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Abstract
How do unbalanced nuclear alliances provide extended nuclear deterrence (END) to their members?
Why have nuclear alliances chosen certain types of END strategy and not others? Existing accounts
regard END as a function of the inter-alliance balance of power, regime type, or institutional design.
END strategies inspired by theories focused on regime type and institutional design have not yet mate-
rialised, while the inter-alliance balance of power does not suffice to explain the choice of END strategy.
To elucidate variations in END strategy, this article puts forward an argument centred on the intra-
alliance balance of power. Drawing on the history of the US-led and the Soviet-led alliances during the
Cold War, namely North Atlantic Treaty Organization and theWarsaw Pact, it shows how the two super-
powers changed their approach to defending their allies with nuclear weapons according to quantitative
and qualitative shifts in the distribution of power within the alliance.

Introduction
In 1950, Joseph Stalin indicated toMao Zedong that the Soviet Union could offer ‘a nuclear
weapons-backed security guarantee to China and other socialist bloc countries’.1 In the
event of foreign aggression, the Kremlin promised to come to Beijing’s rescue, ‘with all
means at its disposal’.2 The understanding was that Soviet protection would serve as a
stand-in for a Chinese nuclear deterrent. Moscow agreed in 1954 to help Beijing start a
peaceful nuclear programme. As the Cold War gained momentum, the global balance of
power tilted in Washington’s favour, and China asked the Soviet Union’s help in develop-
ing nuclear weapons.3 It was not until October 1957, after persistent pleas from Beijing,
that Moscow begrudgingly agreed to provide this. The Union of Soviet Socialist Republics
(USSR) promised to give China an atomic bomb prototype and technical data for building

1 Zhihua Shen and Yafeng Xia, Mao and the Sino-Soviet Partnership, 1945-1959: A New History (Lanham:
Lexington Books, 2015), p. 207.

2 Ibid.
3 Zhihua Shen, Sovetskie Specialisty v Kitae: 1948–1960 (Soviet Specialists in China: 1948–1960) (Moskva:

Nauka—Vostochnaya literatura, 2015), pp. 328–9.
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nuclear weapons.4 Before long, China expressed interest in building nuclear submarines
and once more requested Moscow’s help.

Despite the growing threat from the United States of America (USA) and its allies,
however, Moscow rebuffed Beijing’s requests, counter-suggesting that, rather than waste
precious resources on developing a Chinese submarine force, China partner up with them
in creating a joint nuclear submarine fleet in the Pacific Ocean.5 Meanwhile, the Soviets con-
stantly stalled delivery of the promised nuclear-weapon prototype, eventually withdrawing
the offer altogether.6 What is striking about Soviet behaviour is that giving nuclear weapons
to China or creating a joint nuclear submarine fleet would both have been optimal strate-
gies for deterring the main adversary—the USA—and for meeting Beijing’s security needs,
yet neither arrangement transpired. Instead, Sino-Soviet relations deteriorated, leading to
China’s de facto exit from its nuclear alliance with the USSR.

This episode prompts an important question: why should the Soviet Union purposely
avoid the optimal deterrence strategy towards its most important ally—China—and try
instead to prevent Beijing from acquiring nuclear weapons? This article seeks to answer this
question by drawing on a new theory of extended nuclear deterrence (END). Specifically, I
explain how END is provided in an unbalanced nuclear alliance—a military pact whereby
a nuclear-armed leading state undertakes to employ nuclear threats to protect its weaker
allies.7 I focus on three questions: how does that nuclear-armed patron plan for the defence
of the other alliance members? What strategies are available to the most powerful state?
And what explains its choice of strategy?

Nuclear weapons have revolutionised alliances. Nuclear alliances operate differently
from alliances that rely solely on conventional forces. In non-nuclear alliances, each mem-
ber’s optimal strategy is to amass maximum military power towards ultimately mounting
the best joint defences they can muster vis-à-vis the enemy.8 There is, therefore, symmetry
of interests between the leading state and the weaker members. This logic does not apply
to nuclear alliances.9 The optimal END strategy for the leading state is different from the
optimal strategy for its weaker partners and also from the optimal strategy for deterring
the opponent, mainly because the patron is irrevocably committed to managing both the
spread and control of nuclear weapons within the alliance.10

4 John Wilson Lewis and Litai Xue, China Builds the Bomb (Stanford: Stanford University Press, 1991),
p. 60.

5 Aleksandr A. Fursenko, “Protokol No. 168. Zasedaniye 24 Yiulya 1958 g. (Protocol No. 168 of theMeeting
on 24 July 1958),” in Prezidium TsK KPSS 1954-1964: Chernoviye Protokolniye Zapisi Zasedaniy. Stenogrammi
(Presidium of the Central Committee of the CPSU 1954-1964: Draft of Meeting Minutes. Transcripts) (Moskva:
ROSSPEN, 2015), footnote 2, p. 1057.

6 Sergey Khrushchev, ed., Memoirs of Nikita Khrushchev: Volume 3: Statesman, 1953-1964 (University Park:
Pennsylvania State University Press, 2007), pp. 480–1.

7 An unbalanced alliance is what Kenneth Waltz calls an alliance among unequals. See Kenneth N. Waltz,
Theory of International Politics (Massachusetts: Addison-Wesley Publishing Company, 1979), p. 168. Nuclear
employment strategies like Massive Retaliation and Flexible Response are a related but analytically-distinct area
of study that falls outside the scope of this article. Also, not all unbalanced alliances with a nuclear-armed state
are nuclear alliances. For instance, several countries in the Middle East, such as Saudi Arabia or Iran before
1979, have been allied with the USA but have benefited only from conventional security guarantees. See Bruno
Tertrais, “Security Guarantees and Extended Deterrence in the Gulf Region: A European Perspective,” Strategic
Insight, Vol. 8, No. 5 (2009), pp. 27–36. For alliances that rely on conventional security guarantees, see Do
Young Lee, “Strategies of Extended Deterrence: How States Provide a Security Umbrella,” Security Studies, Vol.
30, No. 5 (2021), pp. 761–96.

8 Waltz, Theory of International Politics, p. 169.
9 Gregory F. Treverton, “Managing NATO’s Nuclear Dilemma,” International Security, Vol. 7, No. 4 (1983),

pp. 93–115; Brendan Rittenhouse Green and Caitlin Talmadge, “When the Strong Suffer What They Must:
Asymmetric Alliances, Cohesion Costs, and Nuclear Escalation Risk,” paper presented at the Workshop on
International Politics, The University of Chicago, December 2, 2021.
10 On the management and control functions of alliances see Paul W. Schroeder, “Alliances, 1815–1945:

Weapons of Power and Tools of Management,” in Paul W. Schroeder et al., eds., Systems, Stability, and
Statecraft: Essays on the International History of Modern Europe (New York: Palgrave Macmillan US, 2004),
p. 196.
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What would the most effective way for unbalanced nuclear alliances to provide END
be? The optimal strategy, according to ‘nuclear optimists’, is nuclear partnership, which
entails the leading state giving nuclear weapons to its allies.11 There were, in addition to the
proposed Sino-Soviet partnership discussed above, other countries that also countenanced
this strategy. In 1952, Sweden hoped that the Americans ‘will be willing to sell a few of the
1000 atomic bombs they are now (rpt now) believed to have in stock’.12 Similarly, in 1956,
Australia considered buying tactical nuclear weapons from the British,13 and in 1964, the
Gilpatric Committee floated the idea of creating a Multilateral Nuclear Force in Asia, to
include US allies like South Korea and Japan.14 The rationale for such proposals resided
in the desire to bolster defences against a common enemy. According to Kenneth Waltz’s
theory on nuclear weapons, proliferation within an alliance should facilitate deterrence
because ‘the likelihood of war decreases as deterrent and defensive capabilities increase’.15

An adversary’s attack on any member of such an alliance puts that state’s survival directly
at risk and hence is likely to trigger a nuclear response. Fear of nuclear retaliation, however,
would dissuade the adversary from attacking in the first place.16 But, in the instance where
certain members do not have their own nuclear weapons, an adversary might attack them on
the assumption that the leading state would baulk at the risk to itself of protecting its smaller
allies.17

None of the nuclear partnerships mentioned above materialised, however. Instead,
nuclear-armed states implemented two other approaches to END whereby the patrons
protected weaker members with their own nuclear arsenals, thus countering nuclear prolif-
eration inside their alliances.18 The first approach entailed putting the allies in the ‘nuclear
straitjacket’. This END strategy allows the leading power to protect the weaker members
as it sees fit without consultation or accommodation.19 The second approach involves plac-
ing the weaker allies under a ‘nuclear umbrella’. This END strategy calls for the patron to
protect its junior partners by, through consultation and coordination, tying its own security
to theirs.20

11 Some experts refer to the practice of nuclear-weapon states giving both nuclear warheads and indepen-
dent control over their use to weaker states as ‘nuclear sharing’. See Julian Schofield, Strategic Nuclear Sharing
(London: Palgrave Macmillan UK, 2014). In NATO parlance, however, ‘nuclear sharing’ means deploying
nuclear warheads on the territory of a weaker state without giving it independent control over their use. This
article does not use the term ‘nuclear sharing’ to avoid confusion between these two meanings.
12 William W. Butterworth, “Telegram No. 629 from the US Embassy in Stockholm to the State Department,”

3 December 1952, National Archives and Records Administration.
13 Jim Walsh, “Surprise Down Under: The Secret History of Australia’s Nuclear Ambitions,” The Nonprolif-

eration Review, Vol. 5, No. 1 (1997), p. 3.
14 R. Murray, Problems of Nuclear Proliferation Outside Europe, 7 December 1964, National Security File,

Lyndon Baines Johnson Presidential Library.
15 Scott D. Sagan and Kenneth N. Waltz, The Spread of Nuclear Weapons: An Enduring Debate (New York

and London: WW Norton & Company, 2013), p. 40.
16 This is what French nuclear strategists Raymond Aron and Andrè Beaufre called multilateral deterrent. See

Bruno Tertrais, “Destruction Assurée: The Origins and Development of French Nuclear Strategy, 1945-1981,” in
Henry D. Sokolski, ed., Getting MAD: Nuclear Mutual Assured Destruction, Its Origins and Practice (Carlisle:
Strategic Studies Institute, US Army War College, 2004), p. 71.
17 Glenn H. Snyder, Alliance Politics (Ithaca and London: Cornell University Press, 1997); Alexander

Lanoszka, Atomic Assurance: The Alliance Politics of Nuclear Proliferation (Ithaca: Cornell University Press,
2018); Matthew Fuhrmann, “On ExtendedNuclear Deterrence,” Diplomacy& Statecraft, Vol. 29, No. 1 (2018),
pp. 51–73.
18 Francis J. Gavin, “Strategies of Inhibition: US Grand Strategy, the Nuclear Revolution, and Nonprolifera-

tion,” International Security, Vol. 40, No. 1 (2015), pp. 9–46; Alexandre Debs and Nuno P. Monteiro, “NATO
and Nuclear Proliferation, 1949-1968,” in Ian Shapiro and Adam Tooze, eds., Charter of the North Atlantic
Treaty Organization: Together with Scholarly Commentaries and Essential Historical Documents (New Haven:
Yale University Press, 2018), pp. 193–211.
19 I adopt and adapt the concept of ‘nuclear straitjacket’ from Benoît Pelopidas, “The Nuclear Straitjacket.

