draft texts into the CTBT negotiation.  The Chairman of the 

negotiation often tries to reconcile competing drafts into a Chairman’s draft.  This reconciliation 

does not always automatically lead to agreement; the Chairman’s text for the CTBT in early 1996 

contained 1,200 brackets, or portions of text that were yet to be agreed.219

Accommodating different perspectives also puts pressure on the negotiators.  While bilateral 

negotiations between the United States and the Soviet Union contained acrimony, propaganda, 

grandstanding and posturing, the repetitive meetings - away from public scrutiny - often induced a 

more business like approach.  Multilateral negotiations, often like the UNGA, can be opportunities 

for a state to vent frustration or to unilaterally advance its own diplomatic ego.  This is not always 

the case, and might not detract from the outcome; such statements often reflect the extremes. 

218 Rebecca Johnson, ‘A Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty: Signed but not Sealed’ in Acronym, No.10 May 1997, 
London: Disarmament Intelligence Review, 1997, p.11. 
219 MFAT file 5/21/2, 'Disarmament and Security/Nuclear Testing/CTBT', 1/11/95-15/1/96.
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Grandstanding, propaganda statements, leadership bids, personal attacks and walk-outs are features 

of multilateral nuclear arms control negotiations.  At the Fourth NPT Review Conference in 1990, 

Mexico accused the United States of ‘inflexibility’, the Netherlands accused some states of ‘trying 

to undermine the NPT from within’, and many other delegations were forced to try and gloss over 

the impact of the Conference not being able to negotiate an agreed report.220  Such actions puts 

pressure on the professionalism of the negotiators and bad behaviour can have a major impact on a 

state’s credibility.  It also means that the success of compromise might depend on the ability of the 

Chairman to facilitate the reconciliation of states that have fallen out diplomatically.  

To avoid confrontation, diplomatic language and terms are used.  The jargon of negotiation 

helps to smooth over disagreement and maintain the veneer of conciliation and compromise.221  The 

need to accommodate different perspectives requires that creative terms must be used in the texts of 

agreements so that certain words imply certain meanings while excluding others.  For example, in 

the tripartite negotiation between the United States, Britain and the Soviet Union from 1958 to 

1961, there was a compromise in language.  The title of the conference was the Conference on the 

Discontinuance of Nuclear Weapon Tests; the term “discontinuance” was a compromise between 

the Soviet preferred word, “cessation”, and the US preferred word, “suspension”.222  In the 

negotiation for the UNGA resolution on a test ban in 1989, there was disagreement over how much 

support to give to the bilateral arms control efforts of the United States and the Soviet Union.  Some 

states favoured strong support with the word “significant”; other states preferred less support with 

the word “noting”.  New Zealand eventually brokered a compromise with a neutral word, 

“recognising”.223  For a detailed discussion of language in the CTBT pre-negotiation, see Chapter 8. 

Finding the language necessary for a compromise is an integral means of accommodating different 

perspectives.  

Arms control goals

Multilateral nuclear arms control differs from bilateral nuclear arms control in that the former is 

typically focused on setting up regimes or securing agreement on certain behaviour.  For example, 

the NPT set up obligations for nuclear and non-nuclear weapons states, the former to share nuclear 

power technology, the latter not to develop nuclear weapons.  A regime was set up where the 

International Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA) would conduct inspections to ensure that obligations 

220 Harald Muller, David Fischer & Wolfgang Kotter, Nuclear Non-Proliferation and Global Order, Oxford: Oxford 
University Press, 1994, p.97.
221 For examples, see: Steve Hoadley, The 1995 NPT Conference: An Application of Zartman’s Multilateral Negotiation 
Theory, Working Paper No.164, Canberra: ANU Peace Research Centre, 1986, p.15.
222 Thanos P. Dokos, Negotiations for a CTBT 1958-1994: Analysis and Evaluation of American Policy, Lanham: 
University Press of America, Inc., 1995, p.8.
223 MFAT file 5/21/2, ‘Nuclear Weapons and Proliferation/Nuclear Testing/CTBT’, 20/9/89-31/8/90.
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were being met.  Bilateral agreements have also set up regimes and regulated behaviour, but their 

main focus has been on setting numerical limits on tangible nuclear weapon systems.

Multilateral nuclear arms control therefore focuses on conceptual rather than numerical arms 

control.  There has been a tacit acceptance by many non-nuclear-weapon states that numerical 

nuclear arms control is the preserve of the nuclear-weapon states.  The nuclear-weapon states have 

been strongly encouraged to pursue their own numerical control, and at times the reluctance of the 

nuclear-weapon states to do so has been a major issue, but non-nuclear-weapon states have not 

extended the mandate of multilateral nuclear arms control into that area.  Conceptual nuclear arms 

control measures that have been proposed or agreed include: agreements not to develop nuclear 

weapons (the NPT); agreement not to test nuclear weapons (the CTBT); a ban on the further 

production of fissile material; controls on the export of nuclear related technology; geographic 

restrictions on the deployment of nuclear weapons (nuclear weapons free zones).  Means of control 

are discussed in a separate sub-section below.

An important goal for multilateral nuclear arms control is universality.  The value of the 

agreement for creating internationally accepted norms is increased with the number of signatories. 

Universality is a goal even if an agreement is only directed against a small group of states. 

Revisions to the NPT inspection regime were directed at only a small number of states with 

unsafeguarded reactors, but it was important that the agreement reflected the desires of all 

signatories.  Similarly, the CTBT was directed at the nuclear-weapon states and a small number of 

threshold states; it was however important for the value of the agreement that many other states 

supported the Treaty.  As universality is an important goal, emphasis is placed on reaching 

consensus, which as noted above, can be difficult

Another goal, often pursued in tandem with universality, is to ensure that the states that 

matter are included in a multilateral nuclear arms control agreement.  A CTBT would have been 

meaningless without the participation of the five nuclear-weapon states.224  An agreement might 

receive almost universal support but not include the states that are a problem.  The NPT includes 

signatories such as New Zealand that are hardly proliferation risks, but does not include nuclear 

states such as India, Pakistan and Israel.  Again, the difficulty is to negotiate an agreement that will 

balance widespread adherence with the need to include the perspectives of the states that matter.  In 

the case of the NPT and the CTBT this has not been possible: both agreements have near 

universality, but the absence of a number of key states has reduced their value.

Multilateral nuclear arms control also seeks to be meaningful.  Because multilateral nuclear 

arms control agreements impose obligations, there is often scope for different interpretations of the 

224 States that supported the eventual entry into force provisions argued that all states with civilian nuclear capabilities 
had to be included.
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treaty language.  Because the perspectives of many states have been included, the treaty language is 

often vague and can include ambiguous terms such as ‘to take appropriate measures’, ‘to pursue 

negotiations in good faith’ and ‘to seek to achieve’.225  Vagueness or ambiguity in the treaty 

language weakens the obligations of signatories and can make a treaty a statement of intent rather 

than a concrete plan of action.  For example, the non-aligned movement states have typically argued 

that agreements such as the NPT and the CTBT should have included a timetable for nuclear 

disarmament with a certain year identified as the date for disarmament.  Such a timetable would 

have imposed a much more rigorous obligation than the vague language in the CTBT: ‘…with the 

ultimate goal of eliminating [nuclear weapons]’.226

Multilateral nuclear arms control agreements also seek to ensure that compliance with 

obligations can be verified.  Verification is important to ensure that no state cheats on its obligations 

and undermines the agreement.  It is also a way to ensure that allegations of cheating are based on 

evidence rather than on wild speculation and accusation.  Both the NPT, through the IAEA, and the 

CTBT, through the CTBT Organisation and the International Data Centre, have strict verification 

regimes.  Because of the number of states involved, the verification institutions have high financial 

and staff demands.  In 1996, the annual expenditure of the IAEA was US$250 million and the 

agency employed 2202 staff.227  Verification for the CTBT is particularly complex and relies on a 

number of scientific techniques for detecting nuclear explosions.  The 321 monitoring stations that 

form part of the verification system are run by individual member states and part of the Treaty 

involves special routines for the collection and forwarding of data to the International Data Centre. 

Verification of multilateral nuclear arms control has been controversial.  Issues have typically been 

the level of verification required, the means of verification, how intrusive verification should be, 

and the mechanisms for dealing with activities that might be construed as cheating.

Finally, multilateral nuclear arms control has had to ensure that new regimes meet the 

security needs of all the states involved.  With many differing perspectives, this has not been easy to 

achieve.  Inevitably, the states with nuclear weapons and nuclear weapon capabilities have dictated 

the progress of multilateral nuclear arms control.  The CTBT, an agreement that covers all five 

nuclear-weapon states, took so long to achieve partly because of the time it took for the nuclear-

weapon states to reach the point where nuclear testing was no longer required to ensure the security 

value of their nuclear weapons.  Even in the final stages of the negotiation, each nuclear-weapon 

state was holding out for a threshold that would still allow limited testing; the price for US inclusion 

in a treaty that banned all nuclear tests was that such a treaty would not ban sub-critical tests.  The 

225 Language taken from the Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons (1968).
226 Language taken from the Preamble of the Comprehensive Nuclear Test Ban Treaty (1996).
227 IAEA Annual Report 1996: http://www.iaea.or.at/worldatom/inforesource/anrep96/index96.html . 
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NPT was achieved relatively quickly because of a convergence between the security interests of 

nuclear-weapon states and non-nuclear-weapon states.  That the NPT is still not universal is due to 

the fact that it took many states several years to consider how their security interests would be 

affected by joining the NPT regime; holdouts such as India and Israel do not see their membership 

of the NPT as enhancing their security, despite the fact that the membership of other states may 

benefit them.

Linkage to other issues

Linkage has been an important aspect of multilateral nuclear arms control negotiations.  There are 

two types of linkage: issue and behaviour.  Issue linkage is where a state uses another issue to 

determine its position in a negotiation.  Issue linkage was formalised in the NPT with the agreement 

of the nuclear-weapon states to work towards both nuclear disarmament and a comprehensive test 

ban.  Other states used this linkage in the NPT review process to argue that their cooperation would 

not be forthcoming unless progress was made on those issues.  Disputes over obligations outside the 

NPT led to the acrimonious exchanges at the Fourth NPT Review Conference mentioned above. 

Non-nuclear-weapon states typically used linkage of this type to try and increase their power in the 

negotiations.  Nuclear-weapon states typically resisted this type of linkage and sought to keep the 

issues separate.  

Behaviour linkage relates to the conduct of certain states in a multilateral negotiation.  The 

large size and often formal nature of a multilateral negotiation means that perceptions of negotiation 

behaviour can be more important than in a smaller bilateral setting.  The willingness of states to 

compromise or cooperate might be linked to the behaviour of other states.  A state can increase the 

weight of its arguments by enlisting the support of other states in coalition building.  As Chapter 8 

describes, this was a important tactic for New Zealand in the CTBT pre-negotiation.  A state can 

also induce compromises from other states by proposing reasonable compromises, working 

diligently towards a solution, and refraining from propaganda type arguments.  A state can 

jeopardise its ability to form coalitions, be excluded from coalitions, or be unable to obtain 

compromises if its behaviour is negatively linked.  Mexico’s actions at the Fourth NPT Review 

Conference affected its relations with other states in the build up to the 1995 Review and Extension 

Conference.  Behaviour linkage might even be related to the actions of a state outside the 

negotiation.  In the general debate at the Fourth NPT Review Conference, Iraq’s invasion of Kuwait 

was denounced by some states.  Iraq responded and several issues including Israel’s occupation of 

Lebanon and the legality of admitting Kuwait to the conference were raised. 
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Means of control

As noted above, multilateral nuclear arms control focuses more on obligations and regimes than 

setting limits on numbers of weapons.  The differences in means of controlling nuclear weapons 

between bilateral and multilateral agreements are, however, quite subtle: the goal of increasing 

security by placing limits on nuclear weapons is still the same.

The means of nuclear arms control that are pursued multilaterally, almost by definition, 

require the support of a high number of states.  The goal of preventing horizontal proliferation is 

made more effective as the number of states adhering to the NPT increases.  Similarly, geographic 

coverage of agreements such as nuclear-free zones increases as more states support them.

There are two main means of control that multilateral nuclear arms control has pursued: 

preventing horizontal proliferation and limiting vertical proliferation.  Preventing horizontal 

proliferation has been a major success of multilateral nuclear arms control.  The NPT forms the 

cornerstone of horizontal non-proliferation efforts; states with nuclear technology guaranteed its 

availability in return for guarantees from other states not to develop nuclear weapons.  The NPT has 

been supplemented by the Nuclear Suppliers Group, the Zangger Committee and the Wassenaar 

Arrangement which all regulate the dissemination of nuclear related technology and seek to include 

greater transparency in all transactions.  The NPT has also been reinforced by various nuclear-

weapon-free zones which add another level of prohibition.  The proposed fissile material cut-off 

treaty aims to make it even more difficult for a state or a sub-state group to obtain fissile material 

such as plutonium for making a nuclear weapon.  

The ability of multilateral nuclear arms control to limit vertical proliferation has been 

restricted by the difficulty for non-nuclear-weapon states in finding incentives to offer the nuclear-

weapon states.  Many non-nuclear-weapon states thought that the NPT had put a brake on vertical 

proliferation, but the vagueness of the language in the Treaty prevented the achievement of this 

goal.  Because the NPT cemented obligations for horizontal proliferation, a major bargaining chip 

was lost.  Some states attempted to link the continuation of the NPT regime with vertical 

proliferation, notably in 1995 at the NPT Review and Extension Conference, but the value of 

limiting horizontal proliferation was higher than that of limiting vertical proliferation - which was 

happening anyway.  The nuclear-weapon states have also been reluctant to make their individual 

security policies the subject of debate by other states.  However, the CTBT, negotiated 

multilaterally by a large number of states, succeeded in overcoming these problems and produced 

an agreement limiting vertical proliferation (to a degree) with almost universal support from all 

states that had conducted tests or that had a test capability.
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Tactics used to reach agreement

A state participating in multilateral nuclear arms control negotiation uses tactics to achieve 

agreement, and to achieve an agreement that meets its own particular goals.  The application of 

tactics is difficult because, unlike a bilateral negotiation, there are multiple states that tactics can be 

directed toward.  The approach of any state in a multilateral negotiation must therefore be to apply 

tactics selectively.  Because a multilateral nuclear arms control negotiation is often split into smaller 

committees, tactics can be applied in a smaller group of states than in the plenary.  Contact between 

negotiators outside the negotiation, such as in informal meetings or casual contact, are other 

opportunities to apply tactics.

The most useful tactic in multilateral nuclear arms control negotiation has been the threat (or 

warning) of non-agreement.  Because consensus is often a prerequisite, non-agreement is a 

powerful tactic.  At the 1995 NPT Review and Extension Conference, non-agreement by any state 

could have threatened the indefinite extension of the NPT.  Although a number of states hinted non-

agreement, the indefinite extension still took place.  A state using non-agreement must be cautious. 

Firstly, if the negotiation concludes without agreement, the state may lose out on the possible 

benefits of an agreement.  In the final CTBT negotiation, India calculated that it would prefer no 

consensus rather than agreeing to terms that it disagreed with.  In contrast, states with grievances at 

the Third NPT Review Conference in 1985 chose not to threaten non-agreement, as they placed 

greater value on reaching a consensus outcome.  Secondly, a state can risk diplomatic isolation by 

threatening non-agreement, especially if the weight of opinion is against it.  As noted above, 

Mexico’s diplomatic reputation suffered after its tactic of non-agreement at the Fourth NPT Review 

Conference.

Another useful tactic has been coalition building.  Although a single state can block 

agreement, there is still value attached to having a weight in numbers.  By attracting other states to 

a certain position, the authority of that position can be enhanced.  A lone state will become isolated 

and reluctant to pursue an independent position as the numbers stack up against it.  In the final 

CTBT negotiation, Australia built a coalition around its draft treaty that gave it greater weight over 

the competing draft treaty tabled by Iran.  Coalitions in the CTBT pre-negotiation are discussed in 

Chapter 8.

Like bilateral nuclear arms control negotiation, bargaining and trade-offs have been useful 

tactics used to reach agreement.  At the Third NPT Review Conference in 1985, a group of non-

aligned states dropped a number of contentious resolutions in exchange for US support of the final 

declaration.  Because there are multiple states and multiple perspectives, there can be several levels 

of bargaining.  This is where the device of breaking up the negotiation into sub-groups or the tactic 



Chapter 6: Multilateral nuclear arms control                                                                               Page   108  

of coalition forming can be useful: the process of making trade-offs can be simplified in a smaller 

group.  By splitting the final CTBT negotiation into two Working Groups, bargaining over 

particular issues was relegated to smaller forums.

Because recourse to tactics such as coercion and incentives is limited, other tactics used in 

multilateral nuclear arms control negotiation are typically rhetorical.  The use of incentives, such as 

economic reward, is generally frowned upon.228  However, the fundamental bargain of the NPT was 

the reward for the non-nuclear-weapon states of access to nuclear technology; but this access was 

not free and has been a recurring issue at NPT conferences.  Rhetorical devices include convincing 

arguments, moral recourse, and basing a position on technical data.  The success of rhetorical tactics 

often depends on the ability of the state to adopt a moderate position and find language that will 

satisfy a high number of other states.  Lacking other diplomatic resources such as status, or possibly 

economic weight, New Zealand has used moderate positions, conciliatory rhetoric and convincing 

arguments to secure its goals (see Chapter 8 for examples).

Domestic politics and ratification

Like bilateral nuclear arms control agreements, multilateral nuclear arms control agreements must 

be ratified before they pass into law.  Ratification may be especially important if there are 

institutions and procedures that rely on the agreement entering into force.  The establishment of the 

International Data Centre and the CTBT Organisation has been delayed by the necessary number of 

states not ratifying the CTBT.

The CTBT is an example of how the need for ratification can stymie international 

consensus.  It is necessary for forty-four states (listed in Appendix 2 of the Treaty) to ratify the 

CTBT before it enters into force.  If one or more states fails to ratify the Treaty it does not enter into 

force.  The inherent weakness of the agreement, like other multilateral nuclear arms control 

agreements, is that the need for consensus can prevent a successful agreement from being 

implemented.

It would seem that there is greater pressure on domestic political institutions to ratify a 

multilateral nuclear arms control agreement.  Executives typically only subscribe to a multilateral 

agreement once they are convinced that it will receive domestic support, and the weight of 

international consensus can be an important factor.  In major states such as the United States and 

the Soviet Union, ratification debates for the NPT did not require the same side-payments as many 

bilateral agreements.  However, while reluctant to be the individual state that goes against 

228 In 1993 the US announced that it was prepared to share computer technology with China in the field of nuclear 
testing.  There have been some claims, unsubstantiated at this time, that the US secured China’s agreement with the 
CTBT using the incentive of computer technology.
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international consensus, the concerns of national security are still part of the ratification debate. 

The CTBT has been signed by 149 states but ratified by only ten.229  For many states there has been 

the realisation that even when they do ratify, the opposition of India will prevent entry into force 

anyway.  The CTBT has therefore not been given a high priority on lists of legislation to be passed. 

Among the nuclear-weapon states, Britain and France are likely to be the first to ratify the CTBT. 

In the United States, the Senate is investigating the implications of the Treaty for maintaining the 

reliability of its weapons and the ability of the Treaty mechanisms to detect clandestine nuclear 

tests.  There are likely to be trade-offs between the executive and the legislature, much like those 

required to secure the ratification of bilateral nuclear arms control agreements.  In Russia, the Duma 

has a long list of legislation that has to be debated before the CTBT.

Like bilateral agreements that have had delayed ratification (the TTBT, for example), the 

signatories are still committed to following the terms of the treaty.  If a treaty does not enter into 

force, as noted above, its efficiency may be reduced.  The speedy entry into force of the NPT meant 

that the IAEA could start its inspections quickly and that the review mechanisms could be 

introduced before the Treaty languished.  For the CTBT, ratification and entry into force is essential 

for the implementation of the verification procedures.  Ratification, and how to achieve it, is 

therefore an essential issue in multilateral nuclear arms control.

Multilateral nuclear arms control agreements

This section describes the two main multilateral nuclear arms control agreements: the NPT and the 

CTBT.  The NPT is the starting point of multilateral nuclear arms control and once the CTBT enters 

into force, these two agreements will be the best examples of functioning and widely supported 

multilateral nuclear arms control agreements.  The agreements are described in a similar style to 

Chapter 5 with a paragraph devoted to each of the six phases of the negotiation (see Chapter 2): 

diagnosis, pre-negotiation, negotiation, legitimation, implementation, and feedback.  Other 

agreements described are the Nuclear Suppliers Group, the London Club, the Seabed Treaty, the 

MTCR, the Zangger Committee, the Wassenaar Arrangement, and nuclear-free zone agreements. 

These other agreements have not received the same attention from scholars as the NPT and the 

CTBT.  As a consequence, their descriptions will be brief, providing detail on the agreements in the 

multilateral nuclear arms control context rather than dividing the negotiation for each agreement or 

arrangement into detailed phases.

229 Updates of the progress on ratification can be obtained from the UN (http://www.un.org/Depts/Treaty) and from the 
US ACDA (http://www.acda.gov/).
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There is some difficulty in dividing the CTBT negotiation into phases.  This is because there 

have been different negotiations for a CTBT since 1958.  Some of these negotiations produced 

intermediary agreements (the PTBT and the TTBT/PNET) after failing to conclude a CTBT.  There 

are at least two ways of viewing the process.  Firstly, the CTBT negotiation has been on-going, with 

various pauses since 1958; the negotiation phase could therefore be divided into rounds.  The pre-

negotiation phase would be limited to the Conference of Experts in 1958, or the build-up to each 

round of the main negotiation.  Secondly, the CTBT negotiation history could be divided up into the 

pre-negotiation and negotiation phases with the latter being the negotiation that started in the 

Conference on Disarmament in January 1994, under a new mandate.  The pre-negotiation phase 

would be the entire history of CTBT negotiation from 1958 to 1995.  By this formulation, the 

negotiations for the PTBT and the TTBT/PNET were the pre-negotiations for the CTBT.  

This thesis proposes a third alternative.  To better encapsulate the case study in Chapter 8, 

the negotiation phase of the CTBT is treated as the negotiation that started in the Conference on 

Disarmament in January 1994, the negotiation that actually produced the final agreement.  The pre-

negotiation for this phase was the necessary securing of the UNGA mandate in which New Zealand 

was so closely involved.  However, to fill in certain historical gaps, the pre-negotiation phase for 

the CTBT described below summarises the historical baggage from previous negotiations.  The 

PTBT and the TTBT/PNET are described in Chapter 5.  The detail of the actual pre-negotiation 

phase, as defined here, is left for Chapter 8.

The Treaty for the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons (NPT)

The NPT negotiation was driven by the desire of the United States, Britain and the Soviet Union to 

regulate the proliferation of nuclear technology.  The United States had previously pursued a mix of 

policies to limit access to nuclear weapons technology, allow the spread of civilian uses for nuclear 

power, and allow international organisations a role in both policies.  When China conducted its first 

nuclear test in 1964, the Soviet Union began to come around to a stronger regime for non-

proliferation that would replace the current ad hoc arrangements.  Other nuclear technology states, 

Britain and Canada, could see the economic opportunities for the controlled spread of civilian 

nuclear technology to other states.  The goal of the nuclear states was therefore to prevent new 

nuclear-weapon states but still allow commercial trade in nuclear technology.

The pre-negotiation for the NPT was diverse.  The necessary statutes for the formation of 

the IAEA were agreed in 1954, after three years of negotiation.  The IAEA started its operations in 

1959 with a limited brief for monitoring nuclear transactions.  A comprehensive safeguards system 

was added to the IAEA before the negotiation of the NPT, meaning that the structures were in place 
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before the bargain of the NPT was struck.  There was increasing international interest in non-

proliferation and in 1965 the Eighteen Nation Disarmament Committee was given a negotiation 

mandate by the UNGA.  The pre-negotiation phase in the Committee was driven by the United 

States and the Soviet Union.  To avoid conflict, these two states had been made co-chairpersons by 

the Committee.  Once the United States and the Soviet Union had resolved their differences over 

how their respective allies would control nuclear weapons, a joint draft treaty was tabled.  

The basic content of this 1967 draft was largely unchanged in the main negotiation, despite 

the best efforts of some states in the Committee to change the nature of the bargain.  The non-

nuclear states were successful in inserting Article VI into the final draft, which committed the 

nuclear-weapon states (only the United States, Britain and the Soviet Union at this time, France and 

China were not interested in the NPT) to complete nuclear disarmament at an early date, and were 

also successful in limiting the duration of the Treaty to twenty-five years, requiring the NPT 

Review and Extension Conference in 1995.  The NPT was opened for signature on 1 July 1968, 

with the main negotiation having taken only approximately six months.  The essential bargain of the 

NPT is that all signatories, except the nuclear-weapon states, commit to not developing or obtaining 

nuclear weapons.  In return, the Treaty does not prevent the exchange of technology and equipment 

for civilian uses of nuclear power.  All non-nuclear-weapon states must submit nuclear facilities to 

the IAEA inspection regime.

Ratification of the NPT was successful in the number of states that joined the NPT regime, 

but not successful in achieving universal coverage.  Before the first Review Conference in 1975, 

eighty-two states had ratified the Treaty.  The legitimacy of the NPT as an expression of collective 

international intent was reinforced by the number of ratifications, but many states, such as the Holy 

See, Mauritius and New Zealand, were not potential proliferators in any equation.  Problem states 

such as India, Pakistan, Argentina, Brazil, Israel and South Africa did not ratify the NPT until very 

recently, or have continued to withhold ratification.  That several important proliferators have 

withheld ratification has meant that the scope of the Treaty has been limited, reducing its 

effectiveness as a non-proliferation tool.  France and China did not sign the NPT until the 1990s, 

but had previously announced that they would restrain their nuclear cooperation with other states.

The implementation of the NPT has been a long process as more states have submitted to 

the inspection regime.  The rules for IAEA inspections have been continually modified so as to 

become more comprehensive.  However, financial constraints and the partial cooperation of many 

states has prevented the IAEA from being an intrusive inspection system.  The IAEA inspection 

regime was never given a strong enough mandate to allow confrontational inspections; IAEA 

inspections were more to verify trust than to catch cheats.230  The strict inspections imposed on Iraq 
230 David A. Kay, 'Preventive Approaches: Expectations and Limitations for Inspections' in William H. Lewis & Stuart 
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may prove to be a model for future programmes that might be highly intrusive.  Problems with 

implementation and with states remaining outside the NPT has meant that the regime has been less 

than perfect.  Iraq was able to conduct a clandestine nuclear programme despite being a NPT party; 

North Korea had to be forced into cooperation by the United States after blocking IAEA inspectors. 

There have been two main areas of controversy in the implementation of the NPT.  Firstly, the 

reluctance of the nuclear-weapon states to allow inspections of their own nuclear facilities has 

reinforced the division between the nuclear-weapon states and the non-nuclear-weapon states.  India 

in particular has been critical of the obligations imposed on the non-nuclear-weapon states and has 

argued that it is akin to locking up all the law-abiding citizens and letting the criminals go free.231 

Secondly, the nuclear-weapon states have been accused of not meeting their obligations under 

Article VI.  This second issue has been the main source of acrimony at the Review Conferences.

Feedback for the NPT was built in with Article VIII mandating five yearly reviews, and 

Article X mandating that a conference be convened twenty-five years after entry into force to 

decide how it should be extended.  The Review Conferences have typically been well attended by 

the parties to the NPT and notable for the acrimony that they have generated.  Controversial issues 

have been the adherence of the nuclear-weapon states to their Article VI obligations and the desire 

of many non-nuclear-weapon states to have security guarantees, normally dealt with by the UN 

Security Council, written into the NPT.232  The bargain of the NPT has not been challenged by the 

parties, but its operation has been contentious.  At the second and fourth Review Conferences it was 

not possible for the delegates to reach consensus on a final statement.  Withholding consensus has 

been a diplomatic device used by some states to demonstrate their unhappiness with the NPT 

without sabotaging the agreement itself.

The NPT has been useful in restricting the number of nuclear-weapon states to a minimum. 

It has facilitated the operation of the IAEA inspection regime that has been at least partially 

successful as a means of international monitoring.  The NPT also commits the nuclear-weapon 

states to conclude agreements for nuclear disarmament at some point in the future.  The NPT did 

not however constrain the nuclear programmes of South Africa, Israel, India and Pakistan, except to 

make their programmes more secretive.  The inspection regime has been less than perfect and the 

difficulty in reaching political consensus has meant that controlling nuclear supplies has been 

supplemented by other arrangements such as those described below.  The case of Iraq has 

demonstrated that a state with sufficient motivation can evade inspections.  The nuclear-weapon 

E. Johnson, Weapons of Mass Destruction: New Perspectives on Counter Proliferation, Washington: National Defense 
University Press, 1995.
231 Jensen, cited above, p.136.
232 Excellent reports of the Review Conferences, every five years starting in 1970 can be found in the relevant SIPRI 
Yearbook.
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states have also been reluctant to follow Article VI and their arms control policies have been based 

on imperatives other than the desire to meet NPT obligations.  Still, despite its limitations, the NPT 

is a sound basis for the regulation of the spread of nuclear weapons.  Like any multilateral nuclear 

arms control agreement, the fundamental problem is to find a formula that will satisfy all states.

The Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty (CTBT)

The quest for a comprehensive test ban, over the course of four decades, became the ‘Holy Grail’ of 

arms control.233  It was recognised early in arms control debates that a CTBT would constrain both 

vertical and horizontal proliferation.  Initially, the United States and the Soviet Union (as well as 

Britain) were interested in the role that a CTBT would have in constraining the qualitative 

improvement in nuclear weapons.  As their focus broadened to include concerns about horizontal 

proliferation, the value of a CTBT was increased.  Opposition to a CTBT, especially in the United 

States, was that such a treaty would prevent the necessary improvements to nuclear weapons that 

security demanded.  Opposition in the United States was also concerned that without effective 

verification, a CTBT would allow clandestine activities to go undetected.

As noted at the start of this section, this description of the pre-negotiation phase focuses on 

the previous attempts to negotiate a CTBT between 1958 and 1993, and details the main baggage 

that was brought to the UNGA in the early 1990s for the actual pre-negotiation for the CTBT.  The 

main area of controversy in previous negotiations was verification.  Issues of scope, duration, entry 

into force, and others were important, but not as pivotal as differences over verification.  The 

division was over the degree of verification required for underground tests, and this division 

prevented agreement in nearly four decades of negotiation.  Atmospheric tests are relatively easy to 

detect by national technical means (such as satellites, aerial reconnaissance, ground observation, 

information gathering).234  Underground tests are more difficult to detect, though how difficult was 

part of the controversy.  The Soviet Union favoured using national technical means for verification 

and was reluctant to set up an international monitoring body (unless it was neutral) and allow 

inspections within its own territory.  The position of the Soviet Union was motivated by any 

number of the following factors: faith in the capabilities of its verification techniques; the inability 

of many states, particularly the United States, to conceal tests from world attention; an obsession 

with secrecy and the immutability of its borders; an intention to conduct clandestine tests; a policy 

of following its obligations under any treaty that it signed; or a realisation that sticking to its 

position would prevent a CTBT, which it did not want anyway.  The United States was on the 

233 Dokos, cited above, p.viii.
234 Atmospheric tests are relatively easy to detect at known test sites and when they are large detonations.  Controversy 
still continues over the Vela incident, which if an actual test, was atmospheric; see Chapter 3 for details.
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opposite end of the spectrum, favouring elaborate verification with a US dominated international 

body and intrusive on-site inspections.  The US position was motivated by any number of the 

following factors: lack of faith in the capabilities of its national technical means; lack of trust in 

regard to the Soviet Union meeting its obligations; concern over the implications of clandestine 

testing; concern that the geographic vastness of the Soviet Union and its restrictive society would 

allow clandestine testing; a realisation that an extreme position would prevent agreement on a 

CTBT, which it did not want anyway.  Other states, as they became involved in the negotiations, 

took positions in between and tended to favour multilateral solutions such as an international 

seismic network for the detection of underground tests.

The negotiation for the CTBT took place in the Ad Hoc Committee on a Nuclear Test Ban 

(the NTB Committee) in the Conference on Disarmament.  The NTB Committee was given a 

mandate to negotiate by the UNGA in 1993.  The main effort was by the non-nuclear-weapon states 

to convince all of the nuclear-weapon states to agree to a test ban in the shortest possible time. 

