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This chapter reviews some of the more important quantitative empirical lit-
crature on the eflfectiveness of deterrence threats. The central theoretical
f{ucstion concerns the conditions under which adeterrence threat is successful
in pensuading a potentially hostile adversary not (o take certain actions that
would be contrary to one’s own interests and the conditions under which the
deterrence threat fails 1o dissuade the adversary from king the vadesired
action or actually provokes him into taking those actions. It is admittedly
somewhat artificial to focus primarily on quantitutive empinical studies of
dewerrence, while giving only minimal attention to the formal or nonformal
theoretical literature from which hypotheses on deterrence are derived or to
cmpirical analyses of these hypotheses through case study methodologics !
Much of this other literature, however, is covered elsewhere in this volume,
and | will attempt to evaluate the assumptions and findings of quantitative
cipirical studies in terms of this broader theorctical and empirical literature.

inspite of its imponance, the question of the conditions for deterrence has
not received extensive treatment in the quantitative literature on internation-
al relutions. The research most directly related (o this question is that of Huth
and Russett on extended deterrence, following up on Russett’s influeatial
prece oa “The Calculus of Deterrence” in 1963, and their studies will be
examined in detail. There has also been some interesting rescarch on mili-
tary threats and crisis behavior that does not focus specifically on deterrence
but that has important implications for the question of the effectiveness of
deterrent threats. This includes some of the work by North and his col-
leagues on the 1914 project; by Siager, Maoz, Leng, and others on recent
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extensions ol the Correlates of War project; and by Karsten, Howell, and
Allen in their historical study of military threats. | will cxamine these studies
here and attempt o draw out their implications for the effectiveness of deter-
rence threats. 1t should be recognized, however, that because miny of these
studies were not designed specifically and solely 1o answer the theoretical
question of the conditions affecting the success or failure of deterrence, my
analysis of the bearing of these studics on that question should not be inter-
preted as a judgment of their overall merit.

The empirical findings from the quantitive empirical literature on deter-
rence cannot be casily summarized. They are sensitive to the empirical do-
main of the analysis, the selection of cases, the operational indicators of the
independent and dependent variables, and to other aspects of the research
design. Consequently, a meaningful analysis requires the specification of
the theoretical questions toward which cach siudy is directed and adiscussion
of ihe methodotogy by which itis carcied out. For this reason T will exanine a
lew important studies 1n some detail rather than present a laundry list of the
empirical results of every study having something to do with deterrence.

One important theme in the literature concerns the relative importance of
the dyadic balance of military capabilities in deterrence crises, and T will
begin with that question. | will then examine in more detl the attempts of
Karsten, Howell, and Allen and Huth and Russett 1o test a variety of hypoth-
eses dealing with deterrence. Other empirical literature will be discussed
where it has an important bearing on these other studies.

Betore we begin it is necessary to make an important theoretical distine-
tion between * general deterrence”” and “immediate deterrence.” Immediate
deterrence refers to the relationship between opposing states “where ut leasi
one side is seriously considering an attack while the other is mounting
thieat of retaliation in order 1o prevent it,” whereas general detetrence refers
(o adversaries who “maintain armed forces to regulate their relationship
even though neither is anywhere near mounting an attack™ (Morgan, 1977:
ch. 2). Immediate deterrence assumes the existence of & crisis or dispute in
which military threats have been made and hence assumes the exisience of
the underlying conditions generating the crisis. General deterrence makes no
assumption that there exists a crisis or serious dispute, that one state ts se-
riously considering an attack on the other, or that a specitic deterrent threat
has been issued. Whereas general deterrence is concerned with the sources
of crises as well as the conditions for crisis stubility (stability within a crisis),
imimediate deterrence is concerned only with crisis stability. This study, and
in fuct most of the empirical literature on deterrence, is concerned with
immedinte deterrence rather than gencral deterrence, because the very gues-
tion of the conditions under which deterrent thrcats are effective assumes the
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prior existeace of a threat. As we will see, however, this distinction between
general and immediate deterrence raises a difficult analytical problem.

The Role of Capabillities

Deterrence can be defined as **the persuasion of one’s opponent that the costs
and/or risks of 4 given course of action he might take outweigh its benefits”
(George and Smoke, 1974:11). Although there cxists some disagreement
regarding the precise requirements foreffective deterrence, there is a consen-
sus regarding some minimum conditions. A state must clearly define s
commitment to defend a particular interest, communicate that commitment to
the potential aggressor, possess a sufficiently potent miiitary capability 10
impose costs on the adversary thatexceed his expected gains, and demonstrate
its resolve to implement the threat in spite of short-term costs to itself (Kauf-
mann, 1954; George and Smoke, 1974:ch.3; Lebow, 1981:84—-85).

In spite of the numerous preconditions for successtul deterrence, there are
some proponents of s **power politics™ model who focus primarily on mili-
lary capabilities alone as the central element of deterrence. They assume that
# stiate will not initiate a war that it expects to {ose, so that the defender’s
posscssion of superior military capabilities (along with the adversary'srecog-
nitton of that superiority) is a sufficient condition for deterrence. Although
this is an ad hoc hypothesis that cannot technically be derived from any
formal theory of deterrence, it has been accepted by some theorists as well as
by statesmen and has also generated some interesting empirical reseurch.
This proposition is reflected in the old adage si vis pacempara bellum (if you
want peace prepare for war, presumably by building up one's military
capabilities), which has for centuries been used by statesnicn to justify the
expansion of their armaments programs. This proposition technically refers
to sufficient rather than necessary conditions for deterrence: it does not say
that the strong will always attack the weak, but only that the weak will never
attack the strong in a situation isolated from the likely intervention of third
states. Some adopt a stronger version of the hypothesis, however, and sug-
gest that superior capabilities are a necessary as well as sufficient condition
for deterrence, that the strong will attack the weak if there is nothing to
prevent them from doing so. This is implied by the Athenians' argument to
the Mclians that “the strong do whal they have the power to do and the weak
accept what they have to accept” (Thucydides, 1954:V/8Y).

There are enough situations in which the strong do not attack the weak in
spite of their ability to do so, as weil as logical flaws in the argument, 1o cast
serious doubt on the stronger version of the peace-through-strength hypoth-
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esis. Even the weuker version of the hypothesis, however, is flawed by
serious logical problems in addition to some important contradictory cases.
One problem is that it fails to incorporate the interests of the actors involved
in the conflict. It is reasonable (0 assume that states consider the likely costs
and benefits from war as well as the probability of victory bascd on the
balance of dyadic capabilities, so that actions involviag a low probability of
success can be rahionally undertaken if their potential benefits are suffi-
ciently great and if there are some limits on the costs of defeat.? In addition,
the costs and benefits of war should be compared to those of other altema-
tives, including the altemative of doing nothing. Consequently, weaker
states may rationally initiate war if they believe that the existing status quo is
s0 unacceplable that they have nothing to lose or that an attack by the adver-
sary is imminent and that there are advantages in striking fiest.

In spite of these theoretical problems, the power politics hypathesis of
deterrence has numerous advocales. The popularity of the hypothesis is sug-
gested, perhaps, by the number of empirical studies designed 1o test it.3

The North 1914 Studles

A tairly carly study that has some bearing on the question of the importance
of capabilities for the effectiveness of deterrent threats, though it was not
designed to answer that specific theoretical question, is the 1961 article by
Zinnes, North, and Kach, “*Capability, Threat, and the Qutbreak of War,”
Part of North’s 1914 Project, this study uses content analysis of a fairly
complete set of official diplomatic documents to examine the hypothesis that
a state will not initiate a war if it perceives its (or its coalition’s) military ca-
pabilities to be “'significantly"! inferior to those of its adversary. They offer
an alternative hypothesis: “if a state’s perception of injury (or frustration,
dissatisfaction, hostility, or threat) to itself is “sufficiently great, this per-
ceplion will offset perceptions of insufficient capability, . . . (and) under
such circumstances, a state may go (o war even though it perceives its power
as relatively weak™ (p. 470).4 Here the independent variable is the percep-
tion of relative capabilities rather than an objective measure of capabilitics.

The authors argue, with support from well-selected statements from high-
ranking German or Austro—-Hungarian politicul and military decision makers,
that *both Austria and Germany possessed evidence of their own inadequate
capabilities—yet they were not deterred” (p. 473). They report that their
conient analysis of approximately 3,000 documents demonstrates litde Ges-
man or Austrian concern with the balance of military capabilities until the
last moment. Frequency counts of key indicators reveal that perceptions of
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(and, the authors imply, concern with) the adversary's hostility far exceeded
pc.rccpliuns of relative capabilities. The authors therefore reject the hy poth-
esis that a state’s military inferiority is sufficient to deter its initiation of a
war and accept instead their allernative hypothesis. These results are sup-
ported l?y North's (1967) subsequent study, which uses events data on mnili-
tary actions (N=354) as well as percepiual data from the documents,

‘ Space docs not permit the exploration of altemative theoretical explana-
tions of the findings of the 1914 studies with respect to the capabilities hy-
pothesis or areview of some of the methodological limitations of these studies
Uervis, 1969, Hilion, 1970). One point should be mentioned, however, and
that is the question of the validity of the use of frequency counts as a measure
of the relative importance of perceptions of relative capabilities and adver-
sury.h.osliii(y. Jervis (1969) explains the greater frequency of perceptions of
hostility by urguing that they change more rapidly than perceptions of
capabtlities and are in more need of constant updating, whereas capabilitics
are more constant and therefore less likely to be the focus of constant atten-
tion. Questions could also be raised about the validity of statements in offi-
malvdocumcnls as measures of perceptions and intentions, given the multiple
audiences toward which many of these statements are directed, and about the
gencralizability of the findings to other cases. In spite of its limitations,
however, this study is still important. It was one of the first systemaltic em-
pirical analyses to contradict the common assumption that perceptions of
one's inferior capabilities will preclude one from initiating a war, that supe-
rior capabilities are always sufficient o deter an adversary from atlacking.
lis findings gain additional support from other studies that employ radically
different methodologies to investigate similar theoretical questions.