American Extended Deterrence and Nonproliferation,” in Stéfanie Von Hlatky and Andreas Wenger, eds., The
Future of Extended Deterrence: The United States, NATO, and Beyond (Washington: Georgetown University
Press, 2015), pp. 73–105.
20 The term “umbrella” was first used by Averrel Harriman to refer to NATO. John Lamberton Harper, Ameri-

can Visions of Europe: Franklin D. Roosevelt, George F. Kennan, and Dean G. Acheson (Cambridge: Cambridge
University Press, 1996), p. 220.
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Nuclear straitjacket is the leading state’s best strategy, followed by nuclear umbrella.
Nuclear partnership, however, is an unacceptable option within an unbalanced alliance.
The nuclear-armed patron prefers the nuclear straitjacket because it maximises its control
over when and how nuclear weapons are used. In effect, the nuclear straitjacket allows the
leading state to abandon a weaker member when that makes strategic sense; it also prevents
protégés from entrapping their patron. The leading state opposes nuclear partnership—in
theory the best strategy for deterring an adversary—because it precludes any control over
nuclear use and alliance strategy. Nuclear partnership, therefore, poses the highest risk of
entrapment, which is a dire threat to the patron’s survival as a nuclear-armed weaker ally
might start a nuclear war that engulfs the whole alliance.21 Ergo, the leading state seeks
to prevent proliferation within the alliance.22 Should a weaker member acquire its own
nuclear weapons, the patron will seek to subordinate that arsenal to the alliance’s END
strategy and minimise the ally’s ability to use it independently. Nuclear umbrella is a middle-
of-the-road strategy from the nuclear patron’s viewpoint. Although it poses some risks of
entrapment by the junior partners, who have some leeway, it nevertheless gives the leading
state considerable control in having the final say on how its nuclear weapons are used to
defend weaker allies.23

The weaker allies’ preference order is in direct opposition to that of the leading state.24

Nuclear partnership is their preferred strategy because it gives them control over the nuclear
weapons earmarked for their own defence, thus reducing the likelihood of being attacked.
In minimising the costs of being abandoned by the leading state, nuclear partnership is
the best strategy for deterring an adversary. For non-nuclear allies, nuclear straitjacket is
the least attractive strategy because it maximises the chances of the leading state not using
its nuclear weapons to protect them. Nuclear umbrella falls somewhere in-between. Its
deterrence is likely to be more robust, because the leading state takes the interests of its
protégés into account. But the spectre of abandonment, entrapment, and entanglement still
looms large.25

Given these diametrically opposed preference orders, the question becomes which END
strategy is likely to win out and why? The answer is largely determined by the balance
of power between the leading state and its weaker allies. This intra-alliance balance of
power is defined by the military power, both conventional and nuclear, that each member
brings to the table.26 In an unbalanced alliance, the distribution of power is always skewed
in favour of the leading state because it has clear supremacy at the nuclear level.27 Such
pre-eminence prevents the alliance from adopting nuclear partnership. There is room for

21 Nicholas D. Anderson, Alexandre Debs, and Nuno P. Monteiro, “General Nuclear Compellence: The State,
Allies, and Adversaries,” Strategic Studies Quarterly, Vol. 13, No. 3 (2019), pp. 98–9.
22 On the broader point of leading states managing proliferation among allies, see Shane J. Maddock, Nuclear

Apartheid: The Quest for American Atomic Supremacy from World War II to the Present (Chapel Hill: UNC
Press, 2010); Nicholas L.Miller, “The Secret Success of Nonproliferation Sanctions,” InternationalOrganization,
Vol. 68, No. 4 (2014), pp. 913–44; Gene Gerzhoy, “Alliance Coercion and Nuclear Restraint: How the United
States ThwartedWest Germany’s Nuclear Ambitions,” International Security, Vol. 39, No. 4 (2015), pp. 91–129;
Andrew J. Coe and Jane Vaynman, “Collusion and the Nuclear Nonproliferation Regime,” Journal of Politics,
Vol. 77, No. 4 (2015), pp. 983–97.
23 Onmoral hazard in nuclear alliances, see Neil Narang and Rupal N.Mehta, “The Unforeseen Consequences

of Extended Deterrence: Moral Hazard in a Nuclear Client State,” Journal of Conflict Resolution, Vol. 63,
No. 1 (2019), pp. 218–50; Jasen J. Castillo and Alexander B. Downes, “Loyalty, Hedging, or Exit: How Weaker
Alliance Partners Respond to the Rise of New Threats,” Journal of Strategic Studies, forthcoming (2020), pp.
1–42.
24 The heterogeneity of preferences among protégés falls outside the scope of this article.
25 On allies’ fear of entanglement, see Lauren Sukin, “Credible Nuclear Security Commitments Can Backfire:

Explaining Domestic Support for Nuclear Weapons Acquisition in South Korea,” Journal of Conflict Resolution,
Vol. 64, No. 6 (2020), pp. 1011–42.
26 The term ‘intra-alliance balance of power’ builds on John Duffield’s concept of ‘intra-alliance function’. See

John S. Duffield, “NATO’s Functions after the Cold War,” Political Science Quarterly, Vol. 109, No. 5 (1994),
pp. 763–87.
27 Balanced alliances, where power is roughly equally distributed among the member states, fall outside the

scope of this article.
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variation at the conventional level, however. When the leading state provides the bulk of
the alliance’s conventional forces in the key theatre of operations, the alliance is imperial
and nuclear straitjacket prevails.28 When the junior allies provide an equal or greater share
of the alliance’s conventional forces on that battlefield, the alliance is hegemonic and the
prevailing END strategy is nuclear umbrella.

The fact that unbalanced alliances chose either nuclear straitjacket or nuclear umbrella
and not nuclear partnership suggests that they do not pursue the optimal deterrence strat-
egy. This behaviour contradicts Waltzian nuclear optimism, which would expect a nuclear
alliance to pursue nuclear partnership because it maximises the prospects of a deterrence
that works. The Waltzian approach to nuclear extended deterrence certainly would not pre-
dict nuclear straitjacket, which is the patron’s preferred choice, but rather the least effective
deterrence strategy. In short, Waltzian nuclear optimism predicts an END strategy that is
different from my intra-alliance balance-of-power-based theory.

A second alternative explanation focuses on regime type.29 An alliance’s choice of END
strategy is said to depend on whether the alliance’s members are democracies or autocra-
cies.30 Those different political systems extend nuclear deterrence in different ways, given
their different incentive structures as regards upholding commitments.31 A third alterna-
tive draws on the institutionalist literature.32 It envisions the transfer of legal authority and
decision-making power over individual states’ nuclear weapons to the alliance, understood
as a security institution.33

28 My use of the word ‘imperial’ does not denote the complete absorption of the weaker states and their
resources by the superpower. Instead, it refers to a situation where the superpower seeks to use the weaker states
as ‘a network of perches for military action’ against its enemy, amounting to what Garry Wills called ‘security
imperialism’. See Garry Wills, “Bully of the Free World,” Foreign Affairs, Vol. 78, No. 2 (1999), p. 52.
29 Leeds argues that ‘states with different internal structures have differing abilities to make their commitments

credible’ (p.53). Brett Ashley Leeds, “Credible Commitments and International Cooperation: Guaranteeing Con-
tracts Without External Enforcement,” Conflict Management and Peace Science, Vol. 18, No. 1 (2000), pp.
49–71. This idea is also discussed in Susan D. Hyde and Elizabeth N. Saunders, “Recapturing Regime Type in
International Relations: Leaders, Institutions, and Agency Space,” International Organization, Vol. 74, No. 2
(2020), pp. 363–95; Robert B. McCalla, “NATO’s Persistence after the Cold War,” International Organization,
Vol. 50, No. 3 (1996), pp. 445–75; Glenn H. Snyder, “The Security Dilemma in Alliance Politics,” World Politics,
Vol. 36, No. 4 (1984), p. 465.
30 Thomas Risse, Cooperation Among Democracies: The European Influence on US Foreign Policy (Princeton:

Princeton University Press, 1997); Beatrice Heuser, “Alliance of Democracies andNuclear Deterrence,” in Vojtech
Mastny, SvenHoltsmark, and AndreasWenger, eds.,War Plans and Alliances in the ColdWar: Threat Perceptions
in the East and West (London and New York: Routledge, 2006); Schofield, Strategic Nuclear Sharing.
31 Kurt Taylor Gaubatz, “Democratic States and Commitment in International Relations,” International Orga-

nization, Vol. 50, No. 1 (1996), pp. 109–39. On differences between NATO and the Warsaw Pact that stem
from the regime types of the member states, see John Gerard Ruggie, “International Regimes, Transactions, and
Change: Embedded Liberalism in the Postwar Economic Order,” International Organization, Vol. 36, No. 2
(1982), pp. 379–415; Valerie Bunce, “The Empire Strikes Back: The Evolution of the Eastern Bloc from a Soviet
Asset to a Soviet Liability,” International Organization, Vol. 39, No. 1 (1985), pp. 1–46; Mark Kramer, “Civil-
Military Relations in the Warsaw Pact: The East European Component,” International Affairs, Vol. 61, No. 1
(1985), pp. 45–66; Steve Weber, “Shaping the Postwar Balance of Power: Multilateralism in NATO,” Interna-
tional Organization, Vol. 46, No. 3 (1992), pp. 633–80; David A. Lake, “Beyond Anarchy: The Importance of
Security Institutions,” International Security, Vol. 26, No. 1 (2001), pp. 129–60; Matthew Kroenig, The Return
of Great Power Rivalry: Democracy versus Autocracy from the Ancient World to the US and China (New York:
Oxford University Press, 2020).
32 D. Scott Bennett, “Testing AlternativeModels of Alliance Duration, 1816-1984,” American Journal of Politi-

cal Science, Vol. 41, No. 3 (1997), pp. 846–78; Helga Haftendorn, Robert O. Keohane, and Celeste A.Wallander,
eds., Imperfect Unions: Security Institutions over Time and Space (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1999); Ernst
B. Haas, The Uniting of Europe: Political, Social, and Economic Forces, 1950-1957 (Notre Dame: University of
Notre Dame Press, 2004).
33 Thomas C. Schelling, “Strategic Problems of an International Armed Force,” International Organization,