With all five nuclear-weapon states in the Committee, it was a unique opportunity.  There were 

numerous other issues that had to be resolved: the scope of the treaty and what testing activities 

would be prohibited; the technical details of the International Monitoring System (IMS) and the 

composition of the organisation that would oversee its operation; the number of ratifications 

required for the treaty to enter into force (often referred to as Entry Into Force, or EIF); and, of 

course, the verification procedures that the IMS would implement.  By the end of 1994, there was a 

ninety-five page draft text, but with over a thousand pairs of brackets enclosing language that was 

not agreed. The negotiation proceeded on the basis of resolving the outstanding language and 

facilitating agreement with the Committee being divided into two working groups: verification, and 

legal and institutional issues.  Numerous concessions were made within these groups on the issues 

noted above.  The main concession was the final agreement by all the nuclear-weapon states to 

accept a true zero yield ban.  All the nuclear-weapon states except China initially proposed 

thresholds that were at the lowest level that would still allow useful information to be taken from 

the tests.  The US zero yield was anything lower than 1.8 kg.  Gradually, all the nuclear-weapon 

states accepted a true zero yield so that any test explosion that released nuclear energy would be a 

nuclear test.  China had initially proposed a true zero yield, but had complicated the negotiation by 

wanting Peaceful Nuclear Explosions (PNEs) to be exempted and strictly controlled.  This delaying 

tactic allowed China to finish a test series in 1996.  Agreement was finally reached by a large 

majority of the states in the Conference on Disarmament, but consensus was not achieved.  The 

absence of consensus has prevented the CTBT from entering into force (see below).

For the CTBT to be adopted, there had to be consensus in the Conference on Disarmament. 
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India exercised its veto to prevent the Conference on Disarmament adopting the Treaty.  India and 

Iran also prevented the Treaty from being attached to the NTB Committee’s report to the UNGA. 

To break the deadlock, Australia took the CTBT text to a resumed session of the UNGA, where it 

was adopted by a vote of 158 to 3, with 5 abstentions, on 10 September 1996.  Pakistan voted in 

favour, despite its intentions not to sign due to Indian opposition.  The United States was the first to 

sign the Treaty when it was opened for signature on 24 September, with President Clinton 

dramatically using the same pen that Kennedy used to sign the PTBT in 1963.  By the end of the 

week, seventy countries had signed, including some with reservations such as Israel and Iran.235  As 

noted above, 149 states have signed the CTBT, but at the time of writing only ten had ratified to 

become parties to the Treaty.  The entry into force of the Treaty requires forty-four designated 

states to ratify, with India and North Korea likely to be the last.

The implementation of the CTBT has required more negotiation.  In 1997, the Preparatory 

Committee for the CTBT Organisation finally resolved issues over staffing, structure and budgets 

for the CTBT Organisation.  A Provisional Technical Secretariat was formed, and once 

implemented, will consist of five divisions: administration, legal and external relations, on-site 

inspections, verification - International Monitoring System, verification - International Data Centre. 

There are still other issues to be resolved, relating to administrative and financial issues, which 

require further negotiation.  The implementation of the CTBT has also involved the nuclear-weapon 

states carrying out a variety of programmes to ensure the safety and reliability of their nuclear 

weapons.  The most notable of these programmes has been the US Department of Energy sub-

critical tests conducted at the Nevada test site.236  The tests use plutonium cores in the explosive 

device but do not start a nuclear reaction.  All the nuclear-weapon states were careful to ensure that 

safety and reliability tests that were not nuclear explosions would not be banned by the CTBT.

The feedback phase for the CTBT is clearly mandated.  The CTBT contains articles that call 

for a review conference be convened ten years after the entry into force of the Treaty.  At that 

conference, necessary amendments can be made by consensus.  If, after three years, the CTBT has 

not entered into force, a conference is to be convened to investigate ways of facilitating ratification. 

The operation of the CTBT Organisation provides for the detection of violations of the Treaty and 

the necessary procedures that such a violation would invoke.

The value of the CTBT is that it bans all types of nuclear explosion in all environments for 

all time.  It was adopted with almost unprecedented consensus by the nuclear-weapon states, signed 

by states such as Israel and Iran, and was supported by Pakistan.  The Treaty establishes an 

international monitoring system, reinforcing the global non-proliferation regime.  Critics argue that 

235 Johnson, cited above, p.19.
236 ‘Critics attack US plan for more N-tests’ in The New Zealand Herald, 21 March 1998.
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it is too late, and is a flawed agreement.  Political, economic, environmental factors and public 

pressure made it increasingly difficult for the nuclear-weapon states to conduct nuclear tests, 

leading to a drop in their incidence.  That the CTBT failed to address the concerns epitomised by 

India over discrimination, disarmament and security assurances has meant that the Treaty is 

unlikely to enter into force, making it worthless.  Critics also argue that tests are not necessary to 

develop a nuclear weapon (South Africa and Israel, for example) and that the Treaty only prevents 

the nuclear-weapon states from improving warheads (sub-critical tests aside), not their means of 

delivery.  However, the history of nuclear arms control has rarely produced a perfect agreement. 

That nearly four decades of disagreement could be overcome, and intentions not to test locked into 

place, has meant that the CTBT is an important achievement.  A universal test ban allows the 

process of multilateral nuclear arms control to move onto other issues, such as fissile material, and 

frees up diplomatic capital for other negotiations and agreements.

Other multilateral nuclear arms control agreements

The agreements described below have generally not received significant scholarly attention; 

information and rigorous analysis depends much on the actual agreement.  There are several reasons 

for this.  Firstly, these agreements have not captured as much public and scholarly attention as the 

NPT and the CTBT, and have required negotiations that have not been in prominent view. 

Secondly, the agreements tend to supplement the existing treaties, notably the NPT.  Controls and 

regulations on the transfer of technology supplement the NPT and are supported by a smaller 

number of states; nuclear-free zones reinforce rather than supplant the NPT and the CTBT; the 

MTCR is not actually a nuclear arms control agreement, but is closely related.  Four paragraphs will 

describe these other agreements in four groupings: controls on nuclear technology transfer, related 

conventional weapon controls, nuclear-free zones, and other related agreements. 

The Zangger Committee was formed after the entry into force of the NPT to establish 

guidelines for the export control provisions of the NPT.  The Committee agreed on a list of trigger 

items: the export of any such items would trigger IAEA safeguards and are typically items such as 

enriched fuel or components for enriching facilities.  The Nuclear Suppliers Group (NSG), often 

referred to as the London Club, was formed in 1975 to negotiate guidelines for the supply of 

nuclear materials.  The Group was formed largely in response to the Indian nuclear test in 1974.237 

The Zangger trigger list was expanded and adopted by the NSG, and although not connected 

officially to the NPT, the Group has typically operated to supplement the export controls of the 

NPT.  The more informal arrangements of the NSG allowed states outside the NPT, such as France, 

to join a non-proliferation regime.
237 Muller et al, cited above, p.22.
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The Missile Technology Control Regime (MTCR) is a voluntary arrangement between 

twenty-eight states over the transfer of technology related to missiles of all types, particularly 

ballistic missiles, space launch vehicles and cruise missiles.  The MTCR was initiated by the United 

States in 1987 to supplement its non-proliferation policies.  There was a realisation that controls on 

delivery systems could supplement controls on nuclear supplies.  Because missiles have legitimate 

uses for conventional self-defence and for civilian uses such as space exploration, the control of the 

technology is controversial.  The MTCR has tried to find a balance between the sharing of advanced 

technology and ensuring that the technology is not used for the delivery of nuclear (and chemical 

and biological) warheads.238  Like the MTCR, the Wassenaar Arrangement is not a multilateral 

nuclear arms control agreement.  The Wassenaar Arrangement is another list of technologies, this 

time related to conventional weapons, that complement existing controls on weapons of mass 

destruction, including nuclear weapons.

Nuclear-weapon-free zones have been agreed by regional groupings of states to create 

provisions that supplement and reinforce the NPT.  There has also been the motivation to extend 

nuclear arms control on a geographical basis, re-conceptualising other nuclear arms control ideas. 

The first geographical arms control agreement was the 1959 Antarctic Treaty that prevented the 

militarisation of the Antarctic continent, and specifically, the introduction of things nuclear. 

Nuclear-weapon-free zones now cover four regional state groupings: Latin America (Treaty of 

Tlatelolco, 1967), the South Pacific (Treaty of Rarotonga, 1985), Africa (Treaty of Pelindaba, 1995) 

and South East Asia (South East Asia NWFZ Treaty, 1995).  Although the provisions in each treaty 

vary, they generally prohibit the stationing of nuclear weapons and the conduct of nuclear tests.  Of 

particular controversy have been provisions in the South East Asia NWFZ Treaty and the South 

Pacific Nuclear Free Zone Treaty (the Treaty of Rarotonga) that relate to areas of ocean covered by 

the Exclusive Economic Zones of signatory states.  The United States and China, in particular, have 

been concerned with the language in the South East Asia Treaty.  The South Pacific Nuclear Free 

Zone Treaty dispensed with the word “weapon” in its title, indicating that the agreement was more 

than an arms control treaty.239  Its provisions do not affect civilian uses of nuclear technology and its 

restrictions on nuclear waste and on transit through Exclusive Economic Zones has not prevented 

the Treaty from being signed by all the nuclear-weapon states.

Another multilateral nuclear arms control agreement is the Seabed Treaty, similar to the 

Outer Space Treaty (see Chapter 5) in its intentions, but negotiated multilaterally.  The Seabed 

Treaty was negotiated in the Conference of the Committee on Disarmament and signed in February 

238 Janne E. Nolan, ‘Preventive Approaches: the MTRC Regime [sic]’ in William H. Lewis & Stuart E. Johnson, cited 
above, p.198-203.
239 Greg E. Fry, ‘The South Pacific nuclear-free zone’ in Stockholm International Peace Research Institute, SIPRI 
Yearbook 1986: World Armaments and Disarmament, Oxford: Oxford University Press 1986, p.501.
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1971.  It entered into force in May 1972, and by the end of 1972, there were forty-six state 

parties.240  The Treaty prohibits the placement of nuclear and other weapons of mass destruction on 

the seabed, outside the twelve mile zone set out in the 1958 Geneva Convention on the Territorial 

Sea and the Contiguous Zone. 241   Numerous states in the negotiation wanted the Treaty to prohibit 

any military use of the seabed but the United States, as the principle objector, wanted to retain some 

use, especially for submarine detection. Despite the intensity of the negotiations, the outcome has 

been criticised as being meaningless: no nuclear deployments were ever contemplated for this zone 

of the ocean. 

Summary 

The material presented in this chapter supports the theme that multilateral nuclear arms control 

negotiations are complex and the agreements described show that special solutions are often 

required to allow agreement to be reached.  Also, because there are many states involved, the 

problem of reconciling differences takes on a character distinct from that of bilateral nuclear arms 

control negotiation.  This theme is expanded further in Chapter 8, using a case study of New 

Zealand's involvement in the CTBT pre-negotiation.

As the other theme of this thesis suggests, multilateral nuclear arms control has only been 

successful when certain key states have accepted restraints.  The main divide in multilateral nuclear 

arms control has been between the nuclear-weapon states and the non-nuclear-weapon states. 

Reaching agreement has typically required moderate states to build a consensus between the two 

groups.  This is a role that New Zealand has often adopted (see Chapter 8).  Because nuclear arms 

control can only be effective when the nuclear-weapon states accept restraints, multilateral nuclear 

arms control negotiations have often been driven by the nuclear-weapon states and had the 

outcomes largely determined by the nuclear-weapon states.  Non-nuclear-weapon states have only 

gained the advantage, in the NPT for example, when the nuclear-weapon states value the securing 

of agreement.  Attempts by the non-nuclear-weapon states to dictate the terms, such as at the PTBT 

Amendment Conference, have usually resulted in failure.  The CTBT was achieved after decades of 

negotiation when the nuclear-weapon states re-evaluated their national policies.  Multilateral 

pressure was important, but many of the deals were done between the five nuclear-weapon states, 

and on their terms.  It is clear then that while the participation of others states has been useful, 

opportunities for influence have been limited.  It can be concluded that perhaps the greatest 

240 SIPRI, cited above, 1973, p.422.
241 Michael J. Sheehan, Arms Control: Theory and Practice, Oxford: B. Blackwell, 1988, p.9.
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limitation of multilateral nuclear arms control has been the need to ensure universal agreement and 

to find the mechanisms to bind the nuclear-weapon states into an agreement. 

As one of the propositions of this thesis argues, the record of multilateral nuclear arms 

control has been mixed.  Agreements have prevented the horizontal proliferation of nuclear 

weapons, and banned them from vast geographic zones, including the seabed.  Multilateral nuclear 

arms control has not been able to force the pace of arms control between the nuclear-weapon states. 

It has also not been able to gain universal legitimacy.  The division of responsibility created by the 

NPT, and left unchallenged by subsequent agreements, has left room for a small number of states 

(notably India, Pakistan and Israel) to evade consensus.  Until the difficulties of creating consensus 

are overcome, and this may require a fundamental reappraisal of multilateral nuclear arms control, 

universal agreement is unlikely.  The absence of consensus will mean that certain states might still 

engage in new nuclear arms races, despite the intentions of the international community.  Nuclear 

states have accepted significant restraints and security for all states has been enhanced.  This has 

been difficult to achieve and the negotiation record contains examples of both success and 

frustration.



Chapter 7: New Zealand’s policies regarding nuclear arms control

Introduction and contents

The purpose of this chapter is to provide the background to the case study in Chapter 8 by 

introducing New Zealand's policies regarding nuclear arms control and discussing ideas of small 

state foreign policy.  This chapter explores the sixth proposition described in Chapter 1 that New 

Zealand has followed a consistent policy on nuclear arms control with pragmatic and moderate 

goals, and has participated in a variety of forums to achieve these goals.  This chapter also expands 

on one of the themes of this thesis, that states outside the bilateral nuclear arms control process have 

sought to broaden the process by supporting multilateral nuclear arms control forums and 

initiatives.

So far in this thesis, the material has focused on the broader aspects of nuclear weapons, the 

nuclear arms race, and nuclear arms control.  This chapter introduces New Zealand's policies 

regarding nuclear arms control, first as a component of New Zealand's policies regarding nuclear 

weapons, secondly in the context of small state foreign policy, and thirdly by focusing on the 

Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty (CTBT).  New Zealand's involvement in the CTBT negotiation 

was the culmination of a long-standing interest in this nuclear arms control goal.  It was also part of 

a broader picture of an evolving foreign policy on both nuclear weapons and nuclear arms control. 

The decision by the Government in 1984 to declare New Zealand nuclear free and to ban the visits 

of nuclear ships was the culmination of gradual changes in popular and political opinion regarding 

nuclear matters.  These changes took place against a background of historical support of both 

bilateral and multilateral nuclear arms control agreements.  In some respects, the official position of 

supporting and promoting nuclear arms control remained unchanged while the more public and 

politicised aspects of the nuclear debate were taking place.  This is explored in greater detail below. 

There are five sections in this chapter.  The first section describes New Zealand's historical 

policies regarding nuclear weapons in the period from 1945 to 1998.  This section develops the 

argument that while public and official views regarding nuclear weapons evolved during this 

period, the goal of a CTBT stayed constant for a two decade period starting in 1972.  The second 

section looks at New Zealand's policies from the perspective of a small state.  Several ideas of small 

state foreign policy are introduced and these are revisited in Chapter 8.  The third section describes 
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the institutions in which New Zealand participated to achieve its nuclear arms control goals during 

this period, mainly the UN and affiliated groupings, and the role of these institutions in the nuclear 

arms control process.  The fourth section looks specifically at New Zealand's test-ban resolution, 

and the goals for the CTBT that were articulated.  The fifth section is a summary of the main 

observations from the chapter.

History of New Zealand's policies regarding nuclear weapons and their control

Despite New Zealand's distance from centres of possible nuclear conflagration, there has been both 

an official and a public recognition that nuclear weapons are a global concern.  Not having a nuclear 

industry has not prevented New Zealand from taking an active interest in nuclear arms control.  In 

specific areas, nuclear weapons were thrust into the New Zealand consciousness.  US, British and 

French testing in the Pacific, New Zealand's sphere of interest, prompted debate on some aspects of 

nuclear weapons.  Distance from the intricacies of superpower and European deterrence has not 

isolated New Zealand from the issues related to nuclear weapons.

New Zealand's policies towards nuclear weapons from 1945 to 1998 went through an 

evolutionary process.  It is tempting to see 1984, and the announcement of New Zealand's nuclear-

free status, as the pinnacle of opposition to nuclear weapons.  There have been certain spikes of 

public interest in nuclear issues and surges of popular opinion against ship visits and nuclear 

testing.  However, the official position of the government has evolved not only in response to 

changes in public opinion, but also through the refining of thinking by politicians and government 

departments.  This section firstly explores the idea that New Zealand's public opinion on nuclear 

weapons evolved from a position of tolerance in the 1940s and 1950s, to outright opposition in the 

1980s and 1990s.  An undercurrent of opposition from interest groups and individuals evolved, 

boosted by surges of popular opposition to specific aspects of nuclear weapons.  Secondly, this 

section explores the idea that the evolution of official governmental policies regarding nuclear 

weapons was gradual, although it involved several changes in perception.  Despite the evolution of 

policies and the surges of popular opposition, the goal of a CTBT remained constant from 1972 to 

1996.

The period from 1945 to 1998 also saw an evolution in New Zealand's broader foreign 

policy.  The notion that “where Britain goes we go” was replaced with a more complex mix of 

alignment and independence.  Independence involved articulating certain principles, such as support 

for the UN and multilateral security solutions.  But independence was tempered by support for the 
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moral value of, and participation in, the Western alliance.242  For example, independent thinking 

produced the South Pacific Nuclear Free Zone (SPNFZ) Treaty, the anti-nuclear legislation, and a 

general reluctance to commit resources to security alliances.  However, support of the Western 

alliance led New Zealand to deploy troops in Vietnam and decline to vote for a UN resolution 

condemning the US invasion of Panama in 1989.  New Zealand's foreign policy evolved towards 

greater independence, but was tempered by both pragmatism and a commitment to a Western 

alignment.  New Zealand's nuclear policies were coloured to a certain extent by this particular 

approach to foreign policy.

The evolution of popular views of nuclear policies

Foreign policy making is often impervious to outside influence and is characterised by ‘continuity 

and pragmatic incrementalism with much stress on caution, prudence, and the maintenance of the 

status quo.’243  While the next sub-section of this chapter argues that there has been a certain 

pragmatic incrementalism in the evolution of New Zealand's official policy regarding nuclear 

weapons, this sub-section discusses the evolution of New Zealand's nuclear policies in terms of 

public participation.  Official government policy is made by the Cabinet, and is influenced by 

international obligations, bureaucratic advice, and public input through Parliament, political parties 

and interest groups.244  Foreign policy is ultimately decided by the government and implemented by 

bureaucrats.  Popular views are those adopted by the public, and, to a certain extent, the views 

sometimes adopted by Members of Parliament (MPs) outside the Cabinet.  There is often a gulf 

between the views espoused by MPs and the policies that are actually implemented.245  While only a 

few examples of the difference between intent and actual policy are described below, this is a 

fruitful area for further study. 

The period from 1945 to 1998 can be divided into four parts: 1945 to the late 1960s, 

characterised by an initial absence of public interest in nuclear aspects of foreign policy, followed 

by growing public protest from issue-specific groups; the 1970s, when there was greater public 

interest, but mainly focused on the environmental effects of nuclear testing; the 1980s, when 

support for policy revision increased, and the scope broadened to include other aspects of New 

242 Malcolm McKinnon, Independence and Foreign Policy: New Zealand in the World Since 1935, Auckland: Auckland 
University Press, 1993, p.145-147.
243 Kevin P. Clements, ‘The Influence of Individuals and Non-Governmental Organisations in New Zealand Foreign 
Policy Making, 1943-1993: With special reference to the UN and disarmament’ in Ann Trotter (ed.), Fifty Years of New 
Zealand Foreign Policy Making, Dunedin: University of Otago Press, 1993, p.111.
244 Steve Hoadley, The New Zealand Foreign Affairs Handbook, Second Edition, Auckland: Oxford University Press, 
1992, p.166;  John Henderson, ‘Foreign Policy Decision Making in New Zealand: An Insider’s View’ in Richard 
Kennaway & John Henderson (eds.), Beyond New Zealand II: Foreign Policy into the 1990s, Auckland: Longman Paul, 
1991.
245 Hoadley, cited above, p.4.
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Zealand's foreign policy; the 1990s, when there was an entrenchment of New Zealand's anti-nuclear 

sentiments, and a surge in public opposition to French nuclear tests in 1995 and 1996.

In the period from 1945 to the late 1960s, the general thinking of New Zealanders was 

support for Britain and the goals of the Western alliance.  New Zealand's support of the UN allowed 

a certain degree of independent action, but foreign policy debates were largely restricted to the 

establishment and academia.246  Public participation in foreign policy issues increased from the mid-

1950s.  Issues such as apartheid, nuclear testing and the Vietnam war helped to introduce foreign 

policy into popular consciousness.  Religious organisations took an early interest in nuclear 

weapons; two church sponsored conventions in 1954 and 1955 called for a ban on thermonuclear 

weapons.  In 1956, the New Zealand Quakers presented a petition against the manufacture and use 

of nuclear weapons.  By the 1960s, other groups were entering the debate, or forming specifically to 

advance certain views. There was a growing conflict between policies that officials thought 

necessary for New Zealand's external relations and public interest group desire for disarmament 

policies.247  In 1963, the National government received a petition with 80,000 signatures protesting 

against the shift of French nuclear testing to the Pacific.  French testing suddenly captured public 

attention at levels greater than that of US testing in the 1950s.  The Campaign for Nuclear 

Disarmament (CND), originally founded in Britain, along with some trade unions proposed a trade 

boycott against France.  A student organisation, the Committee for Resolute Action Against French 

Testing (CRAFT), was also established.  Protests against US military installations started in 1968.248 

Despite agitation, the protest movements of the early 1960s did not capture mass support.249 

Official government condemnation of French testing started in 1966, but without the strenuous 

action proposed by protest groups.

In the 1970s, public opposition to nuclear testing gained momentum, and along with 

apartheid and Vietnam, proved to be popular issues around which the public rallied.  The anti-

nuclear movement was driven by environmental concerns, global altruism, and the desire for a 

distinctive policy approach to this issue.250  However, it was environmental concern that was the 

driving force.251  In 1971, a poll showed 81.7% support for the government’s opposition to nuclear 

testing.  Labour’s greater radicalism and this swell of public support resulted in France being taken 

to the International Court of Justice by New Zealand and Australia, and the government sending a 

246 Clements, cited above, p.120.
247 Roderic Alley, ‘The Awesome Glow in the Sky: New Zealand and Disarmament’ in Malcolm McKinnon (ed.), New 
Zealand in World Affairs: Volume II 1957-1972, Wellington: NZIIA, 1991, p.64.
248 W.J. Foote, Quest for Peace: Confessions, Lies, Heroes, Nelson: The Copy Press Ltd., date of publication not 
specified.
249 David Lange, Nuclear Free: The New Zealand Way, Auckland: Penguin Books, 1990, p.15.
250 Clements, cited above, p.123.
251 McKinnon, cited above, p.191.
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frigate to French Polynesia to protest against the tests.252  David Lange described this policy as a 

‘striking move’.253  Public interest heightened and protests increased after the election of National in 

1975.  Prime Minister Muldoon did not pursue a South Pacific nuclear-free zone agreement despite 

a poll showing 70.9% public support in 1978, and took an active role in inviting US ships to New 

Zealand ports.254  Despite public opposition, such as the formation of the Peace Squadron in 1976 to 

specifically protest against US ships, opposition to ship visits was not as high as opposition to 

nuclear tests.  Between 33 and 39 percent of the population opposed ship visits in 1976, and in the 

same year, support for the Australia-New Zealand-United States (ANZUS) alliance was polled at 

69%.255

In 1980s, there was greater public interest in all aspects of New Zealand's foreign policies 

and a broadening of opposition to almost everything nuclear.  This movement culminated in 1984 

with the election of a Labour government that espoused strong anti-nuclear views.  The anti-nuclear 

legislation introduced by this government was made possible by the convergence of public opinion, 

interest groups and the government in power, overruling the advice of the bureaucracy.256  The anti-

nuclear movement in New Zealand was inspired by movements in the United States and Europe 

which protested on issues such as the deployment of intermediate range nuclear systems in Europe. 

The prominent targets for protest in New Zealand were US ships.  In 1984, 10,000 people turned 

out to protest the visit of the Buchanan, a vessel that had not attracted much attention during a visit 

in 1979.  

Confusingly, the public generally supported New Zealand's membership of ANZUS, 

implicitly accepting the role of nuclear weapons as deterrence.  However, New Zealanders appeared 

not to want a role in that deterrence structure, rejecting visits of nuclear ships.  Environmental 

concerns were combined with opposition to the possibility of nuclear weapons in New Zealand. 

Environmental concerns were strongly grounded in the protests against French testing in the 1970s 

and would resurface during French tests in 1995 and 1996.  However, the initial intention of the 

Labour cabinet was to only prohibit ships that would neither confirm nor deny their possession of 

nuclear weapons: nuclear power was not the issue.  There was a revisionist approach that had been 

an undercurrent in Labour for at least two decades, a grass roots interest in giving New Zealand 

greater independence, perhaps even non-alignment in foreign policy.  The intention by the 

government to re-negotiate ANZUS seemed moderate, but the Labour party chose to assert itself 

252 Ministry of Foreign Affairs, French Nuclear Testing in the Pacific: ICJ Nuclear Tests Case New Zealand v France,  
Volume I and II, Wellington: Ministry of Foreign Affairs, 1973.
253 Lange, cited above, p.17.
254 McKinnon, cited above, p.191.
255 McKinnon, cited above, p.192-193.
256 Clements, cited above, p.132.
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not towards non-alignment, but towards the environmental side of anti-nuclearism.257  The result 

was legislation that banned both nuclear-armed and nuclear-powered ships from New Zealand 

ports.

The anti-nuclear legislation became entrenched as part of New Zealand's policy and was not 

revised by National after its election victory in 1990.  National’s efforts were directed towards 

rebuilding the military relationship with the United States within the framework of the legislation. 

The absence of US ships from New Zealand ports removed much of the focus of anti-nuclear 

protest.  French tests continued on a regular basis up until 1992, but attracted only limited public 

protest; US and Chinese tests received less attention, except from dedicated groups.258  

After only three years of no nuclear tests, the French announcement in 1995 that it would 

resume testing sparked a massive public outcry, reminiscent of the 1970s.  As France’s actions 

seemed out of step with nuclear arms control trends, there were protests around the world.  Once 

again, the protests in New Zealand had a distinctly environmental focus, and this was reflected in 

government statements and in the media.259  More complex issues of nuclear deterrence were only 

discussed in limited forums.  In both New Zealand and Australia, protests became directed not just 

against the French government, but against France itself, leading to much hysteria and symbolic 

anti-French gestures.260  There was also renewed interest in France’s regional role and the political 

status of Tahiti.261  The regional nature of the tests gave them a special focus for New Zealanders in 

a way that US, Chinese, and more recently, Indian tests, did not.  Foreign Minister Don McKinnon 

argued in the media that a distinction could be made between French and Chinese nuclear tests, 

especially as China was testing within its borders while France was testing in the Pacific.262  Despite 

the reality of geographical distances, there was the perception that the Pacific was New Zealand's 

region.  While France has signed both the SPNFZ Treaty and the CTBT, ending its nuclear tests in 

the Pacific, the possible future environmental effects might continue to capture public attention.263

257 For a discussion of this process, see: Lange, cited above, p.49-63.
258 As a simple test of media interest in the respective tests, the author searched the Auckland University library online 
Newztext database.  A text search for ‘French nuclear tests’ in the year 1995 resulted in 299 articles; in contrast 
‘Chinese nuclear tests’ in the year 1995-1996 resulted in 13 articles.  This test suggests that there was a media bias.
259 For example, see: Douglas Graham, ‘Nuclear Testing: Address to the New Zealand National Party, Epsom 
Electorate, Auckland, 2 July’ in Ministry of Foreign Affairs and Trade Record, June 1995, Wellington: MFAT, 1995; 
Simon Kilroy, ‘Atoll’s stability key issue - Upton’ in The Dominion, 15 August 1995, Ed.2, p.1.
260 Warwick Roger, ‘Forget the hysteria, focus the protest’ in The Evening Post, 17 July 1995, Ed.3, p.6.  For a 
discussion of public hysteria in protests in Australia, see: Kim Richard Nossal & Carolynn Vivian, A Brief Madness:  
Australia and the Resumption of French Nuclear Testing, Canberra: ANU, 1997.
261 Gordon Campbell, ‘Living With the Bomb: Why Does Tahiti Need France to Stay Afloat?’ in Listener, September 2 
1995.
262 ‘French, Chinese tests different - McKinnon’ in The Dominion, 21 August 1995, Ed.2, p.2.
263 An IAEA report in 1998 on French testing in Polynesia concluded that: 'no remedial action is justified on 
radiological protection grounds, either now or in the future.  There is also no need for further monitoring at the atolls for 
the purposes of radiological protection'.  IAEA, 'Nuclear Tests in French Polynesia: Could Hazards Arise?', excerpt 
from The Radiological Situation at the Atolls of Mururoa and Fangataufa: Main Report, URL: 
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While there has been an undercurrent of public opposition to nuclear weapons, maintained 

by interest groups such as Greenpeace and the Foundation for Peace Studies for a number of 

decades, general public interest increased in an evolutionary manner, with surges at times of 

particular events and issues.  Typically, popular issues such as French nuclear testing and the visit 

of US ships proved to be rallying points that sparked wider debates.  However, public interest in the 

intricacies of nuclear arms control negotiations has been limited.  The Ministry of Foreign Affairs 

and Trade (MFAT) files viewed by this author may be a reflection of public interest: there were 

only a few letters of interest or protest directed towards the government’s handling of nuclear arms 

control between 1989 and 1996.  Interest groups were unable to mobilise public opinion on the 

intricacies of computer simulations and hydro-dynamic testing in the CTBT negotiation.  While 

there was some input from interest groups on New Zealand's position on various issues, foreign 

policy regarding nuclear arms control seems to have been made in relative isolation.  Official 

policies, with particular reference to the test-ban resolution, are discussed in the following two sub-

sections.

New Zealand's official policies on nuclear arms control

Popular opposition against nuclear weapons evolved over time from limited beginnings to a more 

prominent place in public opinion and was often focused on specific issues.  In contrast, the 

changes in New Zealand's official policies between 1945 and 1998 were incremental and based on a 

variety of considerations, rather than clear opposition or support of nuclear weapons.  Perhaps this 

says something about the consistency of the foreign policy establishment in contrast to the 

fluctuations in public opinion.  New Zealand's position, since at least the 1960s, was that nuclear 

disarmament was an important goal.  However, New Zealand accepted the step-by-step nuclear 

arms control process undertaken by the United States and Russia, and joined other states in 

attempting to multilateralise that process, rather than replace it.  Support of nuclear arms control has 

been a consistent part of New Zealand's foreign policy.  In the case of the CTBT, New Zealand's 

position stayed relatively the same from 1972 to 1996.

New Zealand's official position was that it ‘encourages all practical efforts to promote 

nuclear disarmament’.264  Also, New Zealand believed that ‘the very survival of mankind is 

threatened by the existence of nuclear weapons’.265  Interestingly, these views were articulated 

without a complete commitment to condemn the possession of nuclear weapons or the use of 

http://www.iaea.or.at/worldatom/updates/mururoabook.html .
264 Ministry of Foreign Affairs and Trade, Disarmament and Arms Control, Information Bulletin No. 60, June 1997, 
Wellington: MFAT, 1997, p.3.
265 Ministry of Foreign Affairs, Disarmament and Arms Control, Information Bulletin No.5, October 1983, Wellington: 
MFA, 1983, p.13.
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nuclear weapons in any circumstance.  The historical record of official statements and voting 

patterns in the UN indicates a basic opposition to nuclear weapons and support of nuclear arms 

control, tempered by alliance commitments (such as ANZUS) and general support for the goals of 

the Western alliance.266  It has only been since New Zealand supported the International Court of 

Justice case on the legality of nuclear weapons that New Zealand's complete opposition to nuclear 

weapons has been more clearly stated (see discussion below).  

New Zealand has been supportive of nuclear arms control since the start of the bilateral 

process, notably with opposition to nuclear testing.  As early as October 1962, a statement was 

made to the UN First Committee containing the key phrase: ‘All New Zealanders are against the 

testing of nuclear weapons.’267   Ten months later, when the Partial Test Ban Treaty (PTBT) was 

signed in Moscow, Prime Minister Holyoake sent personal messages of congratulations to 

Kennedy, Khrushchev and Macmillan.  New Zealand was eager to join the test-ban regime and was 

the first non-nuclear state to ratify the Treaty.  New Zealand's support for agreements such as the 

PTBT was hardly radical, and the anti-nuclear rhetoric was commensurate with that adopted by US 

and Soviet leaders at the time.

