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Abstract
This paper explores how the possession of nuclear weapons influences the preference

of states for crisis management strategies during international conflicts. Although many

previous studies have focused on whether nuclear weapons deter the onset of the crisis or

shape the outcomes, less attention has been paid to their impact on crisis management

decisions once a conflict has begun. Using an ordinal logistic regression model on data from

the International Crisis Behavior (ICB) dataset, this study examines whether nuclear-armed

states would employ more belligerent or restrained crisis management strategies compared

to non-nuclear states. The findings challenge assumptions in classical deterrence theory,

showing that nuclear weapons do not significantly affect the behavior of defender states

during international crises. The results support the nuclear irrelevance theory, suggesting

that nuclear weapons have no significant impact preference on crisis management strategies.

These results contribute to debates in security studies by questioning the strategic utility

of nuclear weapons in the conflict decision-making process, and also add implications for

arms control and crisis diplomacy.
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1. Introduction
Nuclear weapons have fundamentally reshaped global security dynamics. While there

has not been an actual use of nuclear weapons since WWII, their presence continues to cast

a remarkably long shadow over international politics. The Cuban Missile Crisis, the Kash-

mir nuclear standoff, and North Korea’s successive tests of nuclear weapons all exemplify

how much nuclear weapons, regardless of their actual use, impact crisis decision-making.

States that paid a high price to obtain such weapons are inevitably upset when nuclear

weapons do not serve their interests in international disputes. Beyond the cost of building,

states that use nuclear weapons in conflicts will not only face humanitarian condemnation

but possibly military and economic sanctions from other countries, as well as other unbear-

able costs (Allison, 1969 & 2016; Blight, 1987; Lebow, 1983; Sechser & Fuhrmann, 2013,

Trachtenberg, 1985; Powell, 2015). However, despite the cost of developing and using, the

practical role that nuclear weapons play in interstate conflicts remains ambiguous. There-

fore, it is significant to realize the influence of nuclear weapons on international crises and

the mechanism beyond this process. Some scholars argue that nuclear weapons deter crisis

escalation and promote strategic stability (Waltz, 1990; Jervis, 1988), while others suggest

that nuclear deterrence fails to prevent aggression and may even encourage risk-taking be-

havior (Schelling, 1966; Powell, 2015). Most existing research examines whether nuclear

weapons deter the onset of conflict or shape post-conflict outcomes, but less attention has

been paid to how nuclear weapons influence state behavior during crises themselves. This

study will focus on the question regarding the defender states’ choice by asking: Do nuclear

states behave differently in international crises compared to non-nuclear states? Specifi-

cally, do nuclear weapons lead to a preference for different crisis management strategies?

Answering this question is crucial because crisis management decisions determine whether

a conflict remains controlled or escalates into a full-scale war.

Building on previous research on nuclear weapons and international conflict (Geller,

2017; Bell, 2021), this study explores the relationship between nuclear weapons possession

and crisis management strategies employed by states during interstate disputes. This study
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is motivated by the observed behavior of states in the context of nuclear weapons and inter-

national conflict. While existing studies have debated whether nuclear weapons possession

has either pacifying effect, contributes to low-level conflict, or has no direct link to conflict

outcomes, there has been limited focus on how states behave during conflicts themselves.

A significant gap in previous literature lies in the examination of state behavior after

the initiation of disputes. Most prior research has concentrated on the causes of crises,

the frequency and intensity of aggressive actions, or the outcomes of conflicts and crisis

resolution (Kroenig, 2013. Gartzke & Jo, 2009. Secher & Fuhrmann 2013, 2017, 2021.

Rauchhaus, 2009. Bell & Miller, 2013. Asal & Beardsley, 2007 & 2009 & 2009 b., etc).

Few studies have systematically analyzed state behavior during conflicts. Once an interstate

dispute begins, how states respond plays a critical role in determining the conflict’s outcome.

The same level of conflict can lead to vastly different results depending on the choices made

by the involved states. Previous research has often emphasized the actions of a state’s

adversaries rather than the state’s own decision-making processes. Questions regarding the

frequency of aggressive behavior, the level of violence, and similar factors have frequently

been studied in terms of the adversary’s actions rather than the state’s own strategic choices

(Suh, 2023a; Sechser & Fuhrmann, 2013; Asal & Beardsley, 2007, 2009; Suzuki, 2015). In

contrast, crisis management strategies are decisions made within the state itself. This study

shifts the focus from the state’s adversaries to the state’s own behavior, addressing how

state decision-making influences performance and outcomes in international crises.

Suppose that we divide most international crises into three phases: pre-crisis, crisis,

and post-crisis. Previous research has largely focused on the pre-crisis stage, examining

whether states with nuclear weapons are more or less likely to face aggression, or on the

post-crisis stage, analyzing conflict outcomes and the level of violence observed (Sechser &

Fuhrmann, 2013; Gartzke & Jo, 2009; Kroenig, 2013). This study will focus on the in-crisis

stage, further examining the choices and behavior of states during the in-crisis period when

faced with international conflict. This research question complements previous research on

nuclear weapons and their influence on international conflict by attempting to answer why
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scholars observe certain intensity of violence during a crisis and the outcome after a crisis.

While much of the literature examines how nuclear weapons influence the passive aspects

of conflict, such as the probability of being targeted or the level of violence experienced,

less attention has been paid to how nuclear states actively shape crisis dynamics through

their choices in crisis management. The distinction is critical: studying nuclear possession

through the lens of crisis management allows for an assessment of how states’ decisions are

influenced by internal factors like the domestic military capability rather than analyzing

crisis outcomes. By shifting the focus from passive effects to active decision-making, this

study provides a more nuanced understanding of nuclear weapons’ role in international

crises. This study addresses the gap in previous literature by investigating how nuclear

possession affects state behavior during crises, rather than focusing solely on the likelihood

of experiencing aggression or the probability of escalation to war. In other words, looking

into the impact of nuclear weapons from the above perspectives is the study of passive

features that states experience in a conflict, the study of crisis management, which this essay

discusses, evaluates the active features of states under the influence of nuclear possession.

Beyond explaining whether nuclear weapons shape states’ crisis management choices,

this study also contributes to understanding how and when this impact occurs. By employ-

ing two dependent variables that capture different stages of crisis response, this research

distinguishes between the immediate response to a crisis trigger and the primary response

after accounting for opponents’ reactions and compares how nuclear weapons affect decision-

makers choices. This approach helps clarify whether the influence of nuclear weapons is

based on unilateral expectations or whether nuclear-armed states incorporate considerations

of multiple nuclear capabilities into their decision-making process.

Scholars have been debating on this issue with divided opinions. Previous research

on the impact of nuclear weapons on national security has predominantly focused on the

passive deterrence effect such as reducing the likelihood of being attacked (Beardsley & Asal,

2009; Asal & Beardsley, 2007). However, to fully grasp the relationship between nuclear

weapons and national security, it is essential to examine the proactive decisions made by
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nuclear-armed states. Mark Bell (2021) provides a significant theoretical contribution by

proposing that nuclear-armed states may adopt one of six strategic postures: independence,

bolstering, aggression, expansion, steadfastness, or compromise. According to his theory,

more than half of these postures lead nuclear states to adopt more belligerent behavior or

expand their strategic objectives during conflicts. Building on Bell’s framework and other

scholarly work, this study categorizes the influence of nuclear weapons on crisis management

choices into two possibilities based on the level of violence: 1) Nuclear states prefer to

de-escalate crises and adopt more peaceful crisis management strategies, or 2) Nuclear

states prefer to engage in brinkmanship and adopt more aggressive measures to address

international conflicts. Additionally, a third possibility, supported by some theories, is that

nuclear weapons do not have a systematically significant effect over strategic preference.