Vol. 17, No. 2 (1963), pp. 465–85; Stuart Croft, “European Integration, Nuclear Deterrence and Franco-British
Nuclear Cooperation,” International Affairs, Vol. 72, No. 4 (1996), pp. 771–88; Beatrice Heuser, NATO,
Britain, France, and the FRG: Nuclear Strategies and Forces for Europe, 1949-2000 (New York: St. Martin’s
Press, 1997); Celeste A. Wallander, “Institutional Assets and Adaptability: NATO after the Cold War,” Inter-
national Organization, Vol. 54, No. 4 (2000), pp. 705–35; Ryan A. Musto, “‘Atoms for Police’: The United
States and the Dream of a Nuclear-Armed United Nations, 1945-62,” Woodrow Wilson International Cen-
ter for Scholars, October 24, 2020, https://www.wilsoncenter.org/sites/default/files/media/uploads/documents/
NPIHP_Working_Paper_15_Atoms_for_Police_Ryan_Musto_%28October_2020%29.pdf.
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I test my power-based argument and the alternative theories by examining how well
they explain the END strategies that the US-led alliance in Western Europe and Soviet-
led alliance in Eastern Europe employed during the Cold War. My analysis shows that
the three alternative theories tell us little about the choices of END strategies within those
alliances. The distribution of power, especially conventional military power inside these
two alliances, is the key to understanding how they worked. Despite comprising states
with different political systems, they nevertheless operated in markedly similar ways. Both
alliances opted for the nuclear straitjacket in the early Cold War but switched to a nuclear
umbrella strategy when the junior partners’ shares of each alliance’s conventional forces
significantly expanded, and they demanded greater control. Neither alliance adopted the
optimal deterrence strategy of nuclear partnership, as Waltzian nuclear optimism would
predict. My power-based argument also helps explain the changes in END strategy in both
US-led and Soviet-led nuclear alliances in Asia.

The rest of this article is divided into four main parts. First, I present my theory and
specify its predictions. Second, I lay out the main alternative theories of nuclear optimism,
regime type, and institutional design and their predictions. Third, I analyse patron–protégé
dynamics within the Western and Eastern alliances between 1945 and 1970, during which
both alliances underwent the sole important shift in their END strategies. These case studies
help us assess which theory best explains these changes. Fourth, I summarise my findings
and discuss their implications for Asia.

Hierarchy Among Allies: Theorising END
A state’s principal interest is survival, because otherwise it cannot pursue any of its other
interests. To this end, states pursue four goals. First, they aim to maximise their power and,
if they have the opportunity, become the hegemon.34 Second, they want to fend off potential
enemies and, thus, may seek the ultimate deterrent—nuclear weapons.35 This explains why
some countries have pursued the bomb and others have turned to nuclear-armed patrons to
provide that protection.36

Third, nuclear-weapon states do not want other countries to acquire the same capabil-
ity.37 They oppose proliferation due to fear that an ally might drag them into a nuclear war
either as a target of a preventive attack, or the initiator of a war of aggression. They worry
about inadvertent nuclear war; and they dislike being deterred by another power, especially
a conventionally weaker state.38

34 John J. Mearsheimer, The Tragedy of Great Power Politics (New York: W. W. Norton & Company, 2001),
p. 4.
35 John J. Mearsheimer, “Nuclear Weapons and Deterrence in Europe,” International Security, Vol. 9, No. 3

(1984), p. 19.
36 Paul K. Huth, “The Extended Deterrent Value of Nuclear Weapons,” Journal of Conflict Resolution,

Vol. 34, No. 2 (1990), pp. 270–90; Lawrence Freedman, The Evolution of Nuclear Strategy (New York:
Palgrave Macmillan, 2003); Brett Ashley Leeds, “Do Alliances Deter Aggression? The Influence of Mili-
tary Alliances on the Initiation of Militarized Interstate Disputes,” American Journal of Political Science,
Vol. 47, No. 3 (2003), pp. 427–39.
37 Coe and Vaynman, “Collusion and the Nuclear Nonproliferation Regime”; Or Rabinowitz and Nicholas

L. Miller, “Keeping the Bombs in the Basement: US Nonproliferation Policy toward Israel, South Africa, and
Pakistan,” International Security, Vol. 40, No. 1 (2015), pp. 47–86; Eliza Gheorghe, “Proliferation and the
Logic of the Nuclear Market,” International Security, Vol. 43, No. 4 (2019), pp. 88–127.
38 Thomas J. Christensen and Jack Snyder, “Chain Gangs and Passed Bucks: Predicting Alliance Patterns in

Multipolarity,” International Organization, Vol. 44, No. 2 (1990), pp. 137–68; Muhammet A. Bas and Andrew
J. Coe, “Arms Diffusion and War,” Journal of Conflict Resolution, Vol. 56, No. 4 (2012), pp. 651–74. Darren
J. Lim and Zack Cooper, “Reassessing Hedging: The Logic of Alignment in East Asia,” Security Studies, Vol.
24, No. 4 (2015), pp. 696–727; Albert Wohlstetter, “The Delicate Balance of Terror,” Foreign Affairs, Vol. 37,
No. 2 (1959), pp. 211–34; Paul J. Bracken, The Command and Control of Nuclear Forces (New Haven: Yale
University Press, 1983); Barry R. Posen, Inadvertent Escalation: Conventional War and Nuclear Risks (Ithaca:
Cornell University Press, 1991).
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Fourth, states that face a common threat form alliances to ensure their survival.39 An
alliance represents a group of states that operate together for a common military purpose.40

These states may join forces willingly or have been coerced to work together by an especially
powerful state.41 Countries join alliances because they have mutual, although not identical,
interests.42 Non-nuclear states rely on powerful, nuclear-armed allies for extended deter-
rence and constantly seek assurances that their patron will defend them.43 Weak states
sometimes have no choice but to bandwagon with a more powerful state. They may enter
an alliance to counter a looming common threat or to conquer other states and gain power
at the target’s expense.44 Alliances, thus, entail the pooling of the members’ resources and
a commitment to help defend each other.45

The Menu of END Strategies
In a world where states seek nuclear weapons and allies to deter adversaries, countries form
nuclear alliances. Rival camps engage in security competition at both the conventional and
nuclear levels. Despite living in a nuclear world, states care greatly about the conventional
balance of power.46 When one side gains an advantage, the other side invariably moves to
rectify the balance or gain advantage.47 This action–reaction cycle sometimes entails major
geopolitical shifts, which alter the distribution of power inside each alliance. In short, the
inter-alliance balance of power shapes the intra-alliance balance of power, which in turn
shapes the END strategy.48 Specifically, when the inter-alliance balance of power tilts in the
adversary’s favour, the leading state in the disadvantaged alliance encourages its allies to
build up their conventional forces to restore the status quo ante. The weaker members thus
get to share more of the defence burden, which gives them increased political power inside
the alliance.49

Alliances, however, are transient arrangements.50 Today’s nuclear-armed allies can
become tomorrow’s nuclear-armed adversaries, so the leading state opposes prolifera-
tion among its protégés. As a result, it is the patron who assumes responsibility for
rectifying changes in the nuclear balance. These shifts in the intra-alliance conven-
tional balance determine how the leading state interacts with its weaker allies in the
decision-making process. The more powerful a patron is relative to its protégés, the
more likely it is unilaterally to formulate an alliance-wide strategy that reflects its own
interests.

According to my power-based theory, there are two END strategies a nuclear alliance can
adopt: nuclear straitjacket and nuclear umbrella. How an alliance makes decisions deter-
mines which strategy is chosen and thus how protection is offered to allies. With nuclear

39 Stephen M. Walt, The Origins of Alliances (Ithaca: Cornell University Press, 1987), p. 5.
40 Paul Poast, Arguing about Alliances: The Art of Agreement in Military-Pact Negotiations (Ithaca: Cornell

University Press, 2019), p. 4.
41 Ole R. Holsti, P. Terrence Hopmann, and John D. Sullivan, Unity and Disintegration in International

Alliances (Lanham: University Press of America, 1985), p. 95.
42 Waltz, Theory of International Politics, p. 166.
43 Lanoszka, Atomic Assurance.
44 Randall L. Schweller, “Bandwagoning for Profit: Bringing the Revisionist State Back In,” International

Security, Vol. 19, No. 1 (1994), pp. 72–107.
45 Keren Yarhi-Milo, Alexander Lanoszka, and Zack Cooper, “To Arm or to Ally? The Patron’s Dilemma and

the Strategic Logic of Arms Transfers and Alliances,” International Security, Vol. 41, No. 2 (2016), p. 91.
46 John J. Mearsheimer, Conventional Deterrence (Ithaca: Cornell University Press, 1983); Keir A. Lieber and

Daryl G. Press, TheMyth of the Nuclear Revolution: Power Politics in the Atomic Age (Ithaca: Cornell University
Press, 2020).
47 Waltz, Theory of International Politics, pp. 126–8.
48 For an overview of how external threats affect intra-alliance dynamics, see Patricia A. Weitsman, Dangerous

Alliances: Proponents of Peace, Weapons of War (Stanford: Stanford University Press, 2004).
49 John R. Oneal, “The Theory of Collective Action and Burden Sharing in NATO,” International Organiza-

tion, Vol. 44, No. 3 (1990), p. 389.
50 Mearsheimer, The Tragedy of Great Power Politics, p. 33.
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straitjacket, the leading state itself decides when and how it will use its nuclear weapons
to defend its dependents. It employs such weapons when it suits its own interests, thus
raising the spectre of abandonment. Given the dependents’ lack of room for manoeuvre,
they are unable to entrap the dominant state in unwanted wars. Despite this strategy’s
disadvantages for weaker allies, however, it is preferable to no protection at all.51 With
the nuclear umbrella, in contrast, the hegemon takes its allies’ interests into account and
commits itself to defending themwith its nuclear weapons. The junior partners’ fear of aban-
donment, however, does not completely disappear. At the same time, the hegemon worries
about both abandonment and entanglement, because the partners have considerable agency
and might decide either to leave the alliance or drag the leading state into war.