New Zealand’s views on nuclear weapons and the bilateral arms control process were 

typically reflected by its statement at the UN Special Session on Disarmament (UNSSOD) in 

1978.268  These views can be summarised as follows: the main goal of the international community 

should be focused on limiting nuclear weapons, leading to their reduction and eventual limitation; 

nuclear tests should be halted within the framework of an effective disarmament process; Strategic 

Arms Limitation Talks (SALT) II should be followed by ‘agreed significant reductions of, and 

qualitative limitations on, strategic arms’; the proliferation of nuclear weapons is to be prevented, 

allowing for civilian uses of nuclear power.  New Zealand also said that it did not ‘minimise the 

technical complexities of the negotiations and the difficulties of maintaining parity between two 

asymmetric strategic forces.’269  These statements show that New Zealand was conscious of its 

international legal obligations under the Treaty for the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons 

(NPT) to oppose the horizontal proliferation of nuclear weapons yet allow civilian uses of nuclear 

energy to be pursued.  New Zealand was also recognising that nuclear arms control would start with 

the United States and the Soviet Union and that there would be a gradual transition from control to 

reduction and finally elimination.  The sympathetic statement regarding the complexity of bilateral 

266 Kennedy Graham, National Security Concepts of States: New Zealand, New York: Taylor & Francis, 1989, p.63-64.
267 Department of External Affairs, External Affairs Review, No.10 Oct. 1962, Wellington: Department of External 
Affairs 1962, p.50.
268 Ministry of Foreign Affairs, New Zealand Foreign Affairs Review, No.2 Apr.-Jun. 1978, Wellington: MFA 1978, 
p.54-55.
269 Ministry of Foreign Affairs, 1978, cited above, p.58.
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negotiations also indicated that New Zealand could accept that the United States and the Soviet 

Union had a valid position in trying to maintain strategic parity and their deterrence postures.

New Zealand's early support for nuclear arms control was tempered by the obligations of 

being part of the Western alliance.  Membership and participation in the Western alliance, at least 

until 1984, implied a tacit acceptance of nuclear deterrence as a functioning theory.  New Zealand 

navy ships were deployed at Christmas Island to assist with British nuclear tests in 1957, and after 

the signing of the ANZUS agreement, New Zealand participated in exercises with US armed forces. 

Although New Zealand was careful not to discriminate, France’s independent foreign policy in the 

1960s also made it easier for New Zealand to highlight France’s non-conventional behaviour. 

France was surprised by New Zealand's sudden condemnation of atmospheric testing, given 

previous British and US testing, and by New Zealand's claims to a regional interest in territories far 

away from its shores.270  New Zealand was under some scrutiny in the UN as to how it represented 

its Pacific responsibilities.  The willingness of New Zealand to oppose French testing, particularly 

after 1972, highlighted New Zealand's intention to represent South Pacific security concerns.

After 1984, New Zealand's rhetoric against nuclear weapons and the value of deterrence 

sharpened.  The anti-nuclear legislation disavowed nuclear deterrence as being relevant to the 

security of New Zealand.  However, even this rhetoric did not lead to a position of condemning 

nuclear weapons unconditionally.  For example, New Zealand supported the idea of no first use, 

but, in 1987, voted against such a resolution in the UN; New Zealand's argument was that nuclear 

weapons could not be dealt with in isolation given disparities in conventional weapons.271  The 

signing of the SPNFZ Treaty in 1986 was an extension of both New Zealand's anti-nuclear policies 

and its special interest in the South Pacific.  The Treaty was criticised by at least one observer as 

being a ‘compromise document’ that protected, primarily, US naval interests.272  There was 

difficulty in reaching a compromise between the goals of states such as non-aligned Vanuatu, and 

those states, such as Australia, who wanted to ensure that commitments to the United States were 

not compromised. 

The period from 1990 to 1998 in many ways saw the realisation of the policies that were 

envisaged several years earlier.  The National government was reluctant to continue the anti-nuclear 

stance of the Labour government and intended to rebuild the security relationship with the United 

States.  However, opposition to nuclear weapons became more consistent.  Supporting the 

International Court of Justice case on the legality of nuclear weapons suggested that New Zealand 

270 Alley, cited above, p.82.
271 Graham, cited above, p.64.
272 Katie Boanas, ‘Towards a Truly Nuclear Free and Independent Aotearoa’ in Kennaway & Henderson (eds.), cited 
above, p.96.
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was prepared to challenge the very existence of nuclear weapons.273  In June 1998, New Zealand 

joined a group of like-minded countries to advance the process of nuclear disarmament.  The joint 

declaration from this group stated that 'the only complete defence is the elimination of nuclear 

weapons…'.274  However, it remains to be seen whether rhetoric will translate into greater 

independent action in multilateral nuclear arms control forums.  The joint declaration contained 

statements supportive of the step-by-step process adopted by the nuclear-weapon states that 

emphasised an incremental approach to nuclear arms control.275  This suggests that New Zealand's 

approach to nuclear arms control continues to be a moderate one; this idea receives greater attention 

in Chapter 8.

The focus of New Zealand's efforts in nuclear arms control was the annual resolution in the 

United Nations General Assembly (UNGA), cosponsored by Australia, calling for a comprehensive 

test ban.  However, this was not New Zealand's only effort.  Not being a member of the Conference 

on Disarmament until 1996 limited New Zealand's ability to participate fully in several important 

agreements.  This did not prevent New Zealand from being involved in the Conference on 

Disarmament as an observer, and as a full participant in UN disarmament forums (such as the First 

Committee and the UN Disarmament Commission, see section below), and in the NPT regime. 

During this time, New Zealand's policies focused consistently on supporting the NPT regime and 

achieving the goal of a CTBT.

The other main area of New Zealand's interest in nuclear arms control was the NPT.  The 

NPT review conferences were useful forums for New Zealand to advance nuclear arms control 

goals, and unlike the Conference on Disarmament, New Zealand could participate as a full member. 

New Zealand supported the NPT, believing it to be ‘one of the most important and effective arms 

control treaties negotiated’ and a major control on horizontal proliferation.276  New Zealand 

typically promoted the NPT and participated in the conferences to increase the membership towards 

universal adherence.  Official statements on the NPT stressed its role as a horizontal non-

proliferation agreement and placed less emphasis, relative to other states, on the NPT as a vertical 

non-proliferation agreement.  New Zealand was content to see vertical proliferation restricted by the 

bilateral nuclear arms control process, and by promoting the CTBT.  In this sense, New Zealand 
273 New Zealand Ministry of Foreign Affairs and Trade, New Zealand at the International Court of Justice: French 
Nuclear Testing in the Pacific, Wellington: MFAT, 1996.
274 Foreign Ministers' Joint Declaration Text, 'Towards a Nuclear-Weapon-Free World: The Need For a New Agenda' 
from a media release from the Hon Simon Upton, Acting Minister of Foreign Affairs and Trade, 9 June 1998.
275 For example, the declaration called for those states with the largest arsenals (the US and Russia) to take ‘steps’ 
towards nuclear disarmament.  Other states would join the process at the ‘appropriate juncture’, although this was not 
specified.  It was acknowledged that nuclear disarmament would take time, but that there were ‘practical steps’ that 
could be taken to hasten the process.
276 Ministry of External Relations and Trade, Disarmament and Arms Control, MERT Information Bulletin No.27 Oct. 
1989, Wellington: MERT 1989, p.13.
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took moderate but constructive positions at NPT review conferences.277

New Zealand's official anti-nuclear policies evolved incrementally over the period from 

1945 to 1998.  There was a sharpening of opposition to nuclear weapons based on changing 

perceptions of the international situation.  The 1990s have seen the continuation of opposition to 

nuclear weapons with a clearer articulation, despite the absence of the rhetoric adopted by the 

Labour government in the 1980s.  There was one consistent principle in New Zealand's approach to 

nuclear arms control, dating from 1960s: that nuclear arms control could be achieved through 

multilateral forums where the goal was broad support and that gradual steps on a nuclear arms 

control scale might eventually lead to complete nuclear disarmament.  It remains to be seen whether 

the sharpened opposition to nuclear weapons will translate into an increased effort in multilateral 

forums to adopt new solutions.  It is not clear that New Zealand's evolved opposition to the very 

existence of nuclear weapons will translate into positions that challenge the step-by-step approach 

to nuclear arms control.278  

The test-ban resolution

One constant from at least the 1960s was New Zealand's goal of a CTBT.  This goal remained 

unchanged throughout the evolutionary process in other nuclear policy areas.  New Zealand's goals 

for the CTBT are discussed later in this chapter and analysed in Chapter 8 but it is useful to recount 

here how the test-ban resolution came about.

Since the PTBT in 1963, which, as already noted, New Zealand was the first non-nuclear 

state to sign, New Zealand was keen to support initiatives that might lead to further nuclear test-ban 

agreements.  Support for a comprehensive test ban satisfied both international and domestic goals 

but was not incompatible with alliance obligations.279  The French announcement in the late 1960s 

to move its nuclear testing to the Pacific gave fresh impetus to New Zealand's anti-testing 

sentiments.  Under Prime Minister Holyoake, and later Prime Minister Marshall, New Zealand 

articulated its opposition to not just French nuclear testing, but all nuclear testing.  As Holyoake 

explained in 1972, ‘New Zealand will maintain its opposition to [nuclear] tests and will not cease its 

efforts to obtain international support for a solution’.280  As Holyoake was suggesting in this 

statement, international support was important.  

In early 1972, the leader of the Labour opposition, Norman Kirk, promoted the idea of a 
277 For a study of New Zealand's involvement in the 1995 NPT REC, see: Steve Hoadley, The 1995 NPT Conference: 
An Application of Zartman’s Multilateral Negotiation Theory, Working Paper No.164, Canberra: ANU Peace Research 
Centre, 1986.
278 Chapter 9 discusses the future of New Zealand's multilateral nuclear arms control policies.
279 Rod Alley, ‘Disarmament and New Zealand Foreign Policy’ in John Henderson, Keith Jackson & Richard Kennaway 
(eds.), Beyond New Zealand: the Foreign Policy of a Small State, Auckland: Methuen Publications, 1980, p.112.
280 Ministry of Foreign Affairs, New Zealand Foreign Affairs Review, June 1972, Wellington: MFA, 1972, p.87.
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regional conference to advance the cause of a test-ban agreement.  The Government was reluctant to 

consider such a proposal, particularly as Australia was hesitant of the idea and France had indicated 

that it would not attend such a conference.281  The MFAT files viewed by this author, other official 

documents, and a discussion with the Rt. Hon. Bob Tizard, an MP in the Labour Party at the time, 

did not illuminate exactly who came up with the idea of a New Zealand sponsored test-ban 

resolution in the UNGA.282  Given that UNGA resolutions are regarded by states as a means of 

applying diplomatic pressure that is acceptable and largely non-confrontational, this would suggest 

that the Ministry of Foreign Affairs played an important role in its instigation.  The official New 

Zealand statement to the UN First Committee in 1973 argued that ‘even nuclear powers cannot, we 

believe, ignore forever the moral pressure of Assembly resolutions…’.283  It is likely that the 

Ministry preferred this approach to the more dramatic idea of a regional conference proposed by 

Kirk

In June 1972, New Zealand tabled a resolution at the UN Conference on the Human 

Environment in Stockholm.  The two-paragraph resolution was focused on all nuclear tests and 

cosponsored by Fiji, Canada, Peru, Ecuador, Chile, Malaysia and the Philippines.284  New Zealand 

and Fiji were representing the growing concern with nuclear testing expressed by the fledgling 

South Pacific Forum.  Indeed, support for a test ban helped mobilise regional political 

cooperation.285  New Zealand also tabled a similar draft resolution on nuclear testing in the UN 

Seabed Committee, in August 1972.

So by the time the first UNGA resolution was being prepared in October 1972, the 

precedent of tabling resolutions proposing a comprehensive test ban had been established.  The 

resolution process was managed by the Ministry of Foreign Affairs and presided over by a National 

government that had a clearly articulated opposition to nuclear testing, but a conservative plan for 

voicing it.  Australia had not cosponsored either the Stockholm or the Seabed Committee 

resolutions, but joined New Zealand in the UNGA resolution process; both states had worked 

together in preparing a statement opposing nuclear tests that was circulated in the UN Security 

Council in August 1972.286  Therefore, the plan to use the UNGA as the forum for applying 

diplomatic pressure was instigated before the Labour governments in both New Zealand and 

Australia took office.  One can reasonably suppose that, if not actually proposed by the New 

Zealand Ministry of Foreign Affairs, the UNGA resolution was viewed as the option that best suited 

281 Ministry of Foreign Affairs, New Zealand Foreign Affairs Review, July 1972, Wellington: MFA, 1972, p.86.
282 Rt. Hon. Bob Tizard, interview, 13 September 1999.
283 Ministry of Foreign Affairs, New Zealand Foreign Affairs Review, October 1973, Wellington: MFA, 1973, p.39.
284 Ministry of Foreign Affairs, New Zealand Foreign Affairs Review, June 1972, Wellington: MFA, 1972, p.77-78.
285 Alley, ‘Disarmament and New Zealand Foreign Policy’, cited above, p.112.
286 Ministry of Foreign Affairs, New Zealand Foreign Affairs Review, September 1972, Wellington: MFA, 1972, p.69.
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a pro-active but thoroughly diplomatic means of articulating opposition to nuclear tests.  Once the 

Labour governments took office in both New Zealand and Australia, more forthright proposals, 

such as the taking of France to the World Court and the dispatch of a New Zealand frigate to 

Mururoa (with Australian tanker support), were instigated.  In the example of the World Court case, 

the Ministry of Foreign Affairs advised against the idea.287

 The UNGA test-ban resolution was initially regarded as a means to apply pressure on 

France, yet France was not specifically mentioned in the language and the resolution called for a 

complete ban on nuclear testing by all states.  The resolution can therefore be viewed as the 

cornerstone of the New Zealand anti-nuclear testing effort.  The resolution soon became the yearly 

expression of anti-nuclear testing sentiment that could be pursued through regular diplomatic 

channels.  More radical proposals could supplement the resolution, or, as the Muldoon National 

government was to do, be abandoned.  French testing soon shifted underground, after the final 

atmospheric test in 1974, but New Zealand and Australia continued to promote the resolution as a 

universal call for a comprehensive test ban, a broad anti-nuclear goal.  Through the resolution New 

Zealand associated itself, and came to be associated by other states, with the comprehensive test-

ban movement.  The process of tabling the resolution every year took on a certain permanency that 

was not a feature of previous test-ban initiatives by New Zealand and was a constant foreign policy 

effort.  There was never any intention to abandon the resolution: to do so, in the words of one 

official, would have been like ‘abandoning diplomacy’.288  New Zealand's specific goals for a 

comprehensive test-ban agreement are described in a later section of this chapter and are analysed 

in Chapter 8.

New Zealand's nuclear arms control policies and the small state model

The preceding section discussed New Zealand's nuclear policies and evolving approach to nuclear 

arms control.  A useful continuation of that discussion is to examine how New Zealand's nuclear 

arms control policies relate to a model of small state foreign policy characteristics.  This section is 

not an exhaustive discussion of foreign policy models, and is perhaps the beginning of possible 

further study.  However, as a simple comparison, it is useful to use the model to expand and re-

conceptualise New Zealand's nuclear arms control policies.

 

287 Rt. Hon. Bob Tizard, interview, 13 September 1999.
288 Quote from a MFAT official during interview, 8 April 1998.
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The small state model

Studies have suggested that small states have similar foreign policy characteristics. While there are 

a variety of definitions of a small state, New Zealand falls into the category by any measure. 

According to a survey of the literature by Henderson, who also analysed New Zealand's foreign 

policies in relation to this model, small states have the following foreign policy characteristics: 

1. low levels of participation due to limited resources;

2. a narrow scope of interest, focusing on regional issues and matters of direct concern;

3. an economic focus;

4. an emphasis on internationalism and multilateralism, to compensate for limited resources;

5. moral emphasis, with support for international legal norms;

6. and either assertive or compliant policies, although opinions differ on which is more 

prevalent.289

Henderson used examples from New Zealand's foreign policy to suggest that while not 

completely predictive, this small state model does provide a framework for viewing New Zealand's 

foreign policy.  Certain conclusions flow from the model.  If the model is indeed a fair 

generalisation, and this seems reasonable, then policies that fit the model indicate typical small state 

behaviour.  Policies contrary to the characteristics suggested by the model are atypical of small state 

behaviour.  This idea is used below to investigate the nature of New Zealand's nuclear arms control 

policies.

New Zealand's nuclear arms control policies and the small state model

This sub-section compares the predictions of the small state model described above with the 

characteristics of New Zealand's nuclear arms control policies.  The intention is not to prove or 

disprove the model, for like many models of state behaviour, finding exceptions is a fruitless 

process; few models either claim or prove to be completely accurate.  What is useful is to see 

whether New Zealand's policies were generally orthodox, as predicted by the model, or can be 

regarded as being distinct from what a small state would be expected to pursue.  This exercise helps 

to expand on New Zealand's policies rather than to validate the model or find a theoretical 

underpinning for New Zealand's policies.  Each of the six characteristics is dealt with in turn.

The first characteristic suggested by the model is low participation due to limited resources. 

In the field of nuclear arms control, resources for New Zealand are indeed limited.  MFAT has only 

five policy staff in the International Security and Arms Control Division in Wellington.  While 

289 John Henderson, ‘New Zealand and the Foreign Policy of Small States’ in Kennaway & Henderson (eds.), cited 
above.
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there is some academic and interest group expertise, the government has a limited pool of advice to 

draw on.  This has not prevented New Zealand from taking a pro-active role, particularly notable 

because of New Zealand's distance from the centres of possible nuclear conflict and nuclear 

infrastructures.  As is described in the next section of this chapter, New Zealand has participated in 

a wide variety of multilateral nuclear arms control institutions, and actively sought membership of 

the Conference on Disarmament.  While naturally subjective, this author would argue that New 

Zealand's participation has been high, despite New Zealand's small size.

The second characteristic suggested by the model is a narrow focus.  New Zealand has 

indeed had a narrow focus of interest, with non-proliferation and a nuclear test ban being its two 

main nuclear arms control policies.  This has been due to a combination of both limited experience 

in some aspects of nuclear weapons and their control, and the goal of limiting the presence and 

impact of nuclear weapons in the South Pacific.  New Zealand's anti-nuclear legislation and its 

support for the SPNFZ Treaty were regional policies.  New Zealand did however avoid singling out 

specific states, and in forums such as the UNGA and the Conference on Disarmament, took a 

universal approach to advance regional goals.  The narrow focus allowed New Zealand to direct its 

energies productively.  Also worth noting is the contribution that New Zealand made to the various 

technical groups in the Conference on Disarmament on the verification of the CTBT.  New 

Zealand's scientific experience in monitoring nuclear tests allowed it to make a valuable 

contribution.  The goals of non-proliferation and a test ban are however hardly narrow.  New 

Zealand's contribution to these goals might have been limited, but its focus was certainly global.

The third characteristic suggested by the model is an economic focus.  The argument is that 

a small state has, as an overriding priority, the goal of increasing trade.  An economic focus for 

nuclear arms control would be possible for some states if their policies were to advance to use of 

nuclear power, seeking to gain economically as a supplier or receiver.  This is not the case for New 

Zealand  and it is difficult to find an economic motivation for New Zealand's policies.  Adhering to 

nuclear arms control agreements costs New Zealand money.  The cost of contributing to the CTBT 

Organisation was estimated by MFAT at $250-500,000.290  Given that nuclear proliferation by New 

Zealand is not a concern of any state, New Zealand has been prepared to carry the cost to reinforce 

the operation of multilateral treaties and to encourage universal adherence.

The fourth characteristic suggested by the model is an emphasis on multilateralism.  New 

Zealand has definitely pursued multilateral solutions in nuclear arms control.  This has been to 

firstly compensate for lack of resources, as suggested by the model.  New Zealand has grouped with 

like-minded states to combine resources in the production of statements, policies, positions and 

290 MFAT file, 5/21/2 Vol.16, ‘Disarmament and Security/Nuclear Testing/CTBT’, 16/1/96-9/2/96.
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resolutions.  The most recent collaboration was the Foreign Ministers' Joint Declaration of June 

1998 mentioned above.  Multilateral solutions have secondly been pursued to compensate for a 

particular resource that New Zealand lacks: power.  The means by which small states can apply 

power is explored in Chapter 8. 

The fifth characteristic suggested by the model is an emphasis on morality and support for 

international legal norms.  Until recently, New Zealand has been careful not to overstate moral 

objections to nuclear weapons, concentrating instead on the practical results of nuclear arms 

control.  However, New Zealand has been keen to establish international controls such as 

multilateral treaty regimes, and New Zealand also supported the International Court of Justice case 

on the legality of nuclear weapons.

The sixth characteristic suggested by the model is unclear, and judgement is still pending on 

whether small states are assertive or compliant in their policies.  Traditional theory holds that small 

states are compliant, but empirical evidence suggests that they might be more assertive.291  MFAT 

officials regard New Zealand's nuclear arms control policies as quite assertive, in tune with the 

positions of highly assertive states, particularly over the promotion of the CTBT.  However, 

evidence suggests that while New Zealand has been assertive in advancing its policies, these 

policies have more in common with the positions of the nuclear-weapon states.  New Zealand has 

consistently supported the step-by-step approach, and has rejected the more radical approaches of 

other states.  In the CTBT resolution process, New Zealand acted as a moderator to ensure that the 

language of the resolution was tailored to allow the nuclear weapons states to support it.  This was 

certainly the pragmatic approach to take (in nuclear arms control it is the positions of the nuclear-

weapon states that matter), but in this case, New Zealand was more compliant than assertive.  New 

Zealand's position is explored in greater detail in Chapter 8.

The above discussion has shown that New Zealand's nuclear arms control policies did 

emphasise multilateral solutions and international legal norms, as suggested by the fourth and fifth 

characteristics of the small state model.  Contrary to the model however, New Zealand's policies 

were characterised by high participation, broad focus, and a willingness to carry the economic cost. 

To add to the debate, New Zealand's nuclear arms control policies have been compliant, even 

though they have been assertively advanced.  This would suggest that while New Zealand has 

behaved as one might expect using a generalisation of small state foreign policy behaviour, there 

are certain aspects of New Zealand's nuclear arms control policies that differ from the model.  This 

demonstrates that New Zealand has placed a greater emphasis on nuclear arms control than its size 

would suggest.  This idea is reinforced by New Zealand's participation in multilateral nuclear arms 

291 Henderson, 'New Zealand and the Foreign Policy of Small States', cited above, p.11.
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control forums.  These forums are described in the following section.

New Zealand's promotion of its policies in multilateral nuclear arms control forums 

New Zealand has participated in a variety of forums that deal with nuclear arms control matters, 

including organisations set up by treaties such as the NPT and the CTBT.292  New Zealand is likely 

to continue this participation well into the future.  Despite its limited diplomatic resources, New 

Zealand tried to make a practical contribution to all the forums in which it participated.  The two 

main institutions described in this section are the UN and the Conference on Disarmament, the 

primary multilateral forums for nuclear arms control.  These forums were introduced in Chapter 6 

and this section expands on that introduction and describes New Zealand's participation.  It should 

be noted, although not described here in detail, that New Zealand has participated fully at 

successive NPT Review Conferences.  The main debates of these conferences were described in 

Chapter 6.

The UN as a multilateral nuclear arms control forum

Multilateral negotiations often involve managing complexity, and it is particularly desirous in the 

UNGA to be able to manage the participation of over 180 states.  Disarmament items on the UNGA 

agenda are referred to the First Committee of the General Assembly.  The First Committee meets 

once a year, discusses resolutions put forward, and after voting on the resolutions, refers them to the 

UNGA for the final vote.  New Zealand's resolution on the comprehensive test ban was therefore 

debated in the First Committee.  Participation in the First Committee is voluntary for delegations, 

but given the importance of disarmament, the vast majority of UN member states are involved in 

the Committee’s discussions.  The workload is typically high, with as many as fifty resolutions to 

be discussed over the space of several weeks.  In the case of the New Zealand resolution there was 

much time spent preparing the resolution and consulting with interested states before tabling it in 

the First Committee (see Chapter 8).

The record of the First Committee as a successful nuclear arms control forum has been 

mixed.  It has often been used as an opportunity for propaganda, grandstanding and obstruction. 

However, it has also been characterised by cooperation and consensus.  Resolutions are voted on, 

but many are adopted by consensus.  The nature of the debates and the outcomes for each resolution 

292 For a full description of New Zealand's participation in multilateral bodies, see: Ministry of Foreign Affairs and 
Trade, Disarmament and Arms Control, Information Bulletin No. 60, June 1997, Wellington: MFAT, 1997.
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are dependent on the nature of the resolution, the amount of consultation that has taken place, and 

the general political climate in the given year.  For example, in 1989 MFAT reported that debates in 

the First Committee were becoming more constructive, but were still characterised by political 

game playing and ideological statements.293  The Disarmament Times reported that nuclear 

disarmament was deadlocked in the First Committee in 1997; there was a general feeling that the 

extension of the NPT, the success of the Chemical Weapons Convention, and the negotiation of the 

CTBT were just the beginning, but there was still a divide between the nuclear-weapon states and 

the non-nuclear-weapon states over priorities.294

The other UN body that considers disarmament issues is the UN Disarmament Commission. 

The Commission was given a new mandate by the UN Special Session On Disarmament (referred 

to with the acronym UNSSOD with a roman numeral for the relevant session) in 1978.  The 

Commission meets once a year for three to four weeks and is open to all states to participate. 

Recommendations from the Commission are tabled in the UNGA and it is a general forum for the 

discussion of disarmament issues.  The agenda is typically limited to less than ten items, again to 

minimise complexity.  UNSSOD II in 1982 directed the Commission towards certain areas, but in 

general, broad disarmament concepts are discussed.  The three items discussed in 1996 were the 

transfer of armaments, nuclear-free zones, and the convening of a fourth Special Session On 

Disarmament.  It proved difficult to find any agreement on the wording for the nuclear-free zones 

item, so this was left off the agenda.295

Like the First Committee, the Disarmament Commission has a mixed record of 

achievement.  Despite a limited agenda, it has often been difficult to make progress and 

accommodate so many different perspectives.  States have always defended their interests, and 

given the controversial nature of achieving disarmament, consensus has been difficult.  In 1983, the 

Ministry of Foreign Affairs reported that many delegations were frustrated at the lack of progress, 

perhaps influenced by global politics at the time.296 

The role of the First Committee and the Disarmament Commission has not been to negotiate 

nuclear arms control agreements, but to facilitate consensus on the direction that disarmament 

initiatives should take.  In the case of the CTBT, negotiation in the Conference on Disarmament 

could not be started until consensus was reached on a negotiating mandate in the First Committee. 

These forums have also been means for all states to become involved in disarmament processes. 

293 Report from New York 29/11/89, MFAT file 5/21/2 Vol.1, 20/09/1989 - 31/08/90.
294 ‘Breakdown of Consensus on Disarmament Priorities and Goals Clear in Assembly Debates’ in Disarmament Times,  
New York: NGO Committee on Disarmament, online at: http://www.igc.apc.org/disarm/52dt1c.html .
295 The United Nations, The United Nations Disarmament Yearbook, Vol. 21 1996, New York: Centre for Disarmament 
Affairs, 1997, p.155.
296 MFA. 1983, cited above, p.5.
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Despite the resistance of the nuclear weapons states to other states crashing their bilateral processes, 

these forums have been useful avenues of diplomatic pressure; these avenues have been fully 

utilised by states such as New Zealand.  The actual negotiation of multilateral nuclear arms control 

agreements has been left to other forums, particularly the Conference on Disarmament.

The Conference on Disarmament

In 1978, UNSSOD I agreed to expand the Committee of the Conference on Disarmament and 

rename it as the Conference on Disarmament (abbreviated in the literature as CD).  Membership 

was expanded and the chair was rotated among members, rather than being controlled by the United 

States and the Soviet Union.  Membership of the Conference on Disarmament was expanded by 

twenty-three states in 1996, including New Zealand, with at least seventeen other states applying to 

join.297  Membership is divided into three groups: Western (of which New Zealand is a member), 

essentially the United States and its allies; Eastern, former Soviet and Communist states; and non-

aligned states, often described as the NAM states, states from the non-aligned movement that are 

members of the Conference.  This division is a hangover from the Cold War where the United 

States and the Soviet Union ensured that the multilateral forum would be balanced, but it is an 

anachronism today.  In the CTBT negotiation, New Zealand wanted to be included in the Asia-

Pacific group for the CTBT Organisation.

MFAT describes the role of the Conference on Disarmament as follows: the Conference 

‘has a special place in the disarmament process as it is the only multilateral forum for the 

negotiation of disarmament agreements’.298  The agenda is drawn from the so called ‘decalogue’, a 

list of ten disarmament areas.299  In its current incarnation, the Conference on Disarmament 

successfully negotiated the Chemical Weapons Convention and the CTBT.  It is not officially part 

of the UN, but is funded from the UN regular budget, reports to the UNGA annually, and is directed 

by resolutions from the UNGA.

New Zealand participated in the Conference on Disarmament as an observer from 1984 to 

1996 and believed that multilateral negotiations in the Conference could complement those at the 

bilateral and regional level.300  Due to both the number of members, and the intractable positions of 

297 Membership of the CD has been influenced by political events.  The MFA Bulletin of 1983 gives 40 as the number 
of member states; the MFAT Bulletin 1991 gives 39, with the East German seat being vacated.  The UN Disarmament 
Yearbook 1996 gives 37; the MFAT UN Handbook 1996 and the MFAT Bulletin 1997 give the figure of 38 member 
states prior to expansion, with Yugoslavia footnoted as being absent.  The Czechoslovakia seat is vacant, presumably 
until being filled by either the Czech Republic or Slovakia.
298 Ministry of Foreign Affairs and Trade, Disarmament and Arms Control, Information Bulletin No. 37, 1991, 
Wellington: MFAT, 1991, p.12.
299 Ministry of Foreign Affairs and Trade, United Nations Handbook 1996, Wellington: MFAT, 1996, p.33.
300 MFAT, 1991, cited above, p.13.
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some of those members, it has been difficult to make progress on the decalogue.  Decisions are 

made by consensus.  This guarantees that any decision will be widely supported, but that an 

individual state, or a small group of states can prevent significant progress.  Subsidiary groups such 

as working parties and ad hoc committees help to manage complexity, but are only given the 

mandates that the plenary allows.  For example, the Ad Hoc Group of Scientific Experts started 

meeting in the early 1980s to discuss issues of nuclear test-ban verification.  Even though formal 

negotiation for a comprehensive test ban did not start until 1993, the Ad Hoc Group completed 

much preliminary work, an example of successful complexity management.

Now that the CTBT has been successfully negotiated, the Conference on Disarmament 

hopes to negotiate a fissile material cut-off agreement that will attempt to prevent the further 

production of fuel for nuclear devices.  The increased membership of the Conference on 

Disarmament, with further increases planned, is likely to be both beneficial and detrimental. 

Increased membership brings greater coverage and legitimacy; however, it also means that there 

must be increased emphasis on negotiation devices to manage the complexity that greater 

membership entails.  There are also some procedural issues to address.  By taking the completed 

CTBT straight to the UNGA in 1996, Australia circumvented the authority of the Conference. 

Australia and its supporters, New Zealand among them, argued that this move was necessary to 

overcome the limitations of consensus that allowed one state to block a widely supported 

agreement.  How this precedent will affect the future operation of the Conference is not clear.  It is 

also not clear how India and Pakistan’s new status as nuclear-weapon states will impact on the 

Conference and on other regimes such as the NPT.

The achievements of the Conference on Disarmament have been limited by the competing 

priorities of member states.  The work of the Conference in 1998 involved the establishment of an 

ad hoc committee on negative security assurances, although many states thought that this issue 

would be better dealt with by the NPT review process.  Six special co-ordinators were appointed to 

deal with the following issues: prevention of an arms race in outer space; landmines; transparency 

in armaments; review of the agenda; the expansion of membership; improving the functioning of 

the Conference.301  There was no agreement on appointing a special co-ordinator for nuclear 

disarmament, leaving consultations on a fissile material cut-off agreement and other nuclear matters 

to the initiative of the President of the Conference.   The President was however able to resolve 

several differences among member states on fissile materials, so substantive negotiation should be 

able to proceed. 

