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Robustness Tests
Logit Models
To ensure our results are robust to different model specifications, in Table A1 we estimate logistic
models (using odds ratios) that control for time dependence using the cubic polynomial approach
(Carter and Signorino, 2010), as well as a variable that counts how many total countries have
pursued or acquired armed UAVs in the previous year. All of our main results related to regime
type and status-seeking hold in these models.
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Cox Models
To further ensure our results are robust to different model specifications, in Table A2 we estimate
Cox proportional-hazards models. All of our main results are robust to the use of these models.
Moreover, and the Akaike and Bayesian information criterion (AIC and BIC) are much higher for
these models than they were for the Weibull models in Table 1 in the main text, which indicates
that the Weibull models are a better fit for the data.
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Regime Type
Subsetting
To probe the robustness of our regime type results, we subset the data into two periods: 1994 to
2010 and 2011 to 2019. Models 1 and 3 in Table A3 demonstrate that from 1994 to 2010 there was
no significant effect of regime type, as hypothesized. However, it is important to note that model
3 reports that non-democracies were an astounding 320 times more likely than democracies to
acquire armed UAVs during Period I. This finding is a result of the fact that only three countries–
–the US, Israel, and the UK––acquired armed drones before 2011. Therefore, with so few
observations that succumbed to the hazard in this period (19 countries pursued armed UAVs from
1994 to 2010), coding decisions make a huge difference. For example, while the US and the UK
are strong democracies, according to Polity, Israel is coded as a 6 and so is right on the edge. Thus,
if you move the threshold for democracy down to 6, model 3 reports that democracies were
significantly and substantively more likely to acquire armed UAVs than non-democracies during
Period I. Essentially, the results in model 3 likely reflect our contention that democracies are,
generally, more technologically advanced. During this early adoption period, only the most
technologically advanced countries could produce their own armed drones. Israel and the US are
two of the most technologically advanced countries in the world, and the UK was only able to
acquire armed UAVs from the US.
Models 2 and 4 in Table A3 demonstrate that from 2011 to 2019 non-democracies were
significantly and substantively more likely to pursue and acquire armed UAVs than democracies,
as hypothesized.
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Changing the Polity Cut-Point for Democracy
In Table A4, we change our threshold for democracy by coding a country as democratic if their
Polity score is 6 or above (as opposed to 7). Note that in model 5, when Israel is coded as a
democracy, the model is unable to generate standard errors. Only three countries––the US, Israel,
and the UK––acquired armed drones before 2011. Thus, when the Polity cut-point is lowered to 6,
all countries that acquired during Period I are coded as democratic, and so there is not sufficient
variation in regime type to fully estimate the model. In any case, our main results are robust to this
change.
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Continuous Polity Measure
Table A5 utilizes the continuous Polity measure instead of the binary measure used in Table 1.
Recall that the higher the Polity score, the more democratic a country is. Thus, the fact that the
coefficient on POLITY in models 3 and 6 is below 1 implies that democracies were less likely to
pursue and acquire armed drones than non-democracies from 2011 to 2019, as we hypothesized.
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Freedom House
In Tables A6 and A7, we use a different measure of regime type, from Freedom House, to test the
robustness of our regime type results.1 Table A6 utilizes a binary measure of regime type from
Freedom House and Table A7 employs the continuous Freedom House measure, where higher
scores indicate a country is less “free” or less democratic. While our results related to H2 remain
robust to the use of Freedom House, models 2 and 5 in both tables indicate that regime type had a
statistically significant effect from 1994 to 2010. Specifically, they suggest that democracies were
more likely to pursue and acquire armed drones than non-democracies during Period I. This
provides some evidence against H1.

1

“Freedom in the World,” Freedom House, https://freedomhouse.org/content/freedom-world-data-and-resources.
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Shifting the Time Periods
Table A8 examines the robustness of our regime type results by shifting the cutoff between the
first and second periods up and down by a year. For example, models 1 and 5 elongate Period II
by having it last from 2010 to 2019, while models 3 and 7 shorten Period II by having it last from
2012 to 2019. Our results remain robust to these changes.
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Controlling for an Alliance with the US and Differences in UN Ideal Points
In Table A9, we control for whether a country has a defense pact with the United States using data
from Version 4.01 of the Alliance Treaty Obligations and Provisions Project (ATOP).2 Given the
high correlation between US ALLY and NON-DEMOCRACY (– 0.56) and the real-world relationship
between the two concepts, it is important to control for the former in order to avoid any possible
omitted variable bias. We also include a variable measuring the absolute difference in UN voting
ideal points between a country and the US in order to control for foreign policy preferences
(Bailey, Strezhnev, and Voeten 2017). Our results related to regime type remain robust to the
inclusion of these additional control variables, and they also hold for other control variables like
nuclear possession.