Bargaining over END
Decisions inside an alliance are reached either through bargaining, which involves consul-
tation and accommodation, or diktat, which entails dismissal and coercion. Consultation
presupposes seeking advice and information from other members and deliberating on mat-
ters of mutual interest. This behaviour involves a dialogue wherein allies pay serious
attention to others’ security concerns. Accommodation means taking the allies’ interests
into account, accepting some of their demands, and making some adjustments to satisfy
their requests. Dismissal involves rejecting or ignoring an ally’s security concerns when
formulating alliance strategy. Coercion entails forcing an ally to act against its interests.

These different behaviours are a function of the balance of power inside the alliance.
Power in an unbalanced alliance can be distributed in roughly two ways. First, it can be
decisively skewed in favour of one state—the dominator—on whom the other members are
almost completely dependent. In this imperial alliance, the power discrepancy is so great
that the other states have negligible autonomy and must accept the dominator’s diktats.
The leading state has significant coercive leverage over its allies, to the extent of occupying
their territory. The decision-making process is top-down: the dependents are rarely asked for
their views, much less accommodated. Demands for protection that do not coincide with the
leading power’s security interest are invariably dismissed. In a nutshell, the weaker members
have precious little bargaining power vis-à-vis the dominator. Given this stark asymmetry
of power, the dominator is well-positioned to prevent proliferation among its allies. The
END strategy in an imperial alliance, therefore, is nuclear straitjacket, the dominant state’s
preferred choice.

Second, the leading state may be more powerful than its allies but, combined, the weaker
members may deploy equal or greater numbers of conventional forces in the key theatre of
operations than could their patron. This capability endows considerable autonomy and say
in deciding the END strategy. Such a hegemonic alliance features junior members’ frequent
bargaining with the leading state, which involves significant consultation and occasion-
ally accommodation. Nevertheless, juniors have a limited capacity to impose their security
interests on the hegemon as the decision-making process remains top-down. The ultimate
power rests in the hands of the nuclear-armed hegemon, empowering it at times to dismiss
or coerce its junior partners. In a hegemonic alliance, the END strategy is nuclear umbrella,
the leading state’s second-best alternative.

A junior partner’s increased agency in hegemonic alliances might enable it to acquire
an independent nuclear deterrent, which is not in the hegemon’s interest. The leading state
faces a catch-22, however: preventing an ally from nuclearising might poison their rela-
tions, but failing to stop proliferation could endanger the hegemon’s control over the ally
and ultimately the patron’s survival. The nuclear umbrella strategy goes a long way towards

51 James D. Morrow, “Alliances and Asymmetry: An Alternative to the Capability Aggregation Model of
Alliances,” American Journal of Political Science, Vol. 35, No. 4 (1991), pp. 904–33.
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solving this dilemma, as it effectively embodies a grand bargain: junior partners get the pro-
tection they need against a nuclear-armed adversary in exchange for not acquiring nuclear
weapons.52

Enemies, Regime Type, and Institutional Design
Three other theories can be employed to explain why unbalanced alliances pursue particular
END strategies. The Waltzian approach focuses exclusively on the difference in capabilities
between enemies—the inter-alliance balance of power—and pays attention to how states
maximise the likelihood that deterrence works. The optimal END strategy in an alliance
inspired by Waltzian nuclear optimism is nuclear partnership, where the leading state gives
nuclear weapons to its weaker allies. The adversary is likely to be deterred because it under-
stands that attacking any member of this alliance is likely to trigger a nuclear response and
therefore threaten its survival.

Although my theory has much in common with Waltz’s thinking about international
politics, there is one fundamental difference between us. While survival is a state’s prin-
cipal goal in each explanation, I emphasise that proliferation is a threat to the leading
state’s survival, which Waltz does not.53 On the contrary, he observes that prolifera-
tion facilitates international peace and, thus, state survival.54 In contrast, I maintain that
powerful states fear proliferation because it undermines their authority and political influ-
ence within the alliance and, ultimately, can threaten their survival. This is why leading
states oppose nuclear partnership and instead favour either nuclear straitjacket or nuclear
umbrella.

The second alternative theory focuses on regime type. The key question is whether the
alliance mainly comprises either democracies or autocracies.55 When democracies dominate
an alliance, they infuse it with the principles that govern their domestic politics, which
effectively means all members participate equally in the decision-making process.56

If one member acquires nuclear weapons, the other allies are likely to follow suit, in
keeping with the principles of equality and fairness. The resulting END strategy is nuclear
partnership. In contrast, dictatorial rule is the guiding principle in autocratic alliances.
By definition, one state has overwhelming power and privileges its own interests. Nuclear
straitjacket is hence likely to be the END strategy in an autocratic alliance.

The third alternative theory—nuclear institutionalism—envisions alliances themselves
having independent power over their members and formulating the appropriate END strat-
egy.57 Like all institutions, alliances lower transaction costs, increase transparency, and help
build trust among states.58 More importantly, however, nuclear institutionalism envisages

52 Jeffrey W. Knopf, “Security Assurances: Initial Hypotheses,” in Security Assurances and Nuclear Nonpro-
liferation, ed. Jeffrey W. Knopf (Stanford: Stanford University Press, 2012), p. 16; Philipp C. Bleek and Eric B.
Lorber, “Security Guarantees and Allied Nuclear Proliferation,” Journal of Conflict Resolution, Vol. 58, No. 3
(2014), p. 430; Alexandre Debs and Nuno P. Monteiro, Nuclear Politics: The Strategic Causes of Proliferation
(New York: Cambridge University Press, 2017), p. 39.
53 Waltz sees no problem with Britain and France acquiring their own nuclear weapons and, indeed, maintains

that Washington facilitated their nuclearisation. Sagan and Waltz, The Spread of Nuclear Weapons, p. 38. In
fact, American policymakers did not want either of those countries to have nuclear weapons for fear they might
use them and drag the USA into an unwanted nuclear war.
54 Kenneth N. Waltz, “The Spread of Nuclear Weapons: More May Be Better,” The Adelphi Papers, Vol. 21,

No. 171 (1981).
55 George Liska, Nations in Alliance: The Limits of Interdependence (Baltimore: Johns Hopkins University

Press, 1968); Randolph M. Siverson and Juliann Emmons, “Birds of a Feather: Democratic Political Systems and
Alliance Choices in the Twentieth Century,” Journal of Conflict Resolution, Vol. 35, No. 2 (1991), pp. 285–
306; Risse, Cooperation Among Democracies; Brian Lai and Dan Reiter, “Democracy, Political Similarity, and
International Alliances, 1816-1992,” Journal of Conflict Resolution, Vol. 44, No. 2 (2000), pp. 203–27.
56 G. John Ikenberry, After Victory: Institutions, Strategic Restraint, and the Rebuilding of Order After Major

Wars (Princeton: Princeton University Press, 2000), p. 5.
57 Schelling, “Strategic Problems of an International Armed Force.”
58 Robert O. Keohane, After Hegemony: Cooperation and Discord in the World Political Economy (Princeton:

Princeton University Press, 2005).
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members transferring legal authority and decision-making power to the alliance, so yielding
sovereign prerogatives to that institution.59 This process can take two forms. First, states
can keep their nuclear weapons but give authority over their use to a higher-level command,
wherein each member takes a turn at the institution’s helm. By giving the commander of
this body the power to decide when and how to use each state’s nuclear weapons, the allies
are essentially pooling their sovereignty.60 The END strategy in this institutional setting is
rotational command.

A more far-reaching arrangement would involve giving the institution sovereign control
over the member states’ nuclear weapons and their use. Although the alliance’s decision-
making forums are populated by individuals from the member states, those policymakers
take their orders from the alliance itself, not their national governments.61 Nuclear union
would be the END strategy in such an alliance.

A Tale of Two Nuclear Alliances
I test my theory by assessing how well intra-alliance dynamics explain both NATO
and the Warsaw Pact’s choice of END strategies. To measure the balance of power
inside each alliance, I measure the military capabilities of member states in the Cen-
tral Front in Europe, the key operational theatre.62 To determine which END strategy
they adopted, I look at how the two alliances resolved issues related to the defence of
their members. Specifically, what does the record tell us about the use of coercion, dis-
missal, consultation, and accommodation between the patron and its weaker allies? I
analyse decisions regarding who should possess nuclear weapons, the type of nuclear
weapons deployed on forward bases, their location, their command and control, and
the timing of both their deployment and employment in a response against an enemy
attack.

I show that a shift in the inter-alliance balance of power inside both NATO and the
Warsaw Pact caused both alliances to switch from nuclear straitjacket to nuclear umbrella
in the mid-1950s. To establish that the alliances were initially imperial and subsequently
hegemonic, I examine how decisions were made inside each one before and after the shift
occurred and discuss successful and failed attempts to change each alliance’s END strategy.
My focus is on the first 25 years of the ColdWar. No significant shift occurred in the balance
of power inside NATO or the Pact for the remainder of the Cold War63 nor did their END
strategies change.

