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ARGUMENT 

• Are states that receive formal security guarantees from nuclear-armed 
allies less likely proliferators?

• ”Security guarantees make their recipients substantially less likely to 
engage in all levels of proliferation activity” (430)

• Quantitative Analysis & Case Study



LIMITATIONS

• Policy literature is broad, focusing on more than specifically 
guarantees

• Assumes security guarantees can be effective in stemming allied 
proliferation

• “…growing quantitative literature addresses the question of why 
states do and do not proliferate, but reaches contradictory 
conclusions on security guarantees.” (430)





RECENT STUDIES

• Singh and Way (2004)

• Hazard analysis

• Conclusion: states with nuclear-armed allies were neither less nor more likely to explore nuclear weapons options, launch weapons 
programs, or acquire weapons

• No relationship between guarantees and states’ likelihood of launching weapons programs, but found a robust negative relationship 
to both exploration and acquisition (431)

• Jo and Gartzke (2007)

• Probit regression analysis

• Conclusion: states receiving security guarantees were no less likely to have active nuclear weapons programs, though less likely to 
possess nuclear weapons

• Kroenig (2009b) and Fuhrmann (2009)

• Both scholars “tweaked” Singh and Way’s work

• Kroenig: reported that two of the three hazard models found a negative relationship between guarantees and acquisition, while one 
found no relationship

• Fuhrmann: reported that all of his models found no relationship between guarantees and nuclear weapons program initiation or 
acquisition



SECURITY GUARANTEES AND NUCLEAR 
PROLIFERATION

• Allying with a state that has nuclear weapons à benefits of nuclear weapons 
without the cost

• “A security guarantee serves as a substitute for a state obtaining nuclear 
weapons; a potential challenger to the protégé state will observe that a nuclear-
armed patron protects the protégé and will therefore be less likely to threaten or 
attack the protégé” (432)

• Perceived high risk of abandonment or technological, economic, and political 
constraints on proliferation are low à security guarantees less likely to be 
viewed as viable substitutes for proliferation



HYPOTHESIS 1:

• Countries receiving formal security guarantees from nuclear-armed 
allies are less likely to explore nuclear weapons options, launch 
programs to obtain weapons, and acquire nuclear weapons. (432)



QUANTITATIVE EMPIRICAL ANALYSIS

• Modified versions of Jo and Gartzke’s (2007) data set as well as Singh and Way (2004) 
data set

• Independent Variable: Security Guarantees
• Dependent Variable: Proliferation
• Period Analyzed: 1939 – 1992
• 1939: earliest nuclear proliferation activity

• Behavior of states coded in four categories:
• No discernable nuclear proliferation behavior
• Exploring weapons options
• Launching programs to pursue weapons
• Acquiring at least rudimentary deliverable weapons



DEFINITIONS (433)

• Exploration: ”authorization by national leaders to conduct cost/benefit assessments of 
potential proliferation or engage in low-level proliferation activities”

• Pursuit: “authorization by national leaders to launch programs to acquire nuclear 
weapons, or evidence that states are engaged in such activities even when information 
on authorization by national leaders is lacking”

• Regarded as the most important of the three stages

• Acquisition: “obtaining at least rudimentary deliverable nuclear explosive devices”



CONTROLLING FOR OTHER FACTORS

• Primary goal: examine how security guarantees affect proliferation while also aiming to 
explain proliferation broadly

• Focus on formal, bilateral security guarantees (434)

• States considered as having guarantees when there exists formal defense pacts with 
nuclear-armed allies

• Defense pacts identified using Correlates of War (COW) alliance data set

• ”Core” models vs. “fully specified” models

• ”Core” includes 4 control variables

• “Fully specified” includes 14 control variables 









FINDINGS

• 444: “Confident in our results that states receiving security guarantees from nuclear-
armed allies will be less likely to explore, pursue, and acquire nuclear weapons”

• Table 2 indicates that states receiving security guarantees are less likely to explore, 
pursue, and acquire nuclear weapons (438)

• Statistical significance differs between the findings in Table 2 and Table 3

• However, the core result on security guarantees remains strong

• Relationship between security guarantees and proliferation is statistically significant and 
substantively large (440)

• “Robustness checks”



CASE STUDY: SECURITY GUARANTEES 
AND SOUTH KOREA’S ABORTED 

WEAPONS PROGRAM



TIMELINE

• Oct 1953: the United States and the Republic of Korea signed the Mutual Defense 
Treaty

• Summer 1968: President Richard Nixon announces the Guam Doctrine

• 1970: United States pulled one of two infantry divisions from South Korea

• 1975: United States announces Pacific Doctrine

• 1977: President Jimmy Carter calls for reduction in US forces in South Korea

• 1981: Reagan Administration proposes incentive-punishment deal to South Korea



CASE STUDY TAKEAWAY

• Credible security guarantees can prevent allied nuclear proliferation

• The decision to develop nuclear weapons reflected the country’s consideration of the 
likelihood of abandonment versus the costs of embarking on its own nuclear weapons 
program

• Reagan Administration offer worked because it lowered the likelihood of 
abandonment and significantly raised the cost of pursuing a nuclear weapons program



CONCLUSION

• Study supports the conventional wisdom among policy makers that security 
guarantees can reduce the risk of nuclear proliferation (447)

• Statistical analysis suggests “extreme confidence” in the notion that security 
guarantees will make states that have not yet launched their own nuclear weapons 
programs less likely to do so

• Case study analysis suggests that a country weighs fears of abandonment with the 
costs of pursuing a nuclear program in its decision whether or not to proliferate