This study seeks to test these possibilities based on empirical data, contributing to a more

nuanced understanding of how nuclear weapons shape state behavior in international crises.

The quantitative analysis provides support for the nuclear irrelevance theory, indicating

that nuclear weapons have no significant influence on international crisis behavior. When

examining two dependent variables corresponding to different stages of a crisis, the three

controlled variables, the nuclear status of the targeted state, the nuclear status of the op-

ponent, and whether both states are armed with nuclear weapons, failed to show statistical

significance. This finding suggests that possession of nuclear weapons does not significantly

influence how states respond to crises. In other words, nuclear weapons do not appear to

be affecting the decision making process.

However, this study reveals that certain variables may influence the impact of nuclear

weapons. The quantitative model shows that, when excluding certain factors such as regime

type or military expenditure, the nuclear status of the targeted state does show a statis-

tically significant impact on the dependent variable. This finding suggests that nuclear

weapons may play a role under particular circumstances, but the overall influence remains

limited. The lack of robust significance across models indicates that other factors, such

as conventional military capabilities, regime constraints, or strategic calculations, may be
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more important determinants of crisis behavior than nuclear possession alone.

This study proceeds by outlining three possible arguments regarding how nuclear weapons

might shape state behavior in international crises. These arguments frame nuclear posses-

sion as either a constraint on aggression or a tool for risk manipulation, or an irrelevant

factor. After presenting the theoretical debate, the essay introduces the quantitative model

based on empirical data. The statistical results are then discussed in detail. The study

concludes with a summary of key findings and their broader significance for understanding

the role of nuclear weapons in shaping international security dynamics.
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2. Nuclear Weapons Lead to Less Belligerent Decisions
Before introducing the first theoretical argument, it is important to clarify the analytical

scale used in this study. In an international crisis, offender states are those that initiate the

crisis by triggering aggressive actions, while defender states are those that respond to these

actions. However, this study expands the traditional definition of defender states beyond

just those reacting to an initial crisis trigger. Instead, it includes all states within a conflict

that respond to an act of aggression. In other words, this study analyzes state behavior

from the perspective of actors responding to their opponent’s most recent action within an

ongoing crisis, rather than only examining states that were initially targeted. This broader

approach allows for a more comprehensive understanding of how nuclear weapons impact

states’ decision-making during a crisis. This essay uses "State A" to refer to defender states,

and "State B" refers to opponent states.

One possible scenario regarding the influence of nuclear weapons is that their possession

leads states to prefer peaceful conflict resolution. The Nuclear Revolution theory provides

one of the strongest theoretical foundations for this perspective. The immense destructive

power of nuclear weapons discourages states from using them in real-world conflicts. Pro-

ponents of this school of thought argue that nuclear weapons reduce aggressive behavior

between nuclear-armed states by fundamentally altering strategic calculations (Waltz, 1990;

Jervis, 1979, 1988). According to this theory, credible deterrence is achieved only if a state

can survive a first-round nuclear attack and retain the capability to retaliate. The fear of

retaliation compels adversaries of nuclear-armed states to reconsider their threats. Empir-

ical research has shown that the number of nuclear warheads is positively correlated with

the success rate in achieving crisis objectives (Beardsley & Asal, 2009a). This quantitative

evidence supports the theory of the nuclear revolution, suggesting that the acquisition of

nuclear weapons significantly enhances the military deterrent capabilities of a state. When

a state possesses the second strike capability, defense becomes nearly impossible for its

adversaries. Studies also indicate that when nuclear-armed states are involved in crises,

conflicts are more likely to end without violence, as the presence of nuclear weapons en-
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courages all parties to act more cautiously to avoid escalation (Asal & Beardsley, 2007).

This suggests that nuclear weapons deter aggressive behavior, particularly in conflicts in

which both sides possess nuclear capabilities. The discussion on how nuclear weapons influ-

ence state behavior during crises can be divided into two distinct situations: symmetrical

deterrence when both states in a crisis possess nuclear weapons, and asymmetrical deter-

rence when only one state, which could only be the defender state in this study, possesses

nuclear weapons. Each context presents unique dynamics and theoretical implications for

crisis management.

2.1 Symmetrical Nuclear Capabilities

The first scenario, supported by the Nuclear Revolution theory, posits that possession of

nuclear weapons by both parties in a crisis leads defender states to prefer more restrained

and peaceful crisis management strategies. The mutual possession of nuclear weapons

creates a balance of terror, where the catastrophic consequences of nuclear war deter both

states from escalating conflicts. According to this theory, the destructive power of nuclear

weapons fundamentally alters strategic calculations, making states more cautious and less

likely to engage in aggressive behavior (Waltz, 1990; Jervis, 1979, 1988). Due to fear of

mutual destruction, the defender state in a conflict has to prudently choose its strategies

to avoid the unbearable costs.

Empirical evidence supports this perspective. Research has shown that when both par-

ties in a crisis possess nuclear weapons, conflicts are more likely to end without violence.

The mutual fear of retaliation encourages states to act prudently and seek peaceful reso-

lutions (Asal & Beardsley, 2007). For example, the presence of nuclear weapons on both

sides increases the credibility of deterrence, as each state knows that any aggressive action

could provoke a devastating response. This dynamic reduces the likelihood of escalation

and incentivizes states to adopt less belligerent crisis management strategies. Furthermore,

the concept of second strike capability plays a critical role in symmetrical deterrence. A

state’s ability to survive a first strike and retaliate ensures that neither side can achieve
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a decisive winning, making defense impossible. This logic underpins the argument that

nuclear-armed states in symmetrical crises are more likely to prefer less belligerent crisis

management strategies (Beardsley & Asal, 2009a).

One hypothesis emerges from this discussion:

Hypothesis 1a: Possession of nuclear weapons in State A leads to less belligerent be-

havior during nuclear-symmetrical crises.

2.2 Asymmetrical Nuclear Capabilities

In asymmetrical crises, defender states may still prefer less belligerent crisis management

strategies. As discussed earlier, the nuclear revolution theory posits that the fear of mutual

destruction deters aggressive behavior when both sides possess nuclear weapons. However,

this raises the question: why would a nuclear-armed state (State A) restrain its behavior

when facing a non-nuclear opponent (State B) that lacks second-strike or even nuclear

capabilities? When a nuclear-armed state confronts a non-nuclear adversary, the power

imbalance creates a unique dynamic. While State A holds a significant military advantage,

the non-nuclear state (State B) may feel compelled to act more aggressively due to its

vulnerability. State B faces higher potential costs in the event of escalation, as it cannot

defend against a nuclear attack. In such scenarios, State B’s rational strategy may be

to maximize violence in its next move to secure a favorable outcome before State A can

leverage its nuclear capabilities. For example, State B might resort to extreme strategies,

such as preemptive strikes or unconventional tactics, to offset its disadvantage. To avoid

provoking such a response, State A has an incentive to signal peaceful intentions and adopt

restrained crisis management strategies. By doing so, State A seeks to prevent State B

from escalating the conflict to a level where nuclear weapons might be considered, thereby

avoiding catastrophic outcomes (Suzuki, 2015; Suh, 2023a, 2024, Sechser & Fuhrmann,

2021).