To analyse the END strategies of NATO and the Warsaw Pact, I use a ‘most different
systems design’. Explaining the strategy each alliance adopted should be easy for the rival
theories and difficult for mine, given the conventional wisdom about the Cold War. As
Waltz observed, the bipolar international system of the Cold War inevitably engendered
the two superpowers’ perceptions of each other as mortal threats.64 Since nuclear weapons

59 Musto, “Atoms for Police.”
60 Andrew Moravcsik, The Choice for Europe: Social Purpose and State Power from Messina to Maastricht

(Ithaca: Cornell University Press, 1998), p. 8.
61 Michael E. Smith, The Quest for Coherence: Institutional Dilemmas of External Action from Maastricht to

Amsterdam (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2001); Haas, The Uniting of Europe.
62 I measure the quantity and the quality of the conventional forces—both ground and air that were located in

West Germany on one side and Czechoslovakia, East Germany, and Poland on the other side. Nuclear weapons
also played a key role in the makeup of the military forces deployed on the Central Front. While patrons seek to
limit the spread of nuclear weapons to weaker allies, they may not be able to completely prevent proliferation. If
several countries within the same alliance have nuclear weapons, the quantity and quality of their atomic arsenals
become an additional factor for determining the dominant power. The possession of a larger and more advanced
nuclear arsenal makes it possible for a state with fewer conventional forces than another alliance member to be
the dominant state.
63 The causes of the Warsaw Pact’s demise and the nature of NATO’s post-Cold War END strategy fall outside

the scope of this article.
64 Waltz, Theory of International Politics, pp. 172–3.
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offer the surest path to guaranteeing the survival of a state (or an alliance), the implication of
Waltzian nuclear optimism is that the two superpowers should embrace nuclear partnership
in order to maximise deterrence. Moreover, an alliance of democracies arrayed against an
alliance of autocracies should predict NATO and the Pact’s adoptions of different END
strategies.65 Finally, given the calls for supranationalism in both alliances during this period,
one might expect at least one superpower to implement a rotational command or a nuclear
union END strategy.

The following analysis is divided into two parts: the first shows how the American-led
Western alliance and the Soviet-led Eastern alliance adopted the nuclear straitjacket policy
when the balance of power in each bloc overwhelmingly favoured the superpowers. In the
second part, I show how a shift in the balance of power inside each alliance during the
mid-1950s caused both NATO and the Pact to morph into a hegemonic alliance, which, in
turn, led them to embrace nuclear umbrella as their END strategy.

Imperial Alliances and the Nuclear Straitjacket
Nuclear straitjacket was the Western alliance’s END strategy from 1945 until 1955 and the
Eastern alliance’s END strategy from 1949 until 1957. That both alliances were imperial
during these years explains their corresponding choices of strategy. During the first decade
after World War II, the USA was by far the most powerful country in the Western alliance.66

The Army divisions it deployed on the Central Front ‘constituted the main line of defence’.67

America’s weaker allies depended on its military, especially its nuclear weapons, to deter a
Soviet attack.68 The unambiguously subordinate position of those dependents is the defining
feature of an imperial alliance.

Similarly, in addition to being the most powerful state in the Eastern alliance in the first
decade after World War II, the Soviet Union was moreover the only one capable of waging a
major interstate war. Moscowmaintained a large army after 1945, mainly in anticipation of
another war with Germany. Stalin expected it to, ‘regain its strength’ in 20 years’ time.69 The
Soviet Union set about building, ‘an empire of imposition’ in Eastern Europe wherein the
Red Army empowered nascent communist governments.70 These regimes, which faced both
internal and external threats, depended on the USSR for their survival.71 After acquiring
nuclear weapons in 1949, the Soviets acknowledged responsibility for using them to protect
their socialist allies.72 The huge power gap between Moscow and its Eastern European
underlings is the hallmark of an imperial alliance.

65 William M. Arkin and Richard W. Fieldhouse, Nuclear Battlefields: Global Links in the Arms Race
(Cambridge: Ballinger Publishing Company, 1985); Mark Peceny, Caroline C. Beer, and Shannon Sanchez-Terry,
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Both superpowers institutionalised their alliances a few years after testing the bomb.
NATO was created in 1949, in response to the potential threat that the Soviet Union posed
to Western Europe. The Warsaw Pact was formed in 1955, after NATO’s decision to admit
a rearming West Germany. In the West, America’s nuclear arsenal was the principal source
of protection, even after Britain’s first nuclear test in 1952.73 In the East, the Soviet Union
maintained its nuclear monopoly and provided nuclear deterrence to its socialist allies. Both
alliances adopted nuclear straitjacket as their END strategy, as reflected in the ways in which
Moscow andWashington dealt with their dependents in the realm of nuclear weapons. Both
superpowers frequently coerced their allies, dismissed their security concerns, and refused to
consult with them. To impose the nuclear straitjacket on their dependents, the superpowers
applied a range of measures that ran the gamut from obstruction to interference—even to
direct control. Although both alliances were said to embody the ‘one for all and all for
one’ principle of collective security, both Washington and Moscow regarded any decision
to use nuclear weapons as their respective domaine réservé.74 Within NATO, Washington
allowed the Supreme Allied Commander Europe (SACEUR) to order the use of nuclear
weapons, but only an American officer could occupy that position.75 Within the Warsaw
Pact, Moscow made sure that the corresponding position, the Supreme Commander of the
Unified Armed Forces of theWarsaw Treaty Organization, was filled by a Soviet officer.76 By
reserving for themselves the top leadership position in the alliance, the USA and the Soviet
Union ensured that the nuclear weapons dedicated to defending the alliance served their
interests above all else. After all, those military commanders ultimately decided whether or
not nuclear weapons would be employed to defend an alliance member.

The dependents in both alliances realised that disagreements about nuclear use could
arise and result in either abandonment or entrapment.77 Accordingly, Poland called for
the position of Supreme Commander to be rotated among alliance members, effectively
giving the weaker members a finger on the button.78 That request was quickly rebuffed.
Britain and Canada demanded written rules mandating that Washington include them in
the decision-making process regarding nuclear use. American policymakers refused to make
any formal commitment to consult with their dependents about nuclear employment, even
when such weapons were to be used on the allies’ territory.79 When, in 1954, the Amer-
icans decided to deploy nuclear weapons on West German territory, they did not consult
in any meaningful way with the leadership in Bonn.80 At most the Americans were will-
ing to ‘inform’ their dependents about nuclear deployments and nuclear use.81 Moreover,
the superpowers dismissed their weaker allies’ broader security concerns. The USA, for

73 Robert S. Norris and Hans M. Kristensen, “Global Nuclear Weapons Inventories, 1945–2010,” Bulletin of
the Atomic Scientists, Vol. 66, No. 4 (2010), p. 81.
74 Timothy A. Sayle, “A Nuclear Education: The Origins of NATO’s Nuclear Planning Group,” Journal of
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Princeton University Press, 1999), p. 170.
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78 Vojtech Mastny, Learning from the Enemy: NATO as a Model for the Warsaw Pact (Zürich: ETH, 2001),
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instance, refused to agree to West Germany’s request to move the alliance’s main defen-
sive line to the border with East Germany and Czechoslovakia.82 The Americans, instead,
kept it on the River Rhine, which meant that, should the Warsaw Pact ever attack NATO,
West Germany would be largely overrun with enemy forces.83 Moreover, the Americans,
together with the British and the French, prevented West Germany from rearming until
1954.84 Similarly, it was not until 1956 that the Soviets allowed East Germany more than
a ‘people’s police’.85 Moscow alone decided on their allies’ force levels as well as the com-
position and deployment of those forces. When the Eastern Europeans demanded changes
to these arrangements, Moscow refused. For example, Warsaw asked the Kremlin to with-
draw, ‘the hundreds of leading Soviet officers in the Polish army’ to buttress that army’s
domestic popularity.86 The Soviets rejected the request, and Konstantin Rokossovsky—a
Soviet–Polish dual national—remained in charge of the Polish Defence Ministry until 1956.
The Soviets also refused Bucharest’s 1955 request to remove Red Army troops from Roma-
nia.87 Appointing Soviets to top government and military positions and playing host to
Soviet troops was common practice in East European countries.88 It enabled Moscow to
run its imperial alliance in a way that ensured its dependents’ behaviour accorded with the
nuclear straitjacket strategy.

The superpowers’ refusal to grant dependents a say over the END strategy of their
alliances, including nuclear use, stemmed from their concerns about proliferation. In 1946,
the USA cut off its wartime partners Britain and Canada from the Manhattan Project, albeit
continuing to use their valuable uranium ores. Washington dismissed London’s repeated
pleas to resume atomic cooperation and blocked France’s access to nuclear technology
patents filed by French scientists during the war.89 The Soviets were as deeply committed
as the Americans to preventing their allies from acquiring nuclear weapons and particu-
larly from gaining access to Soviet warheads.90 In his 17 January 1946 speech before the
United Nations, Czechoslovakia’s foreign minister Jan Masaryk hinted that countries in
Moscow’s orbit might be pursuing nuclear weapons. By expressing hope that Czechoslo-
vakia would not ‘have to use atomic weapons’, he inadvertently signalled to the Soviets and
the rest of the world that Czechoslovakia, given its rich uranium ores, could have initiated
an atomic weapons programme.91 Moscow hence proceeded to exert total control over the
Czechoslovakian uranium industry.92 The Soviets also established similar control mecha-
nisms in other East European countries, setting up joint stock companies to exploit their
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dependents’ uranium reserves and denying them nuclear assistance until 1955.93 These poli-
cies helped the USSR to preclude their weaker allies’ harbouring of any nuclear ambitions.94

Moscow also rebuffed proposals to establish command and control mechanisms that would
allow the East Europeans to use Soviet nuclear weapons.95 In essence, therefore, the weaker
members’ security was subordinated to Moscow’s security, which is how imperial alliances
operate.

Preventing serious political challenges from within the alliance was also a central element
of each superpower’s END strategy. When, in the late 1940s, there seemed a serious possi-
bility that powerful communist parties would win national elections in France and Italy, the
USA resorted to covert action.96 The Soviet Union relied on military force to suppress the
1956 Revolution in Hungary and prevented Budapest’s withdrawal from the newly-created
Warsaw Pact.97 Maintaining subservient governments across its Eastern alliance was vital
to implementation of Moscow’s chosen END strategy. On both sides of the Iron Curtain,
therefore, nuclear straitjacket hence remained intact during the first decade after World
War II.