301 Acronym Institute, The Conference on Disarmament, 26 March 1998 report, online at: http://www.gn.apc.org .

http://www.gn.apc.org/
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New Zealand's goals for the CTBT

This section of the chapter outlines New Zealand's specific goals for the CTBT: what it wanted the 

final agreement to consist of and what the main issues of contention were.  This section serves to 

elaborate on the discussion of official policy earlier in this chapter and also introduces background 

information for Chapter 8.  As noted, the origins of the test-ban resolution were environmental. 

Despite public statements expressing concern over the environmental effects of nuclear testing 

(Prime Minister Jim Bolger described it as ‘irresponsible environmentally’), and an environmental 

paragraph in the resolution, the possible environmental effects of underground testing were not a 

prominent motivation for New Zealand.302  In 1990, MFAT officials noted that the environmental 

arguments against nuclear testing were not well grounded.303  Official statements in the UN, the 

Conference on Disarmament, and even in the text of the SPNFZ Treaty give prominence to nuclear 

arms control as the main goal.  So while there was public concern in New Zealand over the 

environmental effects of French tests, the official view was more focused on arms control, and did 

not single out France.

 

New Zealand's framework

The negotiation for the CTBT from 1993 to 1996 proved to be complex, with many issues 

becoming controversial.  New Zealand had to develop a position on each of these issues, many of 

which required detailed consideration.  It is however possible to establish New Zealand's main goals 

for a CTBT from official statements, the texts of the UNGA resolutions, and from MFAT files.  In 

general, New Zealand regarded a comprehensive test ban as a small but important part of the 

nuclear arms control process.  The official position on the role of a test ban is worth quoting at 

length.

[W]e freely acknowledge that only negotiated cutbacks in the numbers of nuclear weapons 

will reduce the nuclear arsenals.  That is why we await, with hope, progress in the bilateral 

talks between the United States and the Soviet Union.  A comprehensive test ban is not a 

substitute for such arms reduction negotiations.  But it would be a vital first step in bringing 

the arms race to a stop.  The security benefits of a comprehensive test ban would also flow 

from a ban’s impact as a non-proliferation and confidence building measure.304

302 ‘Statement on 2 October by the Prime Minister’ in Ministry of Foreign Affairs and Trade Record, October 1995, 
Wellington: MFAT, 1995, p.48.
303 Report from Geneva 25/01/90, MFAT file 5/21/2 Vol.1, 20/09/89 - 31/08/90.
304 ‘New Zealand Statement on Nuclear Test Ban to the Conference on Disarmament, 27 February 1986 in Ministry of  
Foreign Affairs Information Bulletin, No.18 November 1986, Wellington: MFA, 1986.
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In this statement, New Zealand was once again giving prominence to bilateral nuclear arms control 

for reducing the numbers of nuclear weapons.  A comprehensive test ban was identified as but one 

step in the process of controlling vertical proliferation and as a means of limiting horizontal 

proliferation.  This position was a constant view held by New Zealand from 1972 until the present. 

Despite changes in other aspects of New Zealand's nuclear policies, this view remained unchanged. 

Within this framework existed smaller goals for the substance of the CTBT agreement, and the 

conduct of the negotiation to reach that agreement.  Each of these goals is expanded in turn below.

No linkage

The first of New Zealand's goals for the CTBT was that the agreement be regarded as a valuable 

agreement in itself, and not be explicitly linked to other nuclear arms control intentions.  Linkage 

was proposed at various stages of the CTBT negotiation, mainly by the non-aligned movement 

states in the Conference on Disarmament.  The intention of these states was to try to include further 

nuclear arms control measures in the text of the Treaty.  For example, India proposed that there be a 

time-bound programme for nuclear disarmament written into the Treaty.  These states hoped that 

linkage could be used in a similar way as the preamble of the NPT, but with strengthened language. 

New Zealand's position was that linkage would not be acceptable to the nuclear-weapon 

states and their supporters, and could prevent a treaty from being agreed.  New Zealand did not 

want a CTBT to come at the end of a disarmament process and wanted to ensure that it was 

negotiated on its own merits.  Delays in the negotiation were regarded as inevitable, as states 

revised their positions, often painfully slowly.  New Zealand realised that there was only so much 

that could be done to hasten the achievement of a CTBT, and was content to see the negotiation 

move forward step-by-step, based on agreed positions.  In the negotiation in the Conference on 

Disarmament, Mexico attempted at one stage to accelerate the negotiation forward based on 

positions that had not been agreed.  Mexico was dissuaded, but such an attempt could have scuttled 

the consensus already formed on many issues.

Multilateral negotiation

The second of New Zealand's goals was that the CTBT be negotiated in the Conference on 

Disarmament, making it a multilateral negotiation.  New Zealand regarded the Conference as the 

best forum for exerting pressure and wanted to prevent the nuclear-weapon states from arriving at 

their own test-ban agreement that would not be comprehensive and might put back a truly 

comprehensive ban for many years.  New Zealand also thought that a multilateral CTBT negotiation 

would give the agreement a greater moral force.  Bilateral nuclear arms control agreements were 
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supported by New Zealand, but were not given a level of support that would disguise New 

Zealand's interest in multilateral nuclear arms control.  In general, the nuclear-weapon states were 

reluctant to submit negotiating authority to the Conference on Disarmament.  This was reflected by 

their delay in giving the Conference a negotiating mandate, and various procedural devices that 

were used to slow the negotiation of the Treaty text.305  The delays allowed the nuclear-weapon 

states to formulate positions amongst themselves and then bring them to the wider forum.  There 

was also some hesitation on the part of at least one nuclear-weapon state to the idea of a multilateral 

agreement having greater force.  Britain admitted late in the negotiation that it was only present to 

ensure that the five nuclear weapons states and the three threshold states (Israel, India and Pakistan) 

were locked into a test ban; other states did not appreciate their involvement being belittled in this 

way. 

Specific attributes

New Zealand's third goal was for a CTBT of a certain type: truly comprehensive, verifiable, and of 

unlimited duration with easy conditions for entry into force.  New Zealand had other goals, relating 

to the specifics of the Treaty organisation, the technical details of the monitoring, the necessary 

triggers for on-site inspections, and other issues; however, these issues are complex, and while 

interesting, a discussion on them would be unnecessarily long and technical.  The attributes 

discussed here are sufficiently illuminating.

New Zealand wanted a CTBT that was truly comprehensive: ‘all nuclear test explosions and 

other nuclear explosions in all environments’.306  This definition included Peaceful Nuclear 

Explosions (PNEs), but not nuclear weapons related tests such as hydro-dynamic explosions and 

computer simulations.307  Several states in the non-aligned movement were ambiguous on PNEs, 

indicating that they were reluctant to forego any possible benefits from PNEs.  Four of the five 

nuclear weapons states were generally in favour of banning PNEs, seeing their role as having been 

proved useless, and that there was the possibility that PNEs might be used for weapons 

development.  China supported PNEs, at one stage using the argument that it might be necessary to 

use a nuclear device to destroy or deflect an approaching comet.  China’s spurious arguments and 

attachment to PNEs was regarded by most observers as a delaying tactic to allow them to complete 

a final series of tests.  There was pressure from states such as Indonesia, and pressure on the New 

Zealand government from interest groups such as Greenpeace, to push for a ban on simulated 

testing.  New Zealand accepted that the price to pay for a comprehensive agreement, supported by 
305 Russia had been prepared to work in English in negotiating the CWC, but in the CTBT negotiation, insisted that all 
documents be translated into Russian.  This led to administrative delays.
306 MFAT file, 5/21/2 Vol. II, 1/12/94 - 28/2/95.
307 Hydro-dynamic explosions are largely safety tests where the fissile material in a warhead is replaced with inert 
material so there is no nuclear reaction.
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all nuclear-weapon states, was a definition of scope that allowed safety tests and computer 

simulation.  The battle to get the nuclear-weapon states to agree even to a zero yield, or no nuclear 

explosions, expended much diplomatic capital.  President Clinton pushed zero yield against the 

advice of much of his bureaucracy, as did President Yeltsin.  The price of a comprehensive nuclear 

test ban was therefore not to prohibit other weapons related activities.  New Zealand was prepared 

to pay this price.308

New Zealand wanted a CTBT that was verifiable, and this included both a global monitoring 

network and provision for on-site inspections.  Verification was typically considered to be a 

Western issue.  Soviet opposition to on-site inspection had prevented a bilateral CTBT for decades; 

many of the non-aligned movement states were less interested in the technical details of the 

verification regime.  New Zealand supported a vigorous monitoring regime to catch any cheating, 

but also to reassure many states, particularly the United States, that any cheating could be detected. 

The MFAT files suggest that New Zealand thought the moral force of a CTBT would prevent 

cheating, much like the NPT where verification was better at cataloguing cooperation than 

challenging suspicious facilities and there was a certain expectation that states would follow their 

international obligations.  This idea of moral force was not rationalised and New Zealand proceeded 

to support the vigorous verification regime.  New Zealand was able to bring significant expertise to 

the verification debates and participated in the experts groups that dealt with different verification 

techniques.  The debates in the final CTBT negotiation were over technical and institutional details, 

rather than the desirability of an international monitoring network.

New Zealand's final specific feature that it wanted was a CTBT of unlimited duration with 

easy conditions for entry into force.  Unlimited duration was to ensure the permanency of the Treaty 

and to prevent it from being unfavourably amended, or even discontinued, in the future.  New 

Zealand wanted review mechanisms that would not alter the fundamental agreed principles.  Easy 

conditions for entry into force were deemed necessary to prevent the Treaty languishing.  New 

Zealand placed entry into force over coverage: a functioning treaty was more important than 

excluding several fringe states and allowing them to hold the CTBT hostage.  It was important to 

have all five nuclear-weapon states on board, and a number of other states to allow the institutions 

to function, but others could be allowed to escape the regime.  However, all proposed entry into 

force formulas, except for just the five nuclear-weapon states themselves, inevitably included India, 

and many states were keen to ensure that India, and Pakistan and Israel be included before entry 

into force.  This led to the realisation of a New Zealand fear that one state, in this case India, might 

prevent the entry into force of the CTBT for some time.  New Zealand officials had to balance the 

308 Interview: Alan Cook, Director: International Security and Arms Control Division, MFAT, 8 April 1998.
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competing goals of coverage and quick agreement in their consideration of entry into force 

provisions.  New Zealand finally supported the goal of quick agreement when it agreed with 

Australia’s tactic of taking the Treaty from the Conference on Disarmament, where India was 

blocking consensus, to the UNGA where majority voting could be applied.

Summary of New Zealand's goals for a CTBT

New Zealand's goals for a CTBT and its position on many issues remained constant over a long 

period of time.  There was refining of detail, but certain key features persisted.  New Zealand's 

position was well supported, to various degrees, by other states in the Western grouping, and by 

more moderate aligned and non-aligned states.  New Zealand gathered support, and in many ways 

refined its positions, through interaction with Australia and states such as Japan, Norway, the 

Netherlands, and Sweden, who were all Western-aligned or moderate in their approaches.  Some of 

the Western states, Britain and West Germany for example, were reluctant at times to support too 

vigorous a promotion of a test ban, while non-aligned states, Mexico and Indonesia for example, 

wanted much more from a test ban.  It was essentially a balanced position: strong on the role for 

multilateral nuclear arms control, but supportive of a gradual approach, with reasonable and 

achievable goals.  New Zealand was pragmatic, and focused on what could be achieved, rather than 

more utopian goals.  New Zealand's position allowed the government to maintain international arms 

control credibility and domestic constituency support.  This contrasted with many other 

governments who took unreasonable positions for the purpose of advancing leadership claims in 

restricted forums, or to placate domestic critics.  Positions advanced by non-aligned states often 

reflected the desire to promote the relevance of non-alignment, the contribution that such states 

could make in multilateral nuclear arms control, and individual power plays.  In the test-ban 

negotiation process Mexico often took the role of the radical non-aligned advocate, for the reasons 

suggested, and due to the individual foreign policies of that state or perhaps even the personalities 

involved.  

MFAT officials formulated the detail of New Zealand's position in consultation with 

relevant ministers and with a general notion that the New Zealand public supported nuclear arms 

control.  The details were based more on the practicalities of diplomatic exchange and the 

technicalities of multilateral nuclear arms control than on specific ministerial direction of focused 

public opinion.  Perhaps the certain insulation of the foreign policy decision making process in New 

Zealand is worthy of further study with the premise that insulation allows greater freedom of 

movement in diplomatic discourse.
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Summary 

The above sections have described New Zealand's policies between 1945 and 1998 regarding 

nuclear arms control, New Zealand's policies and the small-state model, the forums that New 

Zealand has participated in for nuclear arms control, and its goals regarding the CTBT.  It has been 

argued that while public interest in nuclear arms control has increased, with surges of interest 

directed at certain popular issues, official positions have evolved much more incrementally over the 

same period of time.  Despite changes in other policies the goals for the UNGA test-ban resolution 

between 1972 and 1996 stayed relatively constant.  New Zealand advanced an idealistic goal of 

nuclear disarmament, tempered by realistic proposals and solutions.  It can be concluded that New 

Zealand's arms control goals were moderate and pragmatic.  New Zealand focused on particular 

aspects of nuclear weapons, such as limiting their proliferation, and also sought a middle ground 

between accepting nuclear deterrence for New Zealand and condemning it outright.  New Zealand 

focused on practical and incremental goals, such as the NPT, the SPNFZ agreement and the CTBT. 

Utopian goals of nuclear disarmament were tempered by the realisation that the step-by-step 

approach of the nuclear-weapon states had to be accommodated.  

To achieve its goals, New Zealand participated in several multilateral nuclear arms control 

forums, mainly the UNGA First Committee, the UN Disarmament Commission and the Conference 

on Disarmament, but also the NPT regime.  There is every indication that New Zealand will 

continue to participate in these forums in the future.  New Zealand also tried to increase the role of 

these organisations in nuclear arms control, trying to shift the focus of nuclear arms control away 

from bilateral processes into multilateral forums that would increase participation and universality. 

New Zealand's consistent position is that multilateral nuclear arms control forums have useful and 

legitimate roles to play, despite the difficulties that these forums have had finding consensus.

The ideas behind New Zealand's nuclear arms control goals were the basis for New 

Zealand's goals for a CTBT.  New Zealand wanted a stand alone, multilateral CTBT that reflected 

the intentions of a significant majority of states.  New Zealand also tried to ensure that the Treaty 

was comprehensive, verifiable, and would quickly enter into force as a successful and supported 

nuclear arms control agreement.  Chapter 8 discusses how New Zealand tried to achieve these 

goals, and how successful it was.  New Zealand's goals for the CTBT also contributed to New 

Zealand's pragmatic and moderate approach to other nuclear arms control issues.  New Zealand's 

role in the CTBT process as a facilitator of consensus helped to reinforce its image abroad as a 

responsible contributor to nuclear arms control.



Chapter 8: New Zealand and the test-ban resolution

Introduction and contents

This chapter uses New Zealand's promotion of the test-ban resolution as a case study of small state 

participation in a multilateral nuclear arms control negotiation.  The theoretical ideas from Chapter 

2 are used to recast the factual information into different conceptual frameworks.  The idea that a 

negotiation can be divided into phases is used to place the test-ban resolution process in the 

Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty (CTBT) negotiation sequence.  Zartman’s characteristics of 

multilateral negotiations are used to organise the events of the test-ban resolution process into a 

framework for discussion.  Theoretical ideas on power are used to explore the difficulties that small 

states have in achieving their goals in multilateral nuclear arms control negotiation.  This chapter 

presents material to explore the seventh proposition of this thesis, outlined in Chapter 1, that New 

Zealand had a certain degree of difficulty in achieving some of its preferences for the language of 

its test-ban resolution although New Zealand was able to play a useful role as a facilitator of 

consensus.  This chapter also expands on the two themes of this thesis.  Firstly, successful nuclear 

arms control requires the agreement of the nuclear-weapon states.  The influence that the nuclear-

weapon states had, even in the language of the test-ban resolution, is part of this theme.  Secondly, 

multilateral nuclear arms control negotiations are complex events.  The case study described below 

is only the pre-negotiation phase of the CTBT.  Even before getting to the table, there was a 

separate negotiation just as complex as what would follow in the main negotiation.

Following this introductory section, the chapter is divided into five sections.  The first 

section describes the test-ban resolution process as a means for New Zealand to achieve its policy 

goals.  The resolution process is described as a useful diplomatic avenue when other approaches 

were not available.  The second section describes the test-ban resolution process as the pre-

negotiation phase of the CTBT.  The third section details the characteristics of the pre-negotiation 

as an example of a multilateral negotiation.  The fourth section describes the application of power 

and argues that New Zealand faced serious obstacles to achieving its goals for a CTBT.  The fifth 

section summarises the main observations and elaborates on the idea of New Zealand as a 

facilitator, arguing that this may be a useful role for other small states in similar negotiation 

environments.

Much of the material in this chapter is taken from Ministry of Foreign Affairs and Trade 
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(MFAT) files.  The unrestricted access that this author had to the file material proved to be 

invaluable for a study such as this to be completed.  The information in the files was rich in detail 

and colourful in its descriptions of the test-ban resolution process.  However, because much of the 

material described New Zealand's relations with other states, this author had to observe certain 

restraints in the use of the material.  In many cases, the use of direct quotes, or the specific 

attribution of certain statements has been limited.  Certain specifics have been covered by general 

footnotes, or left unattributed.  For the purposes of verification, the author is willing to offer factual 

support to any statements that are contested by academic critics of this thesis.  

The test-ban resolution as a means of achieving policy goals

This section describes the United Nations General Assembly (UNGA) resolution process as the 

means that New Zealand used to exert diplomatic pressure. The history of the New Zealand's test-

ban resolution is briefly chronicled and it is argued that while the resolution was an effective means 

of exerting diplomatic pressure, this pressure was insufficient to advance nuclear arms control 

beyond the agenda of the nuclear-weapon states.

The UNGA resolution process

The UNGA convenes every year in September to conduct annual business.  The volume of business 

often means that the session will continue on into December, or even the following year.309  Part of 

this annual business is to vote on resolutions tabled by member states.  Resolutions fall into the 

category of ‘soft international law’.310  The UN Security Council can pass resolutions that are 

binding under international law.  In contrast, the UNGA has no such authority, except in matters 

regarding membership of the UNGA and UN budgetary issues.311  Resolutions in the UNGA are 

therefore non-binding on member states.  Resolutions are typically statements of perspective or 

intent.  Even though they are non-binding, a state will not support a resolution that expresses a 

perspective or intent that it does not agree with.  Depending on the issue, resolutions are passed by 

either a simple or a two-thirds majority.  If a majority is achieved, the resolution is then adopted by 

the UNGA.

Resolutions relating to disarmament are referred to the First Committee of the UNGA (see 

Chapter 7).  New Zealand's resolution on the test ban was first voted on in the First Committee, and 

309 Sydney D. Bailey, The United Nations: A Short Political Guide, London: The MacMillan Press Ltd., 1989, p.16.
310 Paul C. Szasz, ‘General Law-Making Processes’ in Christopher C. Joyner (ed.), The United Nations and 
International Law, Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1997, p.32.
311 Christopher C. Joyner, ‘Conclusion: The UN as International Law-Giver’ in Joyner, cited above, p.440.
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then moved to the plenary of the UNGA for a final vote.  States may either vote for or against a 

resolution, formally abstain from voting, or be absent from the vote.  Formal abstention might 

represent a desire by the state to remain neutral on the issue.  It might also represent support for the 

intention of the resolution, but not the language used.  The effectiveness of UNGA resolutions for 

creating norms of behaviour is discussed in the third sub-section of this section.

New Zealand's test-ban resolution

New Zealand assigned a high priority to the goal of a CTBT and pursued the most suitable 

diplomatic avenues for achieving it.  As suggested by the description of small state foreign policy in 

Chapter 7, New Zealand favoured a multilateral approach for achieving its goal.  Not being a 

member of the Conference on Disarmament until 1996 meant that New Zealand had limited 

opportunities for participating in multilateral nuclear arms control negotiations.  The device of a 

UNGA resolution was seen as the best way of securing international support for a test-ban 

agreement.  New Zealand hoped to be able to exert enough pressure on the nuclear-weapon states to 

advance the CTBT negotiation process.

The test-ban resolution was jointly tabled by New Zealand and Australia for the first time in 

1972.  Each state took turns sponsoring the resolution in the UNGA in subsequent years and both 

worked closely together in drafting the resolution text.  Although this thesis often refers to the test-

ban resolution as New Zealand's resolution, it was perhaps more accurately a joint New Zealand 

and Australian resolution.  Indeed, the MFAT files refer to it as the ANZ (an acronym for Australia 

and New Zealand) resolution.  Calling it New Zealand's resolution should in no way be inferred as 

belittling Australia’s massive role in the endeavour.  However, the resolution is used in this chapter 

as a case study of a New Zealand diplomatic action.  The access that this author had to MFAT files 

revealed many of the nuances of the resolution process from the New Zealand perspective.  To 

make the case study valid as a joint New Zealand and Australian initiative would have required the 

author to have also viewed the Australian files, which was beyond his scope.

From the inception of the test-ban resolution, New Zealand and Australia were supported in 

an informal grouping of states described in the MFAT files as the “core group”.  The core group 

initially comprised of Canada, Sweden, Japan, and the Netherlands (as well as New Zealand and 

Australia); Norway later joined the group and the Netherlands left in 1989 after a change of 

government.  The other states in the core group cosponsored the resolution and offered their input 

into the drafting process.  The procedure for the resolution would involve either New Zealand or 

Australia proposing a first draft of the resolution.  New Zealand and Australia would discuss their 

own amendments, then the draft would be tabled at meetings with the other core group states. 

Amendments proposed in the core group would be adopted or rejected by consensus.  The core 
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group would then seek other cosponsors for the resolution before the final draft was tabled in the 

First Committee for debate.

The resolution language took various forms over its history, changing to reflect different 

priorities.  Certain issues of what would be included and omitted had to be resolved in the core 

group.  The first MFAT files viewed by this author on the test-ban resolution detailed the debate in 

1975 of how to include Peaceful Nuclear Explosions (PNEs) in the language of the resolution.312  At 

this time there was still some scientific interest in the value of PNEs, and including them in the test-

ban resolution was a contentious issue.  New Zealand had yet to formulate a strong position on 

PNEs but was hesitant at banning them outright.  Other issues in the history of the resolution 

included the weight that should be given to the need for verification in a CTBT, the support that 

should be given to nuclear arms control efforts by the United States and the Soviet Union/Russia, 

and how strong the call should be for actual negotiations to begin.  Even among the core group 

states, these issues were contentious.  In 1975, New Zealand even considered not cosponsoring its 

own resolution after facing difficulty in achieving its preferences for language.  The intricacies and 

importance of language are discussed in a later section of this chapter.

The New Zealand resolution was not the only resolution that proposed a test ban.  Mexico 

tabled its own resolution during the period and it was not until 1991 that a merged text was agreed. 

The Mexican resolution typically used stronger language in calling for a test ban and often placed 

the test ban more explicitly in a disarmament framework.  It also focused less on verification and 

was more strident in its calls for negotiation.  The Mexican resolution was widely supported by the 

non-aligned movement (often abbreviated as NAM) states, but more moderate states in the Western 

grouping found it difficult to support.  New Zealand pursued the twin objectives of widespread 

support from all states for its resolution, initially with Australia and the rest of the core group and 

then in a wider forum, and getting the nuclear-weapon states to move to more conciliatory 

positions.  Reconciling these twin goals required some deft manoeuvring.

New Zealand's success in achieving support for its resolution was mixed.  The first 

resolution in 1972 received 65 votes for, 57 abstentions, and 7 against.313  New Zealand, with the 

help of Australia and the rest of the core group, whittled away at this result with the goal of 

increasing the votes for, changing the abstentions to votes for the resolution, and trying to ensure 

that there was not a greater number of abstentions and no votes than the previous year.  The 

resolution in 1988 achieved a new record with a result of 146-6-2, with only the United States and 

France voting no.  While the no vote since 1975 had only been reduced by five, the number of states 

supporting had increased dramatically.  The abstentions had also dropped significantly, leaving only 

312 MFAT file, III/12/8/8 Pt.1, 'International Affairs/Security/Reduction & Limitation of Armaments', 1/7/74-15/10/76.
313 This thesis uses the convention of listing the vote in the sequence of yes-abstaining-no, meaning that the 1972 result 
would be abbreviated as 65-57-7.
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a few states that supported the intention of the resolution, if not the specific language.  In 1992, a 

new record was set with 159 states voting for, four abstaining, and only the United States voting no 

(159-4-1).  The key shift was France changing its position from a no vote to an abstention, 

signalling that it was not opposing the resolution.  The resolution was adopted by consensus in 

1993.  This allowed substantial negotiation in the Conference on Disarmament to proceed and was 

for New Zealand the pinnacle of the resolution process.  Subsequent resolutions on a test ban were 

based on language agreed in the Conference.  This still required careful attention to drafting, but 

marked the end of a resolution process that sought consensus on starting a CTBT negotiation in the 

Conference.  The consensus adoption of the resolution and the start of negotiation for a CTBT in 

the Conference on Disarmament meant that New Zealand's role as a contributor to the process was 

reduced to its observer status in the Conference.  As a Conference member, Australia moved into a 

central position to advance the negotiation to the achievement of a CTBT.

The test-ban resolution as a means of exerting pressure

Throughout the promotion of the test-ban resolution from 1972, to its adoption by consensus in 

1993, New Zealand forced other states in the UNGA to declare their positions on the goal of a 

CTBT.  The resolution also acted as a measure of opinion among states: as support for the 

resolution increased, opportunities for meaningful talks on arms control increased.  

The resolution undoubtedly placed pressure on states, notably the nuclear-weapon states, but 

it is difficult to gauge how important that pressure was in achieving a negotiation mandate for the 

Conference on Disarmament.  States are concerned with their international image, and the majority 

want to cooperate in diplomatic forums and be seen as responsible.  There is an idea, especially in 

the UNGA, that mutual support for resolutions can be fostered.  States whose behaviour is 

perceived as disruptive, selfish, or obstructive on one issue might find cooperation from other states 

on another issue difficult to gain.  For example, the ill-feeling generated when the NPT Review 

Conference failed to reach consensus in 1990, due to the actions of a handful of states, created an 

atmosphere of distrust in nuclear arms control matters for several months after the event.  For 

certain states, this atmosphere meant that doors were closed, meetings cancelled, and interlocutors 

unavailable to discuss nuclear arms control issues.

So while states wanted to support New Zealand's resolution, because all states supported as 

least some form of CTBT in the future, each state wanted the resolution to reflect its own 

conception of what form the CTBT would take, and when it would be negotiated.  For example, the 

United States objected to language in the 1989 resolution that identified an ‘urgent' need to stop 

testing.314  As the United States relied on nuclear testing for the development and maintenance of its 

314 MFAT file, 5/21/2 Vol.1, ‘Nuclear Weapons and Proliferation/Nuclear Testing/CTBT’, 20/9/89-31/8/90.
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nuclear arsenal, regarded as central to its own security, the United States thought that there was a 

need to stop testing, but certainly not an urgent one.  Like the other nuclear-weapon states to a 

certain degree, the United States objected to other states trying to multilateralise nuclear arms 

control.  France was a late supporter of the resolution, moving to a yes vote only when it felt that its 

security policies were ready for a CTBT.

The vast majority of states, including all the nuclear-weapon states, wanted to achieve a 

CTBT.  Where they disagreed was when it should be achieved.  The United States and the Soviet 

Union/Russia traditionally wanted a CTBT to be part of their own bilateral nuclear relationship. 

Britain, France and China all had their own individual perceptions of when a CTBT could be 

balanced with the requirements of their nuclear deterrents.  Ironically, the reluctance of the nuclear-

weapon states to reach their own agreement on a CTBT only made non-nuclear-weapon states try to 

hasten the process.  That the United States and the Soviet Union/Russia had spent decades trying to 

negotiate a CTBT, with varying degrees of pressure from other states, suggests that both these states 

were to some degree immune from diplomatic pressure.  National security is a potent justification 

and has been used by individual states to defend policies objectionable to a majority of other states. 

The P5 in the Security Council are particularly used to using their veto power against the will of the 

majority.  All the nuclear-weapon states have resisted calls for nuclear arms control to varying 

degrees, even with concerted pressure in forums such as the UNGA, the Conference on 

Disarmament, and at the NPT Review Conferences.  It is reasonable to assume that the nuclear-

weapon states eventually supported New Zealand's test-ban resolution not because of international 

pressure, but because changes in their own security policies allowed them to do so.

The intricacies of the security policies of each nuclear weapons state are too detailed to 

review here.315  However, one general observation can be made: nuclear deterrence was always 

tempered by other factors, whether they be the cost of the nuclear arms race, concern over 

proliferation, or fear that the weapons might have to be used.  A CTBT could be supported for the 

right reasons, so long as the ability of nuclear weapons to fulfil their role was not threatened.  The 

nuclear-weapon states supported the test-ban resolution only when they were ready to do so.

What New Zealand's test-ban resolution did do was keep the issue alive and at the forefront 

of nuclear arms control considerations.  The resolution forced each nuclear-weapon state to work 

through a decision making process of how to vote on the resolution every year.  This ensured that 

the policy makers in each state were always forced to investigate the language, weigh their 

concerns, and in many cases, reveal to New Zealand just what changes had to take place in the text 

to secure their support.  The resolution ensured that when the nuclear-weapon states were ready for 

a CTBT, the procedures were in place to accommodate that readiness, and to translate it into formal 

315 Chapter 3 introduced the basics of nuclear policies.



Chapter 8: New Zealand's test-ban resolution                                                                             Page   152  

negotiations in the Conference on Disarmament.  Concerted efforts by New Zealand, Australia and 

the core group to isolate the United States and France on the CTBT issue may indeed have speeded 

up their shifts.  Without investigating the internal decision making processes of each state, 

conclusions are difficult.  Even if diplomatic pressure in this instance was unsuccessful, and the 

long record of the test-ban resolution suggests that this was most likely the case, the resolution did 

keep the issue salient, and ensured that it did not slip away from international consideration.

New Zealand's view of the value of the resolution

Over the two decade period that the resolution was tabled, it took on a natural momentum and 

became the centrepiece of New Zealand's nuclear arms control diplomacy.  New Zealand officials 

regarded the resolution as achieving three goals: maintaining New Zealand's diplomatic reputation, 

pressuring states to achieve a CTBT, and demonstrating the responsiveness of the government to 

domestic concerns about nuclear weapons.316  It was not made clear if there was any order of 

priority for these goals.

The first motivation for the resolution was to enhance New Zealand's legitimacy as an 

international conciliator, even if the goal of a CTBT was unrealistic.  New Zealand's reputation in 

diplomatic circles was an important factor.  The resolution confirmed New Zealand's standing as a 

moderate member of the international community and as a facilitator between Western and non-

aligned states.  The resolution also added credence to New Zealand's protests against France and 

demonstrated that New Zealand's opposition was to all nuclear tests, not just French tests.  New 

Zealand was translating its opposition to nuclear tests into diplomatic action. New Zealand certainly 

wanted a CTBT, and this was quite clearly articulated.  When consensus on the resolution was 

achieved, the change in positions of several key states happened quickly.317 

The second motivation was that New Zealand officials and policy makers did regard the 

resolution as a useful means of exerting pressure, otherwise they would not have kept up the effort 

for so many years.  States were lobbied to support the resolution, and the abstainers and the no 

voters were slowly reduced in number and isolated.  The MFAT files viewed by this author, and the 

comments made during interviews with officials, suggest that the resolution was viewed as a useful 

diplomatic tool for pressuring states towards the goal of a CTBT.318  However, the personnel 

involved accepted that there were no guarantees.  Their view was that they had to work 

optimistically and see the resolution as applying pressure.  To do otherwise would have been like 

‘abandoning diplomacy’.319 

316 MFAT file, 5/21/2 Vol.1, ‘Nuclear Weapons and Proliferation/Nuclear Testing/CTBT’, 20/9/89-31/8/90.
317 Interview: Alan Cook, Director: International Security and Arms Control Division, MFAT, 8 April 1998.
318 Interview: Alan Cook, cited above.
319 Quote from unnamed MFAT official during interview with Alan Cook, cited above. 
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The third motivation for the resolution was to show that the government was receptive to 

domestic opinion on nuclear issues.  Even though domestic opinion did not follow the intricacies of 

test-ban issues (with the exception of dedicated groups, see Chapter 7), MFAT officials worked on 

the basis that there was public support for broad nuclear arms control goals. 