The “Correlates of War” Studles

Some of the work by Singer and his colleagues on the Militarized Interstate
Dispulc (MID) project (an extension of Singer’s Correlates of War project)
is relevant 10 the question of whether military superiority is sufficient for
deterrence in intemational disputes, although they do not focus dirccily on
deterrence per se. Maoz (1983) attempts to test a *‘capability model™ versus
a “resolve model™ for all interstate disputes since the Congress of Vienna
using the dispute data he collected with Gochman.S The capabitity/threat
model predicts that the probability of victory for an initiator of a dispute
(defined as ““that state which has first committed a military confrontation
action against another state’’) varies positively with the ratio of the initiator’s
capabilities to the target’s capabilities, where capabilities are measured

st
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using the military expenditure and military personnel indicators from Sing-
er's COW cupability data.® The resolve model predicts that the outcome of
the dispute is determined primarily by the resolve of the two parties, as
measured by their relative levels of *“hostility” reached during the dispute
and by the extent to which one side undertakes “incidents” o maintain the
initiative during the dispute (Maoz, 1983).

Maoz confirms the findings of others (Bueno de Mesquita, 1981) that
initiators are disproportionately likely to emerge victorious in militarized
disputes. His central empirical result is that the initiator’s success is unre-
lated to the balance of military capabilities between initiator and target (or
between the initiator's coalition and the target’s coalition), thus disconfirm-
ing the predictiens of the capability/threat model. The various resolve in-
dicators, on the other hand, are significanily associated with dispuie out-
comes: lnitiators tend to win when they display higher levels of hostility than
their adversary or when they maintain control over the escalatory sequence
of the dispute, tose when targets are more hostile or maintain the initiative,
and lie when the two are matched on these indicators of resolve. Perhaps
even more surprising, the resolve indicators have a greater impact on the
outcome of disputes that escalate into wars than do the capability indicators.
Maoz (1983:221) concludes that *initiators of serious interstate disputes
tend to disproportionately emerge as victors not because they are stronger
than targets but because they are able to demaonstrate that the stakes of the
dispute are more imporiant to them than to their opponents.”? He cautions,
however, that whether this imbalance of resolve is real or whether it derives
from the deceptive manipulation of risks by initiators needs to be analyzed.
It should be emphasized that Maoz’s findings suggest that the motivations
and actions of the initiator of the dispute are more importaat than those of the
defender in determining the outcome. This runs against the standard focus in
classical deterrence theory on the importance of commitment, resolve, and
signaling on the part of the defender. It is more consistent with the emphasis
of George and Smoke (1974) on initiation theory and with a similar emphasis
in the work of Lebow (1981) and Jervis, Lebow, and Stein (1985) .8

Although this is not the place for a thorough critique of the Maoz (1983)
anticle, it is important to point out some limitations of the study’s relevance
for the question of immediate deterrence (which, to repeat, was not its pri-
mary purpose)}. First, although all of the M1D cases do involve siwations in
which at least one side has made a military threat against the other, they do
not necessarily involve any specific attempt by the defender to deter the
initiator from taking a specific action, so we could not necessarily conclude
thar any success by an initiator is a failure of deterrence. Second, Maoz does
not differentiate between deterrence and compellence, which refers to the
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use of threats 1o induce an adversary to do something or to stop doing some-
thing rulhcr than to refrain from doing something he has not yet done. Com-
pellence is harder to implement than deterrence (Schelling, 1966:ch . 2), so

that the failure of compellence does not necessarily imply the failure of

d-(:lelTCnCC. Third, Maoz’s operational indicators of resolve are highly ques-
fionable and fail 1o tap the importance of the stakes involved or the intensity
of actors’ commitments. Finally, Maoz’s definition of success and failure is
probably not appropriate for the analysis of the success or failure of deterrent
lh_reals. A dispute that escalales 1o war is coded as a success for the side that
wins the war militarily (Maoz, 1982: appendix I1). This may be useful for the
theoretical questions he is asking, but from the perspective of deterrence
such an outcome should be treated as a failure.

Wayman, Siager, and Goertz {1983) look at the impact of capabilitics on
the outcome of disputes from a slightly different perspective. They also use
the MID data for the 1816-1976 period, but examine only disputes be-
tween the major powers (W=101). Their independent variables include
poth overall capability ratios, defined in terms of the COW project’s six
1{1d|calors of the demographic, economic/industrial, and military dimen-
sions of national strength, and also the allocation of resources between the
!nduslriul and military scctors. Although the direct relevance of their find-
ings for deterrence is limited by the same factors mentioned carlicr with
respect 1o Maoz’s (1983) swudy—including the coding of a favorable war
ouicome as a success in the dispute for that actor (p. 501), the findings are
nonctheless interesting. Overall superiority in military capabilities is ad-
vantageous in fighting a war, but industrial capabilitics are more important
than military preparedness (operationalized in terms of military expendi-
tures and number of armed forces personnel). Morcover, initiators who
overallecate in terms of expenditures vis-a-vis the industrial base have
bccnld-efcnted in war more often than they have been victorious. The value
Qf military superiority in war (as long as it does not come at the expense of
industrial might) disappears for disputes that do not escalate to war: The
weaker party in terms of both personnel and expenditures tends to be more
successful (pp. 504~10). The authors conclude (p. 513) by questioning the
accuracy (at least for the post-Vienna period) of the statement by Frederick
Fhe Great that “God is always with the strongest battalions.” (This theme
15 dqvcloped at length by Kennedy (1988) in his important study of the
relationship between economic change and military power for the great
powers over the last five centuries.)

la another study that uses the MID data but that is not part of the
Correlates of War project, Bueno de Mesquita (1981:140-45) compares
the relutive predictive power of a power politics model with that of his
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expected utility model, which attempts to incorporate the interests of states
(as measured by their alliance commitments) as well as their military
capabilities. He examines the proportion of war initiators having superiog
military capabilitics and the proportion having positive expected utility for
the 1816 to 1974 period. Although the predictions of these models often
overlap, under certain conditions they diverge, and consequently the per-
centage of correct predictions can be compared. Although war initiators
tend disproportionately to be the stronger of two states, Bueno de Mesquita
finds that the relationship between war initiation and states” expected util-
ity for war is stronger than that between war initiation and relative
capabilities. Moreover, the expected utility model is stable over time,
whereas the predictive power of the power politics model is considerably
weaker in the twenticth century than in the nincteenth century. Though
Bueno de Mesquita's cases aren’t restricied to situations involving deter-
rent threats, and though some might quarrel with his measurement of
utilitics solely in terms of alliance patterns, his findings provide further
evidence against the proposition that one’s military superiority is the pri-
mary determinant of the absence of aggression by the adversary. These and
other tindings suggest that deterrence practitioners should be at least as
sensilive 1o the motivations of the potential aggressor as (o the dyadic
balance of military capabilitics.®

The Karsten, Howell, and Allen Study

In Military Threats: A Systematic Historical Analysis of the Determinants
of Success, Karsten, Howell, and Allen (1984) make an explicit and com-
prehensive attempt to analyze the conditions contributing to the successiul
use of military threats and to determine whether these conditions have
changed in the nuclear age. They include over 100 independent variables,
grouped into categories of interests, objectives, capabilitics, situational
factors, clarily and accuracy of the threat, tactical variables, perceptions of
the adversary, and others. A threat is defined to occur “only if leaders of
one or more powers signaled clearly (either in public or in private) a
willingness 1o use military force against one or more other nations in order
io deter them from doing something or to compel them to do something™
(p. 30).10 A success (for either deterrence or compelience) occurs “only if
the threatener’s objectives are at least partially attained without recourse (o
fighting,” and the seven-point scale for the dependent variable includes
categories for total, substantial, and partial success. War is classified as a
failure of deterrence, though the authors also include a category for wheth-
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¢r or nol the war results in the achievement of the threatener's political
objectives. The empirical domain of the study includes 77 cases, from the
beginning of the Peloponnesian War to the present. Cases involving threats
that are a pretext for war (Lebow's {1981) “justification of hostility crises”
ure excluded). Regression analysis is used (after some needed justification)
to determine the relationship between the predominanily ordinal indepen-
dent and dependent variables.