The behavior of nuclear-armed states in asymmetrical crises is complex. While the

nuclear state may feel emboldened by its superior military capabilities, it also faces signifi-
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cant risks, including overconfidence and miscalculation. Liber and Press (2020) argue that

nuclear weapons do not guarantee security or coercive success, as non-nuclear states may

adopt asymmetric strategies such as seeking a first-move advantage or engaging in proxy

conflicts to counterbalance their disadvantage. This uncertainty compels nuclear-armed

states to act cautiously, as aggressive behavior could provoke unintended escalation or re-

taliation. For instance, a non-nuclear state might exploit its willingness to take greater

risks, knowing that the nuclear-armed state has more to lose in a high-stakes confrontation.

Therefore, nuclear-armed states prefer to act less belligerent in international crises.

The bolstering effect, as discussed by Mark Bell (2021), provides a different explanation

for why nuclear-armed states may adopt restrained behavior in asymmetrical crises. The

possession of nuclear weapons allows nuclear-armed states to tolerate damages that would

be unacceptable to states without nuclear weapons, enabling them to accept compromises

or concessions. This dynamic is particularly relevant in asymmetrical crises, where the

nuclear state may seek to appease its non-nuclear adversary to avoid unnecessary conflict.

By demonstrating a willingness to compromise, the nuclear-armed state can deescalate

tensions and reduce the likelihood of the non-nuclear state resorting to extreme measures.

In other words, nuclear weapons offer states more strategy range in making decisions,

allowing states to take more peaceful actions.

Thus, even in asymmetrical crises, nuclear-armed states may prefer less belligerent crisis

management strategies due to the risks of provoking aggressive responses from non-nuclear

adversaries. The fear of unintended escalation, the potential for asymmetric strategies by

non-nuclear states, and the bolstering effect all contribute to this restrained behavior. By

signaling peaceful intentions and avoiding aggressive postures, nuclear-armed states aim to

prevent crises from spiraling out of control, thereby maintaining stability and reducing the

risk of catastrophic outcomes.

One hypothesis emerges from this discussion:

Hypothesis 1b: Possession of nuclear weapons in State A leads to less belligerent be-

havior during nuclear-asymmetrical crises.
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Hypotheses 1a and 1b test the first scenario proposed by this study under conditions of

symmetrical and asymmetrical nuclear capabilities. The Nuclear Revolution theory suggests

that fear of mutual destruction deters aggressive behavior in nuclear symmetrical cases, both

sides will constrain their behavior and seek to resolve the conflict through less violent means

(Kydd, 2019; Kim et al., 2022; Schelling, 1966; Powell, 2015; Suh, 2023a). Theoretical

supports of restrained crisis management strategy under asymmetrical nuclear capabilities

focus more on the imbalance cost of conflict escalation for nuclear states and non-nuclear

states. The logic of the theory remains consistent with the hypotheses, as even in an

active crisis, nuclear-armed states would seek to minimize costs, maximize efficiency, and

resolve the conflict quickly. Additionally, the first scenario incorporates the idea that states

consider their adversaries’ reactions when formulating crisis responses. Specifically, if a

state anticipates that aggressive behavior will provoke costly retaliation, it is more likely

to adopt a moderate approach to crisis management.
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3. Nuclear Weapons Lead to Low to Medium Intensity of
Violence Response to Crisis

The second scenario proposes that nuclear-armed states may prefer less restrictive and

more belligerent crisis management strategies during international conflicts. While nuclear

weapons are often seen as tools of deterrence, their unique characteristics also enable states

to manipulate risks and escalate conflicts in desired ways. Some of the theoretical founda-

tions for this scenario include risk manipulation theory and nuclear brinkmanship, which

suggests that nuclear states might prefer to manipulate levels of violence to enhance the

credibility of their threats (Schelling, 1966; Powell, 2015; Kim et al., 2022, Rauchhaus

2009). More belligerent strategic choice sends more credible signals, especially under the

scenario of asymmetrical nuclear capabilities.

3.1 Symmetrical Nuclear Capabilities

In symmetrical crises, where both states possess nuclear weapons, two theoretical frame-

works provide theoretical support for explaining states’ preferences: the stability-instability

paradox and nuclear brinkmanship. According to the stability-instability paradox, while

nuclear weapons deter full-scale war between nuclear-armed states, they might simultane-

ously incentivize low-level conflicts (Snyder, 1965). This situation happens because both

sides of the conflict realize that escalation to a nuclear war would be catastrophic, thus cre-

ating a mutual incentive to avoid crossing that threshold. However, this mutual deterrence

also allows states to engage in limited violence, knowing that their opponent is unlikely

to respond with violence that leads to war. The stability-instability paradox suggests that

nuclear weapons create an environment for low-intensity conflicts because states exploit the

stability provided by mutual deterrence.

Nuclear brinkmanship, on the other hand, offers a slightly different perspective on the

use of violence in international conflicts. This theory argues that nuclear states engage in

risky actions, pushing crises to the edge of escalation to coerce their opponents. By employ-

ing low or medium levels of violence, nuclear states signal high resolve and a willingness to
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escalate to war, aiming to pressure their adversaries to a concession. Unlike in the stability-

instability paradox which states have confidence that crises will not escalate to full-scale

war, states in brinkmanship have greater uncertainty. States employing brinkmanship do

not have the same assurance that escalation can be avoided. Despite this difference, both

frameworks support the idea that nuclear weapons are positively correlated with State A’s

preference for more aggressive crisis management strategies.

For example, nuclear-armed states in symmetrical crises might use brinkmanship, esca-

lating tensions to the edge of war, to force concessions from their opponents. This strategy

is supported by risk manipulation theory, which argues that states can strategically ma-

nipulate their use of violence to enhance the credibility of their threats (Schelling, 1966;

Powell, 2015; Kim et al., 2022). By engaging in low-level violence or provocative actions,

State A signals its resolve and willingness to take risks, thereby pressuring State B to back

down. This behavior is particularly effective in symmetrical crises as both sides are capable

of initiating nuclear attacks. There is some empirical evidence supports this dynamic, by

showing that nuclear-armed states in nuclear symmetrical crises are more likely to experi-

ence low-level conflicts but less likely to escalate to total war (Powell, 2015). This suggests

that while nuclear weapons deter full-scale violence, they may also enable states to pursue

more aggressive crisis management strategies within the range of limited conflict.

One hypothesis emerges from this discussion.

Hypothesis 2a: Possession of nuclear weapons leads to more belligerent behavior during

nuclear-symmetrical crises.

3.2 Asymmetrical Nuclear Capabilities

In a scenario with asymmetrical nuclear capabilities, where only one state (State A)

possesses nuclear weapons, the dynamics of crisis management differ significantly. The

nuclear-armed state holds a significant military advantage, which it may exploit to coerce

its non-nuclear adversary. However, the behavior of the nuclear-armed state is shaped

by the need to balance its superior capabilities with the risks of unintended escalation as
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discussed in the previous section. Therefore, for nuclear states in asymmetrical scenarios to

prefer more belligerent crisis management strategies lies on how much advantage State A

has. One of the key theories supporting this scenario is the nuclear superiority theory, which

argues that states with nuclear superiority are more likely to achieve favorable outcomes

in crises (Kroenig, 2013). In asymmetrical crises, the nuclear-armed state can use its

superior military capabilities to manipulate risks and force concessions from its non-nuclear

opponent. In other words, the nuclear-armed state (State A) might engage in relatively

aggressive behaviors, such as targeted strikes or coercive diplomacy as a signal of its resolve

and to compel State B to back down. This strategy is particularly effective when the

non-nuclear state lacks the means to retaliate against a nuclear attack.

