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Data

Data used mainly from ICB Dataset in conjunction
with numerous other sources

The first and last days of crisis are rarely the same
for both actors in a dyad, as the crisis is usually

perceived first by one actor, and the other actor
only perceives a crisis after the first responds

Country

Unsted States

Sovict Umon/Russia
United Kingdom
France

Chima

Isracl

Inda

Sauth Afra
Pakistan

North Korea

Table 1
Dates of Weapon States

Nuckcar Weapons




Crisis Outcomes

« Derive some predictions about the impact of nuclear weapons, _—

Probit Models of Crisks Outcomes

given different levels of intensity and holding all control

variables at their median values
« Table 2 presents the probit results of whether crisis actors are

effectively able to succeed in gaining concessions, or at least,
in not yielding to demands

 From the results of this model, nonnuclear opponents of
nuclear states are more likely to face defeat, while nuclear
states are less likely to realize defeat in their crises against
nonnuclear states




Selection Models

The censored probit models, which
adjust for nonrandom selection into a
crisis, are given in Table 3

When accounting for the nonrandom

selection into mediation, nuclear

states still are more likely to succeed

in achieving their demands and

getting the opponent to back down

against nonnuclear states

* Moreover, that relationship is

much stronger in high-salience
cases than in ones without a
substantial threat involved

Table 3 (comtinued )




Probabilities of an Actor Reaching a
Beneficial Outcome

Table 4 presents the predicted probabilities of an actor

Z Gt : Tablke 4
reaching a beneficial outcome, calculated using CLARIFY Probability of Victory and Expected Crisis Duration
When evaluating all crises, non-weapon states have about
a 40 percent probability of prevailing in their crises.

All Crases Low Sabence High Sabence

Probability of victory

Nomw capon state 0.3

» This probability increases to 54 percent for nuclear

(0.018)

states in asymmetric dyads and drops back to 41 Asymmetric dyad [
percent in a symmetric dyad Symmetrx dyad 0411
The starker effects of nuclear status in the third column Bupected criss dumten, in days
of Table 4 compared to the second one again confirm the e g208
conditioning effect of salience Asymmet dyad 1

In the high-intensity crises in which nuclear-weapon Symmetric dyad i
status matters most, nuclear-weapon states are expected
to last only 116 days in crisis against a non-nuclear state.

« Substantially less than the 246 days that a

nonnuclear state is expected to last against a
nonnuclear opponent.




Crisis Length

Table 5 presents the duration models
Positive coefficients indicate a higher likelihood of
early termination Tabke §

Duration Models of Crisis Length

We find that nuclear states and opponents of

nuclear states face significantly shorter crises.
The interaction between a severe threat and the
nuclear status of the opponent is positive and
statistically significant in model 12.

This provides further evidence in support of
Hypothesis 5, as crises are even shorter when
actors face nuclear opponents and there is both a
threat of great damage and some violence

Con




Alternative Explanations

Many of the nuclear states tend to be allies of the
United States or permanent members of the UN
Security Council

Such states represent the status-quo arrangement of

power in the international system, as they have better

access to leverage by which they can shape the system

in their favor peacefully

Ran a model that controls for whether a state has a

defense pact with the United States

* In models 13 and 14 of Table 6, we observe that

the relationship between nuclear status and
gaining concessions remains relatively unchanged
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Advantages of Nuclear Superiority

* By incorporating the nuclear balance into the model, |

demonstrate that nuclear superiority increases a state’s level of
resolve, improving its prospects for victory in nuclear crises

 For each state, the game can end in one of three ways: The state
can win, lose, or suffer a disaster

 Leaders in nuclear superior states still badly want to avoid a

nuclear exchange, but because the costs of a nuclear exchange
are relatively lower, one should expect that they will be willing,
on average, to hazard a higher risk of disaster than their nuclear

inferior opponents
« making them more likely to ultimately win nuclear crises
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Nuclear Crises Data

TABLE L. Nuclear crises, 1945-200]

« Drawn from the International Crisis Behavior Project’s (ICB)
list of international crises Yoar