Tpc numerous findings are not all fully consistent, though some are
particularly interesting. The balance of objective capabilities does not sig-
nificantly affect the outcome of the crisis, and weaker or smaller states are
no more likely to yield to threats than are stronger or larger states (pp. 54,
70). If the target perceives that the threatener has the capability 1o intlict
serious damage, however, threats tend to succeed (pp. 69-70). On the
other hand, the threarener's perceptions of the target’s capabilitics tend 1o
be far less important (although this has changed in the nuclear age). In fact,
there is a modest tendency, at least in the pre-1945 period, for threats 1o
fuil when the threatener perceived itself as superior and 1o succeed when it
perceived itself as inferior (p. 83). This is explained in terms of the enor-
mous importance of resolve and the threatener's perception of the extent to
which the target’s interests are ai stake, although the target’s perception of
the extent 10 which the threatencr’s interests are at stake does not have a
significant impact (p. 67). The authors conclude that neither the clarity of
threats nor attempts to fine-tune threats have much impact on the outcome
of the dispute.!! They also argue that shows of force in support of a
military threat are Jargely irrelevant to the outcome of the threat (pp. 73,
110). They criticize the common emphasis on the credibility, resolve, and
signaling of the threatener and the common failure to recognize the impor-
tance of targetl poals and interests,

The validity of many of these findings is limited by some rather serious
flaws in the research design. There is no clear theoretical framework
guiding the study, and it is not obvious which of the 100 independent
variables are most important or how they relate to one another. As a resulr,
i is very difficult to interpret the findings or 10 determine the extent 1o
which they are consistent. The 100 variables and 77 cascs create serious
problems of model specification and make it impossible to conduct a
controlled empirical inquiry. The cases are not systemalically selected
from any well-defined population, so that it is difficult 1o generalize be-
yond the specific cases included in the study. Moreover, the criteria for the
selection of the cases are not made explicit, so that it is difficult 1o estimate
the biases that might affect the findings. It is also difficult to determine the
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extent o which the operational indicators are vatid measures of the the-
oretical concepts, for the authors do not make maay of their coding rules
explicit (though they do recognize that “it is incumbent upon us to provide
some Hlustrations of how we used evidence . . . " [p. 43]). Thus the book is
quite uneven. The authors provide a reasonably sophisticated discussion of
some af the conceptual and methodological issues involved in the empirical
study of deterrence, and the more qualitative historical analysis in the study
is impressive in breadth and quality, yet many aspects of the research
design for their large-N empirical analysis do not inspire much confidence.
For a more sophisticated large-N study of the efficacy of military threats,
and one that focuses explicitly on deterrent threats, it would be useful o
examine the Russett—Huth research program on extended deterrence.

The Russett and Huth Studies

Of ali the empirical studics of deterrence, those by Russett and Huth are in
maay respects the most relevant for our purposes. They focus explicitly on
deterrence rather than on military threats in general, though they restrict
themselves to the question of extended deterrence (deterrence of an attack
against an ally) and do not examine the deterrence of a direct attack.
Although their focus is on situational rather than decision-making vari-
ables, their most recent studies have begun to incorporate indicators of
bargaining behavior, and by supplementing their quantitative analyses with
case studies they have begun 0 examine some intervening perceptual
variables. Their ongoing research program includes Russeuw’s “The
Calculus of Deterrence™ (1963) and **Pearl Harbor: Deterrence Theory and
Decision Theory” (1967); Huth and Russett’s **What Makes Delerrence
Work? Cases from 1900 o 1980 (1984), " After Deterrence Fails: Escala-
tion to War?" (forthcoming), and **Deterrence Failure and Crisis Escala-
tion (1988); and Huth’s Extended Deterrence and the Prevention of War
(1989) and *“Extended Deterrence and the Outbreak of War™ (1988). Al-
though each study builds on the previous one it would be usetul 10 consider
each separalely for several reasons. The evolution of this research program
demonstrates the sensitivity of some empirical findings to the particular
research design employed and also raises some important conceptual and
methodological issues in the empirical study of deterrence. It also demon-
strates the posilive learning experience of the research program over
time, 12

B .
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Russett, “The Calculus of Deterrence” (1963)

In his initial sidy of deterrence a quarter of a century ago, Russett frames
his question of extended deterrence as follows: “How can a major power
make credible an intent 10 defend a smaller ally from attack by another
major power?” (p. 97). His objective is to identify the variables accounting
for the success or failure of deterrent threats, and his method is a compara-
tive study of “all the cases during the last three decades where a major
power ‘allacker’ overtly threatened a pawn with military force, and where
the defender either had given, prior to the crisis, some indication of an
intent 1o protect the pawn or made a commitment in time to prevent the
threatened attack.” Russett generates 17 such cases from 1935 1o 1961. He
then measures several independent variables, including the importance of
the pawn (pawn/defender ratio of both population and GNP); the presence
or absence of a prior formal commitment by the defender; the dyadic
baliance of both overall strategic and local military power; the natuic of the
defender’s political system (democratic or “totalitariun”); the extent of
formal military cooperation between defender and pawn (arms transfers or
military advisers); political interdependence between defender and pawn
(defined generally in terms of a current or recent alliunce, recent occupa-
tion, close ideological ties, etc.); and economic interdependence between
delender and pawn (relative proportion of imports and exports). The de-
pendent variable is deterrence success or failure, with success defined as
*“an instance when an attack on the pawn is prevenied or repulsed without
conllict between the attacking forces and regular combat units of the major
power defender” (p. 98).

The comparative analysis is conducted without the use of formal statisti-
cal methods. [t is found thai the effectiveness of deterrent threats is un-
affected by the size of the pawn, the existence of a formal commitment by
the defender, or the strategic or local balance of militury capabilities,
though cquality on at least one military dimension is a necessary (but not
sufficient) condition for a deterrence success. Deterrent threats by demo-
cratic regimes are shightly less credible than those of nondemocratic re-
gimes. Some level of military cooperation between defender and pawn
appears o be a necessary condition for successful deterrence, but it is not
sufficient. The existence of political ties is “*helpful if not essential,” and
economic interdependence is “ virtually essential™ 10 successful deterrence
(pp. 100-105). Russett then attempts to identify the factors associated with
the defender’s decision whether or not to go to war to defend the pawn
once il has been attacked. Neither the size of the pawn, the military
balance, nor the nature of the defender’s regime has much of an impact on
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the defender’s response, but bonds of economic, political, and military
interdependence are quite important (as they were for the attacker's actions
(pp. 105-106). Russett gives great emphasis to these bonds between de-
fender und pawn and suggests that strengthening these ties is a means for
the defender to increase the credibility of his deterrent threats. e fails to
acknowledge, however, that increasing ties between defender and pawn to
reinforce commitment and credibility may involve substantial cosls.

Russen (1963:105-107) also presents a simple expected utility model
(though he doesn’t refer to it in those terms) 1o explain the actions of both
attacker and defender, though this model appears in footnotes and is not
fully integrated into the analysis as a whole. The defender will pursue a
“firm" policy and attempt to deter the adversary if his prospective gains
from successful deterrence, weighted by the probability of success and
discounted by the cost and probability of war, exceed the losses of retreat
(the failure to issue a deterrent threat). The adversary will attack in spite of
the deterrent threat if the expected value of attacking (as determined by the
value and expected probability of an attack that is not resisled by the
deterrer and the cost and probability of war resulting from an attack that is
resisted) exceeds the value of the status quo."3

There is litle space here for an extended critigue of Russett’s acticle, but
a few brief comments are in order, if only to demoastrate how some of the
deficiencies are overcome in his subsequent studies. First, Russeir’s the-
orelical discussion is weakened by framing the question in terms of the
credibility of the threat. Credibility is an intervening perceptual variable
that may help explain, atong with other variables, the effectiveness of the
threat, but credibility is not equivalent to effectiveness. In fact, since
Russeti’s expected-utility model includes the value of a successful (i.c.,
uncountered) attack, it implies that if the value of the target is important
enough to the attucker, the existence of a credible threut by the defender
will not be sufficient to deter. But Russeit’s analysis is not closely guided
by the model he presents. He never directly tests whether or not the threat
is belicved (a perceptual variable), but only whether or not it leads to a
successful outcome (a behavioral variable). It should be noted that this
cmphasis on the credibility of the threat affects the theoretical interpreta-
tion of the findings but not the validity of the observed empirical associa-
tions. 1

A more serious problem from the perspective of the validity and gener-
alizability of the empirical findings is the definition of deterrence success
to include cases in which an attack on the pawn is repulsed without violent
military conflict between the two major powers (p. 98). As a result, several
cases that might normally be regarded as partial failures of deterrence are
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instead coded as instances of successful deterrence, including the Berlin
Blockade (successful deterrence by the United States), Anglo—French at-
tack on Egypt in 1956 (Soviet success), Chinese Communist antillery
blockade of Quemoy in 1958, and Bay of Pigs (Sovict success) |George
and Smoke, 1974:517). To the extent that the 1948 Berlin crisis was a U.S.
success, for example, it was a success of compellence after a partial failure
of deterrence. Similurly, the successful U.S. threat against the Sovicl
Union in 1946 might be better classified as compellence than determrence.
The more general theoretical problem is the treatment of the dispule oul-
come (success—failure) as a dichotomous variable, whereas George and
Smoke (1974) argue persuasively that deterrence can fail in a variety of
different ways and that the initiator can often “design around” a deterrence
threat. Though George and Smoke are undoubtedly correct on the theoreti-
cal level, I believe that for the purposes of & large-N correlationat study the
dichotomous classification of the dependent variable is a reasonable first
approximation, but one which ought to be refined in subsequent research.