Another scenario under asymmetrical nuclear assumption might also lead to State A’s

preference for more belligerent crisis management skills, which is partially discussed in the

previous section: the potential risk of State B’s retaliation and its damage to State A.

Non-nuclear states could adopt unconventional tactics, such as proxy conflicts, to offset

their disadvantage of not having enough nuclear capabilities. This potential risk compels

nuclear-armed states to behave cautiously to prevent opponents’ retaliation, as aggressive

behavior could provoke unintended escalation or retaliation (Liber & Press, 2020). For

instance, a non-nuclear state might respond to nuclear coercion with extreme measures,

such as preemptive strikes or unconventional warfare, to level the playing field. To avoid

such outcomes, the nuclear-armed state may adopt a more aggressive action to prevent

State B from retaliating. In other words, State A might respond to State B violently to

reduce A’s potential loss if B fights back.

One hypothesis emerges from this discussion:

Hypothesis 2b: Possession of nuclear weapons leads to more belligerent behavior during

nuclear-asymmetrical crises.

While both symmetrical and asymmetrical nuclear contexts may lead to more belliger-

ent crisis management strategies, the mechanisms are different. In symmetrical crises, mu-

tual deterrence creates a balance of terror that discourages full-scale war but also enables
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low-level conflicts because war becomes very unlikely. Both sides engage in aggressive be-

haviors, knowing that the risks of nuclear escalation constrain both states’ responses. Or in

the framework of brinkmanship, both states aim to push the crisis to the edge of war to co-

erce the other side to back down. In asymmetrical crises, the nuclear-armed state leverages

its superior capabilities to coerce its non-nuclear adversary, but it must also navigate the

risks of unintended escalation. The risk manipulation theory serves as a framework for both

hypotheses, emphasizing the role of nuclear weapons in enabling states to escalate conflicts

in manipulated ways. However, the stability-instability paradox is particularly relevant in

symmetrical crises, where mutual deterrence incentivizes low-level violence. In asymmetri-

cal crises, the nuclear-armed state’s superior capabilities provide additional leverage, and

the fear of potential retaliation from State B further promotes State A to act aggressively.

The second scenario proposes that nuclear-armed states may adopt more belligerent cri-

sis management strategies, but the specific dynamics depend on whether the crisis involves

symmetrical or asymmetrical nuclear forces. In symmetrical crises, mutual deterrence en-

ables low-level conflicts and brinkmanship. In asymmetrical crises, the nuclear-armed state

leverages its superior capabilities to coerce its opponent.
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4. Nuclear Weapons is Irrelevant to Response to
International Crisis

If none of the four hypotheses are supported by the statistical model, then the empirical

data fails to reject the null hypothesis, leading to the nuclear irrelevance argument. This

perspective suggests that nuclear weapons do not play a significant role in states’ decision-

making during international crises. Unlike the previous two theoretical frameworks that

argue that nuclear weapons have influence over international conflict, the nuclear irrele-

vance argument suggests that the possession of nuclear weapons is not strongly correlated

with states’ decision making during international crisis (Suh, 2023b). While nuclear revo-

lution theory claims that nuclear weapons lead to State A’s preference of less belligerent

crisis management strategies, and risk manipulation theory argues that nuclear weapons

help control escalation in crises, the nuclear irrelevance argument supposes that nuclear

weapons do not have statistically significant influence over the behavior of states beyond

what conventional weapons already achieve (Mueller, 1988; Sechser & Fuhrmann, 2013;

Gartzke & Jo, 2009).

Sechser and Fuhrmann (2013, 2017) are key proponents of this view by advocating

for nuclear skepticism. They argue that nuclear weapons provide limited coercive power

to states, as the threat of using nuclear weapons is often not credible. Leaders prefer to

maintain control and avoid the unpredictability of nuclear escalation, which undermines

the effectiveness of risk manipulation strategies. This skepticism applies even in crises

involving nuclear-armed adversaries. Empirical evidence from Bell and Miller (2013) further

supports this argument, showing that nuclear-armed states are neither more nor less likely

to engage in wars, and there is no significant difference in their involvement in low-level

conflicts compared to non-nuclear states. Liber and Press (2020) also contribute to the

nuclear irrelevance argument by questioning the destructive power of nuclear weapons.

They argue that the scale of destruction in the pre-nuclear era was already immense, with

wars causing hundreds of thousands of casualties. While nuclear weapons have the potential

for unprecedented destruction, their actual impact on state decision-making may not be as
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significant as people have expected. This skepticism challenges the assumption that nuclear

weapons fundamentally alter the dynamics of international conflict, suggesting that their

influence may be overstated. Some of the historical evidence also supports this theoretical

framework. Scholars analyzing the absence of wars between major powers since World

War II argue that nuclear weapons may not be the primary factor deterring states from

conflict. Instead, other non-nuclear factors, such as the high economic costs of conventional

warfare and shared satisfaction with the existing world order, play a more decisive role

in maintaining peace. The costly nature of international conflict itself deters the onset of

war and questions the importance of nuclear weapons in shaping states’ decision-making in

times of crisis (Mueller, 1988).

It is important to distinguish the difference between nuclear irrelevance and the first

argument, where nuclear weapons cannot bring enough advantages in the conflict, is that

the former suggests that nuclear weapons as a tool have no decisive influence on the overall

decision-making calculation of the state, which can be observed by no statistical significance

for corresponding variables; and the latter is nuclear variables has statistical significant

influence over crisis management preference, with low coefficients. While supporters of

the first and second arguments hold contradicting opinions about the influence of nuclear

powers in shaping international conflicts, supporters of the irrelevance argument propose

that nuclear weapons might be irrelevant to the success or failure of deterrence. Sometimes,

nuclear weapons do not add too many stakes to the decision-making process for international

disputes, and scholars might overestimate the importance of nuclear power (Gartzke & Jo,

2009, Suh, 2023b). Bell and Miller’s (2013) research reinforces this view by showing that

when both states in a crisis possess nuclear weapons, they are no more or less likely to

engage in war. Nuclear weapons, they argue, are not effective tools for compellence, as

they do not enhance a state’s ability to seize or hold territory or resources. While nuclear

weapons may be useful for defensive purposes, their offensive utility is often overestimated.

In crises where the primary goal is to respond to an offense rather than to defend, nuclear

weapons may not perform as optimists expect (Sechser & Fuhrmann, 2013).
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An alternative explanation for the model’s lack of significance can be drawn from

Fearon’s study on self-selection effects (Fearon, 1994 & 2002). He argues that while nu-

clear deterrence may influence state behavior, empirical studies of international conflict

are affected by selection effects because the cases we observe are not representative of all

potential crises. Specifically, for a crisis to be recorded in the data, at least one side must

have believed it had a reasonable chance of winning and thus pay the cost to escalate the

crisis. If neither side expected to prevail, the crisis might never have escalated, meaning

that observed nuclear crises represent a preselected subset of all possible confrontations.