The discussion in the previous sub-section suggested that the resolution process did have a 

useful role in keeping a test ban salient.  As noted, it is not clear that the resolution exerted enough 

pressure on the nuclear-weapon states to hasten their acceptance of a CTBT in advance of their own 

security and domestic political agendas.  The MFAT documents viewed by this author suggest that 

diplomatic pressure was not successful in this case.  Official optimism may therefore have been 

misguided.  However, the other two motivations for the test-ban resolution appear to have yielded at 

least partially successful results.  New Zealand's reputation as an international conciliator seems to 

have been enhanced.  Non-Governmental Organisation (NGO) observer Rebecca Johnson, now 

with the Acronym Institute, explained that New Zealand achieved a very high standing in terms of 

trustworthiness and honesty in the Conference on Disarmament.320  Some academics and interest 

groups have criticised New Zealand's moderate positions, but there does not appear to have been a 

major public backlash.321

What can be concluded is that belief by New Zealand officials in the value of the test-ban 

resolution as at least keeping the issue alive led to the resolution being tabled for every year over a 

two decade period.  That the resolution process finally facilitated the start of meaningful negotiation 

in the Conference on Disarmament was an achievement.  The test-ban resolution was useful for 

applying pressure, but perhaps not to the extent that some believed.  The power relationships 

between states in the CTBT pre-negotiation are discussed later in this chapter.  

The phases of the CTBT negotiation: the test-ban resolution as pre-negotiation

This section applies the idea that a negotiation can be divided into phases.  Recall from Chapter 2 

that Hoadley identified six phases that a negotiation passes through: diagnosis, pre-negotiation, 

negotiation, legitimation, implementation, and feedback.322  Chapter 6 suggested that in the case of 

the CTBT, there was some difficulty in dividing the negotiation into phases.  This section elaborates 

on that difficulty and introduces the idea that the test-ban resolution process supported by New 

320 Rebecca Johnson, interview, 18 September 1997.
321 The opposition of Greenpeace to sub-critical tests was represented in the MFAT files and the Peace Foundation’s 
calls for stronger nuclear arms control policies are well known; some academic criticism was voiced to this author by 
Terence O’Brien, Director of the Centre for Strategic Studies, and a former diplomat involved in the resolution process.
322 Steve Hoadley, The 1995 NPT Conference: An Application of Zartman’s Multilateral Negotiation Theory, Working 
Paper No.164, Canberra: ANU Peace Research Centre, 1986, p.1-4.
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Zealand in the UNGA can be viewed as the pre-negotiation phase of the CTBT negotiation.

The difficulty of identifying phases

As noted in Chapter 6, there is some difficulty in using phases to describe the CTBT negotiation. 

The difficulty is in identifying certain events and their relevance to the main negotiation.  The 

negotiation phase of the CTBT is the negotiation that took place in the Conference on Disarmament 

between 1994 and 1996.  This is the negotiation that led to the CTBT agreement, and by any 

reasonable definition is the negotiation phase.

The problem is that test-ban negotiations have been taking place among various participants 

and in various forums since 1958, all with the stated goal of a comprehensive test ban.  That these 

negotiations failed to produce a CTBT, but instead produced other agreements (the PTBT and the 

TTBT/PNET), excludes them to a certain extent.  Yet the relevance of these negotiations is still 

important.  The United States and the Soviet Union in particular were keen to retain their own 

bilateral processes that had produced the Partial and Threshold Test Ban Treaty agreements (PTBT 

and TTBT).  The operation of the TTBT was particularly salient to the United States in its 

consideration of verification in the CTBT negotiation.  The difficulty is to acknowledge the long 

history of test-ban negotiations without making the pre-negotiation and negotiation phases of the 

CTBT too cumbersome.

To be useful, the phase idea should establish some sort of relationship between the phases 

and establish a sequence where individual events can be slotted into a bigger process.  This is the 

value of using theoretical ideas to manage complexity.  The danger is that it might be necessary to 

exclude certain important events, or that the result might be a simplification of a complex process. 

With this in mind, the phase idea, as applied in this thesis, is explained below.

The UNGA resolution as the pre-negotiation phase

The pre-negotiation phase of the CTBT negotiation can be identified as the test-ban resolution 

process.  If the CTBT negotiation phase was the negotiation in the Conference on Disarmament 

between 1994 and 1996, then the pre-negotiation phase was the period where the barriers to getting 

to the table were removed and the formula for the negotiation agreed upon.  The test-ban resolution 

process in the UNGA fits this criteria.  Previous negotiations for a CTBT are treated as being 

separate, and regarded as the processes that produced the PTBT and the TTBT/PNET, which have 

already been described (see Chapter 6).  To extend either the pre-negotiation or negotiation phases 

for the CTBT back into these years would serve little purpose: national positions showed little 

flexibility until the 1990s.  The positions and outcomes of these previous negotiations should be 

treated as the preconceived perspectives that states brought to the pre-negotiation and negotiation 
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phases of the CTBT in the 1990s.  

Certain decisions of inclusion and exclusion have been taken by this author to accommodate 

the division of the CTBT into these phases.  This highlights the observation that while viewing a 

negotiation in a series of phases is useful, with a complex series of events such as the CTBT 

negotiations, certain arbitrary divisions must be made, possibly excluding important information. 

That the resolution was annually proposed from 1972 to its consensus adoption in 1993 makes the 

pre-negotiation phase very long.323  Lengthy negotiations are not unusual in nuclear arms control, 

and while the test-ban resolution overlapped with other agreements related to a CTBT, this only 

highlights the difficulty that states had in reaching agreement to actually start meaningful 

multilateral negotiation for a CTBT.

The degree to which a pre-negotiation phase of any negotiation sets the parameters of the 

actual negotiation phase varies.  The negotiation of the PTBT was relatively free from disagreement 

and the three leaders in Moscow were able to agree on the main issues in a matter of weeks (see 

Chapter 5).  This was because the pre-negotiation phase had been so successful in defining what 

was possible in the final agreement.  This was not the case with the CTBT.  The test-ban resolution 

succeeded in giving a mandate to the Conference on Disarmament to negotiate a CTBT.  However, 

it only gave vague instructions on what the final agreement would look like.  New Zealand was 

reluctant to use the resolution as a device for defining the parameters of the CTBT, realising that 

many states would not support language in the resolution that was too detailed.  The resolution 

directed the Conference on Disarmament to negotiate a test-ban agreement that was comprehensive, 

‘universal and internationally and effectively verifiable’.  The detail was to be left to the 

Conference.  This was also the belief of the majority of states: the test-ban resolution legitimised the 

start of negotiation in the Conference, but it was in that forum that the substantive issues be 

resolved.

The other phases of the CTBT

This chapter uses the pre-negotiation phase of the CTBT negotiation as a mini negotiation in itself 

for a case study analysis.  In promoting its test-ban resolution, New Zealand had to engage in 

negotiation with other states over the language that would be used in the resolution.  The phase 

approach has been used to help identify the pre-negotiation phase, although, as noted, there have 

been certain reasonable decisions made by the author as to where the divisions between phases 

would be placed.

Although New Zealand played a prominent role in the pre-negotiation phase, its role in the 

323 The MFAT files used for the majority of this case study are from the period 1989-1993.  Activity intensified during 
this period, overcoming many of the barriers of previous years, and this time period seems like a reasonable snap-shot 
of a two decade process.
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other phases was limited.  This was mainly because New Zealand was not a member of the 

Conference on Disarmament when the CTBT was negotiated.  Once the consensus resolution was 

agreed in 1993, and negotiation in the Conference initiated, New Zealand's role was reduced, but 

not ended.  New Zealand was an observer at the Conference during the CTBT negotiation, and by 

all accounts, still had a constructive, but not official, role to play.  New Zealand will also contribute 

to the international monitoring system once it is operational.  The pre-negotiation phase is the best 

phase to examine New Zealand's diplomacy because of the prominent role New Zealand played. 

New Zealand was able to engage in intensive negotiation of interest to academic analysis and be a 

leading state.  New Zealand's role in the other stages, while important, was more one of support 

than leadership, and while interesting, is not as open to analysis.

Of final phases of the CTBT negotiation, legitimation is taking place currently, with 

implementation and feedback to begin once the Treaty enters into force.  Chapter 6 provides some 

discussion of these phases.  However, for the remainder of this chapter it is the pre-negotiation 

phase that receives detailed attention.

Characteristics of the pre-negotiation

This section discusses the characteristics of the test-ban resolution as the pre-negotiation phase of 

the CTBT.  The pre-negotiation phase is treated as a separate negotiation, and Zartman’s six basic 

characteristics of multilateral negotiation (see Chapter 2) are used to draw out certain features.324 

Zartman’s six characteristics that define multilateral negotiation suggest that the pre-negotiation 

phase was: multiparty, multi-issue, multi-role, consensus seeking, rule making, and coalition 

building.  This author has added a seventh characteristic, and following a discussion of Zartman’s 

six characteristics, the idea that the pre-negotiation phase was also language-focused is explored.  In 

this section, theoretical ideas on multilateral negotiation are not only used draw out certain features 

of the test-ban negotiation but also to cast the events in a more colourful framework, suggesting the 

pre-negotiation phase was more complex than an extended series of meetings and excessive 

haggling over minor points of semantics. 

Multiparty

By definition, multilateral negotiation involves three or more states.  The test-ban resolution 

negotiation can be divided into four phases of negotiation.  In the first phase, either New Zealand or 

324 I. William Zartman, ‘The Complexities of Multilateral Negotiation’ in I. William Zartman (ed.), International 
Multilateral Negotiation: Approaches to the Management of Complexity, San Francisco: Jossey-Bass Publishers, 1994, 
p.4-7. 
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Australia, depending on which state was sponsoring the resolution for the particular year, would 

introduce a draft text for the resolution and both states would negotiate its terms bilaterally.  This 

negotiation was usually held in July, allowing sufficient time for the other three phases and the 

tabling of the resolution in the UNGA at the end of October.325  At this time however, only general 

principles would be established, goals for the year discussed, and particular problem areas 

identified.

In the second phase, typically during August, the draft resolution was taken to the other core 

group states for refinement. The majority of negotiation took place over the language of the 

resolution in this environment.  Each of the core group states had its own positions and perspectives 

on the resolution, and it was necessary to reconcile any differences before proceeding.

At various points in the history of the resolution, New Zealand and Australia tried to reach 

agreement with Mexico on a single resolution.  Mexico and its non-aligned movement supporters 

had a different agenda for their test-ban resolution, and finding compromise was difficult.  It was 

not until 1991 that a merged text was agreed.  In the third phase, typically during September, New 

Zealand and Australia took the core group draft text to Mexico and sounded out where there was 

agreement on the language and where there was disagreement.  New Zealand and Australia would 

then try to propose a compromise, but with the caveat that core group support for the resolution was 

always more important than support from Mexico and the non-aligned movement states.

In the fourth phase, prior to the tabling of the resolution in the UNGA at the end of October, 

any agreed Mexican modifications would be added to the draft text and it taken by different 

members of the core group to other states, particularly the nuclear-weapon states.  The draft text 

would be promoted, discussed, and the other states would generally indicate the necessary changes 

that would have to be made to secure their support.  The core group would then reconvene to 

discuss these issues, and the final negotiation on the text would take place.  On the basis of this text, 

cosponsors for the resolution would be sought.  The resolution was then tabled in the UNGA.

The pre-negotiation phase was therefore characterised by multiparty negotiation, but with 

four phases.  Figure 8.1 (see below) shows the phases of the pre-negotiation as four circles, with 

each successive circle including another group of states. 

325 The time schedule for the resolution remained essentially the same over the two decade period; any MFAT file in the 
series III/12/8/8 or 5/21/2 provides similar dates.
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Figure 8.1: Spheres of states involved in the pre-negotiation phase

Multi-issue

The content of any multilateral negotiation will be multifaceted, with multiple perspectives brought 

to bear on varied issues.  The MFAT files viewed by the author for the final few years of the test-

ban resolution describe six specific issues to be resolved: the role of a CTBT in nuclear arms 

control; the support that the resolution should give to bilateral nuclear arms control initiatives; 

when, and in what form, negotiation for a CTBT should be convened; the scope of any proposed 

treaty and how verification would be covered; how the outcomes of other conferences, such as the 

NPT Review Conferences and non-aligned movement conferences, would be acknowledged; and 

the inclusion and wording of an environmental paragraph in the resolution.  Each of these issues is 

elaborated on below, with comments on the respective positions of the negotiating states.

First, on the issue of the role of a CTBT, New Zealand and the core group wanted a CTBT 

at the beginning rather than the end of the nuclear arms control process, hence the title of the 

resolution as the ‘urgent need for a CTB[Comprehensive Test Ban]’.  The United States, in 

particular, objected to the inclusion of ‘urgent’ in the title, seeing this as an intrusion into its 

priorities for a CTBT.  ‘Urgent’ was later dropped from the title as a concession to the United 

States.  Mexico and the non-aligned movement states placed even more urgency on the process with 

calls for immediate negotiations and cessation of all nuclear test explosions.  On this issue, New 

Zealand and the core group balanced positions between the nuclear-weapon states and the non-
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aligned movement states, and phrased the language of the resolution to try and find compromise 

between the two approaches.

Second, the support that the resolution should give to bilateral nuclear arms control 

initiatives had to be negotiated.  These initiatives are described in the MFAT files as the phased 

approach; the phased approach and a similar definition, the step-by-step approach, are useful terms 

to describe the main features of the bilateral nuclear arms control process.326  To prevent confusion 

with discussions of phases elsewhere, this thesis uses the term step-by-step approach.  The step-by-

step approach is based on the nuclear-weapon states moving towards nuclear disarmament by a 

series of arms control phases, dictated by their own security needs.  Figure 8.2 (see below) shows 

the spectrum of support for the step-by-step approach between the nuclear-weapon states supporting 

the approach and the non-aligned movement states rejecting this approach.  New Zealand and the 

core group could move between the two poles in their support this approach.

Figure 8.2: Spectrum of support for step-by-step approach

The first difficulty was that the core group had to arrive at a unified position on the issue, 

and this was perhaps the most contentious issue in the resolution process.  There was disagreement 

in the core group over how much support to give to the step-by-step approach.  Some states tended 

to favour less acknowledgement of the step-by-step approach, more in line with the non-aligned 

movement position while others wanted reasonably strong support of the step-by-step approach. 

New Zealand moved between these two poles, trying to balance core group unity with support from 

both the non-aligned movement states and the nuclear-weapon states for the resolution.  New 

Zealand had to make tactical decisions: if the goal was to gain as much support for the resolution as 

possible, what language in the resolution would achieve this?  It was easy for the language to isolate 

a particular group, whether it be the non-aligned movement or the nuclear-weapon states.  New 

Zealand used core group unity as its basis for proceeding, then sold any outcomes to the other 

groups.  The final sub-section in this section of the chapter looks at the language-focused character 

326 MFAT file, 5/21/2 Vol.1, ‘Nuclear Weapons and Proliferation/Nuclear Testing/CTBT, 20/9/89-31/8/90, uses the 
term ‘phased approach and discusses relative positions; in an interview with this author, former diplomat Terence 
O’Brien used the term ‘step-by-step’ approach, interview 26 June 1998.

Nuclear-weapon states Mexico and the
non-aligned movement

Level of support for step-by-step approach

Support Rejection
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of the pre-negotiation phase.

Third, the issue of when and in what form a CTBT negotiation should take place had to be 

resolved.  The debate was over how pronounced the call should be in the resolution for the 

Conference on Disarmament to start negotiation, and whether that negotiation be exploratory, 

preparatory or comprehensive.  The spectrum of opinion was identical to that for the step-by-step 

approach.  New Zealand again played a balancing role within the core group and between the core 

group, the non-aligned movement, and the nuclear-weapon states.

Fourth, the scope of the test ban called for in the resolution had to be decided.  The core 

group was relatively united behind the notion that a CTBT would encompass all nuclear explosions 

and contain a comprehensive verification regime.  Sweden, in particular, had done a lot of technical 

work on verification since the 1970s and was well versed in different regimes and their operation. 

The nuclear-weapon states generally supported verification, although their relative positions 

differed over the technical details.  The nuclear-weapon states were less supportive of a CTBT that 

banned all explosions, and this lack of support was a major issue in the CTBT negotiation phase in 

the Conference on Disarmament.  The non-aligned movement states were less enamoured with the 

complexities of various verification techniques and were more focused on achieving a commitment 

from the nuclear-weapon states not to conduct test explosions.  Some had also not abandoned the 

idea that PNEs might yield some civilian benefit, hence their focus on just nuclear weapon test 

explosions rather than all nuclear explosions.  New Zealand wanted to advance the goal of a truly 

comprehensive test ban, but knew that a functional verification regime was essential to get the 

support of the nuclear-weapon states, particularly the United States.

Fifth, it had to be agreed as to what acknowledgement would be given to other nuclear arms 

control initiatives and statements.  A particularly contentious issue was the degree of 

acknowledgement that the resolution should give to the outcomes of other conferences such as the 

NPT Review Conferences and the non-aligned movement conferences that issued nuclear arms 

control declarations.  When NPT Review Conferences were controversial, for example the 1990 

conference where there was a high level of acrimony that prevented agreement on a final 

conference declaration, New Zealand wanted the resolution to reflect consensus positions without 

offending individual states.  To secure the support of the non-aligned movement for the resolution it 

was often important to acknowledge their declarations.  Such acknowledgement ran the risk of 

offending more moderate states, or making the resolution captive to non-aligned movement 

declarations.  Several states in the core group were particularly wary of acknowledging extreme 

non-aligned movement positions, but admitting this would have belittled the contribution of the 

non-aligned movement.  A compromise position was often used, following a formula that 

declarations from elsewhere would be “noted”, a neutral term, in the resolution without actually 
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quoting from the declarations.  The core group still faced pressure from the non-aligned movement 

to give more weight to their work, just as the United States wanted to see greater recognition of the 

step-by-step approach.

The sixth and final issue, and perhaps the least controversial, was the weight that should be 

given to environmental concerns about nuclear testing in the resolution.  Even though the 

environmental effects of nuclear testing mobilised public opposition, New Zealand did not give it 

much weight in its resolution.  New Zealand had some concerns about the desirability of putting too 

much emphasis on the environmental effects of nuclear testing, since this might reduce the impact 

of the resolution.  There was some pressure from observers for strong environmental language and 

New Zealand thought that the inclusion of a limited paragraph would silence criticism without 

affecting the resolution.  It was decided in 1990 that the resolution would use environmental 

language that the United States and Britain had accepted at the NPT Review Conference in 1990. 

France was particularly wary of environmental language and wanted to avoid being singled out for 

its tests in the Pacific, especially because it believed that its tests were not damaging the 

environment to the extent that some observers were claiming.

To sum up thus far, pre-negotiation for the CTBT and securing agreement on the test-ban 

resolution involved six main issues with a variety of perspectives.  Reconciling the differences in 

perspectives within the core group, and between the core group and other state groupings was a 

difficult and complex process.  New Zealand demonstrated a notable faculty for finding 

compromise positions that secured high levels of support for its resolution.

Multi-role

It follows that if there are multiple states, then each state can play a different role in the negotiation. 

Zartman suggested that states can choose to be drivers, conductors, defenders, breakers, or 

cruisers.327  Drivers organise the other parties and try to move them towards agreement on the 

driver’s terms; conductors act as managers and try to organise other parties, but unlike drivers, act 

from a more neutral position; defenders are single issue participants and tend to promote a single 

position or issue; breakers seek to block agreement, either to stymie the outcome or to protect their 

freedom of movement; and cruisers have no strong attachment to an issue or position and may be 

organised by drivers or conductors to act as followers.  As well as choosing different roles, states 

choose to vary the level of their participation depending on the issue and their ability to influence 

the outcome.

In the pre-negotiation for the CTBT, New Zealand typically took the roles of driver and 

conductor.  New Zealand acted as a driver in that it promoted the resolution and moved other states 

327 Zartman, cited above.
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to support it.  This applied to states both within the core group and outside it.  New Zealand actively 

lobbied non-aligned movement states, such as Mexico, and nuclear-weapon states, such as the 

United States, to try to convince them of the merits of adopting a particular position.  New Zealand 

also acted as a conductor on issues that it was less attached to.  Agreement was important to ensure 

that a widely supported resolution was tabled in the UNGA every year.  In acting as a conductor, 

New Zealand facilitated agreement.

Other states in the core group took varying roles and with different levels of participation 

depending on the issue.  Participation also depended on the personalities of the negotiators.  A new 

representative for a particular state might act as a defender or a breaker on an issue to discover 

exactly what their limits might be on future issues.  In general, the core group states tended not to 

be cruisers, although there were less important issues for some.  Most of the core group took an 

active role and tried advance their own individual goals to a certain degree.

In the wider groupings of states that New Zealand lobbied and consulted with as part of the 

test-ban resolution process there were a greater variety of roles played.  Mexico acted as a driver for 

the non-aligned movement; the most difficult compromises to find were those between New 

Zealand and Australia acting as drivers for the core group, and Mexico acting as a driver for the 

non-aligned movement.  Other states took an interest in particular issues: the United States and 

France consistently acted as breakers by voting no on the resolution, and were the last states to 

move to a yes vote.  The United States resisted the intention of the resolution to dictate the pace of 

nuclear arms control while France was prickly about being singled out for extra approbation.  

In the CTBT pre-negotiation, New Zealand took an active role, either as a driver or a 

conductor.  These roles, and New Zealand's success in playing them, were crucial for achieving the 

compromises that secured high levels of UNGA support for the test-ban resolution.

Consensus seeking

It was not a formal requirement for the resolution to have consensus support, either from the core 

group or from a wider grouping of states.  However, New Zealand had the self-imposed condition 

that consensus in the core group was crucial to carry the resolution to a wider forum.  The purpose 

of the core group was to construct a consensus-based resolution that could be taken to a wider 

forum.  This self-imposed condition gave individual states within the core group an effective veto. 

Once Mexico joined the New Zealand and Australian resolution in 1991, on the understanding that 

they would work towards consensus on the resolution, another state had an effective veto.

It was difficult for disagreement among these states to be accommodated without 

undermining the consensual nature of the test-ban resolution.  This meant that there was extra 

pressure on finding the necessary compromises: agreement had to be secured by one means or 
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another.  New Zealand placed emphasis on finding the language that would secure agreement (see 

sub-section below).  New Zealand also used other tactical devices to achieve consensus: New 

Zealand used core group intransigence to indicate to Mexico that compromise was not possible on 

certain issues.  Also, fresh sheets of paper, or clean drafts, were used in negotiation between the 

core group and Mexico, rather than each side bringing a draft of its own resolution; this was 

designed to prevent the tit-for-tat trading of paragraphs.  In 1990, New Zealand encouraged the 

United States to abstain on New Zealand's resolution as part of the process of building consensus 

around the text, which was more likely to attract consensus than the Mexican text.328

Thus, consensus added weight to New Zealand's test-ban resolution, but put a high degree of 

emphasis on compromise and finding the right nuance of rhetoric that would satisfy all the states 

involved.

Rule making

As noted in Chapter 2, Zartman argued that multilateral negotiation between states typically 

involves the agreeing of rules rather than the distribution of tangible items.329  This has been true to 

a certain extent in nuclear arms control: multilateral agreements have dictated conduct relating to 

nuclear weapons, while bilateral agreements have limited the actual physical deployment of certain 

systems.  However, one can postulate that multilateral nuclear arms control will in the future be 

concerned with tangible nuclear weapons.  This will particularly be the case if the five nuclear-

weapon states, with the possible inclusion of India, Pakistan and Israel, agree to negotiate on 

nuclear arms reductions, although this would require major policy shifts to take place.

New Zealand wanted the test-ban resolution not to make too many rules before actual 

negotiation for a CTBT took place.  Many states resisted the idea that the UNGA, through the 

resolution, impose too many restrictions on the negotiation in the Conference on Disarmament. 

There was resistance, particularly from the nuclear-weapon states, to a resolution presupposing that 

a CTBT would ban all nuclear tests; leaving the scope of the Treaty to be negotiated in the 

Conference was a major goal of the nuclear-weapon states.  States that were reluctant to see the 

resolution dictating when negotiation in the Conference would start opposed any language in the 

resolution that implied that the Conference should adopt a negotiating mandate; these states 

preferred that the Conference be given a more exploratory role, rather than starting actual 

negotiation for an agreement.  In 1991, the resolution suggested that the Conference be given an 

‘appropriate mandate’, rather than explicitly mentioning negotiation.330

The CTBT pre-negotiation phase was therefore more about securing the relevant 

328 MFAT file, 5/21/2 Vol.2, ‘Nuclear Weapons and Proliferation/CTBT’, 1/9/90-3/10/90.
329 Zartman, cited above.
330 MFAT file, 5/21/2 Vol.4, ‘Nuclear Weapons and Proliferation/CTBT’, 1/8/91-30/11/91.
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expressions of intention than formal rule-making for the negotiation phase.  The resolution tried to 

achieve a consensus agreement on recognising the progress that had been made in nuclear arms 

control to date and how a CTBT could supplement that progress.  It also tried to secure the 

intentions of states to try to achieve a CTBT, and use the Conference on Disarmament as the forum 

to start the appropriate talks.  The rules finally established were that the agreement be 

comprehensive, universal, and effectively verifiable.  The 1993 resolution was necessarily vague on 

any further detail of the negotiation in the Conference, and this was necessary to secure agreement. 

Coalition building

Zartman also found that coalitions are often used to manage complexity in multilateral negotiation; 

numerous issues and perspectives are reduced to a manageable size by the formation of coalitions 

between states.331

In the pre-negotiation phase of the CTBT, there were several coalitions.  The composition of 

these coalitions and their roles have already been discussed to a certain extent in this section. 

Figure 8.3 (see below) is this author's depiction of the main coalitions in the resolution process and 

their respective roles.

Figure 8.3: Coalitions in the CTBT pre-negotiation

Coalition Role played
New Zealand and Australia Initial proposal and tabling of the 

resolution
Core group: New Zealand, 

Australia, Canada, Japan, 

Sweden, the Netherlands 

(replaced by Norway, 1989)

Modification of the resolution to include 

the perspectives of, mainly, the nuclear-

weapon states and other Western states 

New Zealand, Australia and 

Mexico

Intermediaries to reconcile competing 

core group and non-aligned movement 

positions
Mexico and the non-aligned 

movement

Support for the resolution if certain 

acknowledgements of non-aligned 

positions included
Nuclear-weapon states and allies A variety of constructive and 

obstructive roles depending on the issue

331 Zartman, cited above.
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The main function performed by the coalitions was to reduce the number of perspectives 

that had to be accommodated, at different meetings, and at different stages of the negotiation on the 

text of the resolution.  The most significant interplay was between the core group and the 

Mexico/non-aligned movement group.  New Zealand, Australia and Mexico formed an ad hoc 

coalition that would reconcile competing perspectives.  The deliberations of Mexico and its non-

aligned movement supporters, and the deliberations in the core group, were deliberately kept 

separate to allow each group to fully and frankly reach its own positions.  Joint meetings involving 

all the interested states from both the core group and the non-aligned movement could have delayed 

the process and led to some acrimony.

Coalitions therefore played an important role in the pre-negotiation phase of the CTBT by 

building consensus, often in quite formal groupings such as the core group and the non-aligned 

movement.  Coalitions allowed smaller groups to arrive at consensus positions with a minimum of 

difficulty.  The ad hoc coalition formed by New Zealand, Australia and Mexico acted as an 

intermediary to reconcile the differences that might have prevented high levels of support for the 

test-ban resolution.

Language-focused

In all nuclear arms control negotiations and agreements, whether they be bilateral or multilateral, 

language is important.  Words convey certain subtleties of meaning, and these subtleties are very 

important to states.  Being picky over language is a useful tactic if a state wants to delay a 

negotiation.  However, a state is also conscious that an agreement imposes obligations, so it wants 

to make sure that the obligations the language imposes are clear or acceptable.  Bilateral nuclear 

arms control negotiations are just as concerned with language as multilateral ones.  However, this 

author’s study of New Zealand's test-ban resolution has suggested that the use of language in 

multilateral nuclear arms control might be differentiated from its counterpart in bilateral nuclear 

arms control.  In multilateral negotiations a state can propose bridging language to reconcile the 

differences between two perspectives.  Both the two perspectives must concede to adopt the new 

language.  The state proposing the bridging language not only facilitates consensus, but also 

succeeds in advancing the language that reflects its own perspective.  A third state, proposing new 

language that finds consensus but advances its own perspective, is not a feature of bilateral nuclear 

arms control negotiation.

New Zealand played this sort of bridging role at certain junctures in the test-ban resolution 

process.  By positioning itself between competing perspectives, either in the core group, between 

the core group and the non-aligned movement, or in other coalitions (see above), New Zealand 

placed a high emphasis on finding bridging language.  This allowed consensus to be achieved and 
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also allowed New Zealand to continue to position itself as a moderate state.  Some of the bridging 

language used by New Zealand is discussed below.

Careful drafting and selection of consensus language was one of the skills that New Zealand 

brought to the test-ban resolution process.  The process at many times appeared to be an exercise in 

semantics, in finding clever words, rather than the traditional trade-offs of concrete commitments 

that might be expected in a negotiation.  For example, in 1991, one debate in the core group was 

over what language to use to endorse the preliminary test-ban work done in the Conference on 

Disarmament.  Some states wanted a weak term, ‘continue’, so that the resolution would not be 

asking the Conference to increase its work on a test ban beyond what was acceptable to the nuclear-

weapon states and their supporters.  Other states wanted to use the word ‘intensify’, to suggest that 

the Conference expand its work.  New Zealand found the bridging language by proposing ‘advance 

further’ as the mandate for the Conference.332  In the same resolution, there was debate in the core 

group over how to acknowledge the consultations and discussions that had taken place with the 

non-aligned movement at the PTBT Amendment Conference.  States in the core group more 

sympathetic to the non-aligned movement proposed that the consultations be acknowledged as a 

‘constructive exchange of views’.  Those states less sympathetic proposed that simply an ‘exchange 

of views’ was more appropriate.  New Zealand avoided attachments of value by proposing factual 

language: ‘recalling’ that views had been exchanged at the Amendment Conference.333  In 1992, it 

was proposed that the resolution acknowledge the new relationship between the United States and 

Russia since the break-up of the Soviet Union.  The non-aligned movement was wary of welcoming 

the new rapprochement.  Several states in the core group suggested that the resolution use the word 

‘partnership’ to describe the relationship, a term used by both the United States and Russia 

themselves.  New Zealand argued that the term ‘improved relationship’ would bridge the two 

perspectives.334

New Zealand was not the only state to find compromise or bridging language in the test-ban 

resolution process, but was probably the most successful in using it to achieve its goals.  New 

Zealand was often able to use its bridging language not only to facilitate agreement but to advance 

its own goals of consensus and maintaining its position as a moderate state between the competing 

perspectives on a CTBT. 

332 MFAT file, 5/21/2 Vol.4, ‘Nuclear Weapons and Proliferation/CTBT’, 1/8/91-30/11/91.
333 MFAT file, 5/21/2 Vol.4, ‘Nuclear Weapons and Proliferation/CTBT’, 1/8/91-30/11/91.
334 MFAT file, 51/21/2 Vol.5A, ‘Nuclear Weapons and Proliferation/CTBT’, 1/12/91-31/4/93.
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The application of power

In Chapter 2, theoretical ideas on power were discussed.  That discussion drew on the works of 

several theorists and suggested that small states can achieve their goals in negotiation with larger 

states by two means: firstly, issue-specific structural power, where the small state is more powerful 

on a specific issue; and secondly, through behavioural power, if the small state can effectively use 

negotiating tactics to convince the larger state to make concessions.  The following discussion 

investigates the role of power in the CTBT pre-negotiation phase in two examples: firstly, in the 

relationship between the core group and the nuclear-weapon states, and secondly, in the relationship 

between the core group and the non-aligned movement.  Each example discusses both issue-specific 

structural power and behavioural power.  Both these examples serve to reinforce the argument that 

New Zealand was not able to use power to pressure the nuclear-weapon states into conceding to its 

positions, but was able to get the non-aligned movement to move away from its stronger rhetoric.

Power relationships between the core group and the nuclear-weapon states

Within the core group, disputes over the language of the resolution were usually resolved through 

coalitions and by convincing arguments.  Each state had the power of effective veto, but the goal of 

consensus was enough to ensure that compromises would eventually be made.  The application of 

power was therefore based not only on the weight of numbers, but also the strength of rhetoric and 

the conviction that each state displayed for a particular position.