Perhaps an even more serious problem with defining deterrence success
is that the very concept implies # causal relationship, that the potential
aggressor does not atlack the pawn because of the defender’s threat. The
mere observation of nonattack is necessary but not sufficient 10 demon-
strate this. One must also show that in the absence of such a threal the
adversary would have attacked the pawn, and that the adversary was dis-
suaded by the defender’s threat rather than something clse (such as his
domestic public opinion, anticipated diplomatic reaction, ability of the
pawn to mount & successful or at least costly defense, elc.). This counter-
factual hypothesis regarding what the adversary would have done in the
absence of the deterrent threat involves a difficult anatytical problem and
substantial data requirements. Russett (and later Huth and Russett) at-
tempts to deal with this problem by including the adversary's prior threat
against the pawn as a definitional requirement for all cases, assuming such
a threat 1o be a sufficiem indicator of the adversary’s intent (o attack.
Admittediy, this assumption is not always valid. An adversary may threat-
en a weaker ally not because it intends to attack bul instead as a means to
some other end: 10 win a concession on some other issue, to distract the
defender's aticntion, or to induce him to divent vital military resources to
the dcfense of the pawn (Fink, 1965). Such u threat may also be a product
of the domestic or bureaucratic politics within the adversary’s regime. A
case study methodology can devote more altention to the motivations and
inient of the potential attacker as a means of verifying the counterfactual,
but even it can rarely be conclusive.!3 In any case, such intensive analysis
is not feasible for a large-N study of this kind.'® My own view is that
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RussetC’s assumption is reasonable as a first approximation but that addi-
tional work (o continm the validity of this indicator of the adversary's intent
weuld be very valuable.

Thus in spite of its limitations Russett’s 1963 study marks the tnitiation
of an important research program. This program is particularly impressive
because of Russett’s recognition of the costs of excluding perceptual vari-
ables and the limitations of correlational analysis for making causal in-
ferences. In a 1970 article he discusses the need to use both correlational
and case study methods to complement each other for the purposes of the
development of theory, and his case study of Pearl Harbor is consistent
with this conception of theory building and cumulation in international
research.

Russett, "Pearl Harbor: Deterrence Theory and
Decision Theory” (1967)

One of the main purposes of the Pearl Harbor study was (o explore and
validate some of the empirical associations uncovered in the carlier corre-
lational analysis. Russeit’s (1963:106-7) carlicr expected-utility model is
used as a framework for the theoretical interpretation of Japan's decision
for war. In spite of the absence of an explicit American deterrent threat,
Russett (1967:94-96) argues, Yapanese decision makers were tully con-
vinced that the United States would respond militarily 1o a Japanese attack
on Malaya and especially the Dutch East Indics becausc of the stralegic and
economic value of those colonies (pp. 94-96). This is consistent with
Russert’s (1963) argument that military, political, and economic ties rein-
force commitment in a way that formal threats do not.'7 The fact that the
Japanese perceived the U.S. theeat to be highly credible but attacked
anyway demonstrates the fallacy (in Russett’s 1963 study) of equating the
credibility of the threat with its effectiveness. Russelt shows that the Ja-
panese in fact perceived the military superiority of the United States and
that the Japancse expected to lose a prolonged war if the United States
choese to fight such a war (pp. 98-99). This is consistent with the findings
of other studies surveyed above that the military superiority of the de-
fender, even if accurately perceived, is not sufficient for deterrence. This is
explained in part by the very low assessment of the value of the status quo,
which was reinforced by domestic and burcaucratic political as well as
strategic and economic considerations (pp. 96-98).
Thus Russett rejects the common argument that the Japanese attack on

Pearl Hurbor was an irrational action and argues that given Japanese preler-
ences, expectations, and constraints, their behavior was consistent with a
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rational expected-utility calculus.'® He acknowledges, however, that some
departure from a rational model may be necessary to explain both Japan's
assumption that the United States would prefer to reach a negotiated setile-
ment recognizing Japanese hegemony in Southeast Asia than to fight a
prolonged war, and their failure to explore the validity of that assumption.
Finally, on the basis of this case Russett argues that a theory of extended
deterrence must include in the set of possible outcomes a direct attack
against the defender as well as inaction and an attack against the pawn. '

Huth and Russett, “What Makes Deterrence Work?"
(1984)

This article develops the expected-utility model from Russent (1963) and
tests the mode! on cases of extended, immediate deterrence from 1900 to
1980. It makes a number of improvements on Russett's first swudy. It
recognizes the problem of inferring the success of deterrence and argues
that by explicilly focusing on immediate deterrence the problem is reduced
though not eliminated (p. 497). By extending the temporal domain of the
study back to 1900 and forward o 1980, it significantly increases the
number of cases 1o 54. This permiis the use of more formal statistical
methods, which were not used in Russett’s 1963 study. Deterrence failure
occurs if there is an attack against the protégé, operationally defined as **a
governmeni-sanctioned engagement of its regular armed forces in combat
wilh the regular armed forces of the protégé and/or its defender, resulling
in more than 250 fatalities.”* Cases in which the attacker gains its principal
goals or occupies the territory of the proiégé in spite of minimal fatalities
are also classified as failures of deterrence. All other cases are classilied as
deterrence successes, which include 57 percent of the total number of
cases (Huth and Russett, 1984:505).

This study also introduces some new independent variables and refines
some of the operational indicators for variables used in earlier studies.
Hypotheses based on five different dimensions of relative military
capabilities are now tested: overall military and economic capabilities, or
mililary potential; overall existing military capabilities; polential local
capabilities proximate to the protégé (in a semantic change, the authors
refer to the “'protégé” rather than the “‘pawn™); existing local capabilities;
and defender’s possession or nonpossession of nuclear weapons. (There is
no indicator tapping whether or not the initiator has nuclear weapons, and
thus whether the crisis involves a confrontation between two nuclear
powers.) Economic and military capabilities are measured using the Corre-
lates of War capability data (Singer, Bremer, and Stuckey, 1972), with a
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loss-of-strength gradient introduced for local capabilities (p. 510). The
effect of the defender’s previous behavior is introduced through dununy
variables tapping whether or not the defender had fought on behalf of
the protégé in the previous deterrent silation (against any adversary).
The presence or absence of a tormal military alliance between defender
and protége is also included. Economic ties are measured by the protégé’s
share of the defender's total merchandise exports and imponts, * and
political-military ties are measured by a four-point scale of the percentage
share of major weapons systems imported by the protégé from the de-
fender. The strategic importance of the protégeé to the defender is measured
(as before) by the ratio of the protégé’s capabilities (on the various dimen-
sions) to those of the defender, and whether or not they shared a common
border. Although the Pearl Harbor study demonstrated the critical impor-
tance of the expected utility of peace to the attacker, this variable is very
difficult to measure and is not incorporated into the modei, which is a
serious limitation and one acknowledged by the authors (p. 514). Each of
the just-named factors is an independent variable in a linear model predict-
ing the success or failure of deterrence. The relationships are analyzed by
the technique of probit analysis, which is similar to regression analysis but
more appropriate in the case of a dichotomous dependent variable.

The model predicts 78 percent of all cases comrectly. The variables
having a significant (p < .10) impact on delerrence success or tailure
include economic and political ties (trade and arms transfers) and the local
military bulance. The existence of a formal military alliance (formed prior
to the aggressor's initial threat) between defender and protégé is moder-
alely important but tends 1o reduce the likelihood of successful deter-
rence.2® The overall strategic balance and the defender’s behavior in pre-
vious crises, however, appear to have litde impact on the effectiveness of
deterrence. Moreover, the defender’s possession of nuclear weapons has
only a “marginal” impact on outcomes. This leads Huth and Russeit
(1984:516~-18) to conclude that “local military capabilities (of the de-
fender and protégé combined) seem to have more to do with successful
deterrence than do strategic capabilities, and both may be less important
than having a dense network of political and economic bonds between
defender and protégé.” This is consistent with the findings of other studies
previously surveyed that the balance of military capabilities is not the
primary delerminant of deterrence. 2!

After examining the sources of deterrence success and failure, Huth and
Russett (1984:520-23) analyze the factors detennining whether the de-
fender will fight to defend its protégé, which happened in 15 of their 23
cases. The defender is more hikely to fight if the protégé is important in_
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terms of its relative military capability, and particularly if there exists a
military alliance between defender and protégé. However, the dyadic mili-
tary balance between defender and attacker, geographical contiguity, and
the defender’s past behavior are not associated with the occurrence or
nonoccurrence of war.

It is important to note that the variables associated with deterrence
success and those associated with the defender’s decision to fight if deter-
rence fails are not the same. The only factor important in both decisions is
the existence of a military alliance between defender and protége, the
¢ffect of which reverses direction in the second decision. This is a particu-
larly dungerous combination and leads Huth and Russett (1984:522) to
conclude, again emphasizing the importance of economic and political ties
between defender and protégé, that “*a military alliance not backed up by
more tangible linkages . . . may increase the danger that a defender will be
drawn into war.” The tendency for alliances to encourage the adversary to
attack the protégé and then to lead the defender to intervene would appear
to imply a mismaich between the calculations of the attacker and the
defender, but Huth and Russett (1984:522-23) suggest an alternative inter-
pretation in which economic and political ties are the primary influence on
the attacker’s decision and alliances are more important for the defender’s
decision. 22

Huth and Russett, “After Deterrence Fails: Escalation
to War?” (1988)23

This paper, like the previous one, deals with both the determinants of the
success of immediate extended deterrence and with the determinants of
escalation 1o war in the event that deterrence fails. It goes beyond the
previous study by suggesting additional hypotheses, introducing new vari-
ables and conceptualizing others, modifying some definitional criteria and
empirical indicators, extending the temporal domain, and by making the
corresponding changes in the data base. As a result, there are some new
empirical findings.