This selection effect suggests that the dataset used to test the model may be biased, and

potentially leading to the appearance of nuclear irrelevance. Since deterrence has already

shaped state behavior before escalation occurs, the crises that do occur are those where

states have already factored in nuclear weapons. As a result, nuclear possession may not

appear statistically significant in shaping crisis decision-making because its effects have

already been absorbed before the crisis reaches an observable stage.

However, one limitation of this explanation is that it accounts for why nuclear weapons

do not appear to influence the state initiating the crisis (State B in this study), rather

than the responding state (State A). Fearon’s framework does not fully explain some of the

immediate strategic choices made by State A in response to aggression. Despite this, self-

selection effects provide a valuable alternative explanation for the observed model results,

and highlight the potential limitations of empirical datasets in capturing the full influence

of nuclear weapons.

Another potential explanation for nuclear irrelevance lies in the limitations of data and

models. It is possible that nuclear weapons have a significant impact on crisis management

strategies, but the data or quantitative models cannot capture this correlation. In such

cases, the statistical model may incorrectly show nuclear weapons as irrelevant.

The nuclear taboo offers another explanation for nuclear irrelevance. While nuclear

weapons have immense tactical power, decision-makers might already exclude them from

strategic calculations due to norms in international politics. The nuclear taboo, a widely

17



accepted norm against the use of nuclear weapons, may lead states to systematically ignore

nuclear weapons as an option when managing crises. Empirical examples show that the

non-use of nuclear weapons in conflict resolution can often be explained by this taboo

(Tannenwald, 2009). As a result, nuclear variables may not show statistical significance in

models, not because they lack influence, but because decision-makers have already ruled

out nuclear options due to normative considerations.
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5. Data and Methods
The data that I plan to use is the actor level International Crisis Behavior (ICB) dataset

from 1947 to 2019, it includes a range of variables, the condition of nuclear capacity, and

crisis management strategies and other factor that are key to this study, that capture

the states’ behavior during international crises. Also, the ICB dataset contains numerous

values that are proven to be correlated with states’ actions during international crises. This

research will specifically make a comparison between the crisis management for nuclear

dyads and the situation of one-sided nuclear states. To analyze the data, this study will

employ an ordinal logit regression model. This model is well-suited for examining the

correlation between independent variables and different crisis management strategies.

This study will focus on comparing states’ reactions to international crises given differ-

ences in their nuclear status. Differences in nuclear capacity will lead to different behaviors

during interstate disputes (Kim & Jin & Fuhrmann, 2022. Suzuki, 2015. Rauchhaus, 2009.)

Therefore, the study will use two groups of data divided by the status of nuclear weapons.

These groups are constructed on the basis of the ICB dataset’s "Nuclear" coding, which

categorizes states into four ordinal levels of increasing nuclear capacity. By comparing these

groups, the study aims to uncover how nuclear status influences crisis management strate-

gies and whether nuclear weapons play a significant role in shaping states’ behavior during

international disputes.

5.1 Dependent Variable

Immediate and Primary Crisis Management

There are two dependent variables employed in the model, the corresponding codes in

ICB data are labeled as "MAJRES" and "CRISMG". This essay will use them as depen-

dent variables separately in models. The major difference between these two variables is the

timing of the crisis management response. "MAJRES" represents "major response to crisis

trigger", the first, immediate response to a crisis after the observing states experience crisis

triggers. It is the direct response that states react to the initiation of conflict. "CRISMG"
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is short for the "principle technique" that records the primary response to a crisis during

the entire conflict. The first model using "MAJRES" examines the immediate influence

of nuclear weapons over states’ decisions in choosing crisis management skills. In other

words, it is the instant response to a crisis by actors that is based on the calculation of how

the opponent might react. The actual reaction from the opponent is unknown when crisis

management decisions in "MAJRES" are made. The model using "CRISMG" as the de-

pendent variable represents the state’s main response to the crisis over a longer time frame.

In this variable, the most important crisis management used by the state throughout the

crisis is recorded. In other words, the current model only records the state’s instantaneous

response when a crisis occurs, while this model includes a more comprehensive response

from the state. Because this "CRISMG" response is for the entire crisis, it also includes the

state’s response to the opponent’s secondary response. In this variable, the state’s choice

of crisis management methods no longer relies solely on probabilistic speculation but has

more actual data to revise previous decisions. This may allow nuclear weapons to play

a greater role since nuclear weapons have a significant impact on state conflict decisions

through their influence on bilateral states. Integrating the responses of both countries into

the regression model may make the effectiveness of nuclear weapons more significant.

Both variables have the same coding in the ICB dataset. From 1 to 9, each code

corresponds to certain types of behavior that a state can act in conflicts. The intensity of

pressure goes up with the number, and military action is included starting value 5 till 9. The

1-4 option contains multiple diplomatic skills except for any form of military intervention.

If states, with all variables controlled, show a preference toward certain levels of crisis

management skills, then it might be inferred that one of the three hypotheses is supported

by empirical evidence. This study categorized them into four levels based on the intensity

of political activities and military activities behind each response. Crisis management skills

1 and 2 are regrouped as 1, representing the mildest response that doesn’t include much of

the effort. Skill 3, 4, and 5 are grouped as 2, representing crisis management options that

are more intense than those in the first group, but do not include military responses. The
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responses in this group mainly include political and economic responses to international

crises. The responses in the third group include 6 and 7, which are coded as 3. The

crisis management methods in the third group represent military intervention, but the

military intervention in this group simply includes the use of troops and does not include

violence. From this group on, the management of international crises has risen to a new

level. The last group is the original codes 8 and 9, which represent pure violence and a

variety of response methods including violence. This group of crisis management represents

the highest intensity and most severe means. According to the recorded crisis management

approach, the intensity of violence in states’ behavior increases as the code grows from 1

to 4. This also prompted the choice of using ordinal logit regression.

Although the immediate response reflects the first reaction of a state to a crisis trig-

ger, the primary response focuses on the dominant crisis management strategy throughout

the entire conflict. The distinction between these two is important as it accounts for the

factor of time. Immediate responses are made within a shorter period, without full infor-

mation of the adversary’s strategy, whereas primary responses allow for more calculation

and consideration of the opponent’s actions. Nuclear weapons, due to their massive de-

structive power, are often not considered a viable option for immediate responses but may

be considered in the primary response. This division helps to better understand the timing

and mechanisms by which nuclear weapons are incorporated into crisis decision making.

Therefore, nuclear weapons might have different significance in shaping preference for crisis

management strategies in the statistical modeling.

5.2 Controlled Variables

Nuclear

The most important independent variable is nuclear weapons. This study will use the

original division of the coding category in the ICB data. In the ICB data, it is coded as

NUCLEAR with an indication of whether the state has second strike capability or will

possess nuclear weapons in the future into four categories. More than the second-strike
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capability, another way to divide nuclear capability can be through the number of nuclear

warheads and the ability to deliver nuclear warheads to the desired location (Suh, 2024).