In the relationship between the core group and the nuclear-weapon states, the balance of 

issue-specific structural power can be determined using Habeeb’s idea that the balance depends on 

the ability of each group to find alternatives to their relationship with the other.335  What the core 

group had to offer the nuclear-weapon states was a widely supported resolution that called for a 

CTBT in moderate language.  However, the nuclear-weapon states did not need the resolution if 

they wanted to initiate their own test-ban treaty talks and were also not concerned that the majority 

of international opinion was against them on this issue.  The core group did not have any alternative 

to achieving consensus on the test-ban resolution, except through the nuclear-weapon states.  The 

nuclear-weapon states therefore had greater issue-specific structural power.  This disadvantage 

forced the core group to be continually conscious of how the language that the resolution used 

compared to the perspectives of the nuclear-weapon states.  This was most clearly evident in 1993. 

Early discussions on the resolution between the core group and the nuclear-weapon states indicated 

that France and the United States might vote yes on the resolution.  The prospect of full consensus 
335 William Habeeb, Power and Tactics in International Negotiation, Baltimore: The John Hopkins University Press, 
1988, p.17-23.
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increased the power of the United States and France and allowed both states to insist on language in 

the resolution that reflected their perspectives.336

New Zealand and the rest of the core group tried to compensate for their disadvantage in 

issue-specific structural power by increasing their behavioural power.  This involved the application 

of tactical devices.  The nuclear-weapon states were consulted before the tabling of each resolution 

and their concerns discussed.  France and the United States received the most attention as they were 

the last of the nuclear-weapon states to vote yes to the resolution.  Rhetorical tactical devices were 

mainly used, with New Zealand promoting the test-ban resolution as a moderate approach, as a 

worthy cause to support, as an alternative to a stronger resolution, and as commensurate with the 

goals of nuclear arms control.  In 1992, another state suggested that the test-ban resolution be voted 

on paragraph by paragraph; this would have forced the United States to vote no against language in 

the resolution that welcomed US legislation.337  However, this tactical approach was not adopted by 

New Zealand.  How effective these tactics were is not clear without investigating the internal 

decision making processes of each of the nuclear-weapon states, which is not possible here.  The 

record of the resolution does suggest that these tactics were not particularly successful.  New 

Zealand usually found the nuclear-weapon states as being receptive to discussions and exchanges, 

but each state pursued its own agenda and shifted positions based on its own decision-making 

imperatives.

Power relationships between the core group and the non-aligned movement

The core group enjoyed a more favourable balance of issue-specific structural power with the non-

aligned movement on the issue of the test-ban resolution.  This power relationship did not move in 

the core group’s favour until 1991 when a joint text was agreed between the core group and 

Mexico.  Up until then, the core group and Mexico had competed to find the more widely supported 

language for a test-ban resolution.  This saw the unusual situation of two test-ban resolutions being 

tabled every year, one by the core group, and the other by Mexico reflecting non-aligned movement 

positions.

In 1991, a joint resolution text was agreed.  The moderate language in the resolution 

surprised many Western states, suggesting that the main compromises were made by the non-

aligned movement.  A closer investigation of the language in the resolution also suggests that the 

core group was able to ensure that its perspectives were retained.  New Zealand's resolution had 

attracted the most support in the UNGA, so the core group had the position of greater consensus 

that suggested to the non-aligned movement that the core group language was the more widely 

336 MFAT file, 5/21/2 Vol.6, ‘Nuclear Weapons and Proliferation/CTBT’, 1/7/93-31/10/93.  The 1993 resolution was 
notably slimmed down from versions in previous years.
337 MFAT file, 51/21/2 Vol.5A, ‘Nuclear Weapons and Proliferation/CTBT’, 1/12/91-31/4/93.
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accepted.  As it became evident that the core group might succeed in attracting the nuclear-weapon 

states to revise their positions, it became clear to the non-aligned movement that they should 

support the more moderate language.  Because the core group resolution was more widely 

supported in the UNGA, and viewed favourably by the nuclear-weapon states, the non-aligned 

movement had fewer alternatives to their relationship with the core group.  The core group 

therefore had greater issue-specific structural power.

Both the core group and the non-aligned movement used tactical devices to reinforce or 

offset the issue-specific structural balance of power.  Again, these devices were mainly rhetorical. 

In the informal grouping of New Zealand, Australia and Mexico, all three often resorted to 

suggesting that each was captured by the positions of its supporters: New Zealand and Australia 

argued that their positions were captive to core group unity and they could not move because of 

positions that had already been agreed.  In turn, Mexico argued that it was captive to the wishes of 

the non-aligned movement.  When necessary, all three played up or down their ability to act as 

drivers within their respective groups.  In using this tactic, all three states were adopting an idea 

defined by Robert Putnam as ‘tying hands’ where a negotiator would argue that his or her position 

was dictated by domestic political conditions.338  

Trying to alter the balance of power through the force of argument and the manipulation of 

language required subtle manoeuvring between various forums and meetings, and the deft handling 

of different draft documents.  At times, tactical considerations meant that certain information was 

withheld from certain groups at certain times.  Damage control and fast talking by diplomatic 

personnel was sometimes required, but should be seen as the natural machinations of this type of 

process where competing perspectives had to be reconciled.

The final result of the power relationship between the core group and the non-aligned 

movement was a joint resolution in 1991 that primarily reflected the positions of New Zealand and 

the rest of the core group.  The greater support that New Zealand's previous resolutions attracted 

was the primary factor in weighing the balance of power in New Zealand's favour.

Summary 

Firstly, this section summarises the main observations from this chapter and secondly, elaborates on 

the idea that New Zealand played the role of a facilitator in the CTBT pre-negotiation process.  This 

role might serve as a model for future behaviour by New Zealand or by other small states in 

multilateral nuclear arms control negotiations.

338 Robert D. Putnam, ‘Diplomacy and Domestic Politics: the Logic of Two-Level Games’ in International 
Organisation 42, 3, Summer 1998, p.440.
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Summary of observations

New Zealand had limited diplomatic opportunities to achieve its goal of a CTBT.  The test-ban 

resolution that was tabled in the UNGA over a two decade period was a useful device for New 

Zealand to advance its goals.  The resolution was used not only to reflect New Zealand's position on 

a CTBT but to build consensus to pressure the nuclear-weapon states to start negotiations for a 

CTBT in the Conference on Disarmament.  New Zealand officials regarded the resolution as 

achieving three goals: maintaining New Zealand's diplomatic reputation, pressuring states to 

achieve a CTBT, and demonstrating the responsiveness of the government to domestic concerns 

about nuclear weapons.  These goals were achieved, but the evidence suggests that the nuclear-

weapon states resisted any pressure and used their positions to ensure that the language of the 

consensus resolution in 1993 reflected their concerns and captured their own policy changes.

Negotiation theory suggested that the CTBT negotiation process could be viewed as a series 

of phases.  This chapter has argued that the test-ban resolution, a mini negotiation in itself, can be 

regarded as the pre-negotiation phase of the CTBT.  As New Zealand was a key state in the pre-

negotiation phase, it played an important role in the overall negotiation of the CTBT.

Negotiation theory also proved to be useful as a tool for recasting the complex events of the 

pre-negotiation phase into alternative conceptions and language.  The discussion of the pre-

negotiation phase using Zartman’s six characteristics on multilateral negotiation was used to expand 

on the nature of the pre-negotiation phase and elaborate the role played by New Zealand.  The 

discussion also emphasised the idea that states can play different roles in a multilateral negotiation 

and that coalitions are a useful device for managing complex issues and building consensus.

The discussion of power in the pre-negotiation phase suggests that New Zealand was at a 

disadvantage when dealing with the nuclear-weapon states.  New Zealand was unable to overcome 

its disadvantage in issue-specific structural power against it, despite trying to increase its 

behavioural power.  This disadvantage meant that the nuclear-weapon states were able to resist 

pressure and were also able to ensure that the resolution reflected their policy positions.  New 

Zealand did hold the advantage in issue-specific structural power over Mexico and the non-aligned 

movement.  New Zealand was able to use this advantage to ensure that the joint resolutions from 

1991 reflected its own positions.

New Zealand's role as a facilitator

In the pre-negotiation phase of the CTBT, New Zealand played an important role as a facilitator. 

New Zealand had its own goals to advance, but worked hard to find consensus among competing 

perspectives so that agreements could be made.  Consensus and the weight of numbers was used by 

New Zealand to compensate for any limitations imposed by its size or lack of power.  New Zealand 
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was fortunate in that its goals were moderate enough to attract widespread support, and flexible 

enough to accommodate other perspectives.  In the actual CTBT negotiation in the Conference on 

Disarmament, New Zealand tried to expand this facilitator role by assisting in the finding of 

consensus.

Although this chapter is only one case study of small state behaviour in multilateral nuclear 

arms control negotiations, certain prescriptive conclusions can be made.  These conclusions are 

based on New Zealand's role in the CTBT pre-negotiation and may not apply to other states or to 

other negotiations; scholars may like to consider their value in future case studies.  New Zealand's 

role suggests the following conclusions:

1. That a small state can compensate for lack of power by attracting other states to its positions. 

This can be both successful and unsuccessful, depending on the balance of issue-specific 

structural power and the application of behavioural power.

2. That if a small state is unable to exert pressure or achieve its goals, it can still play a useful role 

in helping other states reconcile their differences.  The success of a small state in this role 

depends on the weight it attaches to consensus and its creativity in finding compromise 

solutions.

3. That by playing the role of facilitator or consensus-builder, a small state can enhance its 

diplomatic reputation and become a valued participant in multilateral nuclear arms control, even 

if it does not have a nuclear industry.

4. That a small state is more likely to secure support for its goals and achieve its goals if those 

goals are moderate and flexible.  Moderate goals can attract support from both sides of a 

spectrum; flexibility allows other perspectives to be accommodated and compromises made to 

achieve consensus.

While these conclusions may not apply to other negotiations or other states, New Zealand appears 

to have found a formula for advancing its nuclear arms control goals and enhancing its diplomatic 

reputation.  New Zealand's interest in nuclear arms control continues and it seems likely that New 

Zealand will continue to support moderate positions, increase its power through coalition building, 

and play a useful role in helping to find consensus on controversial issues.  Future progress in 

nuclear arms control might be advanced by this means, but is likely to remain heavily dominated by 

the nuclear-weapon states.



Chapter 9: Themes, conclusions and looking to the future

The completion of the foregoing analysis on nuclear arms control negotiation and New Zealand's 

role provides an opportunity to reflect on the principal findings.  This chapter presents discussion 

firstly of the two themes that establish the broad approach, and secondly the seven conclusions that 

can be drawn from the propositions explored in each chapter.  In the third section, New Zealand's 

future nuclear arms control policies are discussed.  Also, suggestions for further research are 

offered in the hope that other scholars will find this field as fruitful as this author has, and cultivate 

it more intensively as their interests, time, and resources allow.

Two themes

Theme I: A historical survey of nuclear arms control negotiations suggests that they are not  

bounded technical exercises but open-ended political processes.

Although it is possible to identify some common elements and features, each negotiation described 

in this thesis took place in unique circumstances.  Goals were different, as were the influences 

acting on the negotiators at the table.  The detail of the final agreements depended on the 

negotiation process (involving bargaining, concession making, the application of power, coalition 

building, persuasive rhetoric, and other typical negotiation devices), the policies of the states 

involved (which were often shifting), the personalities and perspectives of the negotiators, and 

external factors such as domestic political constraints and world opinion.  The treaties described in 

this thesis were constructed through this process.  Nuclear arms control negotiation requires the 

participants to construct an agreement based on consensus, rather than selecting an outcome from a 

menu of predetermined positions.  Negotiation theory is an essential discipline, and has served to 

enrich the study of negotiations, but applying a universal theory of prescription or explanation is 

problematic.  However, theory is a useful tool and can be used to expand and recast actual events 

into new terms and definitions that elaborate on the negotiation process.  Such a use for theory was 

applied to a case study on the pre-negotiation of the Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty (CTBT) in 

Chapter 8.

The record of nuclear arms control highlights the difficulty of overcoming differences 

between states.  Political differences were always the most intractable as states brought competing 
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perspectives, priorities and goals to the negotiating table.  To add further difficulty, states also had 

to balance domestic pressures with their official positions.  Technological issues raised new 

problems.  As scientists and engineers created new warheads and delivery vehicles in the nuclear 

arms race between the United States and the Soviet Union, the bureaucrats and military decision-

makers had to decide how the new weapons would be integrated into the deterrence strategy, while 

the negotiators had to reconcile their impact on the bilateral process.  Technology also impacted on 

multilateral nuclear arms control.  Once it was decided in the CTBT negotiation to proceed with a 

global monitoring system, new questions were raised: how many stations, of what type, staffed by 

whom, in what countries, funded by whom, responsible to whom, and with what procedures to 

exchange data on a suspicious event?  Technical experts had to complement the work of the 

political decision-makers, but it was always the latter that made the breakthroughs.  

The length and technical nature of the final agreements makes bilateral nuclear arms control 

look like a technical process of finding the numbers that would satisfy both perspectives.  This was 

part of the process, but political will was required to make the necessary leap between the poles of 

disagreement that characterised the bilateral relationship.  Each negotiation is an interesting 

example of not just working the numbers, but the political process of negotiation involving the 

trading of concessions, and the reconciling of different forces that acted on the negotiators in the 

reaching of agreement.  The length and detail of many treaties makes them appear to be technical 

solutions, but the numbers tend to mask the necessary political compromises that were made to get 

them.339

Multilateral negotiations are complex by their very nature: the need to reconcile many 

different perspectives.  This complexity has made multilateral nuclear arms control different from 

its bilateral counterpart.  The focus in the former is often on procedure, such as using coalitions to 

reduce the number of competing perspectives that have to be reconciled at any one time.  While the 

desire for consensus can allow a single state to hold back progress, there is often the opportunity for 

the negotiation to proceed anyway, building agreement elsewhere in preparation for the necessary 

political breakthroughs.  The number of multilateral nuclear arms control agreements disguises the 

negotiations that have been going on behind the scenes, in various forums, for several decades. 

These negotiations put frameworks, procedures, and understandings in place ready for the high-

level political breakthroughs that allowed substantive progress to be made, and complexity 

overcome.

What the history of nuclear arms control negotiation suggests is that progress in the future is 

likely to be difficult, will deal with a wide variety of issues, and require the focused attention of 

339 The US State Department public release of the START I agreement is 280 pages, while a reformatted version of the 
CTBT from the NGO Committee on Disarmament is 28 pages.
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those involved.  The difficulty that the fissile material negotiation has had in even getting started in 

the Conference on Disarmament shows the incremental nature of nuclear arms control.  Even 

agreements such as the Partial Test Ban Treaty (PTBT) or the Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of 

Nuclear Weapons (NPT), that were negotiated relatively quickly, had a long process of pre-

negotiation, or have had their operation continually reviewed.  Successful nuclear arms control 

requires the willingness of participating states to make political concessions.  Unless such 

concessions are made, finding technical solutions will remain elusive.

Theme II: The goal of small states, such as New Zealand, in multilateral nuclear arms control has 

been to enlist the necessary support of nuclear states.

This may appear to be a fairly obvious statement, but its implications have not always been realised 

by those proponents of nuclear arms control who live in non-nuclear-weapon states such as New 

Zealand.  This thesis has suggested that the states that matter in nuclear arms control, those with the 

technology, have to be accommodated in some way in any negotiation.  States or organisations that 

attempt to impose conditions on nuclear-weapon states are likely to face frustration and rejection. 

Projects for the quick abolition of nuclear weapons, time-bound disarmament and declaring nuclear 

weapons illegal are well-intentioned, desirable, and often contain some useful means of achieving 

wider objectives.  However, political realities must always be acknowledged.  The sovereignty of 

states and the sanctity of national security are currently central to international relations.  The 

simple reality is that some states attach a utility to nuclear weapons for their security, or are seeking 

to acquire the weapons to enhance security.  States with nuclear weapons have developed 

sophisticated strategies to implement their nuclear security policies.  While observers might find 

these policies irrational, unsuccessful, or even dangerous, these policies must be contended with in 

any nuclear arms control negotiation.  Any state will only accept a negotiated outcome that does not 

diminish its security.

The bilateral nuclear arms control process has been exclusionary in that it has only dealt 

with the arsenals of the two largest nuclear-weapon states.  The goal of bilateral nuclear arms 

control has been to manage a specific security relationship, and while it has been successful in 

reducing the number of nuclear weapons, it has not yet attempted to move the process towards the 

type of nuclear arms control, or even disarmament, that many other states want.  Bilateral nuclear 

arms control has been a means for the United States and the Soviet Union/Russia to meet their 

obligations under the NPT while retaining the value of nuclear deterrence.  The end of the Cold 

War has forced a rethink in nuclear strategy, but has not given any special impetus to further drastic 

numerical reductions.  For the United States and Russia, and the other nuclear-weapon states 
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outside the bilateral process, Britain, France and China (not to mention India, Pakistan and Israel), 

nuclear weapons are still an important part of national security.

Interest in nuclear arms control by many other states, and frustration with the gradual and 

limited nature of bilateral nuclear arms control, led these states to try to shift emphasis to 

multilateral forums and agreements.  The goal of multilateral nuclear arms control has been to 

expand participation to a high number of states, seek acknowledgement that multilateral solutions 

are valuable, shift emphasis to multilateral forums, focus on agreements that are enhanced by 

universality, and speed up the pace of nuclear arms control.  The NPT and the CTBT are the two 

main treaties reached through multilateral agreement, although the implementation of both has been 

contentious.  The main obstacle in multilateral nuclear arms control has been accommodating 

different perspectives.

New Zealand has taken a practical approach in its nuclear arms control efforts, and has 

focused on what has been achievable.  This has required the acknowledgement of the policies of the 

nuclear-weapon states, some acceptance of the bilateral step-by-step approach to nuclear arms 

control, and has made New Zealand a moderate and pragmatic negotiator.  There was limited 

criticism of New Zealand in the CTBT negotiation for not seeking to impose greater obligations on 

the nuclear-weapon states, particularly over sub-critical tests.  However, New Zealand faced the 

political reality that such obligations were not possible, particularly given the political capital that 

had already been expended by leaders in the nuclear-weapon states.  New Zealand decided that it 

was better to move forward incrementally based on consensus, rather than try to take a giant leap 

without universal agreement.  New Zealand's moderate approach has enhanced its diplomatic 

reputation and allowed it to be a negotiator that is trusted by other states.  This has given New 

Zealand the opportunity to act as a moderator, a facilitator and a consensus builder.  For a small 

state with limited diplomatic resources and no nuclear industry, New Zealand has been able to play 

a useful role in multilateral nuclear arms control.  New Zealand is likely to continue building on this 

role and it may be a model for other small states to consider.  Still, how successful New Zealand 

will be in its pursuit of further nuclear arms control will always be dictated by what is possible, not 

necessarily by what is desirable.

Seven conclusions

The substantive material of this thesis and the research findings based on the propositions 

underpinning the two themes also suggest seven conclusions, which are discussed below with 
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implications for the future of nuclear arms control noted, and areas for further study suggested.

Conclusion 1: Negotiation theory is a useful but imperfect guide, and must be adapted 

pragmatically by students of actual negotiations.

There are several different theoretical conceptions that can be used in the study of political events. 

Flowing from these conceptions, there are two typical approaches to the theoretical study of 

negotiation: a behavioural approach based on empirical observation and inductive reasoning and a 

rational choice approach based on set principles and deductive reasoning.  Negotiation theory is not 

limited to these two approaches; while some theories can be neatly categorised as one or the other, 

some theories draw on both approaches.

There are numerous negotiation theories based on these two approaches.  Despite the rigor 

and neatness of many of the theories, all have limitations in providing tidy explanations of actual 

events.  As this thesis focused on the subtle nuances of specific nuclear arms control negotiations, 

the author wanted to use negotiation theory to supplement, rather than supplant, a discussion of 

those negotiations.  In the case study, negotiation theory was used to restructure actual events into 

new frameworks and to introduce new ideas and terms that helped to illuminate what actually took 

place in the negotiation.  Many theories could have been used in such a way, although for the sake 

of space consideration and the conceptual ideas of the author, only certain theoretical ideas were 

used in this thesis.  Three theoretical ideas were selected and then applied to negotiation events in 

subsequent chapters.  The idea remained that negotiation theory is a useful tool, but should not be 

expected to provide a universal explanation.

Theory is a useful tool for analysis and for supplementing a narrative approach.  The debate 

on the use of theory for explaining actual negotiation events is likely to continue.  Many theorists 

are however addressing the limits of theory and their work is likely to be of benefit to researchers in 

the future.  Of particular interest to current theorists is the difference between bilateral and 

multilateral negotiation.  This thesis suggested that the CTBT pre-negotiation was not just a series 

of multiple bilateral negotiations, but a more complex process.  Coalitions were found to be one 

device that helped to manage complexity, a device that New Zealand made use of in the CTBT pre-

negotiation.  The subtleties of multilateral negotiation are likely to remain an interesting new 

direction for negotiation theory.  Future scholars are also likely to pursue other aspects of power 

issues in multilateral nuclear arms control negotiation, particularly how states place value on 

different aspects of their relations with other states, as these issues shed valuable light on the nature 

of relations between small and large states. 
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Conclusion 2: Nuclear weapons are certain to remain a component of several states’ security  

policies, and disarmament proposals by small states, such as New Zealand, must take this into 

account.

The two states that have dominated the nuclear arms race are the United States and Russia.  The 

quantity of weapons that each of these states possesses makes them central to any discussion on 

nuclear arms control.  Despite the end of the Cold War with the collapse of Communism and the 

dissolution of the Soviet Union, both states have retained their nuclear arsenals as a means of 

deterrence.  There have been significant numerical reductions, but smaller and more efficient 

nuclear weapons make better political, military and economic sense.  There have been policy 

changes, but for Russia, nuclear weapons now have a greater role in its security policies.  Policy 

changes in the United States have been more subtle and suggest that nuclear weapons are now 

designed to deter nuclear, biological and chemical attacks, and may also have a sub-strategic utility.

Britain, France and China are also moving towards smaller and more technologically 

advanced nuclear arsenals.  While there are differences in the policies of each of the three, each 

continues to view nuclear weapons as having an important role in security policies.  None of the 

three have committed to treaties on the size of their arsenals and have argued that they will wait 

until the United States and Russia come down to their level, despite the negligible value that they 

have attached to parity in the past.

A survey of other nuclear-weapon states and aspiring nuclear-weapon states indicates that 

the spread of nuclear weapons has not been as wide as many observers predicted.  Each state that 

has clandestinely developed a nuclear capability, or is pursuing one, has done so for particular 

security reasons.  Whether it be as a weapon of last resort, for deterring a specific adversary, for 

maintaining or enhancing international prestige, as a bargaining chip, or as a hedge against an 

uncertain future, nuclear weapons have not lost their appeal to certain states.  There are both 

technological and political issues to be addressed in nuclear arms control.  Controlling the spread of 

nuclear technology needs to be supplemented by initiatives that address the perceived utility of 

nuclear weapons.

Other than South Africa, no state that has built its own nuclear weapons has decided to 

disarm.  An aspect of the success of agreements to renounce and destroy biological and chemical 

weapons was the dwindling military utility of these weapons.  While further nuclear arms control is 

likely, there would appear to be a numerical minimum that the nuclear-weapon states will not go 

below.  Nuclear disarmament is unlikely until security without nuclear weapons can be 

contemplated.  The challenge for arms control proponents is to demonstrate how nuclear weapons 

might detract from security, and, if they are retained, what sort of measures will ensure that they are 
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not used unwisely or accidentally.

US research on ballistic missile defence seems to hold out the prospect of technology 

making nuclear weapons obsolete.  If the United States was protected by an impenetrable shield, 

then it would not need nuclear weapons as a deterrent.  However, the technical feasibility of 

creating such a shield is in doubt, and the monetary cost would be very high.  The United States is 

currently investing in expensive research that has yet to yield useful results.  The money might be 

better spent on non-proliferation efforts.  The same rationale that led to the 1972 Anti-Ballistic 

Missile (ABM) Treaty still applies: defensive measures only encourage other states to improve their 

offence.  One can speculate on the response of China, Iran, or even Russia, to a firm intention by 

the United States to build a ballistic missile defence system.  Such a system would not necessarily 

make nuclear weapons obsolete and perhaps holds out a false hope that a technological solution can 

be found to the political problem of proliferation that current nuclear arms proposals are trying to 

address.

Conclusion 3: Strategic doctrines and dual-use technologies are fundamental problems for nuclear  

arms control. 

The evolution of nuclear strategy between the United States and the Soviet Union during the Cold 

War went through three stages to create a strategic model.  The model seemed to resolve the 

paradox of deterrence and suggested a programme of how deployments might proceed.  Any state 

considering the nuclear option would look to the strategic model to see what security gains and 

costs might result.   The three-stage model does not account for all the strategic possibilities of 

nuclear weapons, and was developed based on the specific circumstance of the arms race between 

the United States and the Soviet Union.  Other states that have developed a nuclear weapon 

capability, or are considering one, have individual reasons for doing so.  What might be called non-

traditional strategies introduce some other uses for nuclear weapons, such as a sub-strategic use, 

enhancing international prestige, or as a bargaining chip.  Controlling the horizontal proliferation of 

nuclear weapons is problematic when there are established strategic ideas that suggest to other 

states that there might be security gains from the possession of nuclear weapons.

Controlling horizontal proliferation is also hampered by the close relationship between 

military and civilian uses of nuclear technology.  The physical principles behind making a nuclear 

device are relatively easy to learn and the major barrier to bomb building is obtaining fissile 

material.  Nuclear power generation has not proved to be the panacea for the world's energy needs, 

but has proved to be a popular means of generating electricity in many countries.  The problem for 

proliferation is that a nuclear power station is a potential source of fissile material for bomb making. 
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As nuclear power generation is a legitimate civilian industry, the difficulty for nuclear arms control 

is to balance energy demand with non-proliferation goals.  The NPT is the nuclear arms control 

agreement that has tried to resolve this problem.

Preventing other states from acquiring nuclear weapons is an important goal and has been 

largely achieved by the NPT.  There are only a handful of states with fledgling nuclear programmes 

and it is these states that should receive the most attention.  If there are more nuclear-weapon states, 

the problems of nuclear arms control increase.  It is much easier to deal with the reluctance of five 

states and the subterfuge of three or four others regarding nuclear arms control, rather than a larger 

number.  However, preventing the spread of fissile material and controlling its production is 

difficult.  The nuclear programmes of Israel, Iraq, Pakistan, India, North Korea and South Africa 

have shown how safeguards and controls can be circumvented.  The start of fissile material 

negotiation in the Conference on Disarmament is an important step, and the achievement of a treaty 

would usefully reinforce existing non-proliferation measures.  However, securing the adherence of 

all states will require meeting some of their individual needs.  The reluctance of many states to link 

multilateral nuclear arms control with other issues is a potential limitation.  Specific nuclear arms 

control agreements need to be supplemented by processes that address the security needs of 

individual states.  The recent four-way talks between the US, China, South Korea and North Korea 

cover broad aspects of security and are dealing with North Korea’s nuclear programme as well. 

Similarly, international support for confidence building between Pakistan and India might help 

prevent any expansion of their nuclear programmes.  Nuclear arms control should have political as 

well as technical goals, and even non-nuclear states, such as New Zealand, can contribute to 

political solutions.

Conclusion 4: Competing perspectives have made progress in bilateral nuclear arms control more 

often incremental than optimal.

While agreements such as the Intermediate-range Nuclear Forces (INF) Treaty and the Strategic 

Arms Reduction Talks (START) agreements contain significant numerical reductions, it has taken 

three decades to reduce the number of strategic warheads to 1960s levels, and Russia had yet to 

achieve even this target (see Appendix 2).  START II has yet to enter into force, allowing the 

reductions mandated in its terms.  Bilateral nuclear arms control has only dealt with strategic 

weapons, not tactical weapons.  This has left the smallest of the two arsenals, that of the United 

States, still approximately thirty times larger than that of France, the next largest nuclear arsenal.

The issues in bilateral nuclear arms control typically dealt with the technological specifics of 

particular weapons and different force structures.  With the exception of the test-ban agreements, 
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treaties such as the Strategic Arms Limitation Talks (SALT) and START series focus on numbers, 

specifications and detailed obligations.  Each side tried to impose their particular conception of how 

nuclear arsenals should be structured on the other, creating frequent political impasses that made 

progress incremental and breakthroughs seem substantial.  Yet bilateral nuclear arms control has 

always been about retaining the role of nuclear weapons as a deterrent and managing the nuclear 

relationship to prevent instability, not advancing quickly to the goal of nuclear disarmament.

Even once a treaty is signed, actually achieving its terms can be frustrated by other factors. 

Bilateral nuclear arms control between the US and Russia has ground to a halt due to the Duma 

delaying the ratification of START II.  Two of the Duma’s concerns are the financial cost of the 

agreement and the US ballistic missile defence programme.  The United States has allocated $2.9 

billion for the Nunn-Lugar Cooperative Threat Reduction Programme from 2000 to 2005, part of 

which is to assist with the dismantling of Russian weapons; spending on ballistic missile defence 

between 1999 and 2005 will be $10.5 billion.340  To the Duma, this suggests that the United States is 

placing a higher priority on ballistic missile defence than on cooperative measures with Russia. 

The Duma is concerned that the US will proceed with a national missile defence and withdraw from 

the 1972 ABM Treaty.  Until it receives assurances from the US regarding the ABM Treaty, or 

greater financial support for implementing bilateral agreements, START II and the proposed 

START III are likely to languish.  

The bilateral nuclear arms control process is limited to the nuclear arsenals of just the 

United States and Russia.   The Soviet Union argued for the inclusion of British and French arsenals 

in negotiations, as those weapons contributed to the forces arrayed against them.  The US argued 

successfully against this, ensuring that the bilateral process was not expanded to include other 

states.  The nuclear arsenals of Britain, France and China have therefore been exempted from 

bilateral nuclear arms control.

The bilateral process has also excluded other interested states from nuclear arms control. 

This bilateral process was exclusionary and was driven by the security relationship between the 

United States and the Soviet Union/Russia.  The overriding imperative was to reduce the likelihood 

of a superpower nuclear conflict.  The negotiations focused on the size and composition of the 

respective arsenals and did not include broad themes of global nonproliferation and disarmament. 

Bilateral nuclear arms control has been about managing a security relationship.  The competing 

perspectives of the two states have dictated the pace of their nuclear arms control, keeping it 

incremental, and much less optimal than many states have desired.  With the current stalemate in 

bilateral arms control, attention has shifted to multilateral solutions, opening up opportunities for 

340 ‘The Weekly Defense Monitor’, February 4, 1999, The Center for Defense Information, online at:  
http://www.cdi.org .

http://www.cdi.org/
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small states, such as New Zealand, to have greater input into nuclear arms control. 

Conclusion 5: Non-nuclear states have tried to multilateralise nuclear arms control to maximise 

their influence and promote agendas based on their own interests.

Many states have wanted to create processes and forums that reflect the global nature of nuclear 

weapons.  Multilateral nuclear arms control has been a means of achieving specific goals as well as 

preventing the bilateral nuclear arms control process from dictating the agenda.  There has been 

some difficulty in defining the relationship between the multilateral and the bilateral nuclear arms 

control processes.  Some more radical states have wanted to use multilateral negotiation to impose 

obligations on nuclear-weapon states as a way of supplanting the limited bilateral approach.  These 

states have focused on the obligations that the nuclear-weapon states accepted in the NPT, and tried 

to use other agreements to impose further obligations.  Other more moderate states have seen 

multilateral nuclear arms control as a useful means of achieving more universal nuclear arms 

control concepts and as a means of supplementing the bilateral approach.  These states have focused 

on the non-proliferation possibilities of multilateral agreements and sought limitations on the spread 

of nuclear technology.  The nuclear-weapon states have generally supported non-proliferation goals, 

but have been wary of the prospect of having their security policies decided in multilateral forums.

Multilateral nuclear arms control negotiations have had difficulty managing complexity and 

reconciling differences between numerous states.  The number of agreements reflects this, but 

masks both the importance of the treaties that have been agreed, and the almost continuous 

negotiations that have taken place between various states in various forums for over three decades. 

The two main multilateral nuclear arms control agreements are the NPT and the CTBT.  The NPT 

has enshrined the relationship between the nuclear-weapon states and the non-nuclear-weapon 

states with a legal division.  Disputes have continued over the obligations imposed by the NPT, 

focusing in particular on the lack of nuclear disarmament by the nuclear-weapon states.  The gate-

crashing of the nuclear-weapon state club by India and Pakistan may force a rethink of this division. 