More specifically, the iemporal domain of the study is extended buck
until 1885, This, plus further additions and deletions based on the exam-
ination of previously unused sources, results in an increase in the number
of cases from 54 to 58.24 In one particularly significant change from the
1984 study, the measure of the past behavior of the defender (whether or
not it came to the defense of the protégé) is altered to tap its behavior in the
last deterrent situation with the same adversary rather than with any adver-
sary. The concept of relative military capabilities (and hypotheses related
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to them) is also modified and improved and now includes immediate,
short-term, and long-term dimensions, plus the defender’s possession/
aonpossession of nuclear weapons. The immediate balance, measured by
forces currently and proximaiely available to attack or defend the protégé,
are hypothesized to be the most important for both deterrence success and
for the defender’s decision whether to intervene in the case of deterrence
faiture. The short-term balance consists of all active-duty forces and readi-
ly available reserves. The long-term military balance is defined as all
existing military forces and national mabilization capabilities (economic,
industrial, demographic) for fighting a protracied war.25 It is hypothesized
that the attacker does not usually expect a long war of attrition and there-
fore discounts the importance of the long-term balance of capabilitics and
that he may attack in spite of his inferiority in long-term forces as long as
he has superiority in immediate or even short-term forces. The long-term
balance is hypothesized to be important only for the defender’s decision
regarding whether to intervene to save the protégé after the failure of
deterrence, but even that is qualified.

The most significant theoretical change from the earlier Russett-Huth
studies is the inclusion of the bargaining behavior of the adversaries into
the model. The basic hypothesis is that the effectiveness of diplomatic and
military techniques used by the adversaries to influence each other is a
nonlinear function of the firmness of one’s bargaining behavior, with
threats of moderate firmness being the most effective. Excessively con-
ciliatory bargaining behavior undermines credibility and therefore deter-
rence, and excessively hostile threats provoke equally hostile responses
and trigger an upward spiral of escalation. Drawing on some of Leng’s
carly work on the Behavioral Correlates of War project, Huth and Russett
have compiled chronological summaries of the diplomatic and military
actions of both defender and attacker for each case of aempied deter-
rence.2® The diplomatic responses of the defender are coded according to
the degree of cooperation and flexibility, and the military actions of at-
tacker and defender are coded by a six-point scale of escalation. The
military responses of the defender are then classified as to whether they
matched, exceeded, or failed 1o match the attacker’s level of escalation at
each stage in the crisis. These many pairs of actions over the course of the
crisis are then aggregated into a single measure reflecting the *predomi-
nant influence strategy’ (Leng and Wheeler, 1979) of a stale on both
diplomatic and military dimensions. Diplomatic stratcgies are classified as
bullying, conciliatory, or firm-but-fair, and military actions are classified
as either policies of strength, weakness, or tit-for-tat.

The definition of deterrence success or failure is the same as for the 1984
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study. Failure is defined as *“an attack on the protégé by regular military
forces resulting in more than 250 fatalities, where the attacker gained its
principal political or territorial goals even though fatalitics were minimal,
or where the attacker occupicd territory of the protégé for several years”
(Huth and Russett, forthcoming). Success is the absence of such an attack.
This implies that an attack that is repulsed with minimal casualties by the
protégé or the deterrer is defined as a deterrent success. Thus the 1948
Berlin case is still classified as a deterrent success for the United States,
which illustrates the problem of failing to include a category for the partial
failure of deterrence. Another limitation of the 1984 study that s not
corrected here is the failure to incorporate the attacker’s evaluation of the
acceptability of the status quo, the importance of which was demonstrated
by Russett's (1967) case study on Pearl Harbor.??

Applying probit analysis to the data, Huth and Russett (forthcoming)
find that successful deterrence is associated with an immediate or shor-
term balance of forces favoring the defender (p < .05), with the long-term
balance being only weakly associated with the outcome.?8 The defender’s
possession of nuclear weapons, or an overt threat 10 use them, has no
impact on the outcome of the crisis.?® In the most surprising finding, and
one contrary 1o the central result of the 1963 and 1984 studics, cconomic
and political-military ties between defender and protégé are found to be
unrelated to the success or failure of deterrence. Unfortunately, the authors
muke little effort to explain this drematic change from their previous stud-
ies, though they do assert that it derives from the introduction of crisis-
bargaining variables into the analysis.3 These bargaining variables are
found to be significantly correlated with the success or failure of deler-
rence. As hypothesized, reciprocal strategies are found to be associated
with successtul outcomes. Deterrence is likely to succeed if the defender
follows a firm-but-fair diplomatic strategy, and likely 1o fail for defenders
following conciliatory or bullying strategies (p < .01). Simidarly, tit-for-
tat policies of military actions are usually successful, whereas excessively
firm or cautious policies are not (p < .025).3

Another finding that runs contrary to the results of the 1984 study is that
the reputation of the defender, defined here as its behavior in the last crisis
against the same adversary,32 is correlated with the outcome of a crisis. 33
Both backing down and prevailing in the last crisis against the same adver-
sary are associated with the failure of deterrence, leading Huth and Russeu
(forthcoming) to conclude that “a stalemate is a safer outcome.” This
conclusion, however, must be regarded with a certain amount of skepti-
cism in the absence of further research. The sensitivity of many of these
empirical findings to relatively minor changes in the operationatizations of
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certain variables or to the addition of new variables is one ground for
caution. In addition, the failure to examine aliernative explanations for the
selection of different bargaining strategies raises the possibility of spurious
inferences regarding the causal impact of these strategies.® Huth and
Russett (forthcoming) conclude that the attacker’s decision appears to be
based primarily on short-tern considerations, particularly military ones,
and that long-term military power avails little. What is important is the
defender’s ability to prevent a quick seizure of territory or to roll back that
seizure relatively promply, not the threat of future retaliation. They infer
from this that deterrence by denial is more critical than deterrence by
punishment (Snyder, 1961) for immediate extended delermence.

Now let us consider the conditions affecting the defender's decision 1o
£0 10 war in the event that deterrence fails. The model correctly postdicts
83 percent of these cases (n = 24). The short-tenn balance of military
forces in being is statistically significant, and the long-term balance is
nearly significant. The defender’s ties with the protégé are also important,
particularly formal alliances and geographic proximity. Crisis-bargaining
behavior is statistically significant (p = .10).

Thus several factors that appear to be important in the attacker’s decision
whether or nol to defy a determent threat are relatively unimportant or less
important in the defender’s decision whether to fight in the event that
deterrence fails. The immediate balance of military forces and (he past
behavior of the defender are no longer important, and the crisis-bargaining
behavior of the defender is slightly Jess important than that of the initiator.
The less-immediate dimensions of military power are more significant, as
are the nature and strength of linkages between defender and protégé. The
fact that the decisions of the attacker and defender ace influenced by such
diffcrent criteria increases their insensitivity 1o the cost—benefit calcula-
tions made by the other. States are particularly likely 10 underestimate the
adversary's perceived costs of retreat, and the attacker is likely to under-
estimate the importance of defender—protégé bonds to the defender. This
increases the likelihood of serious misperceptions of adversary intentions
and consequently increases the likelihood of war (Levy, 1983).

Back to Capabilities: The Problem of Selection Bias

One of the themes emerging from most of the studies surveyed above is
that the possession of military superiority by the defender is no guarantee
that deterrence will work. The overall (long-term) balance of wilitary
capabilities between two states does not have a significant impact on the
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success or failure of immediate deterrence (and perhaps on the effective-
ness of military threats in general). Moreover, although strategic deter-
rence may be etfective in regulating the behavior of nuclear states toward
euach other, there is little evidence that nuclear weapons (in the hands of the
defender) affect the success or failure of extended deterrence of attacks on
atlies. > Several studies suggest, however, that the balance of conventional
capabilities in proximity 1o the target does play an important role in ex-
tended deterrence. Taken together, these findings are consistent with a
more gencral theme emphasized by George and Smoke (1974) and by
George (1984) in his work on crisis management: The utility of military
threats, whether deterrent or compellent in nature, depends on the threat-
en.er's possession of a spectrum of military capabilities and options appro-
priate to the level of the threat and the behavior it is attemipting (o influ-
ence.

It is essential to recognize, however, that there is a serious but perhaps
unavoidable flaw in these research designs regarding the role of military
capabilitics in immediate deterrence, and that it is difficult to assess the
extent to which this biases the empirical findings. In order to lend plau-
sibility to the inference that the absence of a military auack constitutes an
indicator of successful deterrence, there needs 1o be some evidence that the
potential attacker would have attacked in the absence of a deterrent threat,
thut he was seriously considering military action. Several studies fail to
provide such evidence, and this limits the relevance of their results for the
question of immediate deterrence. The Huth and Russett studies attempt (0
deal with this problem by requiring the existence of the aggressor's prior
threat against the protégé as a definitional requirement for a deterrence
sttuation and assume such a threat implies that the attucker intended to act
militarily. Although some assumption of this kind may be necessary, it
may result in a biased selection of cases included in the study and conse-
qQuently an underestimation of the importance of militury capabilities in
immediate deterrence.,

The problem is that a research design incorporating the assumption of a
prior threat permits an analysis of the conditions for the success or failure
of immediate deterrence but not of the conditions under which the attacker
makes the threat that initiates the crisis and thus qualifies the case for
inclusion.? If the attacker makes threats only in those instances in which
its expected probability of success (as determined by the balance of mili-
tary capabilities) is sufficiently high, then because of selection bias the
importance of capabilities may not be reflected in an analysis of the al-
tacker's later decision whether or not to defy the deterrence threat and
attack. There are different dimensions of military capabilities, of course.

