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Dependens Variable: Disprre Reciprocarion

All Observations Included No NWS
(y (4] {3 [EN
Nuclear Proficiency 0175 0.z 0. 28"~ 0247
(0.045) (0.08T)y (09T} (0.095)
Nuclear Weapons 0074
(L263)
Initiator Polity 0.005 0004 o.oz21
(0.010) (0010} (0L
Target Polity 0.023%= 0.0 2=== 0013
(0.008) ((LDO8) (0.009)
Logged Distance 0126 0,125 Qs
(0.021) (G021} (0.023)
5-Score (Weighted) (L3662 0366+ 0172
(0.209) (0210} (0.237)
Initiator Major Power o614 0671 1445
(0.217) ((L265) (0.374)
Target Major Power 0141 0136 0472
(0.205) ((L205) (0.237)
Capability Ratio 0.326 0364 0791
(0.428) (0.429) (0.488)
Logged Initiator GIP Qog4= 0079 0.065
(0.039) ((L039) (0.043)
Constant ooo4 2,298 2,234 2146
(0.055) (07300 (0L T40) (0.815)
Ohservations 1,925 1,248 1,248 1,032
Log Likelihood 1,306 608 E10.197 B09.696 G3E.873
Akaike Inf. Crit 2,617.216 1.640.394 1,641.392 13377407
Nore: "pe Ol "t p<0l05; " p<.0]

Table 4.1: Regression Table of Dispute Reciprocation.
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Figure 4.1: Estimated Reciprocation Probability for Model 2
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Dependery Variable: Dispure Reciprocarion

(5
Nuclear Proficiency 0. 176*
(0.104)
Nuclk ar Proficiancy” 168
{(0.102)
Initiator Polity 0021
(D.010)
Target Polity ol4
(0.009)
Logged Distance 0 150
(0.023)
S-Score (Weightad) 0169
(0.237)
Initiator Major Power L4TR==
(0.375)
Target Major Power (464
(0.237)
Capability Ratio 0775
(D.489)
Logged Initiator GNP 0. 064
(0.043)
Constant At N
(D.BIT)
Observations 1,032
Log Like lihood 657534
Akaike Inf. Crit 1,357.069

Nave:

Table 4.2: Regression Table Allowing for a Nonmonotonic Relationship

*p=i.]; ==p<c0.05; *==p-=0.01
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Figure 4.2: Estimated Reciprocation Probability for Model 5
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® This article evaluates Vir r and Latency Provocation Theory in order to

determine the costs/benefits of nuclear latency.
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* H5 “States that acquire nuclear latency are more likely to experience success in the
issuance of compellent threats against target states”
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® Also code 5 3 rivo ry exists between two
states (as these fact TS and | ow its resolved)

® Finally, controls fro a latent S"r"rej"hs,'icl' iify to the other state, as evidence suggests that
K neighboring states fight more frequently
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® On the enc ‘provocation theory.
“significant association between

Specifically, there is
nuclear latency, and the US ct

ng off econonmic aid and imposing sanctions on

those states.




The Benefits and Burdens of Nuclear Latency

Table 3. Effect of latency on dispute and bargaining outcomes (RELOGIT)

Model 1/6 (MIDsTarg) Model 2 (MIDsInit) Model 3 (Mil Aid) Model 4 (Econ Aid) Model 5 (Threat Success) Model 7 (US Sanctions)