Hegemonic Alliances and the Nuclear Umbrella
The Western alliance started to shift towards nuclear umbrella in 1955; the Eastern alliance
followed suit in 1957. The shift away from the nuclear straitjacket was prompted by a
change in the intra-alliance balance of power within both blocs. West German rearmament
and admission to NATO fundamentally altered the conventional balance on the Central
Front.98 West Germany’s contribution to the defence of the Western alliance eventually
amounted to twelve divisions and hundreds of tactical aircraft, representing 42% of combat
divisions and 40% of combat aircraft. Overall, by 1976, America’s allies provided 79% of
NATO’s combat divisions and 82% of its combat aircraft.99 The USA, which had provided
the preponderance of NATO’s conventional forces on the Central Front in the early 1950s,
continued to maintain its troop levels in West Germany and thanks to its massive nuclear
arsenal remained the alliance’s most powerful member. Nevertheless, Washington could no
longer treat its allies as mere subordinates. With the new intra-alliance balance of power, the
USA gradually morphed from dominator into hegemon and its weaker allies from depen-
dents to junior partners. NATO, meanwhile, transformed from an imperial to a hegemonic
alliance.

A similar shift from imperial to hegemonic alliance took place in the Warsaw Pact in
1957. Attributable to qualitative and quantitative improvements in the conventional forces

93 Sonja D. Schmid, “Nuclear Colonization?: Soviet Technopolitics in the Second World,” in Gabrielle Hecht,
ed., Entangled Geographies: Empire and Technopolitics in the Global Cold War (Cambridge: MIT Press, 2011),
p. 133.
94 The possibility that Moscow’s Eastern European allies might seriously pursue nuclear weapons was real, as

evidenced by the Yugoslav and Chinese nuclear weapon programmes. William. C Potter, Djuro Miljanic, and
Ivo Slaus, “Tito’s Nuclear Legacy,” Bulletin of the Atomic Scientists, Vol. 56, No. 2 (2000), pp. 63–70; Shen and
Xia, Mao and the Sino-Soviet Partnership, 310–1; Dragomir Bondžíc, Izmed̄u Ambicija i Iluzija: Nuklearna Poli-
tika Jugoslavije 1945-1990 (Between Ambition and Illusion: Yugoslavia’s Nuclear Politics 1945-1990) (Beograd:
Institut za savremenu istoriju, 2016), p. 100.
95 Mastny and Byrne, A Cardboard Castle? p. 10.
96 John Lamberton Harper, America and the Reconstruction of Italy, 1945-1948 (Cambridge: Cambridge

University Press, 2009), p. 155.
97 Csaba Békés, Malcolm Byrne, and M. János Rainer, eds., The 1956 Hungarian Revolution: A History in

Documents (Budapest and New York: CEU Press, 2002), p. 212.
98 Frederick Zilian, “The Shifting Military Balance in Central Europe,” in Detlef Junker et al., eds., The United

States and Germany in the Era of the Cold War, 1945-1990: A Handbook (New York: Cambridge University
Press, 2004), p. 225.
99 These numbers are calculated from the tables in Robert Lucas Fischer, “Defending the Central Front: The

Balance of Forces,” The Adelphi Papers, Vol. 16, No. 127 (1976), p. 8.
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of Moscow’s allies, it significantly altered the intra-alliance balance of power.100 Num-
bers of Eastern European troops deployed on the Central Front, along with their warring
capabilities, expanded.101 Polish, Czech, and East German forces previously earmarked
for internal security were transformed into militaries capable of fighting a major conven-
tional war in Europe.102 By 1976, Moscow’s East European allies provided 54% of the
Pact’s combat divisions and 57% of its combat aircraft on the Central Front.103 The Soviet
contribution to the defence of the Central Front would have been even smaller had the
East Europeans accepted Khrushchev’s 1962 proposal to withdraw some of its forward-
deployed troops from Eastern Europe.104 The allies’ refusal implies their reliance on the
Soviet military for security.105 Despite this striking shift in the balance of power inside the
Pact, however, the Soviet Union remained the most powerful member of that alliance. As
the sole member possessing nuclear weapons it was thus the only state that could provide
the alliance with nuclear deterrence. However, Moscow could no longer dominate its allies
as it had before 1957. It needed to grant its East European allies more autonomy and to
treat them as junior partners, not dependents.106 The USSR was now a hegemon, not a
dominator, so the Warsaw Pact became a hegemonic alliance.

When they became hegemonic alliances both NATO and the Warsaw Pact adopted
nuclear umbrella as their END strategy. Accordingly, when dealing with their allies on
nuclear-related matters, they deemphasised their reliance on coercion and dismissal and
sharply increased that on accommodation and consultation.

Relying on nuclear umbrella entailed walking a fine line between giving junior allies
greater responsibility on END strategy and losing control of the alliance strategy. More-
over, the spectre of nuclear proliferation loomed large on the horizon. The shift of the
intra-alliance balance of power inside NATO and the Warsaw Pact prompted each super-
power’s flirtation with the idea of transferring nuclear weapons to their junior partners
to address their security concerns. Washington considered creating various supranational
arrangements, such as the medium-range ballistic missile force or the Multilateral Force
(MLF) within NATO.107 These schemes represented the pinnacle of accommodation: joint
control of military assets armed with US warheads and manned by multinational crews.

100 These significant changes in the two intra-alliance balances of power that began in the mid-1950s were
largely the result of the intense security competition between NATO and the Pact. West German rearmament
was prompted by the fear that NATO was badly outgunned and nuclear deterrence was of declining utility as
the Soviet atomic arsenal increased in size. The creation of the Bundeswehr, in turn, sparked fears of renewed
German militarism among the Soviets and their allies, prompting the establishment of the Warsaw Pact and the
upgrading of the Eastern European armies.
101 CIA, National Intelligence Estimate 11-3-55 (CIA-FOIA, 1955); Phillip A. Karber and Jerald A. Combs,

“The United States, NATO, and the Soviet Threat to Western Europe: Military Estimates and Policy Options,
1945–1963,” Diplomatic History, Vol. 22, No. 3 (1998), pp. 416–7.
102 Regarding the fundamental transformation that took place in the Czech, East German, and Polish militaries

starting in 1957, see Thomas W. Wolfe, “The Warsaw Pact in Evolution,” World Today, Vol. 22, No. 5 (1966),
pp. 191–8; ThomasW.Wolfe, Soviet Power and Europe, 1945-1970 (Baltimore: Johns Hopkins University Press,
1970); Condoleezza Rice, “Defense Burden-Sharing,” in Holloway and Sharp, eds., Warsaw Pact.
103 These numbers are calculated from the tables in Fischer, “Defending the Central Front: The Balance of

Forces,” p. 8.
104 In 1962, Khrushchev offered to pull all Soviet troops out of Poland and Hungary because he knew their pres-

ence aggravated nationalists in both countries. But Polish and Hungarian leaders asked Khrushchev to keep the
Soviet troops in their countries, mainly because they provided protection against possible West German aggres-
sion. Aleksandr A. Fursenko, “Stenograficheskaya Zapis Zasedaniya Prezidiuma TSK KPSS (Verbatim Record
of the Meeting of the Presidium, Central Committee of the Communist Party of the Soviet Union, 10 November
1963),” in Prezidium TsK KPSS 1954-1964, p. 787; Nikita S. Khrushchev, “Talk with Nikita Khrushchev at the
First Experimental Lot - Fundulea,” 19 June 1962, Central National Historical Archives.
105 Jane M. O. Sharp, “Security through Detente and Arms Control,” in Holloway and Sharp, Warsaw Pact,

p. 180.
106 Zbigniew Brzezinski, The Soviet Bloc: Unity and Conflict (Cambridge: Harvard University Press, 1971);

Edwina Moreton, “Foreign Policy Goals,” in Holloway and Sharp, Warsaw Pact.
107 US Department of State, “Telegram from the Department of State to the Mission to the North Atlantic

Treaty Organization and European Regional Organizations,” 16 April 1962, in Foreign Relations of the United
States, vol. XIII-Western Europe and Canada, 1961–1963; John F. Kennedy, “Memorandum for the Record,” 5
April 1963, in Foreign Relations of the United States, vol. XIII-Western Europe and Canada, 1961–1963.
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The idea to establish an MLF was also brought up in the Pact.108 Both the Soviets and their
allies contemplated establishing a rotational command that would allow the junior part-
ners to occupy the Supreme Commander position.109 None of these proposals materialised.
The superpowers ultimately chose not to accommodate their junior partners by giving them
control over nuclear weapons, lest they spur proliferation and thus lose control of alliance
END strategy. Moreover, they made doubly sure they remained in firm control of their
respective alliances by appointing American and Soviet officers as supreme commanders.

An independent nuclear deterrent could also assuage an ally’s fear of abandonment.
Within both NATO and the Warsaw Pact, some junior partners, such as France, West
Germany, and Romania, considered either acquiring nuclear weapons or keeping that
option open. Washington and Moscow faced a catch-22: to roll back their allies’ nuclear
pursuits, especially by force, would risk fuelling their determination to get the bomb. But if
they failed to take action, nuclear weapons would spread within their alliance, undermin-
ing the nuclear umbrella strategy. The Americans and the Soviets chose the first course of
action, but proceeded with caution. Washington tried but failed to thwart France’s nucle-
arisation.110 West Germany also flirted with the nuclear option till Washington pressured
Bonn to sign the Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons, formally foreswear-
ing the acquisition of an independent deterrent.111 The USA, however, could not persuade
West Germany to give up its latent nuclear capability.112 In the Warsaw Pact, meanwhile,
the Romanians told the Soviets in 1967 that they might try to nuclearise.113 The Sovi-
ets pressured Romania to sign the NPT and foreswear nuclear weapons.114 But Bucharest
subsequently reneged on its non-proliferation commitments and continued to toy with
nuclear weapons until the communist regime’s collapse in 1989. The Soviets were aware of
Romania’s nuclear pursuits but took no decisive action to bring them to a complete halt.115

In short, neither superpower had any interest in accommodating their junior partners’ desire
to acquire an independent nuclear deterrent.