2

Leeds, Brett Ashley, Jeffrey M. Ritter, Sara McLaughlin Mitchell, and Andrew G. Long. 2002. Alliance Treaty
Obligations and Provisions, 1815–1944. International Interactions 28: 237-260.
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Excluding Countries that Imported from China
In table A10, we exclude from our analysis countries that imported from China in order to further
probe whether our results depend on the Chinese supply shock. When excluding countries that
imported from China there is no statistically significant relationship between regime type and
proliferation, which provides further evidence that the Chinese supply shock is the main driver of
our results.
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Status-Seeking
Table A11 shows that our results related to status-seeking are robust to the use of two less strict
coding rules for Early’s (2014) measure of status that uses Olympic data, as well as a different
measure of status from Renshon (2016) that utilizes diplomatic exchange data.3 The first
alternative measure (models 1 and 5) codes a state as status-seeking if their actual number of
Olympic medals is at least twice as large as their predicted number of medals. Thus, this measure
eliminates the 5-medal minimum requirement used in our main measure. This alternative coding
should reduce bias against smaller countries, which may have a hard time winning 5 medals even
if they invest significantly in Olympic performance. The second alternative measure (models 2
and 6) codes a state as status-seeking simply if their actual number of medals exceeds their
predicted number of medals. This should reduce bias against larger countries, which often are
predicted to win a significant number of medals and so would have a difficult time doubling that
number even if they invest significantly in Olympic performance. The third alternative measure
(models 3 and 7) uses data from Renshon (2016) and specifically measures a country’s status
deficit compared to their relevant status community. 4 In accordance with the logic of H3, we expect
countries that have a greater status deficit to be more likely to pursue armed drones given that these
countries have particularly large incentives to seek status. Finally, the last alternative measure
(models 4 and 8) also uses data from Renshon (2016) and measures a country’s status deficit from
a global perspective. Our finding that status-seeking is a significant predictor of armed drone
pursuit is robust to these alternative measures. 5 Interestingly, and in accordance with H3,
Renshon’s (2016) measure of status also suggests that states with a greater status deficit were more
likely to acquire armed drones.

We extend Renshon’s (2016) measure of status through 2005 using updated CINC data, and then forward-fill for the
remaining years.
4
This is the main measure of status employed by Renshon (2016) and it is continuous, unlike Early’s (2014) binary
measure of status.
5
The p-value in model 3 is just under conventional levels of significance (p < 0.13), but is in the expected direction
and substantively large.
3
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Terrorism
Our results for terrorism remain robust to the use of a variable that measures the 3-year average of
terrorist attacks, the number of deaths from terrorist attacks, and the 3-year average of deaths from
terrorist attacks.
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Interstate Threats
To test the robustness of our findings regarding interstate threats, we replace our rivalry variable
with two alternative variables. The first measures the total number of states with whom a country
shares a border.6 Past research has shown that neighboring states are more likely to go to war with
each other7 and to develop long-term rivalries.8 Additionally, prior studies have also used this
variable to measure a country’s interstate threat environment. 9 Although BORDERS is statistically
significant for pursuit, it is not for acquisition. The second alternative measure we employ is the
number of militarized interstate disputes (MIDs) a state was involved in, on average, over the past
3 years.10 Since data is only available through 2010, we forward-fill for the remaining years.
Results remain robust to the use of the MID variable.