The CTBT has been a late edition to multilateral nuclear arms control, but may serve as a model for 

future agreements that define universal obligations.  Issues of consensus have yet to be resolved, 

and the Treaty is currently awaiting the necessary ratifications to enter into force.  It might be that 

the CTBT will enhance the role of multilateral nuclear arms control.  The Conference on 

Disarmament is moving forward with negotiation on a fissile material agreement and this may shift 

the initiative in nuclear arms control to multilateral processes, allowing small states, such as New 

Zealand, to contribute and advance their own perspectives and interests.
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Conclusion 6: New Zealand's nuclear arms control policies have been more moderate and 

pragmatic than New Zealand's radical reputation suggested.

While public opposition in New Zealand to nuclear weapons surged at times of popular protest, the 

refining of official policies has been much more incremental.  New Zealand moved from a position 

of balancing support for nuclear disarmament with acceptance of nuclear deterrence and alliance 

obligations in the 1960s, to a more considered opposition to nuclear weapons in the 1990s.  The 

goal of a CTBT stayed relatively constant over a two decade period and became the main focus for 

New Zealand's diplomatic efforts in nuclear arms control.

Despite New Zealand's distance from the centres of the nuclear arms race, regional concerns 

and wider diplomatic interest combined to elevate New Zealand's multilateral nuclear arms control 

efforts in excess of what its small size might suggest.  In its goals for nuclear arms control, New 

Zealand has been moderate and pragmatic.  Despite its aversion to allowing visits from nuclear 

ships, and its efforts to have nuclear weapons declared illegal by the World Court, New Zealand has 

been prepared to accept perspectives that have supported the step-by-step approach of nuclear arms 

control.

In its goals for the CTBT, New Zealand focused on political realities.  Many utopian ideas 

of nuclear disarmament were put aside as New Zealand worked towards what was achievable 

through negotiation.  New Zealand supported the role of the step-by-step bilateral nuclear arms 

control process, and reaffirmed that meaningful nuclear arms control had to start with those states 

that had the weapons.  New Zealand had its own goals, particularly for the CTBT, but had to be 

prepared to modify those goals to what was achievable.  This thesis has suggested that New 

Zealand's approach to the CTBT epitomised New Zealand's general approach to nuclear arms 

control.  Future scholars will doubtless compare New Zealand's approach to the CTBT with its 

negotiation experiences in other forums.

Conclusion 7: New Zealand failed to achieve its specific goals for the test-ban resolution but  

advanced its national interests significantly.

In the CTBT pre-negotiation,  New Zealand had to be prepared to make the necessary modifications 

to secure the support of the nuclear-weapon states, but in doing so, found a useful role as a 

facilitator of consensus.  With the support of Australia, the test-ban resolution in the UNGA was an 

important aspect of New Zealand's nuclear arms control policies.  It was also the pre-negotiation 

phase of the CTBT that allowed substantive negotiation in the Conference on Disarmament to 

begin.  The resolution allowed New Zealand to achieve some of its goals, enhance its diplomatic 

reputation, and reinforce its domestic anti-nuclear credentials.  The necessity of securing the 
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support of the nuclear-weapon states for the resolution did mean that New Zealand had to modify 

the language of the resolution to accommodate the perspectives of those states.  While New Zealand 

and its supporters were able to attract many other states to their resolution, even incorporating some 

competing perspectives from the non-aligned movement, the nuclear-weapon states were able to use 

their power to impose their choice of language in the resolution.

Even though New Zealand was not able to achieve all its goals, it did secure a consensus 

resolution that allowed substantive negotiation on a CTBT to begin, and this was one of New 

Zealand's main priorities.  New Zealand was able to play a useful and successful role as a facilitator 

of consensus in the test-ban resolution process.  By having moderate goals, and by working 

constructively with different states, New Zealand was able to reconcile different perspectives into 

agreement.  This helped New Zealand to achieve its goals of consensus and present itself as a 

moderate and responsible international negotiator, even if it was not able to achieve all the specifics 

that it wanted in the test-ban resolution.

New Zealand's role as a facilitator might be a useful model for other small states to follow in 

multilateral nuclear arms control.  New Zealand emphasised coalition building, consensus, and 

pragmatism.  By having moderate goals, and by pursuing them with the support of other states, New 

Zealand was able to achieve certain goals as well as enhancing its international reputation as a 

responsible participant in multilateral nuclear arms control.  New Zealand was also able to increase 

its power in negotiation by securing the support of other states.  A small state is easily isolated in 

multilateral forums that are dominated by larger states.  New Zealand's experience with the test-ban 

resolution shows how this limitation might be overcome. 

Looking to the future

With the successful extension of the NPT in 1995, and the negotiation and signing of the CTBT in 

1996, many states, including New Zealand, could be forgiven for pausing to enjoy a sense of 

accomplishment.  It might be expected that nuclear arms control would receive less attention on the 

world diplomatic stage.  But this has not happened, least of all in New Zealand, where there is an 

agenda of both follow-on and new goals for further nuclear arms control.  This section discusses the 

future of New Zealand's nuclear arms control policies and also looks at the possibilities for further 

research in this area.
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New Zealand's future priorities in nuclear arms control

In many ways, the test-ban resolution and the CTBT were the pinnacle of New Zealand's nuclear 

arms control efforts.  Over two decades of diplomatic effort finally achieved a successful outcome. 

But there is still much to be done, and New Zealand has always regarded a CTBT as not an end in 

itself, but a stepping-stone to the final goal of complete nuclear disarmament.  As a full member of 

the Conference on Disarmament, New Zealand is now in a position to participate fully in 

negotiations in that forum.  Christine Bogle, from the International Security and Arms Control 

(ISAC) Division in MFAT, in an exchange of correspondence with the author in February 1999, 

explained that there were four main areas of work on the ISAC agenda: ensuring the entry into force 

of the CTBT and its implementation; contributing to the on-going NPT review process; 

participating in the fissile material cut-off negotiations; and advancing the perspectives of its New 

Agenda grouping.

The prospects for the entry into force of the CTBT seem to be improving.  There are some 

indications that India might be prepared to sign before the review conference is convened in 

September 1999.  This would allow Pakistan to sign, and remove a major barrier to entry into force. 

India will require incentives, and whether these are financial, or the more contentious issues of 

linkage and security guarantees that India has mooted in the past, remains to be seen.  However, 

despite President Clinton’s support, ratification of the CTBT in the US Senate may be difficult. 

There is widespread military and scientific support for the CTBT, but it may yet run into 

opposition, or be linked to ballistic missile defence policies.  President Clinton may be in a similar 

position to President Carter and SALT II, with diminished political capital to spend on a ratification 

battle.  So while one barrier to entry into force might be removed in 1999, the entry into force of the 

CTBT is by no means guaranteed.  New Zealand ratified the CTBT in March 1998.  Any delay was 

due to legislative priorities rather than disenchantment with the agreement.  Once the CTBT enters 

into force, New Zealand will contribute to the monitoring system and the CTBT Organisation.

A cut-off for fissile material has been mooted for several years, and New Zealand now has 

the opportunity to make better use of its diplomatic capital as a full member of the Conference on 

Disarmament.  The negotiation is likely to be long and complex, and there has already been 

difficulty in getting some states to come to the table with a very vague agenda.  The first task for the 

negotiation will be to balance non-proliferation goals with civilian energy uses.  Any regime will 

have to balance the sensitivities of many states to disclosing information about their nuclear 

industries.  It remains to be seem whether some states will try to use the negotiation to impose 

obligations on other states for greater moves towards nuclear disarmament.

New Zealand has given constant support for the goals of the NPT throughout the history of 
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the agreement and has participated in the review process.  While the NPT was extended indefinitely 

in 1995, there are still regular reviews and on-going talks to refine and improve the implementation 

of the Treaty.  New Zealand has expressed its willingness to contribute to this process.

New Zealand will also be working with other states in its New Agenda grouping, a follow 

up from a declaration made by the Ministers for Foreign Affairs of Brazil, Egypt, Ireland, Mexico, 

New Zealand, Slovenia, South Africa and Sweden in June 1998.  This grouping differs from the 

composition of the test-ban resolution core group, with a notable absence being Australia.  The 

declaration reaffirms the goal of nuclear disarmament and discusses possible measures to achieve 

this goal.  As such, the declaration is a strong call for nuclear disarmament.  However, the language 

of the declaration supports the bilateral step-by-step approach and one suspects that at least a couple 

of states in the grouping might have had difficulty with this language.  It would be useful to study 

the negotiation of the declaration, to see whether New Zealand attracted other states to its moderate 

position, or made compromises and has shifted its support to a slightly less moderate position.  This 

New Agenda grouping might be the basis of a coalition in the Conference on Disarmament, or in 

other forums, that might seek to advance its goals by attracting other states to its position, much as 

New Zealand did with the test-ban resolution.  New Zealand has reaffirmed its goal for complete 

nuclear disarmament and is unlikely to rest on past successes until this goal is achieved.

The future of New Zealand's nuclear arms control policies

Largely formulated by MFAT and the minister, and often technical and tedious in nature, official 

policies on nuclear arms control are typically insulated from changes in the composition of 

government.  New Zealand's moderate position is well entrenched and has proved to be successful. 

However, this does not rule out future changes by a government that seeks to re-evaluate New 

Zealand's policies.  While dramatic shifts are perhaps unlikely, some of the subtleties might be 

reviewed by a new government.  The author contacted the disarmament representatives of four of 

New Zealand's political parties for comment.  Only the Alliance responded within the available 

timeframe, and in a letter dated 1 February 1999, expressed its intention that, should it be in 

government, it would give a top priority to nuclear disarmament.  Specifically, the Alliance would 

seek to amend the SPNFZ Treaty so as to ban the transit of nuclear weapons through the zone, and 

ban the presence of missiles, missile guidance systems, and support facilities used for nuclear 

weapons.  Nuclear waste transit and dumping would also be opposed.  Such a proposal is ambitious, 

but would likely run into opposition from the United States who places a high priority on the 

freedom of the seas, particularly for the passage of its nuclear-armed submarines.  The proposed 

language would also impact on, for example, communication facilities in Australia.  If such a policy 
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was adopted, it would alter the moderate orientation that New Zealand has cultivated in nuclear 

arms control.  

However, each of the other main political parties supports the maintenance of the current 

approach, with perhaps minor changes.  In its 1996 election manifesto, Labour emphasised that it 

would pursue multilateral nuclear arms control measures and support viable proposals that would 

lead to total nuclear disarmament in the shortest possible timeframe.  National has a similar 

orientation, although appears less willing to consider the range of proposals that Labour mentions in 

its manifesto.  As National has been in government since 1990, and has presided over the main 

period covered by this thesis, one would expect continuity rather than change.  In its manifesto, Act 

does not explicitly mention nuclear weapons, only that New Zealand should distance itself from 

bilateral or multilateral arrangements inconsistent with domestic policies.  The implications of this 

statement for New Zealand's nuclear arms control policies are unclear, although Act has expressed 

some interest in reviewing New Zealand's anti-nuclear legislation.  

Further research on New Zealand and nuclear arms control

This thesis was written at the end of a long period of involvement by New Zealand in the 

negotiation of the CTBT.  While there are implementation issues still to be resolved, the process of 

building consensus around a test-ban resolution in the UNGA has finished.  New Zealand has not 

signalled any intention to end its involvement in nuclear arms control, and is likely to continue to 

refine its approach in subsequent negotiations.  Perhaps a similar study to this one could be 

conducted at the end of the fissile material treaty negotiation.  While this thesis has gone some 

distance in evaluating the use of theory in the analysis of negotiation, this remains an area of study 

that is rich in opportunities for further investigation.  This thesis has detailed many aspects of New 

Zealand's nuclear arms control policies and how it has advanced those policies in multilateral 

forums.  It might serve as a useful starting point for comparing and contrasting New Zealand's 

actions in other multilateral negotiations.

This thesis might also serve as a useful starting point for scholars investigating the role of 

other small states in nuclear arms control.  New Zealand is not the only example of a small state 

that has taken an active interest in pursuing multilateral solutions, and has had to deal with larger, 

more powerful states in negotiation forums.  This thesis has detailed the approach taken by New 

Zealand to advance its national interests in nuclear arms control and this author would welcome 

studies on alternative approaches by other small states.

The case study of the test-ban resolution emphasised New Zealand's role and did not provide 

detailed analysis of the role played by Australia.  The resolution was a joint effort between New 
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Zealand and Australia, but has been presented in this thesis as New Zealand's resolution because of 

the primary material used.  Australia played a vital role in the test-ban resolution, and an even more 

pivotal role in the actual negotiation of the CTBT.  The CTBT was a major success for Australian 

nuclear arms control diplomacy.  A more detailed analysis of the joint role of New Zealand and 

Australia in the test-ban resolution would have required access to Australia’s files.  This was not 

possible for this thesis, but would make for a very interesting study.  While New Zealand and 

Australia typically adopted complementary positions, it would be useful to explore the relationship 

between the two regarding the language of the resolution from Australia’s perspective, particularly 

the issues that were contentious due to different foreign policy perspectives.  Such a study might 

also look at the power relationship between the two, using some of the ideas explored in this thesis.

In the end, the influence that a small state such as New Zealand can have in the guarded 

arena of sovereign great powers’ nuclear policies will be limited.  While New Zealand's 

achievements have been modest, they are appreciable.  This study has shown that quality can 

compensate for lack of diplomatic weight.  Credible ideas, sincerely and sensitively presented, often 

through consultation and with the weight of considered consensus, will always make a contribution 

to the integrity and legitimacy of the outcome.  Nuclear arms control, both bilateral and multilateral, 

can be successful if solutions are found that bridge competing perspectives.  Creative solutions and 

compromise language are not necessarily the preserve of the larger states.  There will always be a 

role for the small state with a trustworthy diplomatic reputation to participate meaningfully in high 

stakes multilateral nuclear arms control.  In the CTBT pre-negotiation, New Zealand epitomised 

this role.



Appendix 1: Literature review

Introduction

Purpose and observations

To have incorporated all the secondary material related to nuclear arms control negotiation into this 

thesis would have detracted from the primary research and undoubtedly have expanded the volume 

of the thesis to an unmanageable size.  The purpose of this literature review is twofold.  Firstly, it is 

to indicate that a rigorous study of even a small nuclear arms control negotiation case study, such as 

New Zealand and the CTBT, requires familiarity with a diverse body of literature.  Secondly, it is to 

help the reader pursue further reading in subject areas that he or she might not be familiar with.  As 

such, the literature review is divided into several sections.

The first observation that a researcher investigating nuclear arms control negotiation makes 

is that the volume of available literature is very vast.  The books for the literature review were 

compiled from a search of relevant material in the University of Auckland library system.  There 

were over three-hundred books related to nuclear weapons at the time of writing in 1998.  This 

figure excludes journal articles, of which there is possibly a greater number.  The quality of the 

literature is generally very high.  Contributors are attracted from a variety of disciplines, from the 

more traditional social sciences, to physics, medicine, and law.  Mathematicians, psychologists and 

geographers have also become involved.  The majority of the texts are thoroughly researched, often 

over years or decades, and are written by acknowledged experts in their fields.  All the facets of 

nuclear arms control have several contributors, covering all sides of the debates; it is a brave 

researcher indeed who undertakes to contribute to this already saturated field.  The volume and 

quality of the texts is of course also of benefit to a researcher; the ease with which one can draw on 

the material from rigorous studies is very gratifying.

The second observation is that even though a topic may have a narrow focus, it is necessary 

to have an awareness of the broader subject material, as much of this material is important for any 

topic.  Take for example this study on the negotiation of a specific nuclear arms control agreement 

from the perspective of a small, non-nuclear, state.  Even though this thesis is focused on a specific 

example of nuclear arms control negotiation, there is a certain amount of background material that 

is related to the topic: the technological development of nuclear weapons, the strategies developed 

by the nuclear-weapon states for their use, concerns over proliferation, the physical effects of the 
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weapons, theories and practices of arms control, and negotiation theories are all important.  To 

cover all these aspects in depth would be undesirable given the available space.  Awareness of these 

aspects is however a necessity; the texts reviewed below show the diversity of sources that were 

considered for this thesis and directs the reader as to where more information can be found. 

Trends in the literature

The observations on the trends in the literature are based on a literature search undertaken by the 

author at The University of Auckland library system.  While the University has a thorough selection 

of texts on all aspects of nuclear weapons, it has by no means the definitive selection.  The search 

was conducted using the AUCAT online system with the key search words being “nuclear 

weapons”.341  The results of this search revealed that the texts were grouped in several sections, and 

so the search could be continued visually by simply noting the titles that were on the shelves in the 

various sections.  The search was limited to books, and did not include specific journal articles. 

Bibliographic details of journal articles of relevance can be found in the footnotes of each chapter.

For the books found in the search, their titles and a brief note about them were entered into a 

simple spreadsheet.  This allowed the author to manipulate the books in various ways, such as 

listing them in the chronological order that they were published.  The books were also sorted into 

categories based on their content and then assigned to a particular topic for the literature review.  As 

can be seen below, there is significant overlap.  Some texts are very specific while others cover 

almost the whole spectrum in some detail.  

A chronological sorting of the titles revealed that over 60% of the books were written after 

1979.  Although this trend could plausibly be explained by the purchasing policy of the library, the 

impression that this author got during the search was that starting in the 1980s, the whole issue of 

nuclear weapons gained more saliency.  The study of nuclear weapons prior to 1980 was largely 

limited to political scientists, historians and physicists.  From 1980, researchers from increasingly 

diverse disciplines were drawn into the nuclear weapon debates, enriching the field even further.  

The popularity of nuclear analysis in the 1980s could be attributed to a variety of factors: 

increasing openness in political debates leading to greater public awareness; the realisation that the 

nuclear arms race was not slowing down and was in fact speeding up; the maturing of the post-war 

generations and the growth of peace movements; Ronald Reagan and Margaret Thatcher’s 

seemingly apocalyptic approach to the Cold War; greater media interest and scepticism; nuclear 

weapons becoming the vogue topic for academics, with each discipline wanting to contribute. 

Some of these factors may be more salient than others and some may indeed be fallacious.  It is 

however a fair observation that in the United States at least, the debates on nuclear weapons and 
341 In 1998, the library replaced the AUCAT system with the Voyager system.



Appendix 1: Literature review                                                                                                      Page   190  

their role in national security became more publicised and politicised over time.  The continuance 

of the nuclear arms race, despite almost everyone’s best efforts, made the whole nuclear weapons 

field more popular, in both the public and academic domains.

Only approximately eleven percent of the books in the search were written after the end of 

the Cold War (taken as 1991).  This seems to indicate that there has been a reduction in the 

popularity of nuclear analysis.  Given that the strategic relationship between the United States and 

Russia has been fixed through various bilateral nuclear arms control agreements, there is less scope 

for postulating on strategic stances and postures that so dominated the Cold War literature.  Given 

that Russia is regarded as being a participant in, rather than a threat to, the established world order, 

there is less scope for analysing the strategic threat of Russian weapons.  Given that the CTBT has 

all but halted the qualitative arms race, there is less scope for analysis on new strategic 

modernisation.  However, nuclear analysis still has many rich topics to cover including the value of 

nuclear weapons in the post-Cold War world, the proliferation of nuclear and related technologies, 

the implications of the CTBT, the ongoing NPT review process, and many others.  The number of 

post-Cold War titles is probably more easily explained by the time lag in research, and one should 

expect that increasing numbers of publications will be released once the necessary time for analysis 

of new material has passed.  Indeed, as this chapter was being written, the number of new 

publications was starting to increase.  The contemporary study of nuclear weapons is certainly not 

irrelevant; many of the new issues require analysis as rigorous at that applied to Cold War topics. 

One can also postulate that as government material in several of the key states is declassified, new 

revelations about Cold War issues will surface as well.

Recommended reading

The following sections lists those texts that are recommended by this author.  Each text has been 

selected due to its thorough coverage of a topic, its academic rigor, or due to it containing a 

particularly new approach to a traditional area.  Each title is accompanied by a few brief lines 

summarising its contents and highlighting important details.  A reader able to progress through at 

least two or three texts from each topic heading would be well equipped to understand the technical 

details and political nuances of nuclear weapons, the nuclear arms race and efforts at nuclear arms 

control.
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Negotiation theory

This section describes books and articles that are useful for an understanding of the complexities of 

negotiation theory.  There are numerous studies on negotiation theory and this list is only tiny 

compared to what is available.  It is however a useful starting point and can easily be expanded by 

following footnotes and bibliographies.  The studies described below have been selected so as to 

provide one or more authors for different types of negotiation theory or because the author has 

made a specific contribution to a facet of negotiation theory.  As can be seen in Chapter 2, this list 

is biased towards the particular conception that this author has of the role of negotiation theory. 

I. William Zartman, (ed.), International Multilateral Negotiation: Approaches to the Management  

of Complexity, San Francisco: Jossey-Bass Publishers, 1994.  This collection of essays includes six 

different theoretical approaches to managing complexity in multilateral negotiations.  Zartman also 

presents an attempt to synthesise the different theoretical approaches in to a single paradigm, 

resulting in a method of using different theories to explain important components of the whole 

negotiation process.

I. William Zartman, ‘Negotiation as a Joint Decision Making Process’ in Journal of Conflict  

Resolution, Vol. 21, 1977.  In this article Zartman discusses the problems of negotiation theory and 

offers a basic framework for others to operate within.  Negotiation is divided into three phases: the 

diagnostic phase (also called pre-negotiation), where issues for negotiation are explored; the search 

for formula phase, where the boundaries for the negotiation are set; and the detail phase, where the 

technicalities of the issues being negotiated are agreed.

Frederick Charles Ikle, How Nations Negotiate, New York: Harper and Row, 1964.  Like 

Schelling (see reference below), Ikle is one of the early theorists on negotiation.  This book is a 

useful introduction to all aspects of negotiation and includes useful discussions on types of 

negotiation and their conduct.

O. Bartos, ‘Simple Model of Negotiation: A Sociological Point of View’ in Journal of  

Conflict Resolution, Vol. 21, 1977.  Bartos defines negotiation as a process of conflict resolution 

that involves two competing motivations: the individual desire to maximise utility in the outcome 

and the collectivist notion that there should be a solution based on notions of justice.

Daniel Druckman (ed.), Negotiations: Social-Psychological Perspectives, Beverly Hills: 

Sage Publications, 1977.  Druckman et al apply a behavioural approach where outcomes are 

explained by reviewing the objectives of the negotiation and the incentives used to secure those 
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objectives.  The analyses use experimental data of how negotiators respond to incentives.

Bertram Spector, ‘Negotiation as a Psychological Process’ in Journal of Conflict  

Resolution, Vol. 21, 1977.  In this article, Spector focuses on the thought processes of individual 

negotiators, and how those processes act on the outcome of the negotiation.  Like Druckman et al, it 

is the behaviour of individuals that is analysed.

Dean Pruitt, Negotiation Behaviour, New York: Academic Press, 1981.  Pruitt’s theory is 

best described as concession and convergence and it takes a deductive approach.  Parties in a 

negotiation start from incompatible positions, and through a concession making process, converge 

to the final outcome.  Given the relevant information it is possible to determine concession rates and 

what the final outcome will be.  Pruitt introduces the ideas of strategic choice and that trust will 

form between parties as cooperation increases.

Howard Raiffa, The Art and Science of Negotiation, Cambridge, Mass.: Harvard University 

Press, 1982.  Raiffa investigates analytical models for reaching the convergence point, but also 

introduces the art of negotiation: the personal skills necessary to apply tactics during the concession 

phase.  Of interest is the idea that preferences will change as alternatives are constructed through 

the application of tactics.

Anatol Rapoport (ed.), Game Theory as a Theory of Conflict Resolution, Boston: D. Reidel 

Co., 1974.  This collection is a useful introduction to the complexities of game theory from one of 

its prominent exponents.  Game theory bases negotiation on rational choice and uses equations to 

deduce the intersection of the negotiator’s strategies on a matrix of values.  The main assumption is 

that values can be assigned to different positions at the start of the negotiation.

D. Baldwin, ‘Power Analysis and World Politics’ in World Politics, Vol. 31, 1979.  In this 

article Baldwin analyses power relationships and how the application of power can lead to certain 

outcomes.  Baldwin argues that the power resources most applicable to negotiations are those with 

high fungibility: those that can be easily applied to different circumstances.

William Habeeb, Power and Tactics in International Negotiation, Baltimore: The John 

Hopkins University Press, 1988.  Habeeb provides perhaps the most thorough study of power in 

negotiation.  He also challenges some conventional notions of power by focusing on the means by 

which small states can influence larger states and the tactics that should be used.

Thomas Schelling, Arms and Influence, New York: Yale University, 1966.  In one of the 

earliest works on negotiation, Schelling discusses the influence of force in the negotiation process. 

This book is also a useful starting point for other negotiation concepts such as negotiation 

processes, strategy and tactics.

Robert Putnam, ‘Diplomacy and Domestic Politics: The Logic of Two-Level Games’ in 
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International Organisation, Vol. 42, 1988.  Putnam studies the role that domestic politics plays in 

international negotiation.  That a domestic constituency must ratify many international agreements 

introduces new elements for consideration into the negotiation process.

Bill Scott, The Skills of Negotiating, Hampshire: Gower Publishing, 1981.  There are 

numerous texts available on the skills of negotiating.  These typically involve the author detailing 

his or her personal experiences of successful negotiation.  The author then offers to share those 

experiences, and any secrets, with the reader, who can then apply them to the boardroom, the 

conference table, or daily life.

Technology

Any useful discourse on nuclear weapons, whether it be on arms control agreements or on strategy 

and the arms race, requires that the participants have at least a rudimentary knowledge of the 

technical aspects of nuclear weapons and their delivery systems.  Also of value is an understanding 

of the effects of a nuclear explosion and the likely effects if nuclear weapons were used in a 

conflict.  This section reviews some of the best sources on these topics.  Also included are sources 

for numerical figures on the nuclear capabilities of the nuclear-weapon states.  One might expect 

that technological resources are based solely on physical aspects of the technology with little 

concern for political implications.  This is not always the case; there are books in this category that 

take novel approaches to blending aspects of technical development and other political aspects.

Lawrence Badash, Scientists and the Development of Nuclear Weapons: From Fission to the 

Limited Test Ban Treaty, 1939-1963, New Jersey: Humanities Press, 1995.  This book is an 

excellent scientific history of the bomb right from the initial discovery of fission right through to 

the use and deployment of nuclear weapons.  The book is technically detailed but easy for the 

scientific layman to comprehend; there is also some interesting material on the relationship between 

the scientist and the government.

Dietrich Schroeer, Science, Technology and the Nuclear Arms Race, New York: John Wiley 

& Sons, 1984.  This is one of the better books available on the technical aspects of nuclear weapons 

and their related delivery systems.  The material is technical but presented in a manner that greatly 

assists comprehension; there are also plenty of pictures and diagrams.

Joel Larus, Nuclear Weapons Safety and the Common Defense, Ohio: Ohio State University 

Press, 1967.  This book makes for disturbing reading because even by the 1960s there had been a 
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significant number of accidents involving nuclear devices.  Although written only from publicly 

available sources this book provides an excellent early history of nuclear blunders, reminding the 

reader that like any other industry, the production and deployment of nuclear weapons has not been 

free from potentially devastating accidents.  Larus also offers some prescriptions for lessening the 

possibility of future accidents.

Paul Bracken, The Command and Control of Nuclear Forces, New Haven: Yale University 

Press, 1983.  Command, control, co-ordination and information (C3I) in a nuclear war are essential 

features if the outcome is to be regulated or restricted.  C3I in the United States, where it has been 

extensively documented, relies on a sophisticated network of ground, air and space systems, all 

linked to secure facilities.  Bracken argues that in a nuclear war, political control would quickly be 

fragmented into military control in dispersed centres across the United States and around the world. 

He also argues that the absence of sufficient information in the fragmentation of control would lead 

to poor decision making.  Whether or not Bracken is accurate, and this book may be less applicable 

given advances in technology since 1983, this book is a valuable resource on C3I and reinforces the 

fact that many nuclear war scenarios are based on assumptions that are untested in reality.

Jack Dennis (ed.), The Nuclear Almanac: Confronting the Atom in War and Peace, Reading: 

Addison-Wesley Publishing Co. Inc., 1984.  This reference was complied by the MIT Faculty 

Coalition for Disarmament and is a massive 500 page book covering all facets of nuclear weapons 

technology and the effects of its use.  The sheer volume of the material makes this an essential 

resource.

US DoD, Anti-Missile and Anti-Satellite Technologies and Programs: SDI and ASAT, New 

Jersey: Noyes Publications, 1986.  The Strategic Defense Initiative (SDI) and ASAT were common 

US buzzwords in the 1980s and this publication is designed to bring the public up to date with 

recent advances in the technology.  A reader should generally be a little sceptical of any official 

government publication; the material in this book is very rigorous and detailed, but the thesis that 

SDI could ‘end reliance on the balance of terror by giving the United States a defense that really 

defends’ is perhaps advanced less objectively than in a more academic forum.

Donald McKenzie, Inventing Accuracy: A Historical Sociology of Nuclear Missile 

Guidance, Cambridge, Mass.: The MIT Press, 1990.  There are many uncertainties facing planners 

of nuclear war scenarios.  One of the most pertinent is the accuracy of ballistic missiles.  There have 

been no tests of missiles on the north/south trajectories over the Arctic necessary for a superpower 

exchange; there have been no live tests of ballistic missiles since 1963 when the PTBT outlawed 

atmospheric nuclear tests.  These are some of the factors considered in this book.  Not only are 

technical aspects discussed but the author also argues that improvements in US missile accuracy 
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were not inevitable and goes on to explore the complex relationship between industry, the military 

and politicians in developing improvements in missile accuracy.  The dialogues inject an interesting 

skepticism into the accuracy debate, making the reader very wary of accepting any figures at face 

value.

Stephen J. Cimbala (ed.), The Technology, Strategy and Politics of SDI, Boulder: Westview 

Press, 1987.  The SDI debate was an example of the interrelationship between technology, strategy 

and the decision making process in the United States.  The debate showed that technology can drive 

politics and that the converse is also true.  This book has eleven well balanced essays on the book’s 

title and is an excellent primer for SDI.

William J. Broad, Teller’s War: The Top Secret Story Behind the Star Wars Deception, New 

York: Simon & Schuster, 1992.  The author is a Pulitzer Prize winning journalist from the New 

York Times and while the book looks a little sensationalist it does explore some interesting themes. 

The basic thesis is that Edward Teller, a respected physicist and co-inventor of the hydrogen bomb, 

used his extensive government contacts and dubious scientific evidence to gain funding from the 

Reagan administration for x-ray laser research as part of the SDI project.  Its value is in exploring 

the process by which defence policy is formulated in the United States and if Broad’s thesis is 

correct, how the outcomes of that process can be determined by a narrow interest group.

J.O. Hirschfielder (ed.), The Effects of Nuclear Weapons, New York: McGraw-Hill Book 

Co. Inc., 1950.  Prepared for and in cooperation with the Department of Defense and the Atomic 

Energy Commission under the direction of the Los Alamos Scientific Laboratory this is one of the 

first texts to deal with the effects of nuclear weapons and uses data from the US test programme and 

the detonations at Hiroshima and Nagasaki.  There is nothing on bomb design, but the effects of 

nuclear explosions are presented in extensive scientific detail.  A more up to date version of this 

text is the third edition: Samuel Glasstone & Philip J. Dolan (eds.), The Effect of Nuclear Weapons,  

US DoD & DoE, 1977.  This third edition builds on the earlier work with more analysis on the radio 

and radar effects of a nuclear blast.  These types of texts are not for the faint hearted, especially the 

photographic section; some readers may find the scientific detachment of the authors a little 

disturbing.

Carl Sagan & Richard Turco, A Path Where No Man Thought: Nuclear Winter and the End 

of the Arms Race, New York: Random House, 1990.  The authors are respected scientists in 

astronomy and atmospheric sciences respectively and are among the group credited with postulating 

the idea of a nuclear winter in the 1980s: a situation where even a small nuclear war would cause 

massive climate change.  This book contains a vast amount of material on climate change and then 

relates these discoveries to the state of the arms race.
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Nuclear strategy

The role of nuclear weapons in foreign policy, the nuclear arms race between the United States and 

the Soviet Union, and the technicalities of nuclear strategy have received an enormous amount of 

coverage from academics of all types, the participants themselves, and interested observers.  The 

majority of the literature is focused on the United States, and obliquely, the Soviet Union. Many of 

the books are broad, and document the progression of the bilateral nuclear arms race as well as 

discussing nuclear strategy; such is the difficulty of trying to separate strategies from their 

technological and historical components.