It might appear that Britain and France’s acquisition of nuclear weapons contradicts the
third assumption of my theory—nuclear-armed powers aim to prevent other states from
acquiring the bomb—but, in reality, this was not the case. Washington tried to stop its allies
from acquiring nuclear weapons but failed. Subsequently, the USA worked assiduously to
ensure that its junior partners’ nuclear arsenals were not truly independent.116 Washington

108 N. Polyanov, “NATO i atom,” Pravda, 29 April 1962, p. 4; “NATO și atomul,” Scın̂teia, 30 April 1962,
p. 6; Władysław Gomułka, “A Note from the Conversation between the Comrade Gomułka and the Comm-
rade Kadar During the Stay of the Hungarian Party and Government Delegation in Poland,” 21 October 1964,
Archiwum Akt Nowych; Council of Ministers of the People’s Republic of Albania, “Albanian Note to the Politi-
cal Consultative Committee,” 15 January 1965, Parallel History Project; Władysław Gomułka, “Minutes of the
Meeting of the Political Consultative Committee of the Warsaw Pact,” 20 January 1965, Cold War International
History Project, http://digitalarchive.wilsoncenter.org/document/111612.
109 Amintore Fanfani, “Telegram from the Italian Ministry of Foreign Affairs to the Italian Representative at

NATO,” 2 April 1963, Archivio Centrale dello Stato; János Péter Lajos Czinege, “Report to the Hungarian
Socialist Workers’ Party Political Committee on the Meeting of the Warsaw Pact Deputy Foreign Ministers in
Berlin and theWarsaw Pact DeputyMinisters of Defense inMoscow,” 17 February 1966, Parallel History Project,
https://www.php.isn.ethz.ch/kms2.isn.ethz.ch/serviceengine/Files/PHP/17226/ipublicationdocument_singledocu
ment/97acbe0d-bac3-4622-b914-83cfc07afd4f/en/660210_Report_E.pdf.
110 Georges-Henri Soutou, “Note Du Service Des Pactes. Révision de La Loi Atomique Américaine,” 30 July

1954 (Note from the Treaties Department. Revision of the US Atomic Energy Act) in Documents Diplomatiques
Français 1954, Vol. II (Paris: Imprimerie nationale, 1987), 78–79.
111 Gerzhoy, “Alliance Coercion.”
112 Tristan A. Volpe, “Atomic Leverage: Compellence with Nuclear Latency,” Security Studies, Vol. 26, No. 3

(2017), p. 531.
113 Gheorghe, “Proliferation and the Logic of the Nuclear Market,” p. 118.
114 Coe and Vaynman, “Collusion and the Nuclear Nonproliferation Regime,” p. 993.
115 Sluzhba vneshney razvedki Rossiyskoy Federatsii, “The Nuclear Potential of Individual Countries,” 6 April

1995, https://fas.org/irp/threat/svr_nuke.htm#romania.
116 Beatrice Heuser, “The Development of NATO’s Nuclear Strategy,” Contemporary European History,

Vol. 4, No. 1 (1995), p. 56. The sensitive nuclear assistance the USA provided Britain starting in 1958 and
France in the 1970s does not mean that Washington wanted to help London and Paris acquire nuclear weapons.
On the contrary, such assistance was meant to render the two countries dependent on America and to keep a
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first rendered London dependent on US-built delivery systems (the Polaris and later Trident
missiles) and then placed British warheads committed to NATO under SACEUR command
in wartime.117 Britain maintained the sovereign right to use its nuclear weapons without
American approval, but in fact, coordination between London and Washington became so
deep that experts dubbed the British nuclear deterrent ‘pseudo-independent’.118 The USA
tried to place France’s force de frappe under SACEUR’s command and to integrate it into
the MLF.119 Paris rejected both proposals, withdrawing from NATO’s integrated military
command in 1966, effectively placing its nuclear weapons outside of the alliance.120 As a
result, the US nuclear arsenal remained the primary basis for NATO’s umbrella strategy.

One might also think that regime type explains British and French nuclearisation. Britain
and France became nuclear-weapon states because they were part of a democratic alliance,
so this logic goes, whereas the Soviets’ allies failed to acquire nuclear weapons because
they were part of an autocratic alliance. That is not the case, however. Both the UK and
France managed to overcome Washington’s staunch opposition by virtue of their advanced
economies. The Soviet Union faced strikingly similar challenges in preventing the spread of
nuclear weapons within the Warsaw Pact, but it stemmed the tide, due largely to its East
European allies’ lower levels of economic development rather than to regime type across
the alliance. China’s acquisition of an independent nuclear deterrent, even after the Soviet
Union cut off its nuclear assistance, shows that being in an alliance with the autocratic
Soviet Union does not inhibit proliferation.

The two superpowers also dealt in similar ways with the forward deployment of their
nuclear weapons and with the possibility of sharing those weapons with their allies in
wartime. Moscow and Washington both placed nuclear weapons on their junior partners’
territory.121 Initially, their allies lacked access to those warheads, which only American and
Soviet commanders could use in wars fought on the weaker members’ territory.122 Begin-
ning in 1959, however, both superpowers provided to their allies nuclear-capable delivery
systems aircraft and missiles under two-key arrangements to use in wartime to deliver their
respective patron’s warheads on agreed-upon targets.123 The USA and the USSR trained

‘foot-in-the-door’. See Justin Bronk, “Britain’s ‘Independent’ V-Bomber Force and US Nuclear Weapons, 1957–
1962,” Journal of Strategic Studies, Vol. 37, No. 6–7 (2014), pp. 974–97; Roswell Gilpatric, “Memorandum
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December 1964, National Security File, Lyndon B. Johnson Library.
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Charles A. Zraket, eds., Managing Nuclear Operations (Washington: Brookings Institution, 1987), p. 465;
Daniel Charles, Nuclear Planning in NATO: Pitfalls of First Use (Cambridge: Ballinger, 1987), p. 16.
118 Arkin and Fieldhouse, Nuclear Battlefields, p. 89.
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stration on the USS Claude V. Ricketts, 1964-1965,” Journal of Military History, Vol. 69, No. 3 (2005),
p. 769.
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Maurice Vaïsse, Pierre Mélandri, and Frédéric Bozo, eds., La France et l’OTAN, 1949-1996 (France and NATO,
1949-1966) (Bruxelles: Editions Complexe, 1996), pp. 331–58.
121 Robert S. Norris, William M. Arkin, and William Burr, “Where They Were,” Bulletin of the Atomic
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ings before the Subcommittee on Agreements for Cooperation of the Joint Committee on Atomic Energy,
Congress of the United States, Eighty-Sixth Congress, First Session, on the Exchange of Military Informa-
tion and Material with the United Kingdom, France, Canada, the Netherlands, Turkey, Greece, and the
Federal Republic of Germany (Washington: US Government Printing Office, 1959); Jan Voštera, “Warsaw
Pact War Plan for the Czechoslovak Front,” 14 October 1964, Cold War International History Project; Fred
Reinhardt, “US Embassy Rome Airgram G-922 to Department of State,” 29 June 1961, National Secu-
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their junior partners to employ these weapons and to fight side-by-side with their respec-
tive superpower’s troops.124 Nevertheless, the warheads remained in American and Soviet
custody at all times and thus under Washington and Moscow’s control.125 The USA and the
USSR placed technical devices on their nuclear weapons to prevent unauthorised use.126

Since the supreme commanders of the two alliances continued to be American and Soviet
officers, respectively, the decision to employ nuclear weapons ultimately would be taken in
Washington and Moscow.127

Some scholars maintain that NATO and the Pact had fundamentally different arrange-
ments for nuclear sharing.128 They argue that some junior partners, like West Germany
and Italy, had direct and independent control over US nuclear weapons stationed on their
territory.129 While it is true that President Eisenhower was not opposed to sharing nuclear
warheads with NATO allies, however, that never happened, mainly due to staunch congres-
sional opposition.130 US law mandated that Washington must have the final say on when
and how American nuclear weapons were to be used.131 The idea of transferring Soviet
nuclear warheads to the junior allies and giving them direct and independent control over
those weapons also crossed the minds of Soviet military and political leaders, including
Nikita Khrushchev.132 But, like the USA, the Soviet Union stopped short of turning this
idea into policy.

Other similarities in how the superpowers forward-deployed their nuclear weapons are
at odds with the commonly held belief that democratic America coordinated with its allies

124 Charles Burke Elbrick, “Program to Increase NATO Nuclear Capability and Secure Certain Base Rights,”
7 November 1956, National Security Archive, https://nsarchive.gwu.edu/dc.html?doc=6990045-National-
Security-Archive-Doc-07-Assistant; Aleksandr Mikhailovich Kushchev, “Soviet Directives to the Czechoslovak
Army on Operational and Combat Preparations,” 25 September 1957, in Mastny and Byrne, A Card-
board Castle?; Andrei Grechko, “Minutes of Conversation,” 16 June 1965, Central National Historical
Archives; Malcolm Mackintosh, “The Pact in the 1960s,” The Adelphi Papers, Vol. 9, No. 58 (1969), pp.
5–11; Roland M. Timerbaev, Yadernoe Oruzhie—Eto Nepravil’nyi Termin, September 2017, Yadernyy Kon-
trol, http://www.pircenter.org/media/content/files/14/15064318840.pdf; Jordan Baev, “The Warsaw Pact in the
Balkans: The Bulgarian Perspective,” in Svetozar Rajak et al., eds., The Balkans in the Cold War (London:
Palgrave Macmillan UK, 2017), p. 134.
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pp. 454–76.
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1963, John F. Kennedy Presidential Library.
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versation,” 7 February 1963 in Foreign Relations of the United States, vol. VII-Arms Control and Disarmament,
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while the autocratic USSR did not.133 For example, US allies, like their counterparts in
the Warsaw Pact, who were often ignorant of the presence on their territory of Soviet
nuclear weapons, were also sometimes unaware that they were hosting American nuclear
weapons.134 Moreover, Washington and Moscow occasionally made deployment deci-
sions that flew in the face of what their allies wanted. It was against Ankara’s wishes
that the Kennedy Administration decided to withdraw intermediate-range ballistic missiles
from Turkey.135 Khrushchev, meanwhile, changed his mind about deploying the military
equipment to Albania and Romania that they wanted, including the forward-deployed
nuclear warheads that Bucharest needed to equip the nuclear-capable delivery systems it
had purchased from the USSR.136

The junior partners did not have direct control over their respective superpower’s nuclear
warheads and thus could not unilaterally use them. However, they had some influence over
the planning process and some say about nuclear use. Consultative bodies within the two
alliances allowed them to wield their limited power. In 1966, NATO created the Nuclear
Defence Affairs Committee and the Nuclear Planning Group (NPG), whereby the junior
members could convey their input.137 Similarly, the Warsaw Pact established in 1969 the
Committee of Defence Ministers and the Military Council. The Military Council served a
role similar to that of the NPG, advising the Supreme Commander on ‘matters of planning
and operational control’.138 Regarding nuclear use, the junior partners in each alliance
had the right to veto the use of nuclear weapons stationed on their territory.139 Nev-
ertheless, within each alliance, the superpowers maintained their hegemonic position by
serving as the coordinator for the relevant consultative bodies and occupying the top mil-
itary commander position from which to exercise their respective rights to veto nuclear
use.140