Different ways of categorization of nuclear powers represent various ways to determine

the effectiveness of nuclear weapons. Although previous research on nuclear superiority

has shown that the number of nuclear warheads is correlated to the violence experienced

during international conflicts (Kroenig 2013; Sechser & Fuhrmann 2013. Suh, 2023b). This

research doesn’t intend to categorize nuclear states into different types according to the

capacity of nuclear weapons but in the condition of second-strike capabilities. Superiority

in international disputes is more correlated to the outcome of the crisis, with having the

advantage in nuclear capability will increase the likelihood of states getting the desired

outcome in the crisis (Kroenig, 2013). The ability to issue a second strike is one of the key

dividends of many theories about nuclear deterrence. Also, because the ICB dataset has

coded different numbers for states with and without second-strike capabilities, it is easier

and more accurate to use the original dataset without changing it.

Another reason that the number of nuclear warheads and the ability to deliver weapons

to the desired location is not part of the categorization in the dependent variable is that this

study aims to research the states’ own response to crisis instead of the opponents’ response.

For this reason, the perception of nuclear capacity doesn’t serve the same purpose when

deciding on crisis management skills. In the regression model, the nuclear weapons status

of the conflicting parties is included. I created a total of three nuclear weapons-related

dummy variables. The Nuclear A variable represents the nuclear weapons status of the

targeted state under study. Based on the coding of the nuclear weapons status of the

state in the ICB data, when the state is considered to be at level 1 or 2, that is, without

nuclear weapons capability, the Nuclear A dummy variable is 0. When the state has nuclear

capability, regardless of second-strike capability, this dummy variable will be recorded as 1.

Nuclear B represents the nuclear weapon status of the opponent of the targeted state. It

is also a dummy variable, 1 means that the state has nuclear capability, and 0 means that

the state does not have nuclear capability.
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In order to study how the status of nuclear weapons affects nuclear and non-nuclear

states differently through their opponents, I created a dummy variable to test whether all

the countries in the conflict are nuclear states. In the model it shows as “Nuclear Dyad”.

Countries coded as 3 and 4 in the "nuclear" variable are nuclear states, and 1 and 2 represent

non-nuclear states. The specific coding of this nuclear dummy variable is that when both

parties in the conflict are defined as nuclear states, the variable is displayed as 1. In all other

cases, the variable is displayed as 0. This variable will test how the nuclear weapons status

of different adversaries affects the crisis management choices of the state. This variable also

works in the second model using primary response, because the response of the opponent

state will be taken into account. The opponent state’s crisis management considerations

also include thinking about nuclear weapons.

Power Disparities

Power disparity between states is a significant factor that influence the crisis behavior

of states. The disparities in economic, conventional military, regime, and other social at-

tributes that are strongly connected to the basic structure of a society (Gartzke & Kaplow

& Mehta, 2014. Kroenig, 2013). The higher the power disparities between the two sides

of the conflict, the more different that these two states are. Controlling for this variable is

a collection of controlling for other social attributes that might influence decision makings

at within crisis stage. Previous research has controlled for multiple variables regarding

the capabilities of states. One of the variables that needs to be controlled is economic

interdependence because having dependence on the economic side adds more leverage when

two states are in conflict as the cost of escalation goes higher (Kydd, 2019. Fuhrmann &

Kreps, 2010). However, for studying the response of states in crises, the disparities in the

military between countries are the most important. The model will focus on studying the

relationship between military expenditure and crisis behavior. Because military expendi-

ture contains two sides of information: the power disparities in military strength, and in

economic development. Since the ICB data does not have relevant variables, this study se-

lected military expenditure from Correlates of War (COW) as the variable to be included in
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the model. The military expenditure of both states are controlled in the model, with “Mil-

itary Expenditure A” representing targeted states, “Military Expenditure B” representing

the opponent.

Distance

As Suh has mentioned, the ability to deliver nuclear weapons to the desired location is an

important factor determining the effectiveness of nuclear deterrence (Suh, 2024. Rauchhaus,

2009. Gartzke & Jo, 2009) Not only the delivery of nuclear weapons is influenced by the

distance between states, other variables in the intestate disputes are also influenced. The

distance between states in crisis is an important factor, when states are closer together, they

have more to consider when choosing crisis management skills. This is because proximity

likewise changes the extent to which a crisis can affect. Conflicts between two neighboring

countries and two more distant countries also have an objective impact on the strategic

choices of countries. For this reason, the distance between states is a variable that needs

to be controlled. This variable is coded as “cractloc” in the ICB data and represents the

location of the crisis relative to the state of study, whether the location is in the state itself,

in a nearby neighboring state, or elsewhere.

Regime

Another influential factor for crisis management skills is the regime type (Suh, 2023.

Rauchhaus, 2009. Asal & Beardsley, 2007. Kroenig, 2013) Democracies give more credible

commitment because the leader needs to be responsible for voters, therefore leaving less

flexibility once a commitment is given. Based on this fact, democracies are more likely to

win crises given higher credibility in threat. (Gelpi & Greisdrof, 2001) While there are only

a few states that have acquired nuclear weapons, making decisions during international

conflict will heavily depend on the regime type because different regimes imply audience

cost. When making decisions in interstate disputes, the side with more audience cost will

be more affirmative in conflicts compared to the states with less audience cost. Taking

into consideration audience cost in democracies and in autocracies, whether they tend to

use crisis management that can show higher resolve might be influenced by regime types.
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Democracies should be more credible when signaling their resolve in interstate disputes.

The design of weapons systems is determined by many factors, including the experience

as a nuclear power, domestic bureaucracy, and conventional threats that the state faces.

Therefore, regime type also indirectly influences the effectiveness of nuclear deterrence

(Fearon, 1994. Gartzke & Kaplow & Mehta, 2014. Mesquita & Siverson, 1995). The

variable of political regime is coded under “Regime” in model, imported from the polyarchy

score, with increasing number from 1 to 7, each score increase represent more people are

sharing the power, which is higher level of democracy.

The next two variables have shown some importance in previous studies but are not

included in this model.

Protracted Conflicts

The previous year’s conflict history will also be controlled because the history of conflict

might also influence states’ decision-making in the current conflict cycle (Beardsley & Asal,

2009). If two countries have had a lot of experience in previous conflicts, there will be a

difference in their options for crisis management when they come back into conflict compared

to countries that have not had any previous interaction. Conflict is a good way to learn

about an adversary, and through previous crisis experiences, states have a more accurate

understanding of their adversary’s utility function and the costs they can bear (Kydd, 2019).

Similarly, the history of previous conflicts can give more information to both sides of the

dispute. However, due to the existence of a second model based on the primary response

to crisis, this variable was not included in the model. Because in the primary model, the

history of conflict between states has already been taken into account in the decision-making

process. If this variable is taken into account, it possibly causes redundancy.

Alliance

Although alliance status of the targeted state should be considered because being an ally

to the great powers could potentially influence the decision-making during crises. Research

on nuclear deterrence and alliance has proved that being an ally with nuclear states could

decrease the possibility of being targeted in crises (Fuhrmann & Sechser, 2014. Gartzke
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& Jo, 2009). However, because this research will only focus on crisis management for

nuclear dyad states in international conflict, an alliance with a nuclear state is unnecessary

to influence the intensity of crisis management skills. Given the fact that all states in

the data have nuclear capacity themselves, being an ally doesn’t seem to be at high stake

for these states. Third-party nuclear guarantee doesn’t provide enough sense of security,

the protected state still wishes to build its militarized nuclear power due to fear of being

abandoned by its protector (Reiter, 2014. Sukin, 2020). Therefore, this research will not

consider alliances with nuclear states.