Douglas Stinnett et al. 2002. “The Correlates of War Project Direct Contiguity Data, Version 3.0.” Conflict
Management and Peace Science 19 (2): 58-66.
7
Stuart Bremer. 1995. “Dangerous Dyads: Conditions Affecting the Likelihood of Interstate War, 1816-1965.”
Journal of Conflict Resolution 36 (2): 309-341; John Vasquez. 1995. “Why Do Neighbors Fight? Proximity,
Interaction, or Territoriality.” Journal of Peace Research 32 (3): 277-293.
8
Jaroslav Tir and Paul Diehl. 2002. “Geographic Dimensions of Enduring Rivalries.” Political Geography 21 (2):
263-283.
9
Christopher Way and Jessica Weeks. 2014. “Making It Personal: Regime Type and Nuclear Proliferation.” American
Journal of Political Science 58 (3): 705-719.
10
Glenn Palmer et al. 2015. “The MID4 Dataset, 2002-2010: Procedures, Coding Rules and Description.” Conflict
Management and Peace Science 32 (2): 222-242.
6
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Intrastate Threats
Table A14 analyzes how intrastate security threats affect the chance of UAV proliferation by
replacing the terrorism variable with three different measures of intrastate threats. The first, used
in models 1 and 4, measures the logged number of battle-related deaths from an intrastate conflict11
a country suffered per year, according to version 19.1 of the UCDP/PRIO Battle-Related Deaths
Dataset.12 The second, used in models 2 and 5, takes the 3-year average of the previous variable.
The third, used in models 3 and 6, measures violations of human rights by agents of a state by
utilizing the Political Terror Scale. 13 Given that these three variables are highly correlated with our
main measure of terrorism, we do not include terrorism and our measures of intrastate threats in
the same model in order to avoid problems of collinearity. The six models below demonstrate that
intrastate security threats are statistically and substantively associated with an increased risk of
armed drone pursuit and acquisition.

11

The conflict must have resulted in at least 25 battle-related deaths to be included in the dataset.
Therese Pettersson, Stina Hogbladh, and Magnus Oberg. 2019. “Organized Violence, 1989-2018.” Journal of Peace
Research 56 (4): 589-603.
13
Mark, Gibney, Linda Cornett, Reed Wood, Peter Haschke, Daniel Arnon, Attilio Pisanò, and Gray Barrett. 2019.
The Political Terror Scale 1976-2018. Date Retrieved, from the Political Terror Scale website: http://www.politicalterrorscale.org.
12
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Mixed Regimes
Fuhrmann and Horowitz (2017) argue and find statistical evidence that autocracies and
democracies are more likely to pursue armed UAVs than mixed regimes. 14 To see if their results
hold for our updated dataset, we generate two binary variables: (1) DEMOCRACY, which equals 1
when Polity is greater than 6; and (2) AUTCORACY, which equals 1 when Polity is less than -6. We
omit mixed regimes from our models (i.e., countries that have a Polity score between -6 and 6),
and thus the coefficients on DEMOCRACY and AUTCORACY should be interpreted relative to mixed
regimes. In accordance with Fuhrmann and Horowitz (2017), we generally find that autocracies
are statistically and substantively more likely to pursue and acquire armed drones than mixed
regimes. This makes sense given our argument, as both autocracies and mixed regimes potentially
had access to Chinese exports and thus neither had a marked advantage when it came to supplyside factors, but, for the reasons outlined by Fuhrmann and Horowitz (2017), autocracies likely
had greater reasons to demand armed UAVs than mixed regimes.
In contrast to Fuhrmann and Horowitz (2017), we find that there is no significant difference
between democracies and mixed regimes with respect to pursuit, and democracies are actually less
likely to acquire armed drones than mixed regimes. This can be explained by the fact that mixed
regimes had a significant advantage over democracies in terms of supply-side factors. Therefore,
even if democracies had greater reasons to demand armed drones than mixed regimes, they may
not have had the ability to acquire them.

Matthew Fuhrmann and Michael Horowitz. 2017. “Droning On: Explaining the Proliferation of Unmanned Aerial
Vehicles,” International Organization 71 (2): 397-418.
14
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UAV Proliferation Dataset & Sources
Table A16: Pursuit and Possession of Armed UAVs
Years in Pursuit
Years in Possession
Country
of Armed UAVs
of Armed UAVs
Algeria
2014–2017
2018–2019
Australia
2016–2019
Azerbaijan
2016–2019
Belarus
2016–2017
2018–2019
Canada
2017–2019
China
2008–2012
2013–2019
Czech Republic
2017–2019
Egypt
2015–2019
France
2003–2018
2019
Georgia
2012–2019
Germany
2013–2016
Greece
2004–2019
India
2007–2019
Indonesia
2017–2019
Iran
2010–2012
2013–2019
Iraq
2014
2015–2019
Israel
1994–2003
2004–2019
Italy
2006–2019
Jordan
2015
2016–2019
Kazakhstan
2012–2015
2016–2019
Mexico
2006
Myanmar
2013–2015
2016–2019
Nigeria
2014–2019
North Korea
2012–2019
Pakistan
2009–2014
2015–2019
Poland
2012–2019
Qatar
2018–2019
Russia
2005–2019
Saudi Arabia
2013–2014
2015–2019
Serbia
2018–2019
South Africa
2010–2013
2014–2019
South Korea
2008–2019
Spain
2006–2019
Sweden
2003–2019
Switzerland
2006–2019
Taiwan
2009–2019
Thailand
2019
Turkey
2004–2015
2016–2019
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Turkmenistan
Ukraine
UAE
United Kingdom
United States
Uzbekistan
Yemen