Persuading their junior partners to accept the nuclear umbrella necessitated convincing
reassurances from the superpowers that they would indeed come to their allies’ rescue in
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a crisis and also consult with them and accommodate some of their demands for protec-
tion.141 American policymakers, for instance, accommodated Bonn’s security concerns by
adopting a forward defence strategy, which called on NATO to place its main defensive
line on West Germany’s eastern border.142 On the other side of the Iron Curtain, the East
Germans successfully pressured a reluctant Khrushchev into letting them build the Berlin
Wall.143 The Soviet Union stood behind the GermanDemocratic Republic in the 1961 Berlin
Crisis, ending up in a military standoff with the USA at Checkpoint Charlie. Moreover,
Moscow accommodated the East German and Polish position on non-proliferation, which
was aimed at preventing West German nuclearisation. And in 1968 the Soviets consulted
extensively with the Poles and East Germans about invading Czechoslovakia. Indeed, Soviet
leaders were, in part, accommodating their two weaker allies, who were pushing hard for
an invasion for fear that politics in Czechoslovakia might undermine the Warsaw Pact.144

Neither Washington nor Moscow showed restraint in punishing allies who put their
interests at risk. The USA, for example, reacted harshly towards Britain and France dur-
ing the 1956 Suez Crisis. The Anglo-French invasion of Egypt triggered Soviet threats of
nuclear attacks on Paris and London, so raising the spectre of general nuclear war between
NATO and the Pact.145 When threatened by Washington, Britain threw in the towel, oblig-
ing France to do the same by accepting a ceasefire and full troop withdrawal.146 For Paris,
Washington’s behaviour amounted to abandonment, one of the highest penalties a patron
can impose on a protégé.147 The humiliation of the Suez Crisis was one of the factors
persuading France to pursue its independent nuclear deterrent. The Soviet Union applied
economic and military pressure on unruly Albania, threatening it with expulsion from
the Pact, territorial partition, and even regime change.148 Khrushchev scoffed at Tirana’s
accusations that Yugoslavia and Greece were colluding with Washington to plot against
the Albanian leadership.149 Fearing entanglement, however, Moscow broke off diplomatic
relations with Albania, effectively disowning its ally.

Given that junior partners have considerable independence in hegemonic alliances, the
superpowers were willing to tolerate some defections, as long as they did not threaten the
integrity of the alliance, especially its END strategy. Accordingly, the USA let France leave
NATO’s integratedmilitary command in 1966, while the Soviets withdrew their troops from
Romania in 1958, and allowed Albania to exit the Warsaw Pact in 1968, even though it
had seized four Soviet attack submarines in 1961.150 Neither superpower, however, would
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allow a junior partner’s actions to undermine its hegemonic alliance. Fortunately for the
USA, it had never faced that problem but the Soviets did in 1968, when it appeared that
Czechoslovakia might defect from the Pact, so either badly weakening it or causing it to
unravel.

Czechoslovakia had agreed in 1965 to host Soviet nuclear warheads on its territory, but
by July 1968, it was signalling that it might change its mind.151 The liberalisation process
introduced during the Prague Spring gave rise to speculation that the leadership in Prague
would abandon Communism and leave the Moscow-led alliance. This would have huge
strategic consequences, since Czechoslovakia was a frontline state on the Central Front.
Moreover, there was the even greater danger that other Pact countries would follow suit.
After months of deliberations, the Soviet Union decided in August 1968 to take military
action and overthrow the liberal reformers in Prague. Contrary to conventional wisdom,
the invasion was not conducted under the auspices of theWarsaw Pact but by a ‘Coalition of
the Willing’ that included East Germany, Poland, Hungary, and Bulgaria in addition to the
USSR.152 Reformist leader Alexander Dubček gave his assent, realising he had lost control
of the liberalisation process. ‘The Five’ launched the attack to root out what they thought
were imperialist, revanchist forces, fuelled by West Germany, whose aim was to undermine
the Pact.153 Czechoslovakia subsequently came back into the fold and implemented the
1965 security agreement.

Conclusion
This article has examined how unbalanced nuclear alliances extend deterrence to all mem-
bers. My theory says that an unbalanced alliance’s END strategy is largely a function of the
intra-alliance balance of power. Imperial alliances, which are dominated by an exceptionally
powerful state that gives its allies little agency, adopt nuclear straitjacket as an END strat-
egy. Hegemonic alliances, which are dominated by a powerful state but where the junior
partners have considerable power and autonomy, opt for a nuclear umbrella strategy.

The available evidence on how NATO and the Warsaw Pact extended deterrence during
the first 25 years of the ColdWar provides substantial support for my theory. The alternative
theories, however, do not fare well against the empirical record. Contrary to the predic-
tions derived from Waltzian nuclear optimism, both superpowers chose not to facilitate
proliferation among their allies. Focusing on regime type, one would expect democracy-
laden NATO and the authoritarian-laden Pact to embrace divergent END strategies. In fact,
they adopted strikingly similar approaches to protecting their weaker allies. Both adopted
nuclear straitjacket in the early Cold War, and, despite no change in regime type in either
alliance, each altered course in the mid-1950s to pursue nuclear umbrella. The empirical
record also lends little support to nuclear institutionalism. While both alliances contem-
plated developing a rotational command as well as a multilateral nuclear force embedded
in supranational institutional arrangements, they ultimately rejected both ideas.

There is reason to believe my framework can be fruitfully applied to nuclear alliances
in East Asia. My theory is relevant for explaining extended deterrence in this region dur-
ing the Cold War and today, despite differences in the level and type of engagement with
protégés, as well as the location, size, and number of threats against which they needed
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nuclear protection. For instance, Moscow’s Cold War nuclear alliance with Beijing and
Washington’s nuclear alliances with Seoul and Tokyo suggest that my theory travels beyond
Europe. Regarding the former, the shift from nuclear straitjacket to nuclear umbrella can
be explained by a change in the balance of power between the USSR and China.154 In
the case of the separate unbalanced alliances that the USA has maintained with Japan and
South Korea since the aftermath of WorldWar II, the balance of power at the start was com-
pletely lopsided. The South Korean military collapsed early in the Korean War, and without
Washington’s help, the Republic of Korea would not have survived.155 The USA occupied
Japan until 1952 and prevented it from having its own defence forces until 1954.156 In both
cases, the USA maintained imperial alliances and kept its dependents in a nuclear strait-
jacket. When Japan began rearming in 1954, the nuclear alliance with Japan shifted from
imperial to hegemonic while the END strategy went from nuclear straitjacket to nuclear
umbrella.157 The alliance with Seoul followed the same pattern in the late 1960s, with the
resurrection of South Korean military power.158 American policymakers have kept these
two hegemonic alliances intact since 1989, because of concerns about proliferation, the
threat from North Korea, and a rising China.159

Turning to the future, China is likely to continue the course it has followed since nucleari-
sation, which is to avoid making END commitments to other countries.160 This continuity
is due in part to the fact that its key allies—North Korea, Pakistan, and Russia—have their
own nuclear weapons. None of this is to deny that China is likely to expand significantly its
nuclear arsenal, which would raise fears in the USA and prompt a bolstering of its nuclear
presence in East Asia, thus to enhance its own extended deterrence capabilities.

To balance against China, Washington is building security institutions such as the
QUAD—which includes Australia, India, Japan, and the USA—and AUKUS—a trilat-
eral security pact involving Australia, Great Britain, and the USA. For the foreseeable
future, neither alliance will be embedded with a specific END strategy. The USA will con-
tinue providing extended deterrence to the two non-nuclear countries in the QUAD and
AUKUS—Japan and Australia—through its existing bilateral alliances with those countries.
Washington will use the same formula with its other non-nuclear allies in East Asia: the
Philippines and South Korea. The USA will surely worry about India’s independent nuclear
deterrent, but there is no plausible way that Washington can limit Delhi’s control over that
arsenal.

The most fraught relationship in the Asia-Pacific region is between Taipei and
Washington. The alliance between the USA and Taiwan was formally ended in 1979, and
Taiwan is not a sovereign state. Nevertheless, given the American commitment to provide
Taiwan with military and political support, especially regarding a possible war with China,
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it is fair to say that the US guarantee to Taiwan amounts to a de facto alliance, which
falls within the purview of my theory. Given that American military power dwarfs that of
Taiwan, this alliance is an imperial one, which places Taipei in a nuclear straitjacket.161

Recent developments, however, signal that the nature of this nuclear alliance might
change. In response to China’s rise, the USA has been consulting more with Taiwan,
expanding contingency planning and training exercises, and helping to increase its military
capabilities. These developments suggest that this de facto alliance might become hege-
monic, in which case the END strategy would morph from nuclear straitjacket into nuclear
umbrella.162 This transformation would put the USA and China on a collision course that
would make their rivalry more dangerous even than the Cold War’s superpower rivalry.
American policymakers would be well-advised to work assiduously to keep Taiwan in a
nuclear straitjacket, rather than transition to nuclear umbrella; that way, the USA would
maintain maximum freedom of manoeuvre vis-à-vis Taiwan and thus be well-positioned to
prevent Taipei from dragging it into an unwanted war with China.
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Stephen Herzog, Thomas Jonter, Ulrich Kühn, Alexander Lanoszka, Do Young Lee, Jack-
lyn Majnemar, John Mearsheimer, Muhammet Muhammetgulyyev, Neil Narang, Goetz
Neuneck, Leopoldo Nuti, Or Rabinowitz, Judith Reppy, Elisabeth Roehrlich, Scott Sagan,
Randall Schweller, Daniel Sobelman, Lauren Sukin, Rolf Tamnes, Tristan Volpe, the editors,
and the anonymous reviewers for their comments and feedback. Gratitude is also extended
to Laurien Crump, Corina Mavrodin, and Krzysztof Olszewski for sharing primary sources
with the author. Alexandra Filipescu, Adriana Gheorghe, Dilan Koç, Volkan Imamoğlu,
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