FIGURE 5.1: Probability of Immediate Response to Crisis
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FIGURE 5.2: Probability of Primary Response to Crisis
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Table 5.1: State A’s Immediate Management Strategies Under Different Nuclear Capa-
bilities

Immediate Response to Crisis

Model

(1) (2) (3) (4)

Nuclear A ´0.119˚˚ 0.081 0.144˚ ´0.028
(0.050) (0.083) (0.079) (0.079)

Nuclear B ´0.184˚˚˚ ´0.051 ´0.058 ´0.225˚

(0.063) (0.137) (0.137) (0.133)
Nuclear Dyad 0.036 0.047 0.172

(0.292) (0.291) (0.288)
Military Expenditure A 0.0004 0.001

(0.001) (0.001)
Military Expenditure B ´0.003˚˚˚ ´0.003˚˚˚

(0.001) (0.0005)
Regime Type A 0.080˚˚˚ 0.107˚˚˚

(0.030) (0.029)
Regime Type B 0.003 ´0.051˚

(0.029) (0.028)
Crisis Location ´0.401˚˚˚ ´0.409˚˚˚ ´0.318˚˚˚

(0.098) (0.095) (0.088)
Number of Actors 0.093˚˚˚ 0.088˚˚˚ 0.091˚˚˚

(0.014) (0.014) (0.014)

Observations 880 872 872 872

Note:
˚p†0.1; ˚˚p†0.05; ˚˚˚p†0.01
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Table 5.2: State A’s Primary Management Strategies Under Different Nuclear Capabili-
ties

Primary Response to Crisis

Model

(1) (2) (3) (4)

Nuclear A ´0.175˚˚˚ ´0.048 ´0.074 ´0.174˚˚

(0.052) (0.085) (0.080) (0.081)
Nuclear B ´0.069 0.183 0.182 0.011

(0.064) (0.138) (0.138) (0.133)
Nuclear Dyad ´0.236 ´0.246 ´0.084

(0.289) (0.289) (0.287)
Military Expenditure A ´0.001˚˚ ´0.001˚˚

(0.001) (0.001)
Military Expenditure B ´0.002˚˚˚ ´0.002˚˚˚

(0.0005) (0.0004)
Regime Type A ´0.028 ´0.016

(0.031) (0.030)
Regime Type B ´0.018 ´0.065˚˚

(0.029) (0.028)
Crisis Location 0.082 0.103 0.026

(0.100) (0.096) (0.088)
Number of Actors 0.050˚˚˚ 0.051˚˚˚ 0.051˚˚˚

(0.010) (0.010) (0.010)

Observations 880 872 872 872

Note:
˚p†0.1; ˚˚p†0.05; ˚˚˚p†0.01
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6. Discussion
The first and second plots illustrate the probability distribution of states’ choices regard-

ing crisis management strategies. Two plots include the results for nuclear-armed states,

including all states with nuclear capabilities, regardless of second-strike capability, and non-

nuclear states as the figure shows. The first graph depicts the probability distribution of

states’ immediate responses to crisis triggers, while the second graph shows the primary

responses employed throughout the entire crisis. The two plots reveal slightly different

patterns. In their immediate responses, states with nuclear weapons tend to rely more on

military interventions compared to non-nuclear states, with a difference in proportions close

to 10%. In contrast, non-nuclear states employ a broader range of crisis management meth-

ods, including economic and political responses, more frequently than states with nuclear

weapons, with a difference of up to 8%.

For the second plot that illustrates the distribution of primary response preference,

a different pattern emerges in the figure. Here, nuclear weapons states use more "Non-

Violence II" management methods than non-nuclear states, with a difference in proportions

reaching 9%. Unlike in the immediate response, non-nuclear states rely more on military

methods in their primary response compared to nuclear-weapon states, with a difference

exceeding 8%.

These graphs highlight contrasting patterns in how nuclear and non-nuclear states react

to international crises. Although nuclear weapons states favor military approaches and

fewer non-violent methods in their immediate response, this trend reverses in their primary

response. This suggests that the nuclear status of a state influences its preferences for

crisis management methods. Furthermore, the differences between immediate and primary

responses underscore the importance of considering opponents’ reactions when choosing

management strategies.

The subsequent two tables illustrate the statistical relationships in both the immedi-

ate response and the primary response to the crisis. The statistical results in Tables 5.1

and 5.2 suggest how nuclear status, captured by the variables Nuclear A, Nuclear B, and
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Nuclear Dyad, influence crisis management preferences. Although the full models do not

show statistically significant effects, the distinction between symmetrical and asymmetrical

nuclear status still deserves further interpretation. In symmetrical nuclear dyads, where

both State A and State B possess nuclear weapons (Nuclear A = 1, Nuclear B = 1, and

Nuclear Dyad = 1), the marginal effect of nuclear weapons on each state’s behavior is rep-

resented as the sum of the coefficients for that state’s nuclear status and the Nuclear Dyad

variable. Specifically, the total effect on State A is Nuclear A + Nuclear Dyad, and on State

B is Nuclear B + Nuclear Dyad. In contrast, in asymmetrical dyads where only one side

possesses nuclear weapons (Nuclear A = 1, Nuclear B = 0, or vice versa) the Nuclear Dyad

variable is coded as 0 and does not factor into the marginal effect. Thus, the influence of

nuclear status in asymmetrical cases is represented solely by the coefficient of Nuclear A or

Nuclear B. This framework for interpreting marginal effects remains consistent across both

models of immediate and primary crisis responses and is essential for distinguishing how

nuclear symmetry or asymmetry shapes decision-making behavior.

Table 1 presents statistical models for immediate crisis management strategies, with dif-

ferent variables controlled. The first model in Table 1 shows the correlation between nuclear

weapons and the response to the trigger of the crisis when no other variables are controlled.

This model indicates that nuclear weapons have a statistically significant correlation with

the dependent variable, crisis management. However, subsequent models, which incorpo-

rate additional control variables, suggest different results. Models 2 to 4 include variations

with all variables, as well as iterations with individual variables removed for robustness

checks. These variables include military expenditure and regime type. In Model 2 of Table

1, which is the full model containing all variables, the status of the state’s nuclear weapons

has no statistically significant effect on the state’s immediate response to crises. The same

applies to the nuclear status of the opposing state and the nuclear dyad variable.

The only two models showing slight significance for Nuclear A are Model 1 and 3 when

both regime types are not controlled. In these two models, the nuclear status of State

A is positively correlated to immediate crisis management strategy, with slight statistical
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significance. However, while Model 1 leaves a negative correlation between nuclear weapons

status and immediate response strategy at a p=0.01 significance level, the coefficient for

Model 3 is positive at a p=0.1 significance level. This difference in signs of coefficients

remains unexplained.

Table 2 uses the primary response to the crisis as the main research object, while the

first table uses the immediate response. In the first model of Table 2, which only controls

for nuclear A and B, the statistical evidence supports a significant negative correlation

between the nuclear status of State A and the primary crisis management strategies. The

coefficient for Nuclear B remains insignificant, which is different from Model 1 in Table

1. Among the rest of the models, only when military expenditures for both the targeted

state and the opposing state are not controlled, or removing all significant variables in the

full model, that nuclear weapons for state A statistically significant. In Model 4 of Table

2, Nuclear A shows a significant negative correlation with crisis management skills, at an

almost similar coefficient to Model 1. Model 3 of Table 2 when not controlling for regime

types does not show the same significance for Nuclear A as model 3 in Table 1 shows.