2015
2016–2018
2011–2012
2006–2007
1999–2000
2013–2014
2013

2016–2019
2019
2013–2019
2008–2019
2001-2019
2015–2019
-

Algeria
• http://www.defenceweb.co.za/index.php?option=com_content&view=article&id=33927:
algeria-evaluating-chinese-ch-4-uav&catid=35:Aerospace&Itemid=107
• http://www.militaryfactory.com/aircraft/detail.asp?aircraft_id=1378
• https://finance.yahoo.com/news/countries-now-armed-drones-160904150.html
• https://www.janes.com/article/85378/algeria-shown-to-be-operating-uae-developeduavs
• http://armstrade.sipri.org/armstrade/page/trade_register.php
• https://www.janes.com/article/88189/algerian-military-announces-armed-uav-strike
Australia
• http://www.defence.gov.au/WhitePaper/Docs/2016-Defence-White-Paper.pdf
• “Avalon 2017: Team Reaper launched to compete Australian armed MALE UAV
requirement,” Jane's Defence Weekly, February 28, 2017.
Azerbaijan
• http://en.azeridefence.com/azad-systems-co-production-branch-of-the-defense-industryministry-presents-zarba-uavs/
• http://ann.az/en/azerbaijan-to-start-production-of-combat-drones-next-year/
• https://www.flightglobal.com/news/articles/azerbaijan-starts-producing-zarba-armed-uav433014/
• https://www.washingtonpost.com/news/checkpoint/wp/2016/04/05/israeli-madekamikaze-drone-spotted-in-nagorno-karabakh-conflict/?utm_term=.68e9a7cefb6c
Belarus
• “UMEX 2016: Burevestnik MB set for flight trials,” Jane's Int'l Defence Review, March
2016.
• “Indela Design Bureau develops VTOL UCAV,” Jane's Defence Weekly, May 25, 2017.
• https://uawire.org/news/belarus-has-created-an-unmanned-attack-helicopter
• https://dronecenter.bard.edu/files/2019/10/CSD-Drone-Databook-Web.pdf
• https://defence-blog.com/news/armed-drones-service-belarus-army.html
Canada
• http://dgpaapp.forces.gc.ca/en/canada-defence-policy/docs/canada-defence-policyreport.pdf
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•
•

https://news.vice.com/story/canada-announces-more-than-60-billion-in-new-defencespending-and-it-includes-armed-drones
http://nationalpost.com/g00/news/politics/u-s-could-stand-in-the-way-of-canadianpurchase-of-armed-drones-dnd-documents-warn/wcm/2df42ef3-fa73-4b58-90606adbe8bf4920?i10c.referrer=http%3A%2F%2Fnationalpost.com%2Fg00%2Fnews%2Fp
olitics%2Fu-s-could-stand-in-the-way-of-canadian-purchase-of-armed-drones-dnddocuments-warn%2Fwcm%2F2df42ef3-fa73-4b58-90606adbe8bf4920%3Fi10c.referrer%3Dhttps%253A%252F%252Fwww.google.com%252F