[T Y
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The problem of selection bias occurs whenever the samie dinension or
combination of dimensions of military strength (whether it be long-ten,
immediate, or local) aftects both the initiator's original thrcat (which deter-
mines case selection) and his decision regarding whether or not 10 imple-
ment the threat.’? If threats are made and carried out primarily by the
strong on the basis of their military strength (however they define it), that
might not be detected by Huth and Russett or by others studying disputes
involving a prior threat. 33

A simitar problem would arise in an analysis of the importance of the
protégé to the attacker in immediate deterrence, 3 because to the extent that
the initial threat is made only against important targets, selection bias will
result in an underestimation of the impact of this variable in inunediate
deterrence. Combining the capability (which affects expected probability
of success) and value variables, we see that the problem of seleclion bias
precludes a straightforward analysis of the role of the initiator’s expected
utility of attack in immediate delerrence.

The potential seriousness of the problem of selection bias is demon-
strated by the finding that deterrence is significantly more likely o fail if
the protégé has a preexisting military adliance with its major power de-
fender ¥ As Huth and Russett (1984:17) recognize, the very fuct that the
agpgressor makes a threat under such conditions suggests s determination
1o carry out the threat regardless of any attempt by the protégé’s major
defender to deter that action. This sugggests that the critical variables
affecting both the decision to issue the initial threat and the decision to
attack are the interests and motivations of the aggressor rather than the
presence or absence of alliances and that the faiiure to incorporate these
variables into the analysis may result in spurious inferences. 4!

Both the Karsten, Howell, and Allen (1984:31-32) and Huth and Rus-
setl (1984:524) studies acknowledge this general problem. The latter cau-
tion that “these findings apply only 10 cases of immediate deterrence . . .
in which an overt military threat from a potential atacker has already
become maailest. Perhaps this kind of case understates the value of mili-
tary strength in general deterrence. IF military power were overwhelming,
possibly no aggressor would ever rise to the level of making the ovent
challenge that characterizes these cases™ (p. 524). 1 would argue, however,
that this sclection bias affects not only the analysis of general detemrence
but aiso the interpretation of the results in cases of inmediate deterrence,
because spurious inferences from observed correlations cannot be ruled
out. This problem concerns any variable that affects both the criteria upon
which the case selection is based and the success or failure of immediate
deterrence. We are caught in a difficult dilemma. If we make the distine-
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tion between general and immediate deterrence and examine only those
cases in which there is some indication of a prior intention to attack, we
risk introducing serious selection biases into the analysis. If, on the other
hand, we make no distinction between general and immediate deterrence,
we seriously diminish our ability to make the causal inference that the
absence of an attack is duc 1 successful deterrence.

Although Huth and Russett not only acknowiedge this dilemma but also
deal with it in a reasonable manner, there may be alternative meth-
odologies for dealing with the problem of selection bias, and the explora-
tion of these constitutes an important avenue for further rescurch. One
poteatially fruitful approach would be the application of some sophisti-
cated new statistical methods developed for quasi-experimental research
designs utifizing nonrandom samples (Achen, 1986). Anoiher possibility
would be to supplement the analysis of immediate deterrence with a sepa-
rate analysis of the conditions under which militury threats are initially
mude or, more generally, of the conditions under which one state seriously
considers an attack against another.42

Conclusions

The quantitative empirical studies surveyed above deal with different as-
pects of the question of when deterrence works and identify different
independent variables. They also utilize different operational indicators,
temporal domains, types of data, and methods of analysis. Yet several
general themes do emerge. One concerns the role of military capabilitics in
deterrence. We have seen that the overall (long-term) balance of military
capabilities between two states has at most a secondary impact on the
success or failure of immediate deterrence (and on the effectiveness of
military threats in general), though this finding must be regarded as tenta-
tive until the magnitude of sclection biases can be assessed. Several studies
suggest, however, that the balance of conventional capabilities in prox-
imity 1o the target does play an important role in extending deterence.
Taken together, these findings are consistent with a more general theme
emphasized by George and Smoke (1974) and by George (1984) in his
work on crisis management: The utility of military threals, whether detet-
rent or compellent in nature, depends on the threatener’s possession of a
spectrum of military capabilities and options appropriate 10 the level of the
threat and the behavior it is attempting to influence.

The finding that superior military capabilities alone are not necessarily
sufficient for deterrence can be explained in part by the tremendous impor-
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tance of the interests and resolve of the initiator of the cnsis, which is
another theme cmerging from several of these studies. Bueno de Mesquita
(1981) demonstrates the superierity of an expected utility model incor-
porating the initiator’s utility for war as well as its expected probability of
success. Maoz (1983) and Karsten, Howell, and Allen (1984) go further
and give greater emphasis to the motivations and behavior of the initiator
than to the capabilities, commitment, and signaling of the defender, These
factors are difficult to operationalize in large-N studies, however, for their
measurement often requires a fairly intensive examination of ndividual
cases. For this reason, the quantitative empirical literature on deterrence
has generally been less successful than the case study literature (George
and Smoke, 1974:Chapter 17; Lebow, 1981; Jervis, Lebow, and Stein,
1985; Betts, 1987, Russett, 1967) in dealing with the motivations and
perceptions of the initiator. The quantitative literature has also given far
too hitle attention to the domestic incentives that ofien lead states to take
military action in spite of a credible deterrent threat by the defender
(Lebow, 1981; Levy, 1988a, 1989).

Another important theme emerging from several of these swudies con-
cerns the stabilizing effects of reciprocity in the interaction between adver-
saries. These are important findings, particularly since they are reinforced
by other social scientific research on reciprocity (Axelrod, 1984). Al-
though these studies are reasonably rigorous and systematic, the opera-
tionalization of reciprocity in large-N studies is a difficult task, and this is a
sufficiently important theoretical guestion ta require further research from
several different theoretical and methodological perspectives. Another as-
pect of deterrence theory requiring further research is the role of repula-
tion, or the impact of the past behavior of the adversaries. This variable has
received little attention in the quantitative empirical literature on deter-
rence, not only because of the difficulty of constructing an opcrational
indicator for a large-N study but also because of the limited development of
this variable in the theoretical literature. One particularly interesting but
highly tentative finding emerging from the Huth and Russett (1984, forth-
coming) studies is that the success or failure of deterrence is associated
with the defender’s response in the previous deterrence situation with the
same adversary bul not with its behavior against another adversary. 1If
confirmed, this finding would suggest that reputation must be treated as a
multidimensional concepl.

This review of quantitative empirical studies of deterrence has demon-
strated that this is not an isolated body of literature, but instead has sub-
stantial intellectual interconnections with both rational deterrence theory
and with the case study literature on deterrence. Many of the hypotheses
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that it has systematically tested were derived from these other bodies of
literature, and the quantitative empirical literature has in turn contributed to
the development of theoretical generalizations regarding when deterrence
works. New developments in both the formal and nonformal theoretical
litcrature on deterrence provide a rich source of impoitant hypotheses that
should now be tested empirically by systematic quantitative analysis as
well as by case study methods. In addition, some of the findings from
quantitative empirical studies represent interesting theoretical anomalies
and ought to stimulate additional theoretical analysis. The broader litera-
ture on deterrence provides a useful model of how formal theoretical,
quantitative empirical, and case study methodologies can supplement cach
other 1o enhance our understanding of important theoretical questions that
also have undeniable implications for contemporary international security.
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1. For a classification of the literature addressing the general theoretical question
of when deterrence works, and a brief comparison of classical deterrence theory,
the case study literature on deterrence, and the quantitative empirical literature, see
Levy (1988c). See also Chapter | of this volume.

2. The importance of the balance of interests at stake in a conflict is emphasized
by George and Smoke (1974) in their concept of asymmetry of motivation and by
Jervis (1979:314-17) in his concept of “intrinsic interests.” Both the probability of
victory or defeat and the value of those outcomes have been integrated into an
expected utility theory of war by Bueno de Mesquita (1981).

3. Dyadic-level studies of the “parity hypothesis™ and the *power preponder-
ance hypothesis,” which concern the relationship between the distribution of
capabilities between pairs of states and the frequency of war beiween them, are
more relevant to the question of gencral deterrence than immediate deterrence,
because they are not concerned with the question of wicthicr one state is even
considering aggression against another. Consequently, these studies will not be
examined here. It should be noted, however, that although some of these studies do
support the dyadic preponderance hypothesis (Gamham, 1976, Organski and
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Kugler, 1980), the bulk of the evidence runs against it. See Ferris (1973), Siverson
and Sullivan (1983), and (in the anthropological literature) Naroll, Bullough, and
Naroll (1974).

4. Note that vnkess the qualifier “sufficiently” is operationally defined, its
inclusion seriously reduces the explanatory and predictive power of the hypothesis
by making it nearly nonfalsifiable.