As noted in Chapter 3, the nuclear strategies of other states have received less attention in 

the literature.  As the nuclear arms race between the United States and the Soviet Union has been 

the primary frame of reference for nuclear weapons, the texts recommended below will therefore be 

mainly focused on the United States and the Soviet Union; the reader should be aware of the bias, 

and refer to Chapter 3 to redress the imbalance.

William Gray & Michael Pearson, The Nuclear Arms Race, Chicago: American Library 

Association, 1987.  This book is a diplomatic history and brief analysis of arms race policies.  Its 

value to a researcher is that each section has a comprehensive bibliography and guide to available 

resources.  If this category was to contain only one book, then this would be the best book for a 

reader to start with.

P.M.S Blackett, Atomic Weapons and East-West Relations, Cambridge: University Press, 

1956.  Although it only covers a limited time frame, this book is an excellent historical narrative 

and analysis of early US policy.  As well as providing a history of nuclear events from 1945 to 

1955, Blackett also challenges assumptions such as the notion held by the United States that 

technological superiority is necessary for the survival of western civilisation.  Blackett suggests that 

less money should be spent on nuclear weapons and those funds spent on practical conventional 

forces.

Henry A. Kissinger, Nuclear Weapons and Foreign Policy, New York: W.W. Norton & Co. 

Inc., 1969.  This is the second edition by Kissinger, written as he was serving as President Nixon’s 

Assistant for National Security Affairs.  Kissinger has a reputation as being a staunch realist, but 

this should not be inferred as meaning that he is excessively aggressive or anti-Soviet in his 

approach to policy.  This book is more prescriptive than a diplomatic history and details the 
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revisions necessary for a coherent US nuclear strategy.  The language is heavily realist; Kissinger 

argues that the United States is ignorant of the uses of power and is always trying to find 

justifications based on justice.  He also argues that peace is a condition, a state of a power 

relationship; US policy should focus on the power relationship, not just peace itself.

Edward Teller & Albert A. Latter, Our Nuclear Future: Facts, Dangers and Opportunities, 

London: Secker & Warburg, 1958.  Teller and Latter are physicists, the former being the inventor of 

the hydrogen bomb technology.  The book is heavily scientific but moves into the policy 

prescription area.  It is here that Teller expounds what could be described as a classic “hawkish” 

perspective, one that he would push rather successfully in policy making circles up to the Reagan 

era.  Teller and Latter argue that a nuclear test ban is not possible because the Soviet Union will 

devise ways of cheating; nuclear weapons should supplement US conventional forces because the 

United States cannot match the Soviet conventional superiority.

Harland B. Moulton, From Superiority to Parity: The United States and the Strategic Arms 

Race, 1961-1971, Connecticut: Greenwood Press Inc., 1973.  At the time of publication Moulton 

was Director of Research and Arms Control Studies at the National War College.  The book is 

essentially a diplomatic history of the title period but is also an analysis of the more subtle aspects 

of shifting policy.  Divided into time periods, this is probably one of the best references for nuclear 

policy history from 1945 to 1971.  The perspective is very balanced and many traditional notions 

regarding nuclear superiority are debunked.  Moulton concludes that he finds it difficult to support 

the notion that marginal technological or numerical superiority could be translated into military or 

diplomatic advantage.  He also concludes that US over-compensation for Soviet capabilities has 

encouraged the arms race. 

Lawrence Freedman, The Evolution of Nuclear Strategy, London: The MacMillan Press 

Ltd., 1982.  A reader able to work through both Moulton and Freedman will find few aspects of 

strategy and nuclear history that are not covered.  This book is a massive diplomatic history from 

the former Head of Policy Studies at the Royal Institute of International Affairs.  It covers in depth 

the evolution of strategy and policy formation, technological factors and perspectives from other 

states.

Strobe Talbott, The Master of the Game: Paul Nitze and the Nuclear Peace, New York: 

Alfred A. Knopf, 1988.  As a former Rhodes Scholar and the current US Assistant Secretary of 

State, Talbott has carved for himself somewhat of a niche in the nuclear weapons field.  His 

speciality is in the documentation of arms control negotiations such as SALT II and START, and 

his other books will be mentioned below.  This book is a history of the arms race from the 

perspective of Paul Nitze, an outspoken and controversial, yet prominent figure in US policy circles 
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who has occupied a variety of official positions in a career spanning the entire nuclear weapons 

period to date.  Talbott’s easy style of writing and the comprehensive nature of this book make it 

excellent reading, especially on the evolution of the strategic debate and the process of policy 

formation.  The sections on the debates between Nitze and others such as Bernard Brodie, Henry 

Kissinger, George F. Kennan, Robert McNamara, Harold Brown, and Paul Warnke are excellent for 

understanding the subtleties of strategic perspectives.

Drew Middleton, Can America Win the Next War?, New York: Charles Scribners’ Sons 

1975; Philip van Slyck, Strategies for the 1980s: Lessons of Cuba, Vietnam and Afghanistan, 

Connecticut: Greenwood Press, 1981.  Concern over the size of US forces relative to those of the 

Soviet Union was a recurring theme of the nuclear arms race.  The bomber and missile gaps of the 

50s and 60s were proved fallacious and one is tempted to conclude that similar concerns in the 

1970s were arguably based more on misperception than rigorous analysis.  These two books 

epitomise the paranoia over relative force levels in the 1970s and early 1980s.  Middleton was at the 

time of publication a military correspondent for the New York Times.  Mainly concerned with 

conventional forces and written almost like a novel, Middleton reflects a common view of cynicism 

regarding Soviet global intentions.  The analysis is heavily based on numerical comparisons and 

ignores larger political and strategic factors.  van Slyck was a consultant at Freedom House in 1981, 

a NGO involved in studies on freedoms and human rights.  Like Middleton, van Slyck is wary of 

the supposed 1970s US force build-down and finds that the United States is severely constrained 

from dealing with the Soviet threat and being the last bastion of freedom against repressive regimes. 

A window of vulnerability is identified and a prescription for increased budgets is offered.  While 

now outdated, these two books represent a certain type of strategic thinking in the United States: 

that nuclear weapons are needed to deal with rogue states, and that US superiority is essential in any 

relationship.

Solly Zuckerman, Nuclear Illusion and Reality, New York: The Viking Press, 1982.  This 

book by a foreign policy academic from Britain is an excellent example of some of the books to be 

published 1980s that challenge certain assumptions about nuclear weapons and strategy. 

Zuckerman supports usable conventional arms and attacks assumptions such as the advantage of 

nuclear superiority in superpower negotiations, the distinction between tactical and strategic nuclear 

weapons, and that nuclear weapons have enhanced the status of Britain.  On strategy, Zuckerman 

argues that as early as the 1960s, policy makers accepted that all that could be achieved with 

nuclear weapons was a secure second strike capability.  There is also a good analysis of the 

relationship between political decision makers and technical experts that is still relevant today.

William H. Baugh, The Politics of the Nuclear Balance: Ambiguity and Continuity in 
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Strategic Policies, New York: Longman Inc., 1984.  A researcher at the University of Oregon, 

Baugh presents a critique of the notion of a strategic balance and an analysis of the policy making 

process.  The main thesis is that the United States has never been able to develop a strategy that 

utilises or justifies all the weapons that technical options have produced.

Robert C. Aldridge, First Strike: The Pentagon’s Strategy for Nuclear War, London: Pluto 

Press Ltd., 1983.  Aldridge left a position as a senior engineer working for Lockheed on warheads 

for SLBMs and wrote this book based on his experiences.  His thesis is that despite policy 

announcements to the contrary, the Pentagon was intent on developing technology that would allow 

the United States to consider the option of a first strike against the Soviet Union with some 

technical certainty.  The technical discussions are excellent, and of interest to strategy is its ideas on 

the relationship between technology and policy making.  The final chapter looks at the financial 

aspects of the defence industry.

Honore M. Catudal, Nuclear Deterrence: Does it Deter?, London: Mansell Publishing Ltd., 

1985.  There are numerous books on the theory of deterrence and how it fits into a strategic policy. 

This text is one of the better choices for an introduction: there is a thorough history of deterrence 

theory evolution including several case studies.  The central thesis is that nuclear weapons do not 

deter in the sense that we naturally think.

Stephen J. Cimbala, Rethinking Nuclear Strategy, Wilmington: Scholarly Resources Inc., 

1988.  A familiar researcher in the nuclear weapons field, Cimbala takes an analytical approach to 

the demands on strategy in the 1980s.  The analysis looks rigorous and covers some of the new 

issues: European deterrence, technology including SDI, and issues relating to command and control. 

The technological issues are still important in current debates. 

Robert Jervis, The Meaning of the Nuclear Revolution: Statecraft and the Prospect of  

Armageddon, Ithaca: Cornell University Press, 1989.  At the time of publication, Jervis was a 

Professor at Columbia University.  This book gets rave reviews on the jacket from Foreign Affairs 

and personalities such as McGeorge Bundy and Thomas C. Schelling.  It is essentially an analysis 

of how nuclear weapons have changed the meaning of war, the psychology of statesmanship, and 

the formulation of military policy.

Graham T. Allison, Albert Carnesale & Joseph S. Nye, Jr. (eds.), Hawks, Doves and Owls:  

An Agenda for Avoiding Nuclear War, New York: W.W. Norton & Co., 1985.

Three respected scholars present this prescriptive analysis on avoiding nuclear war.  The essays 

cover some good perspectives and the distinction between hawks, doves and owls is particularly 

useful.

Patrick J. Garrity & Steven A. Maaranen (eds.), Nuclear Weapons in the Changing World:  



Appendix 1: Literature review                                                                                                      Page   200  

Perspectives from Europe, Asia, and North America, New York: Plenum Press, 1992.  This is a 

series of essays from the Los Alamos Centre for National Security Studies and usefully covers the 

changes taking place in the international environment at this time. 

Honore M. Catudal, Soviet Nuclear Strategy from Stalin to Gorbachev: A Revolution in  

Soviet Military and Political Thinking, W. Berlin: Berlin Verlag Arno Spitz, 1988.  There has been 

much speculation over the nature of Soviet military strategy by US analysts and much of it has 

involved imposing US values onto Soviet policy makers.  Catudal rejects this approach and also 

argues that like US strategy, Soviet strategy was also fluid.  The advantage of this book over other 

publications on Soviet strategy is that it covers all sides of the debates over Soviet strategy and 

contains numerous footnotes pointing to other sources.  For these two reasons, this book is 

recommended as being the best reading for an understanding of the complexities behind Soviet 

strategy.  The technical discussions on Soviet nuclear weapons are excellent and should be essential 

reading for anyone wishing to engage in a comparison of relative capabilities.

Roman Kolkowicz & Ellen Propper Mickiewicz (eds.), The Soviet Calculus of Nuclear War,  

Lexington: D.C. Heath & Co., 1986.  This is a good series of essays covering topics such as 

strategy, acquisition, BMD, decision making, negotiations, and economics.  This text makes a very 

useful companion to Catudal.

Robert Nurick (ed.), Nuclear Weapons and European Security, Hampshire: Gower 

Publishing Co. Ltd., 1984;  Daniel Charles, Nuclear Planning in NATO: Pitfalls of First Use, 

Cambridge, Mass.: Ballinger Publishing Co., 1987.  In reading studies on US strategies and policies 

one often gets the feeling that European issues were scarcely taken into account and that US policy 

makers accepted certain assumptions without questions.  These two books redress that deficiency. 

Nurick presents five essays dealing with Britain’s deterrent, nuclear weapons in Europe, the United 

States and extended deterrence, relations in the NATO alliance, and the countervailing strategy. 

Charles is more specific and critiques NATO’s apparently conflicting doctrines on the first use of 

nuclear weapons.

Nuclear proliferation and control

Now that the end of the Cold War has consigned much of the work on bilateral nuclear strategy to 

historical academic debate, issues of nuclear proliferation are assuming greater prominence in 

academic literature.  Once regarded as almost an aside to the nuclear policies of the two 

superpowers, scholars are discovering that proliferation is not just important, but is also a rich field 
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for investigation. 

This section combines books that discuss issues of proliferation and introduce the study of 

nuclear arms control.  Proliferation and control are difficult to separate, and many books cover both 

areas, hence the title of this section.

Leonard S. Spector, Mark G. McDonough & Evan S. Medeiros, Tracking Nuclear Proliferation: A 

Guide in Maps and Charts, 1995, Washington: Carnegie Endowment for International Peace, 1995. 

Spector has written numerous guides to the proliferation of nuclear weapons, and this collaboration 

is a useful resource that provides up-to-date information in an easily accessible format.

Michael Reiss, Bridled Ambition: Why Countries Constrain their Nuclear Capabilites, 

Washington: The Woodrow Wilson Center Press, 1995.  This is a very thorough and up to date 

country by country study of states that abandoned their nuclear programmes.  The section on South 

Africa is very good, especially given the revelations recently that South Africa actually assembled 

several devices.  The suspicious flash detected by a US Vela satellite in September 1979 was 

suspected to be a nuclear test conducted by South Africa.  This view has been challenged in other 

books but Reiss argues that unofficial US opinion is that it was a test and was conducted by Israel 

with South African knowledge or collaboration.

James Schear (ed.), Nuclear Weapons Proliferation and Nuclear Risk, Hampshire: Gower 

Publishing Co. Ltd., 1984.  Published for the International Institute for Strategic Studies, this 

volume is a collection of seven essays on nuclear proliferation issues including the control of 

nuclear war, non-proliferation regimes, the impact of test restrictions and an interesting essay on 

why the proliferation of nuclear weapons might actually enhance security.

Aaron Karp, Ballistic Missile Proliferation: the Politics and Technics, Oxford: Oxford 

University Press, 1996.  Once a state possesses a nuclear device, it must have a credible way of 

delivering it.  The proliferation of ballistic missiles is therefore closely related to concerns about 

nuclear weapons proliferation.  This book is a comprehensive and up to date study of the political 

issues surrounding ballistic missiles as well as the technical aspects of their development and 

deployment.

Joseph A. Yager (ed.), Nonproliferation and US Foreign Policy, Washington: the Brookings 

Institution, 1980.  This series of essays provides a global overview of nuclear capabilities and 

proliferation concerns.  It also provides suggestions for US foreign policy to manage proliferation 

and is a useful example of how non-proliferation policies work.  Although dated, it is interesting to 

contrast certain states then and now.

William C. Potter, Nuclear Power and Nonproliferation: An Interdisciplinary Perspective,  
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Massachusetts: OGH Publishers 1982.  Potter argues that the link between nuclear power and 

nuclear weapons is not fully understood by policy makers.  Potter analyses all aspects of the nuclear 

power/proliferation debate and Appendix C contains a thorough bibliography on the subject.

Congressional Research Service, Library of Congress, Nuclear Proliferation Factbook, 

Washington: US Government Printing Office, 1995.  This volume is a collection of official 

statements, reports and other documents on a variety of nuclear proliferation issues, agreements and 

technical aspects.  At over 700 pages it is a very useful source of material on nuclear proliferation in 

both military and civilian forms.

Teena Karsa Mayers, Understanding Weapons and Arms Control: A Guide to the Issues,  

Washington DC: Brassey’s (US) Inc., 1991.  This book is probably the best text for a reader who is 

looking for a brief introduction to nuclear weapons, the arms race and arms control.  Historical as 

well as technical material is covered and there are plenty of maps, tables, pictures and diagrams. 

The analysis may be thin but at less than 150 pages brevity is one of the virtues of this book.

Jozef Goldblat, Arms Control Agreements: A Handbook, London: Taylor & Francis Ltd., 

1983.  This is an excellent introduction to arms control completed by Goldblat under the auspices of 

SIPRI.  The book contains commentary and the original texts of major agreements.  Given its date 

of publication, many agreements are not covered.

Hedley Bull, The Control of the Arms Race: Disarmament and Arms Control in the Missile  

Age, New York: Frederick A. Praeger Publishers, 1965.  Although dated this is one of the first texts 

to deal with the implications of the ballistic missile on traditional notions of arms control.  The 

analysis is very thorough and would be a useful starting point before more recent works are 

covered.

Alva Myrdal, The Game of Disarmament: How the United States and Russia Run the Arms 

Race, New York: Pantheon Books, 1976.  Myrdal is a former Minister of Disarmament for Sweden 

and an active player in international politics.  This book is essentially a critique of the arms race and 

an expose of the inadequacies of the United States and the Soviet Union in the negotiating arena. 

At over 300 pages it is not a brief read, but with the amount of material covered, is well worth the 

effort.

Jeffrey A. Larsen & Gregory J. Rattray, Arms Control Towards the 21st Century, Boulder: 

Lynne Rienner Publishers, 1996.  This is a good up to date reference on the current situation and an 

analysis of the likely future problems.

Michael J. Sheehan, Arms Control: Theory and Practice, Oxford: Basil Blackwell, 1988. 

This book is a good introduction, and as the title suggests, covers both theory and practice.  The 

sections on bargaining, both internal and external are excellent.
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Jurgen Altman, Thomas Stock & Jean Pierre Stroot (eds.), Verification After the Cold War: 

Broadening the Process, Amsterdam: VU University Press, 1994.  Verification is an important 

topic in arms control and has proved to be a barrier to the negotiation of many arms control 

agreements.  This is an excellent resource on the topic, both reflective and prescriptive.

Frank Barnaby & Ronald Huisken, Arms Uncontrolled, Cambridge, Mass.: Harvard 

University Press, 1975.  Although a little dated this SIPRI study is an excellent resource.  It 

contains a chronology of arms developments and restraints, details on proliferation and arms trade, 

and a brief analysis of negotiations.  Both conventional and nuclear weapons are covered.

Gotz Neuneck & Otfried Ischebeck (eds.), Missile Proliferation, Missile Defense, and Arms 

Control, Baden-Baden: Nomos Verlagsgesellschaft, 1993.  In the 1960s and 70s the nuclear-

weapon states were concerned with the proliferation of nuclear warhead technology.  By the 80s it 

was generally realised that the barriers to becoming a nuclear state were not in the design of the 

explosive device but in the acquiring of fissile material and a credible means of delivering the 

explosive device.  Arms control interest therefore turned to missile technology.  It was also realised 

that missiles could be used to deliver chemical and biological weapons as well.  This book is a 

series of papers from a symposium on the title and most of the intricacies of missile proliferation 

are covered.

Theodore A. Couluombis & Thanos P. Dokos (eds.), Arms Control and Security in the 

Middle East and the CIS Republics, Athens: Hellenic Foundation for European and Foreign Policy, 

1995.  With the end of the Cold War and the break up of the Soviet Union new states and regions 

are receiving more attention in the literature.  This book contains a good selection of recent essays 

that should assist any reader in understanding the security and arms control issues in these complex 

regions.

Gerald Segal (ed.), Arms Control in Asia, New York: St. Martin’s Press, 1987.  Asia is 

another region that is often left out of the literature on the arms race and arms control.  This book is 

a useful reference for redressing that deficiency with a series of essays by various scholars.

Andrew Mack & Paul Keal (eds.), Security and Arms Control in the North Pacific, Sydney: 

Allen & Unwin, 1988.  This series of essays fills a much needed regional gap with its treatment of 

the North Pacific region.  With the intersecting interests of both the United States and (now) Russia, 

along with the presence of Japan, China, and the two Koreas, this is a crucial region that has 

perhaps not received the volume of scholarly attention that it deserves.

Regina Cowen Karp (ed.), Security Without Nuclear Weapons? Different Perspectives on 

Non-Nuclear Security, Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1992.  This SIPRI study is very rigorous 

and balanced, free of too much emotive rhetoric and impractical solutions.  The problems of non-
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nuclear security are set out and theories are presented as to how these problems could be overcome 

in the long run.

Trevor Taylor & Ryukichi Imai (eds.), The Defence Trade: Demand, Supply and Control, 

London: Royal Institute of International Affairs, 1994.  The economics and trading aspects of the 

arms race have also started to receive more attention from scholars and researchers.  This book has 

a good series of essays on the title and covers nuclear proliferation as well as chemical and 

biological weapons.

Professor Keith Hartley & Nick Hooper (eds.), The Economics of Defence, Disarmament  

and Peace, Aldershot: Edward Elgar Publishing Ltd., 1990.  This book is essentially a massive 

bibliography of references on the title and is therefore an essential starting point for any reader 

wanting to investigate economic aspects further.

Istvan Pogany (ed.) Nuclear Weapons and International Law, New York: St. Martin’s Press, 

1987.  A series of essays on the title and a very useful reference for a reader wanting to explore 

issues of international law and nuclear arms control.

John Dewar, Abdul Paliwala, Sol Picciotto & Matthias Ruete (eds.), Nuclear Weapons, the 

Peace Movement and the Law,  Hampshire: The MacMillan Press Ltd., 1986.  Fourteen essays on 

nuclear weapons and the law, but this time focusing on peace movements; a good primer on both.

Crispin Aubrey (ed.), Nukespeak: The Media and the Bomb, London: Comedia Publishing 

Group, 1982.  Another area of the nuclear weapons debate that has not received significant attention 

from mainstream scholars and researchers.  This is an interesting series of essays on campaigns, 

media and propaganda in Britain.

Stockholm International Peace Research Institute (SIPRI), World Armaments and 

Disarmament: Yearbook 19xx, Oxford: Oxford University Press, 19xx.  The SIPRI yearbooks are 

excellent sources of material on all aspects of nuclear weapons.  They are particularly useful for 

providing facts, figures and estimates on the size of nuclear arsenals around the world.

Nuclear arms control negotiations

The books listed below are this author's choices for the best texts that deal specifically with nuclear 

arms control negotiations.  The books listed below deal with specific agreements and have been 

selected because of their coverage of the negotiation processes leading to the various agreements, 

the politics of ratification, and compliance with the agreements.  
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Lloyd Jensen, Bargaining for National Security: The Postwar Disarmament Negotiations, 

Columbia: University of South Carolina Press, 1988.  This book is a useful introduction to bilateral 

negotiations in that it contains material on a variety of negotiations.  The analysis is a good 

combination of theory and case studies.

Glenn T. Seaborg, Kennedy, Khrushchev and the Test Ban, Berkeley: University of 

California Press, 1981.  In the early 1960s Seaborg was Director of the US Atomic Energy 

Commission, the forerunner of the Department of Energy.  He was also part of the advisory team to 

President Kennedy on the PTBT negotiations.  This book is therefore a very thorough inside view 

of the whole negotiation process during Kennedy’s presidency.  Coverage of all aspects is excellent 

and the chapter on the final negotiations in Moscow is essential reading on this topic.

Thanos P. Dokos, Negotiations for a CTBT 1958-1994: Analysis and Evaluation of  

American Policy, Lanham: Uni Press of America, 1995.  This is an excellent book on the PTBT as 

this treaty came out of the negotiations that were supposed to achieve a comprehensive test ban. 

Dokos has used a lot of primary material in the analysis and it is very comprehensive; this book is 

essential reading for both the PTBT and the CTBT.

Morton A. Kaplan (ed.), SALT: Problems and Prospects, New Jersey: General Learning 

Press, 1973.  This book contain a series of essays that give very thorough treatment to the SALT I 

negotiations.  A variety of topics are covered including precedents and the language of arms 

control.

Roman Kolkowicz, Matthew P. Gallagher & Benjamin S. Lambeth, The Soviet Union and 

Arms Control: A Superpower Dilemma, Baltimore: The John Hopkins Press, 1970.  The focus of 

this book is on the SALT I negotiations and is also a useful primer on Soviet perspectives on 

bilateral arms control.  There are also useful sections on Soviet views of Europe and China.

Ernest J. Yanarella, The Missile Defense Controversy: Strategy, Technology and Politics,  

1955-72, Lexington: The University Press of Kentucky, 1972.  Ballistic Missile Defense (BMD) 

was an important part of the SALT I debate.  This book is a substantial study on the topic with 

several different perspectives.

Strobe Talbott, Endgame: The Inside Story of SALT II, New York: Harper & Row 

Publishers, 1979.  This detailed book is an excellent work on the SALT II negotiations.  Talbott 

uses primary material including interviews and his own observations in this very detailed treatment 

of the negotiation process.

 Strobe Talbott, Deadly Gambits: The Reagan Administration and the Stalemate in Nuclear 

Arms Control, New York: Alfred A. Knopf, 1984.  Talbott again provides a meticulously 

researched documentary of nuclear arms control negotiations, this time focusing on INF and 
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START I.

Michael Krepon & Dan Caldwell (eds.), The Politics of Arms Control Treaty Ratification,  

New York: St. Martin’s Press, 1991.  This book contains seven case studies on the ratification of 

arms control agreements including the PTBT, the ABM Treaty, SALT II and the INF Treaty.  From 

the US perspective it contains details of the negotiations of the agreements and how the 

administration had to sell the agreements to Congress.  This is therefore an excellent reference on 

both negotiations and on executive/legislative relations.

Andrei Kortunov & Nikolai Sokov, Who Is Violating International Agreements?, Moscow: 

Novosti Press Agency Publishing House, 1984.  Bilateral nuclear arms control agreements between 

the United States and the Soviet Union have typically been very complex and the allegations of 

violations have also typically been based on very technical points of the agreements.  This book is 

from the Soviet perspective and refutes violation allegations from the United States.  The authors 

use speeches and testimonies from US politicians, scientists and disarmament experts to make their 

case.

Stockholm International Peace Research Institute (SIPRI), SIPRI Yearbook: World 

Armaments and Disarmament, Oxford: Oxford University Press, 19xx.  These yearbooks are a 

valuable resource, but it should be noted that the exact title has changed several times in the series. 

To date, this author has been unable to find specific books that have dealt with the negotiation of 

START II and its signing that took place on 3 January 1993.  The best reference for START II is 

therefore the SIPRI yearbooks; 1991 through to 1993 gives coverage of both START I and II. 

Much of the information used in this thesis on START II has come from sources such as the media 

and papers published by various research institutions.



Appendix 2: Deployments of nuclear weapons, 1945-1997

Table and Graph A2.1 show the size of the nuclear weapon stockpiles of the five declared nuclear-

weapon states between 1945 and 1995.  The figures include both strategic and tactical nuclear 

warheads.  The latest figures can be found in Chapter 3, as can the size of the arsenals of other 

nuclear-weapon states.  

It can be seen from the figures that the United States had numerical superiority over the 

other nuclear-weapon states until the 1975-1980 period when the Soviet Union reached strategic 

parity with the United States and then overtook it in absolute numerical terms.  The figures 

emphasise the illusory nature of the US bomber and missile-gap controversies in the 1950s and 

1960s. 

The figures also show the absolute differences between the nuclear forces of the United 

States and the Soviet Union, who deployed large numbers of weapons, and the nuclear forces of the 

other three nuclear-weapon states who have been content with more minimal deterrence forces. 

The numbers of warheads stockpiled by Britain, France and China barely register on the scale of 

Graph A2.1.

Table A2.1: Nuclear-weapon states, warhead stockpiles, 1945-1995

1945 1950 1955 1960 1965 1970 1975 1980 1985 1990 1995
USA 6 369 3057 20434 32135 26492 27235 23916 23510 21781 14111

USSR 0 5 200 1605 6129 11643 19443 30062 39197 37000 27000

Britain 0 0 10 30 310 280 350 350 300 300 300

France 0 0 0 0 32 36 188 250 360 505 485

China 0 0 0 0 5 75 185 280 425 435 425

Totals 6 374 3267 22069 38611 38526 47401 54858 63792 60021 42321

Source: The Bulletin of Atomic Scientists, URL: http://www.bullatomsci.org .

Finally, the figures start to hint at the trend shown in Table and Graph A2.2, with the 
stockpiles of the United States and Russia decreasing in size through rationalisation and nuclear 
arms control commitments.
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Graph A2.1: Nuclear-weapon states, warhead stockpiles, 1945-1995

Table and graph A2.2 (see following page) show the warhead limits of each of the major bilateral 

nuclear arms control agreements between the United States and Russia, contrasted with the numbers 

of both strategic and total warheads.  Russia has been used instead of the Soviet Union to reflect the 

current situation and the acceptance by Russia of the Soviet Union's bilateral nuclear arms control 

commitments.  Note that the treaty limits for SALT I & II were on launchers, not warheads; 

warhead numbers were not limited by either agreement.  This distorts the relationship between 

treaty obligations and warhead numbers for the SALT period, but does show how the SALT 

agreements did not prevent increases in the numbers of both strategic and total warheads.

The figures show the discrepancy between obligation and reality.  Numbers of strategic 

warheads are approaching the targets, but delays in dismantling mean that obligations have not yet 

been met.  While total stockpiles are shrinking, the difference between treaty obligations and the 

total size of stockpiles is still significant.  This perhaps highlights a limitation of bilateral nuclear 

arms control in that it has not dealt with tactical warheads.

0

5000

10000

15000

20000

25000

30000

35000

40000

45000

1945 1950 1955 1960 1965 1970 1975 1980 1985 1990 1995

Year

N
um

be
r

USA

USSR

Britain

France

China



Appendix 2: Deployments                                                                                                             Page   209  

Table A2.2: Treaty warhead limits by year/agreement, contrasted with actual stockpiles

Agreement Year US treaty 

limit

Russia treaty 

limit 

US 

strategic

Russia 

strategic

US total

warheads

Russia total

warheads
SALT I 1973 1700 2400 13244 2815 28449 15915

1975 1700 2400 13933 3743 27235 19443
1977 1700 2400 14320 4744 25342 23044

SALT II 1979 2400 2400 14148 7035 24141 27935
SALT II + 1981 2250 2250 13485 8549 23191 32049

1983 2250 2250 13108 9704 23341 35804
1985 2250 2250 14040 10497 23510 39197
1987 2250 2250 14953 11159 23472 43000
1989 2250 2250 13937 12117 22827 39000

START I 1991 6000 6000 11080 10672 20121 35000
START II 1993 3500 3500 9240 9385 16831 31000

1995 3500 3500 9220 7748 14111 27000
1997 3500 3500 7250 6240 12000 23000

Source: Natural Resources Defense Council, Inc., URL: http://www.nrdc.org .

Table A2.2: Treaty warhead limits by year/agreement, contrasted with actual stockpiles
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Appendix 3: Nuclear tests, 1945-1998

Table A3.1 shows the states that have conducted nuclear tests and the number of both atmospheric 

and underground tests for each.  South Africa and Israel not been included in the table, reflecting 

the ambiguity that still surrounds the "Vela incident" (see Chapter 3).

Table A3.1: Total nuclear tests by state

US Russia Britain France China India Pakistan
atmosphere 217 219 21 50 23 0 0
underground 815 496 24 160 22 6 6
total 1032 715 45 210 45 6 6

Source: Rebecca Johnson, ‘A Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty: Signed but not Sealed’ in Acronym, No.10 May 1997, 

London: Disarmament Intelligence Review, 1997.

Table A3.2 and Graph A3.1 show the number of nuclear tests conducted by the five nuclear-weapon 

states from 1945-1998 in five year periods.  The total number of tests is shown in the bottom row of 

Table A3.2 and in Graph A3.2.

Table A3.2: Number of nuclear tests by state, 1945-1998, in five year periods
(for example, 1945 covers the period 1945-1949)

1945 1950 1955 1960 1965 1970 1975 1980 1985 1990 1995
US 8 43 145 198 230 136 96 84 71 21 0

USSR 1 17 65 147 85 101 126 116 56 1 0
Britain 0 3 18 4 1 1 4 8 4 2 0
France 0 0 0 12 19 32 37 51 41 12 6
China 0 0 0 1 9 6 10 6 2 7 4
Total 9 63 228 362 344 276 273 265 174 43 10

Source: Rebecca Johnson, ‘A Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty: Signed but not Sealed’ in Acronym, No.10 May 1997, 

London: Disarmament Intelligence Review, 1997.

Table A3.2 (see the following page) shows the rapid increase in the number of tests in the 

ten years following the first test in 1945.  The total number of tests stayed above 200 until the 

second half of the 1980s.  The number of US tests peaked in the 1960s, falling gradually in 

following years as the utility of the tests declined.  The Soviet Union did not match the number of 
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US tests until the 1974-1984 period.  This was of some concern to strategists who saw the increased 

Soviet tests as evidence of a new arms build-up.  Curiously, the number of British and French tests 

also increased in the first half of the 1980s.

The 1990s saw US tests fall to minimal levels, the end of limited British testing, and final 

surges by France and China before accepting a CTBT.  The number of Russian tests dropped 

dramatically, due to a declared moratorium, financial difficulties, the loss of the Semipalatinsk test 

site with the break up of the Soviet Union, and environmental problems at the Novaya Zemlya test 

site.

Graph A3.1: Number of nuclear tests by state, 1945-1998, in five year periods
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Graph A3.2: Total nuclear tests by five nuclear-weapon states, 1945-1998, in five year periods
(for example, 1945 covers tests from 1945 to 1949)
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