China
• “China targets unmanned combat platform development,” Jane's Defence Weekly, July 21,
2008.
• “Unmanned dragons: China's UAV aims and achievements,” Int'l Defence Review,
January 23, 2012.
• “China's Sharp Sword UCAV makes maiden flight,” Jane's Defence Weekly, November
22, 2013.
• http://www.nytimes.com/2013/02/21/world/asia/chinese-plan-to-use-drone-highlightsmilitary-advances.html
Czech Republic
• https://dronecenter.bard.edu/files/2019/10/CSD-Drone-Databook-Web.pdf
• https://www.defensenews.com/global/europe/2017/11/29/czech-military-to-acquirecombat-surveillance-drones/
• https://www.uasvision.com/2017/12/04/czech-army-want-more-uavs-by-2020/
Egypt
• http://armstrade.sipri.org/armstrade/page/trade_register.php
• https://www.newamerica.org/in-depth/world-of-drones/3-who-has-what-countries-armeddrones/
• https://thediplomat.com/2015/10/drone-wars-china-and-us-compete-on-the-global-uavmarket/
France
• “Paris Air Show - French funds spur Europe's quest for combat drone,” Jane's Defence
Weekly, June 20, 2003.
• “In the tracks of the Predator: combat UAV programs are gathering speed,” Int'l Defence
Review, July 6, 2004.
• https://www.dassault-aviation.com/en/defense/neuron/introduction/
• https://www.dw.com/en/france-deploys-armed-drones-in-the-sahel-region/a-51744023
• https://www.washingtonpost.com/world/africa/france-says-it-carries-out-1st-armeddrone-strike-in-mali/2019/12/23/86880058-25a0-11ea-9cc9-e19cfbc87e51_story.html
• https://time.com/5754868/france-drone-attack-mali/
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Georgia
• https://www.suasnews.com/2012/04/georgia-to-be-protected-by-armed-drones/
• https://eurasianet.org/saakashvili-georgia-to-be-protected-by-armed-drones-villagemilitias
Germany
• http://www.spiegel.de/international/germany/germany-plans-to-deploy-armed-drones-incombat-abroad-a-879633.html
• http://www.dw.com/en/drones-for-the-german-military-stir-controversy/a-16786841
• “Bundestag fails to fund Heron TP,” Jane's Defence Weekly, June 28, 2017.
• “France, Germany, Italy agree joint MALE UAV project,” Jane's Defence Weekly, May
20, 2015.
Greece
• “Greek UCAV,” Int'l Defence Review, March 8, 2004.
• http://www.defense-aerospace.com/articles-view/release/3/32274/greece-joinsfrench_led-combat-uav-team-%28jan.-23%29.html
India
• http://armstrade.sipri.org/armstrade/page/trade_register.php
• “India declares intention to develop UCAVs,” Jane's Defence Industry, February 9, 2017.
• http://economictimes.indiatimes.com/news/defence/india-all-set-to-get-missile-armeddrones-from-israel/articleshow/57980098.cms
• http://www.hindustantimes.com/india-news/rustom-ii-india-s-first-homemade-combatcapable-drone-completes-maiden-flight/story-361cJFPkScqz6XIf2hzsON.html
• http://www.militaryfactory.com/aircraft/detail.asp?aircraft_id=985
Indonesia
• http://armstrade.sipri.org/armstrade/page/trade_register.php
• Jon Grevatt, “Indonesia Looks to China for Combat UAVs,” Jane’s Defence Industry, July
28, 2017.
Iran
•
•
•
•

Iraq
•
•
•

http://www.bbc.com/news/world-middle-east-11052023
https://defense-update.com/20100824_karrar_jet_powered_drone.html
“Iran shows off latest UAVs,” Jane's Defence Weekly, October 2, 2013.
https://www.upi.com/Iran-claims-breakthrough-with-Israeli-lookalike-combatUAVs/45741381165461/

http://foreignpolicy.com/2014/05/08/exclusive-iraq-in-a-major-shift-might-want-some-us-troops-back/
http://armstrade.sipri.org/armstrade/page/trade_register.php
https://www.flightglobal.com/news/articles/iraq-debuts-new-chinese-ch-4-uav-417682/
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Israel
• “Israel's New Weapons,” Foreign Report, June 23, 1994.
• “ISRAEL RELAUNCHES WORK TO DEVELOP ANTI_MISSILE UAV,” Jane's
Defence Weekly, November 18, 1998.
• “Israel 'almost certainly' has armed UAVs,” Jane's Terrorism Watch Report, September 15,
2004.
• http://news.bbc.co.uk/2/hi/middle_east/4136631.stm
Italy
•
•
•

“Neuron contract signed,” Jane's Defence Weekly, February 10, 2006.
http://www.defense-aerospace.com/cgibin/client/modele.pl?prod=66552&session=dae.17310228.1139604703.Q@z838Oa9dUA
AFYhQxA&modele=release
http://www.reuters.com/article/us-italy-usa-drones-idUSKCN0ST1VI20151104