5. The Militarized Interstate Dispute project (MID) was designed 1o help answer
the question of why some interstate disputes escalate to war while others do not.
The project and the data sel it has generated are summarized in Gochman and Maoz
(1984) and in Maoz (1982). This is probably the most widely used dala set in
quantitative international conflict studies today. A militarized interstate dispute is
defined as “'a set of interactions between or among states involving threats to use
military force, displays of military force, or actual uses of military force. . . . [they
are] explicit, overt, nonaccidental, and government sanctioned.” Gochman and
Maoz define 14 types of military acts, classified as threats, displays, and uses of
force, and identify 960 militarized disputes from 1816 to 1976. These studics focus
on objective militury capabilities rather than on decision makers® perceptions of
those capabilitics. Note that not all dispules reach a kevel of intensity sufficient to
qualify as a crisis; crises are subsets of dispules.

6. 1 use “capability/threat model” to refer 1o Maoz's “threat model,” because
the former is more descriptively accurate. Maoz also suggests another capability
model, the power transition model, for which the key independent variable is
change in relative military capabilitics. This may be an important variable in the
process leading to war (Levy, 1987), but is not normally included in the theoretica)
or empirical litcrature on deterrence and will not be examined here.

7. An important exception is that capability ratios do have a significant impact on
the outceme of disputes and wars between major powers, though it is not indicated
in the article whether the resolve indicators have an cven greater impact.

8. Muoz's results are consistent with those of Blechman and Kaplun (1978) in
their study of 12 cases since World War 1 in which the United States threatened the
use of force against the Sovict Union. They find that demonstrating resolve is mose
important for a successful outcome thun regional or global military superiority.

9. The argument that overall military capabilitics have only a secondary impact
on immediate deterrence would seem to be suengthened by the fact that mosl
empirical studies of the relationship between the dyadic balance of military cap-
abilitics and war support the “parity hypothesis™ rather than the *power preponder-
ance’ hypothesis (see footnote 3). The relationship between these studics and our
ability to make inferences is complicated by the fact that they focus on slighily
different sets of cases. The latter set of studies focus on the direct relationship
between pairs of states, whereas the Russeu—Huth analyses focus on a more re-
stricted set of cases involving the existence of (1) a prior threat and (2) one that is
directed against a third party. Further research is clearly needed on the relationship
between these different dimensions of deterrence.

o
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10. The authors are explicit in focusing on “direct” as opposed to “indirect”
threats. The former are linked 10 clearly stated objectives and are temporally
limited, whereas the lutter are designed to “deter certain types of issues from being
raised” (Karsten, Howell, and Allen, 1984:4). This is similar to Morgan's (1977)
distinction between immediate and general delerrence.

I'1. Whether clear and specific threats are more effective than more ambiguous
and general threats is an important question. Leng’s data-based studies of interstatc
crisis behavior (see my summary of his Behavioral Comrelutes of War project in
Note 26) are consistent with the Karsten, Howell, and Allen findings. He finds, ina
study of a stratified random sample of 14 crises since 1850 (Leng, 1980) as well as
in a more specific study of recent U.S.-Soviel behavior (Leng, 1984), that the
mose specific the threat the greater the likelihood of a defiant response. Presum-
ably, some degree of vaguencss facilitates the target's compliance with the threat
by avoiding the appcarance of being bullied. Leng agrees with Snyder and Dicsing
(1977) and others that face-saving is a critical dimension in the resolution of any
dispule, even where one pusty is militarily dominant. George and Smoke (1974
¢h. 17) supgest another reason precise threats may fail: The target is frequemntly able
to “design around™ a deterrent threat, particularly if that state has muliiple options
by which to achieve its objectives.

12. 1 will make some references to Huth's recent article and book (1988, 1989)
but will not examine them in detail, because at the time of this writing they have not
yet been published. I will not focus on the third Huth and Russcu (1688) anicle
because it does not go significantly beyond the second one (forthcoming).

13. Formally, the defender will pursue a firm policy and atempt to deter a
possible auack only if, in his calculation,

Virs+V * (1l -s)>V,
where

V, = the value of successful firmness (deterrence without war)

V., = the value (usually negative} of the failure of firmness (war)

the value (usually ncgative) of retreat (no attempt to deter an attack)
the probability that firmness will be successful.

- <
o

The initiator will attack only if
V.*r+V.*(Il-nD>V,
where
V, = the value of a successful attuck (defender does not intervene)
= the value (usually negative) of an attack that is countered (war)

, = the value of doing nothing (i.¢., 1he status quo)
t = the probabitity of a successful (uncountered) attack.

V"
V

14. For funher discussion of this problem, and a simple derivation from the
expected utility model of the condilions under which a credible threat will be a
necessary and sufficient condition for deterrence, see the critique by Fink (1965).

P
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I15. This problem of identifying genuine deterrence suceess led George and
Smoke (1974) 10 restrict their study to cases of deterrence failure. This was reason-
able for the purposes of their study, which is concerned with constructing a 1y-
pological theory of deterrence failure. Ultimately, however, the success or tailure
of deterrence cannot be fully expluined without 4 fully controlled study that in-
cludes cases of deterrence success as well as failure.

16. Admittedly, Russen's ¥ of 17 cases is too small 1o capture all of the
advantages of a large-N corrclational analysis (and probably too large 10 permit a
very intensive analysis of individual cases), but the number of cases is increased in
his later studies.

17. This is reminiscent of Jervis's (1970) distinclion between signals and in-
dices.

18. Russett’s classification of this case as a deterrent failure gives insufficient
attention to the tact that U.S. threats involved compellence as well as deterrence.
The United States aticmpted not only (o deter the Japanese from moving into
Southeast Asia but also to compel them to withdraw from China and uscd a highly
coercive oil embargo to enforce this policy. This case involved the backfiring of a
strategy of compellence as much as the tailure of deterrence.

19. In the nuclear age a direct attack against a major power defeader rather than
its pawn is unlikely to be a viable option.

20. Huth and Russert {1984:517) explain this by arguing that if an adversary
threatens a protégeé that is formally allied to the defender, that adversary has already
decided to stand firm and carry out the threat.

21. Blechman and Kaplan (1978:527) reach similar conclusions regarding the
outcomes of cases involving the threat or use of force short of war since World War
1L, They find, both from their aggregate analysis and fromi their case studics, no
evidence that crisis decisions are strongly influenced by aggregate strategic cap-
abilities and argue that the local balance of conventional power tends (v be more
important. Organski and Kugler (1980:ch. 4) reach similar conclusiens from their
examination of 14 cases of deterrence since 1945, They find that nucleur powers
have prevailed in only about hall of these but that conventional superiority does
mike a difference. Kugler (1984) presents comparable resulis and finds that even a
nuclear monopoly has brought a faverable outcome only aboul half the time,
Weede (1983), however, finds that mutual nuclear deterrence has reduced the risk
of war not only between superpowers but also between ailies in opposing blocs.

22. They hypothesize, in the cllipses in the quoted passage, that these linkages
“perhaps give the defender some controt to prevent adventurism by a proiégé.”
Allermnative explanations would have 1o be considered, however, including selec-
tion bias, a point to which | will retum. [ should note that the statement quoted in
the text is not technically supported by their analysis. It implies an interaction effect
between military alliances and tangible (i.e., economic or political) linkages, but
no such tenn is formally incorporated into their model.

23. Since this study has not yet been published, 1 have not referred 1o specific
page aumbers. The quoted passages are taken from the authors’ May 1986 confer-
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ence paper (University of British Columbia, Vancouver) and from several revised
versions of it ‘The authors have beea kind cnough to point out aspects of carlier
versions of my review that huve been affected by their revisions, and | have made
changes where appropriate.

24, Some cases were deleted because of the ambiguity regarding whether a prior
threat of attack actually existed (and thus whether this was actually a case of
immediate deterrence), Other cases were deleted because the mtervention of the
defender occummed after hostilities (between attacker and protégé) had already esca-
lated 10 the leved of large-scale armed conflict, leading to the clussification of the
case us compellence rather than deterrence (Huth, 1989).

25. The immediate balance corresponds to the “existing local™ balance in the
1984 siudy; the shont-term balance to the “existing overall” balance; and the long-
term balance 10 the “potential overall” balance.

26. The Behavioral Correlates of War project (BCOW) is not restricled 1o cases
of deterrence and does not deal directly enough (for our purposes) with the central
hypotheses in the theoretical and empirical literature on deterrence (o be thoroughly
analyzed here, given space constraints. It is, however, a very important ongoing
rescarch program on crisis-bargaining behavior, in pan because it demonstrates the
potential ulility of a large-N quantitative analysis of the role of behavioral variables
in the burgaining process. Consequently, it would be useful to suwnmarize the
project briefly here and subscquently make a few references 10 some of its major
findings where appropriate in the remainder of this study.