In both tables, Nuclear Dyad has no statistically significant effect on the dependent

variable in the remaining models. Whether the two states are in the same nuclear weapons

state when facing an international crisis has no significant effect on the choice of crisis man-

agement in either the immediate response or the primary response. The situation is the

same for Nuclear A and B, both nuclear status shows no statistically significant impact over

preference of certain crisis management choices. Thus, we cannot reject the null hypoth-

esis that nuclear weapons are irrelevant to crisis management behaviors in international

conflicts.

Results from all full models support the nuclear irrelevance theory, indicating a non-

significant impact of nuclear weapons on state responses to international crises. However,

the varying significance of military expenditure for state A, the targeted state, needs further

investigation. Also, the significance of Nuclear A in both models 1 for Table 1 and 2 needs

further study. In the immediate response Table 1, the coefficient for nuclear A and B is
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negative in model 1, which is contrary to the trend shown in plot 1. In the primary response

model, both military expenditure variables are significant, albeit at different levels. How

can existing evidence explain the discrepancies in the significance of military expenditure

for state A between the two models? This result suggests that decision-making processes

may operate through different mechanisms for immediate versus primary responses. One

possible explanation relates to the time range of the response. Furthermore, the response

of the opposing state could influence the behavior of states in an international crisis.

With most of the models, especially all the full models supporting the nuclear irrelevance

argument, the statistical result fails to reject the null hypothesis. Model 2 in the primary

response table 2 shows significance in the nuclear A variable, which removes military ex-

penditure from the controls. Models 3 in Table 1 and 2 further examine the relationship

between nuclear weapons and crisis management strategies when not controlling for sig-

nificant variables in the full model. Also, the difference in the significance of Nuclear B

in Model 1 for Table 1 and 3 indicates that nuclear status for state B might influence the

decision making process through a different mechanism than nuclear status for state A.

Another characteristic lies in the difference between the estimates of nuclear A &B in

the immediate response model and the primary response model. While none of the variables

are statistically significant in affecting the choice of crisis management skills, their signs

are contrary in two groups of models. In the immediate response model, Nuclear A has

a positive impact on states adopting higher-level solutions in crises. Although there is no

statistically significant impact in the full model, the state’s nuclear weapons have more

belligerent crisis management skills. At the same time, the influence of the opponent state,

that is, the variable Nuclear B, on the state’s immediate response is also not statistically

significantly supported, but the coefficients of the corresponding variables, are all negative.

For the primary response model, the impact of the existence of one’s own nuclear weapons

and the opponent’s nuclear weapons on a state’s crisis management choices is opposite to

that of the immediate model. The presence of one’s own nuclear weapons has a negative

impact on states taking more drastic crisis management measures, while the presence of rival
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states’ nuclear weapons has a positive impact on states taking more belligerent responses.

In both sets of models, the influence of the nuclear dyad variable, although not statistically

significant, swapped between positive and negative values, showing a more complex pattern.

Although the statistical model shows support for the nuclear irrelevance argument,

the opposite estimate relationship between the immediate response and primary response

models is still worth exploring. One possible explanation is that when a state needs to

make an immediate response to a crisis trigger, possessing nuclear weapons will facilitate

aggressive behavior as Bell suggested. However, when a state considers the primary response

to the entire crisis, the decision maker has more time to think and obtains more responses

from the other state to calculate the next decision. In this case, the existence of nuclear

weapons has more of a response to prevent more intense responses to the crisis because the

response time allows for more rational calculations. Thus, the tendency to avoid escalation

of war prevails, resulting in a preference for more peaceful crisis management for the state’s

nuclear weapons in the primary response model.

The finding of this study suggests a potential new theoretical framework for under-

standing the influence of nuclear weapons on international security dynamics. To further

explore the result of nuclear irrelevance, the ongoing Russia-Ukraine conflict offers valu-

able insights into both the strengths and limitations by providing an empirical perspective.

Despite being the most prominent ongoing conflict between a nuclear state (Russia) and

a non-nuclear state (Ukraine), the precise role that nuclear weapons play in the conflict

remains unclear. According to the results of this study, nuclear weapons should not sig-

nificantly shape strategic preferences. However, it would be abrupt to conclude that they

have no impact on decision-making. Russia has repeatedly issued nuclear threats, and

Ukraine, along with its supporters from the West, including the EU and the U.S., has likely

considered possible responses. Although nuclear weapons have not been used, their pres-

ence continues to influence the strategic calculations of both sides, although ambiguously.

Future research on this conflict may shed more light on how nuclear weapons shape behav-

ior, whether they align with the theory of nuclear irrelevance or contribute to either more
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aggressive or more restrained actions.
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7. Conclusion
This study discusses the relationship between nuclear weapons and the preference for

crisis management strategies of states in international conflicts. The statistical findings

indicate that the impact of nuclear weapons on crisis outcomes might be overstated, as

the model does not support a significant correlation between the dependent variable and

nuclear weapons status. In the full model, the significance of military expenditure in shaping

preference appears to overshadow the significance of nuclear weapons, which could lead to

further study. None of the four hypotheses correlating nuclear weapons to either belligerent

or restrained behavior are supported by the statistical model, and the null hypothesis cannot

be rejected. These results align with nuclear irrelevance theory, suggesting that nuclear

weapons do not have significant influence over states’ preference for crisis management

strategies.

The findings of this study have important implications for the ongoing debates about

nuclear proliferation and counter-proliferation efforts. While the findings support nuclear

irrelevance, they only represent one possible effect among many. Nonetheless, the results

of this study may prompt some states to rethink the strategic utility of possessing nuclear

weapons. This could discourage some states that are pursuing nuclear capabilities given the

high price and low benefits. Policymakers and international organizations may also draw

on these findings to support arguments for non-proliferation while also acknowledging that

further research is essential to grasp the full scope of nuclear weapons’ strategic impact.

While this study reveals the relationship between nuclear weapons and crisis manage-

ment, it also offers some potential research questions. One research direction is to examine

the influence of selection effects in the context of nuclear deterrence. Future research could

address the impact of self-selection effects by examining the correlation between nuclear

weapons and the behavior of states before an international event escalates to an actual

conflict. If there is a significant correlation between nuclear weapons and states’ decision-

making pre-crisis stage, then it could provide some revision for the result in this study

about the nuclear irrelevance phenomenon. Another direction for future research is looking
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into similarities in nuclear states. Nuclear states might share some similar variables that

could also play a significant role in determining how states respond to crises. For example,

previous conflict records might increase states’ determination to build nuclear weapons,

while this variable has the potential to impact the crisis decision-making of states. Future

research could explore how these factors interact with nuclear weapons status to influence

crisis outcomes.

In conclusion, this study challenges the traditional statement that nuclear weapons play

a critical role in shaping states’ crisis management strategies. The findings suggest that

nuclear weapons may be less relevant to crisis behavior than expected, supporting nuclear

irrelevance theory. These results have important implications for both proliferation and

counter-proliferation efforts, as well as for future research on nuclear deterrence and crisis

management. This research contributes to the study of nuclear weapons’ influence on global

security dynamics and state behavior in international crises.
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