Jordan
• http://defense-update.com/20150515_chinese_drones.html
• http://www.defenseone.com/technology/2015/05/china-may-be-selling-armed-dronesjordan/112876/
• http://armstrade.sipri.org/armstrade/page/trade_register.php
Kazakhstan
• http://armstrade.sipri.org/armstrade/page/trade_register.php
• “Kazakhstan purchases two Chinese Wing-Loong UCAVs,” Jane's Defence Weekly, June
7, 2016.
Mexico
• https://www.washingtonpost.com/investigations/us-role-at-a-crossroads-in-mexicosintelligence-war-on-the-cartels/2013/04/27/b578b3ba-a3b3-11e2-be47b44febada3a8_story.html?hpid=z2&utm_campaign=pubexchange_article&utm_medium
=referral&utm_source=huffingtonpost.com&utm_term=.d6aa1aaaa9c1
Myanmar
• http://armstrade.sipri.org/armstrade/page/trade_register.php
• http://www.businessinsider.com/myanmar-now-deploys-armed-drones-2016-6
• http://defence-blog.com/news/chinas-armed-ch-3-drone-spotted-in-myanmar.html
• “Myanmar deployment of combat-capable UAVs in counter-insurgency role confirmed,”
Jane's Defence Weekly, June 7, 2016.
Nigeria
• https://medium.com/war-is-boring/whose-drone-just-crashed-in-nigeria-c8c55bdf3476
• http://www.popsci.com/watch-nigerias-first-confirmed-drone-strike
• http://armstrade.sipri.org/armstrade/page/trade_register.php
• http://defence-blog.com/news/nigerias-use-of-china-origin-ch-3-ucav-confirmed.html
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North Korea
• http://www.38north.org/2016/01/jbermudez011916/
• https://www.nknews.org/2014/04/crashed-drones-reveal-state-of-norths-drone-program/
• http://www.popularmechanics.com/military/weapons/a24525/north-korea-dirty-bombdrone/
• http://english.yonhapnews.co.kr/northkorea/2016/12/27/0401000000AEN201612270082
00315.html
Pakistan
• https://www.flightglobal.com/news/articles/pakistan-army-fires-indigenous-missile-fromuav-410253/
• https://www.wired.com/2009/04/pakistan-to-ame/
• http://timesofindia.indiatimes.com/world/china/China-set-to-export-advance-combatdrones-to-Pakistan-others/articleshow/55187612.cms
Poland
• https://pulaski.pl/en/unmanned-aerial-vehicles-in-the-polish-armed-forces-current-statusof-the-technical-modernisation-programme/
• http://www.aei.org/wp-content/uploads/2013/12/-polish-hard-power-investing-in-themilitary-as-europe-cuts-back_170557821177.pdf
• http://www.defence24.com/193804,poland-to-acquire-the-uavs-soon-five-offers-havebeen-placed
Qatar
• http://armstrade.sipri.org/armstrade/page/trade_register.php
• https://www.dailysabah.com/defense/2018/03/14/turkeys-baykar-to-export-armed-uavsto-qatar-military
Russia
• http://www.cnn.com/2015/10/16/world/russia-drone-program/
• “Mock-Up of Stealthy UAV Shrugs Off Wraps,” Jane's Defence Weekly, August 28, 2007.
• https://sputniknews.com/military/20110810165683626/
Saudi Arabia
• http://armstrade.sipri.org/armstrade/page/trade_register.php
• https://www.shephardmedia.com/news/defence-notes/saudi-arabia-unveils-firstindigenous-armed-drone-/
• https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=GyzA18Z4bzw&feature=youtu.be&t=1m1s
• https://www.kacst.edu.sa/eng/about/news/Pages/news535.aspx
Serbia
• https://dronecenter.bard.edu/files/2019/10/CSD-Drone-Databook-Web.pdf
• https://www.uasvision.com/2018/09/24/serbia-confirms-procurement-of-chinese-uavs/
• https://abcnews.go.com/Technology/wireStory/china-boost-serb-military-dronesequipment-65509859
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South Africa
• “Denel developing low-collateral missile concept,” Jane's Defense Weekly, September 22,
2010.
• “Denel unveils armed Seeker 400 UAV,” Int'l Defence Review, October 4, 2010.
• https://www.airforce-technology.com/projects/seeker-400-uav/
• http://www.denel.co.za/press-article/Successful-tests-prepare-way-for-production-ofDenel-039s-new-Seeker-400-UAV/25
South Korea
• https://www.flightglobal.com/news/articles/kai-outlines-work-on-indigenous-ucavdesign-334085/
• http://m.aviationweek.com/awin/k-ucav-combat-drone-unveiled-seoul-air-show
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