BCOW is the most recent extension (along with the Militarized laterstate Dis-
pulc project) of Singer’s Correlates of War project. It was developed 10 facilitate
the testing of a wide range of hypotheses dealing with bargaining in interstate crises
and particularly the propensity of certain kinds of bargaining behavior to result in
war. A typology of state actions was constructed and utilized for the gencration of
events dala on a set of interstate crises. Unlike most events data sets, BCOW
includes sccondary historical sources as well as newspaper accounts. The data base
cumrently (1988) consists of a stratified random sample of 38 militarized interstate
disputes from the period 1816-1975, designed to include sufficient war and non-
war cases and sufficicnt cases from the periods 1816-1919, 1920-1945, and
1946—1975. The sampling is done from the nearly 1,000 disputes identified by the
Military Interstate Dispute project (see Note 5). The project is summarized in Leng
and Singer (1988), and a selected list of BCOW studies of crisis bargaining can be
found under Leng in the reference section,

27. Huth and Russett would argue that some aspects of the initiator's evaluation
of the status quo are incorporated into the analysis indirectly through bargaining
behavior and reputation. One rcason why bullying strategies arc hypothesized to be
ineffective is the high diplomatic and domestic political costs of retreating from the
status quo. The costs of retreat are particularly serious for a state that had been
forced to back down in a previous crisis, for a prior humiliation produces a strong
disinclination 10 back down again.

+ - ke A b
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Alihough i prospective loss from a retreat from the status guo is weighed heavaly
by decision makers, it is analytically distinet from the value of the status quo itself,
A retreat involves reputational and perhaps domestic political costs regardless of
the utility or desirubility of the originat status quo. The fuct of making the initial
threat in mself changes the status quo by creating adduional reputational interests.
In this sense the value of the original status quo has nor been incorporated into the
analysis by Huth and Russett.

This raises two very interesting and important theoretical guestions. One s
whethier states evaluate prospective gains and losses in erms of the utility of the
oulcome or final asset position, as classical microeconomic-utility theory assumes,
or whether calculations are based on the magnitude and direction of the change in
utility. (The truth, of course, is probably more complex, and the more appropriate
and also more difficult question would be the relative weights given to final asset or
utility positions and to changes in utilities.) A related question concerns the defini-
tion of the status quo by the initiator. Does the initiator, having made the threat,
conceive of a prospective retreat as a reireat from the {(new) status quo or a retreat fo
the old status quo. That is, would a retreat be seen as a loss or the absence of a
gain? (Note that because of its focus on absolute utilities, expected-utility theory
denies the significance of this question.) There is good reason to believe that this
makes a difference in intemational politics: States appear to go 1o greater efforts 10
maintain an existing status quo than to change the status quo in their favor. Thus the
question of how the decision is framed may be critical. There is substantial cvi-
dence in social psychology that this is true for individual behavior. It is found that
individuals weigh losses more heavily than gains, that they are risk-acceptant when
faced with lossess and risk-averse when faced with gains, and that framing is
critical (Tversky and Kahneman, 1986). These behavioral findings constitute the
assumptions of prospect theory (Kahneman and Tversky, 1979), which is an
axiomatically based altemarive to expected-utility theory.

These considerations take us back to Russett's original expecied-utility cquations
(sce Note 13), which suggest that the initiator will attack only if the expected utility
of attacking exceeds the expected utility of the status quo. This appears straightfor-
ward enough. But what is the staius quo? Although Huth and Russett {and earlier
Russeit) do not address this question, the implication is that the staws quo is what
exists prior to the initiator’s initial threat, If my argument is correct, however, the
fact of making the threal changes the status quo, so that an analysis of the decision
to implement the threat requires that the status quoe be defined in terms of the
situation existing afier the initial threat is made. Thus Huth and Russetl are comect
in emphasizing the bargaining variables and the reputational and domestic political
concemns that undeslie them, not because they reflect the value of the old status quo
but instead because they caplure one important component of the new status quo.
(Note that Huth and Russett are precluded from measuring the status quo existing
prior to the initial threat, because that threat is a definitional requirement for cuse
selection.)

-
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28. Only the statistically significant (at p = .10) probit cocfficients are reported,
so I must rely on the authors’ interpretation of the results.

29. The authors acknowledge that the generatizability of ihis finding is restricied
by the limited number of cases involved (18 with nuclear detenders, four with overt
nuclear threats).

30. 1f the defender's bargaining strategy were a function of the extent of
defender-protégé bonds (i.c., the sironger the ties the more coercive the bargain-
ing), the resulting multicollinearity would account for the drop in significance of
those ties. Huth (1989:ch. 4) reports, however, that the correlations between these
two sets of variables are very low and suggests an alternative explanation for the
duciine in significance of the ties between a protégé and its protector.

31. This finding of the effectiveness of reciprocal strategics is consistent with a
growing body of theoretical and experimental work by social scientists (Axelrod,
1984; Gouldner, 1960). It is also consistent with empiricul findings from Leng's
BCOW project. Leng and Wheeler (1979) define four predominant intlucnce strat-
egics: bullying, reciprocaling, appeasing, and trial-and-error. Reciprocating strat-
cgies combine positive initiatives with firm responses (including counterthreats) to
the coercive actions of the adversary, whereas bullying strategies arc primarily
coercive. Leng and Wheeler (1979) find, in their data-based analysis of 20 crises
since 1900, that reciprocating stratcgics are the most successful, particularly
against an adversary employing a bullying strategy. Bullying strategics, on the
other hand, are the most likely of the four to result in war. The tendency of bullying
stralegics (o generale coercive counterthreats rather than compliance also emerges
in Leng’s (1984) subsequent study of U.S.~Saoviel interaction patterns in the Berlin
crises of 1948 and 1961 and the Cuban Missile Crisis of 1962. Leng notes that
his data-based findings regarding crisis-bargaining behavior are similar to those
of Snyder and Diesing (1977) in their qualitative sludies of many of the same
cases.

32. 1o their 1984 study, Huth and Russett defined the defender’s reputation in
terms of its behavior in the previous crisis with any adversary and found that it has
no significant impact on the outcome of a current crisis.

33. The effect of behavior in one crisis on behavior in the following crisis
between the sume two adversaries is also analyzed by Leng (1983). He examines 18
crises since 1900, selected to include three successive crises between six paics of
states of relatively equal strength (a useful restriction for our purposes). The six sets
of cases are importunt and include France—Germany (1905-1914), Austria—Russia
(1908-1914), Britain-Germany (1936—-1939), India-Pakistan (1948-1971),
Egypi—lsrael (1947-1967), and Soviet Union-Uniled Stales (1948—1962). He
finds that the diplomatic victor in one dispute tends to utilize the same (successful)
influcnce stralegy in the next crisis, unless the adversary adopts a more coercive
strategy, in which case (and only under such conditions) the previous winner would
also adopt 4 more coercive strategy. The loser, assuming that its diplomatic defeat
was due 10 the failure to demonstrate resolve, tends to adopl a more coercive
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strategy in the next crisis. A diplomatic compromise also tends 0 cesull in more
coercive influcice strategics by both partics in the next crisis. Crises ending in war
tend to result in more cocrcive strategies in the nexi crisis unless a state perceives
that the war had been “unwanted” (i.¢., one's behavior was overly coercive,
leading the adversary to preempt), in which case a more accommodative strategy is
adopted. To the extent thit states leam from their past experience, therclore, they
have a general tendency to adopl more coercive bargaining the next time.

34. This finding raises another question. If “stalemate” is defined as a possible
outcome of previous crises, utilized in the statistical analysis, and found 1o be
associated with successful deterrence in a current crisis, that is not made explicit in
this study. And if outcomes can be adequately measured trichotomously for use as
an independent variable predicting the behavior and outcomes in the next crisis,
this new mcasure should be utilized as the dependent variabie in all crises, replac-
ing the problematic success~failure dichotomy. A technical methodelogical point
1s also in order. Statistical inference generally requires the inucpendence of cases.
If the outcome of one case is affected by the outcome of the previous case, the
assumiption of independence is violaled, and more sophisticated statistical pio-
cedures are normally required.

35. We would have more confidence in this result if there were a control for
whether or @l the initiator also possesses nuclear weapons.

36. Because these studies deal only with those cases in which threats of foree
have already been made, peneral deterrence has already Eailed, but that failure docs
ot necessarily imply the failure of immediate deterrence. Thus, the conditions for
the success of immediate deterrence are not necessarily the same as those for the
success of gencral deterrence, and vice versa. Overall military capabilitics may be
more important for general deterrence than for immediate deterrence.

37. Selection bias would not arise, for exampie, if the inital threat were made on
the basis of one’s overall military strength and if the actual attack were made on the
basis of the initiator’s expectation of a fait accompli based on immediate availuble
military forces, or vice versa.

38. For this reason, the Huth-Russett finding that the short-term military balance
is important probably underestimates its tue impact,

39. As noted, Huih and Russett (1984, forthcoming) do not include this variable.

40. Another clear example of likely selection bias is the Karsten, Howell, and
Alien (1984:83) finding that threats fail when the threatener sees itself as slronger
and succeed when it perceives itself as the weaker party.

41. One possible way to circumvent this problem would be 10 analyze those
cases in which altiances are formed qfier the initial threat but before an attuck . This
would not fully deal with the problem of selection bias, however, because the
alliance formation would probably be the causal result of the protégé’s (or de-
fender’s) anticipation of an attack (based on the initiator's prior threat). For a more
general discussion of the causal relationship beiweea alliances and war, see Levy
(1981:603-13).
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42. The potential utility of case studies for this purpose should not be uader-
estimated (George and McKeown, 1985). Intensive analyses of individual cases
may be panicularty useful in determining the presumed apgressor's prior motiva-
tions and intent regarding the possible use of force and thus serve as a validity
check on the operational indicators used in the Huth and Russett or other aggregate
studies. On the limitations of case studies, see Achen and Snidal (1989).
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