Kowan Wy 1950 Soveet Union, Umited Stes

Swez crisis 195 Creeat Britimn, Soviet Unson, * United Stanes*

Bevlin deadline 1958 Cieeat Brtan, Soviet Unson, United Stses

Bevlin wall 1961 Frasce, Grest Brosun, Soviet Union,* Usstod Stses
bssile Crisis 1962 Sovet Union, Umited Sues®

Comgo crisis 1964 Sovet Union, Umited Stes*®

SNoudhay W 1967 Iarac! wiet Umon, Unsed Stes*

r Sonviet border war 1964 China, Sovset Union*
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Yo Kippur War 1973 Isenel, Soviet Unson, United Stmes®

War i Angola 1975 Soveet Union* United States

A S Ar st a8 m v sionm 9% Soveet Unionn® United Stames

ANe Archer exenis 1953 Sovet Union, Umied Stses

Nicavragua MIG-215 1984 Soveet Union, Umied Stses

Ka vhwm iv 1990 India. Pakistan

Tadwan Stranit crisis 199 China, Unned Staes*

India/Pabistan muclear tests 199% India. Pakistan

Kared crisis 19% India* Paksan

India Parliawen! ailack 201 India* Pakman

siate’s vichory 18 2 craws i dencted by an sicrmk, Not all crames have v
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Nuclear Crises Outcomes

TABLE 2. Cross tabulations of nuclear crisis outcomes, 1945-2001]

* Table 2 demonstrates that states

(Outcome
are unlikely to achieve victory in . 1 .
nuclear crises
» States have achieved a clear SUPERIORIT Y 14 (54%) 12 (46%) 26 (100%)
. % No 4115%) 22 (R5%) 26 (100%)
victory in only 35 percent of 18 (35%) M (65%) 52 (100%)

nuclear crises

« The table also shows, however,
that the possession of nuclear
superiority greatly improves a
state’s chances of victory in
nuclear crises




Regression Analysis

Employ probit models to test claims
about the correlates of nuclear crisis
outcomes

Superiority is found to be statistically

significant and positively correlated
with victory in nuclear crises when
considered alone, when nested within a
fully specified model, and when
included in a trimmed model

The analy- sis reveals a strong empirical
link between nuclear superiority and
victory in nuclear crises

Nuclear superiority has a substantively
important effect on the outcomes of

nuclear crises

TABLE A Nuclear superionity and »




Nuclear Superiority and Probability of Victory

 The results support the claim that greater levels of nuclear
superiority are positively associated with victory in nuclear

crises
* |In substantive terms, a shift from the least to the most

favorable nuclear balance is associated with an 88 percent
increase in the probability of victory

* Moving to the right, the figure shows that an increase in the
proportion of nuclear weapons that a state possesses within a
crisis dyad results in a corresponding increase in the
probability of victory
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FIGURE 1. Conditional effect of the degree of nuclear superionity on the
probabiiry of victory in nuclear crises, 1945-200]




U.S. Nuclear Advantage

Figure 2 depicts the size of the U.S. nuclear advantage
relative to the Soviet Union, measured in numbers of '

nuclear warheads over the course of the Cold War period
Figure 2 shows that the United States enjoyed nuclear

superiority over the Soviet Union at the beginning of the
Cold War

The figure shows that the United States was more likely to
win nuclear crises when it possessed nuclear superiority
over the Soviet Union

In sum, this evidence suggests that the positive
relationship between a nuclear advantage and nuclear
crisis outcomes is also evident within a single dyad over

time
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FIGURE 2. U.S.-Soviet Union nuclear balance and crisis ostcomes, 1999 989



Discussion & Conclusion

* Article examined the outcomes of nuclear crises

 Kroenig derived a new theoretical implication of nuclear
brinkmanship theory to account for the observed relationship
between nuclear superiority and victory in nuclear crises

» Argued that nuclear crises are competitions in risk taking, and

that nuclear superior states are willing to run greater risks than
their nuclear inferior opponents

* Nuclear superiority aids states in games of nuclear brinkmanship
by increasing their levels of effective resolve

» Article also provides some support for the idea that political
stakes shape crisis outcomes