Latency (no NWS) 0.055 0.390%* —0.685 %% -0.167 0.974 1.150%%x
(0.195) (0.203) (0.234) (0.173) (0.792) (0.217)
USNCA/123 0.19%* (.443 %%+ 1.007#%* —0.178% 0.252 -0.285
(0.101) (0.109) (0.118) (0.104) (0.653) (0.180)
Econ. openness —0.004#5* —0.008%** 0.001 0.00 4 -0.002 —0.0018%%%
(0.001) (0.001) (0.001) (0.001) (0.005) (0.002)
NPT era 0.056 0.035 0.676%%* 0.61 8%k ~0.840 0.916%%x
(0.116) (0.126) (0.124) (0.092) (0.559) (0.149)
Regime type 0.020%% 0.005 —0.087%*x -0.006 0.034 -0.014
(0.007) (0.007) (0.007) (0.006) (0.031) (0.009)
NPT signatory -0.011 0.247%% 0.496%% 0.55 6% 0.366 -0.007
(0.106) (0.114) (0.125) (0.085) (0.544) (0.123)
GDP per capita 0.000 —0.000%** —0.000* ~0.000%+% -0.000 —0.000%**
(0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.002) (0.000)
Polity change -0.03 0.029%% -0.008 -0.017 —0.096%* 007855
(0.010) (0.010) (0.010) (0.010) (0.056) (0.014)
Rivalry 073055 1.110%%* 0.178%%x 0.002 0.471 10225
(0.085) (0.092) (0.086) (0.073) (0.438) (0.117)
CINC 14.83 T 4174 5.382% -6.176 15.677 5.210%
(3.987) (3.153) (2.849) (4.279) (9.572) (3.001)
US ally —0.44/7%5%% 0.053 1004k 0.939%*x 0.005 0.416%%x
(0.094) (0.108) (0.095) (0.094) (0.522) (0.153)
Borders 0.06 7+ 0.081 0.067%** 0.048%*x 0.031 0.055
(0.014) (0.016) (0.017) (0.014) (0.091) (0.019)
Time —0.049%#* 0.035% —1.416%%* —0.264%%% —0.034%* 0.201 ***
(0.020) (0.020) (0.220) (0.019) (0.158) (0.024)
Time® 0.002%* -0.002 1,149 0.010 0.020% —0.0] 2k
(0.001) (0.001) (0.131) (0.001) (0.010) (0.001)
Time® ~0.000%* 0.000 —0.202%% —0.000%%+% —0.000%* 0.000%%*
(0.000) (0.000) (0.019) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000)
Observations 6,514 6,514 6,510 6,510 6,510 6510

Notes: (1) Standard errors in parentheses. (2) Statistical significance: ##%p < 0.01, **p< 0.05, *p < 0.1.




Latency (no NWS)
USNCA/123
Econ. openness
NPT era
Regime type
NPT signatory
GDP per capita
Polity change
Borders

Rivalry

CINC

Time

Time”

Time®
Constant

Observati

Note: (1) Standard errors in parentheses.

Table 4. Conditional effects of nuclear latency on allies versus nonallies

el 1 (Mil aid)

—0). 51 2k
(0.183)
0,923k
(0.107)
-0.002
(0.002)
0.544%*
fl’) 154)

[I) I)I)|))
0. I)Z]**

(0.017)
0.124
(0. I')8f-i)

_1.081%%
(0.271)

—0.140%**
(0.026)
0.118
(0.122)
2,158
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Allies

(0.148)
0.033
(0.105)
0.001
(0.001)
0.348 %%+
(0.129)
0.004
(0.007)
0.330%%
(0.138)
—0.000%%#+%
(0.000)
—0.019%%
(0.010)
0.005
(0.014)
0.305%++

(4. 28])
—().286%%*
(0.029)
0.024#:#%
(0.003)
=0.000%**
(0.000)
1.790%#=

(2) Statistical significance: ¥*¥p < 0.01, **,

(0.245)
—0.687%
(0.157)
—0.01 T#*x

(0.159)
—0.000% #*
(0.000)
0.04 4555
(0.010)

(0.059)
~0.007
(0.009)
0.000
(0.001)
—1.682%
(0.175)
2,158

Model 1 (Mil aid)

-0.165
(0.945)
0.248%%

(0. I)|)I))
I) 005

0.380%*
(0.192)
—-0.106
u;u?ﬁ)

~0.001
(0.004)

[I) 000)
=0. I)]-l**

—0.123%
(0.050)
—4.471%
(1.783)

—0.133%%%

(0.011)
0.00 4%+
(0.001)

—0.000F**

(0.000)

Model 3 ( Sanctions)

10425
(0.186)
0.2874#%
(0.094)

(2. 191)
0.081**x
(0.015)
—0.005%**
(0.001)
0.000%+%

m 092)
4,352




sneficial to o state,

whlle in ot

-



xpand

ency is likely
deterring Iran

Je ypothesis that increased
nuclear Iq’rency emboldens it state, there should be concerns that Iran will act
aggressive, and start more confllc’rs in the region.
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