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Introduction 
The authors begin by exploring two common arguments about the effect of 
nuclear proliferation on conflict.

• Optimists argue that nuclear weapons act as deterrents, and therefore 
decrease the likelihood of conflict.

• Pessimists argue that nuclear weapons can encourage aggressive strategies 
and increase the likelihood of accidents, increasing the likelihood of conflict.

The authors then propose a third theory which combines the optimistic and 
pessimistic theories, suggesting that nuclear weapons should not increase or 
decrease the likelihood of conflict.

They form hypotheses using each of the three theories.



Hypotheses 1-3
• Hypothesis 1: States with nuclear weapons are less likely that nonnuclear 

states to be targets of conventional disputes. (Optimistic)

• Hypothesis 2: States with nuclear weapons are more likely than nonnuclear 
states to initiate conventional disputes. (Pessimistic)

• Hypothesis 3: States with nuclear weapons are about as likely as nonnuclear 
states to initiate or be the targets of conventional disputes. (Hybrid)



Hypotheses 4-6
The authors also explore potential effects of nuclear proliferation on 
influence and negotiated settlements.

Hypothesis 4: States with nuclear weapons are more likely to receive 
diplomatic missions from other states than states without nuclear weapons.

Hypothesis 5: States with nuclear weapons are likely to receive higher level 
diplomatic missions from other states than states without nuclear weapons.

Hypothesis 6: States with nuclear weapons are more likely to obtain preferred 
policies peacefully.



Research Design
"Proliferation might effect or reflect power relations or patterns of interstate 
dispute behavior. The result would be to bias the size or significance of key 
coefficients" (217)

The authors use a previously developed instrument (2007) to attempt to 
remove some of this potential bias, which considers determinants of nuclear 
proliferation including capacity, state interest, and institutions.

How do the authors operationalize the variables in their hypotheses?

• Conflict: Militarized Interstate Disputes (COW MID Data Set)

• Influence I: Diplomatic Recognition (COW Diplomatic Exchange Data Set)

• Influence II: Settlement Attempts (Issue Correlates of War)



Conflict
• Having nuclear weapons 

increases the chance of 

initiating a MID

• However, nuclear 

weapons themselves do 

not have much of an 

impact on the initiation of 

MID's 

• Rather, capable states 

(CINC), states with 

security problems, or 

states with international 

interests are more likely 

to initiate MID's and

proliferate



Recognition
• States with nuclear weapons 

are more likely to be 
recognized by other nations

• States with nuclear weapons 
are more likely to recognize 
other nations as well



Settlements
• States with nuclear 

weapons are no more or 

less likely than other 

states to initiate 

settlements regarding 

ICOW issues

• However, states with 

nuclear weapons are 

more likely to be the 

recipients of settlement 

attempts than 

nonnuclear states

• The same is true for 

strictly peaceful 

settlement attempts



Resolutions
• Nuclear states acting as 

challengers are not more 
likely to pursue a peaceful 
settlement with their target 
than nonnuclear states.

• Opponents of nuclear states 
are more willing to make 
concessions than opponents 
of nonnuclear states.



Big Ideas
Nuclear weapons themselves may not have a significant impact on the 
likelihood of conflict.

However, nuclear weapons likely play an important role when it comes to 
bargaining, international recognition, and the peaceful settlement of issues.

Therefore, proliferation may not be appealing to all states.

• Friendly Neighbors vs. Not-so-Friendly Neighbors

• Large Budget vs. Small Budget

• Heavily Involved in International Affairs vs. Not Very Involved



Criticisms
• Is there a better way to operationalize levels of conflict than considering 

MID's? Is it possible that nuclear weapons have a significant impact only on 
a certain type of conflict (very destructive, long-lasting wars, for example)?

• In their instrument described in the appendix of the article, the authors 
omit a significant number of potential determinants of proliferation for a 
variety of reasons. Are these omissions reasonable?


