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INTRODUCTIO N

/ Multilateral negotiations generate enormous amounts of

written materials , which resemble useful information in about

the same way that iron ore resembles steel. The processing of

those materials into useful information involves extraction of

data, its storage and reduction to summary indicators of trends

in bargaining , participants ’ positions on key issues, and so forth.

The purpose of this paper is to evaluate~a data base

management system for multilateral negotiations developed at the

Center for Naval Analyses by Robert L. Friedheim and Joseph B.

Kadane) Coupled with forecasting models developed by Kadane ,

the system was used by CNA ’s Law of the Sea (LOS) Project to

provide analytic support to U.S. Navy and other U.S. government

negotiators at the United Nations Law of the Sea negotiations ,

in both the Seabed Committee and later , the LOS Conference.

The paper will principally report the results of two

tests, designed by the author , to determine the reliability of

1Robert L. Friedheim is now associate director for marine
policy studies at the Institute for Marine and Coastal Studies,
University of Southern California . Joseph B. Kadane is ôhair~anof the statistics department at Carnegie-Mellon University . The
author was associated with the LOS project from the end of 1973
through mid-1976. The tests reported here were given in the
spring of 1976. For an early exposition of the LOS project’s
methodology, see Friedheim and Kadane, “Ocean Science in the UN
Political Arena ,” Journal of Maritime Law and Commerce 3,
April 1972:  4 7 3 — 5 0 2 .
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the project ’ s thematic content analysis and policy-scaling

techniques. The content analysis test was given to two groups

of graduate students , one an ocean policy seminar , the other a

class on research metFods. Both groups had the equivalent of

one class period of introduction to the methodology of the LOS

project. That is, test coders were minimally “tutored .” The

results of the tests can thus be considered a worst case approach

to the reliability of the project’s coding techniques. The best

case is represented by within-project coder reliability, which

will also be reported for comparative purposes.

The policy-scaling tests were given to a different type

of group--substantive experts on Law of the Sea in government

and academia. The intention of the test was to both survey the

range and consistency of perceptions of LOS issues within the

ocean policy community, and to test the sensitivity of the LOS

proj” t ‘s fnrecasting mode1~ to differential perceptions of key

issues.

The paper will also compare the project ’s final forecasts

(made i~~ the spring of 1975) with the Single Negotiating Text

(sN’r) Lssued by the Geneva session of the LOS Conference , as

a measure of the validity of forecasts that were made using the

project ’s models.
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Before proceeding to the results of the reliability

tests, a brief explication of the Project’s methodology is in

order. 2

LOS PROJECT METHODOLOGY

The project collected two types of data on states parti-

cipating in the LOS negotiations: national attribute data drawn

from atandard reference works3 and data concerning states’ post—

tions on the issues under negotiation, drawn from official UN

verbatim and summary transcripts of debates in the UN Seabed

Committee and the LOS Conference, and supplemented by diplomatic

reporting . The position data was collected by means of thematic

content analysis.

Generally speaking, content analys:3 is “any technique for

making inferences by systematically and objectively identifying

specified characteristics of messages.”4 The particular approach

adopted by the LOS Project involved the extraction of themes--

ideas , complete thoughts—-from the basic data sources. A theme

was defined as a statement of policy on a single negotiating

issue by an of fic ial coun try representative , or, in the case of

diploma tic reporting , a policy statement attributed to a country

or its representative by the author of the report.

- . 2Thig description of the methodology draws on and summar-
izes a more complete discussion found in Center for Naval Analyses
Research Contribution 291, “Forecasting Outcomes of Multilateral
Negotiations: Methodology , Volume I: Techniques and Models,” by
Robert L. Friedheim , Karen W. Goudreau, William J. Durch, Unclas-
sified, forthcoming.

3A list of sources may be ~found in the appendix.
401e R. Hoisti, “Content Analysis ,” in Gardner Lindsey

and Elliot Aronson , eds., The Handbook of Social Psychology
Volume Two: Research Methods, 2nd edition, (Readin g, Maes.s
Addison—Wesley Publishfng Co., 1968), p. 601.

—3—
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The system used an ?Pefl-ended list of themes, and

separc~ted theme identification from theme categorization . An

open-ended list of themes allowed coders to create new themes

when they felt that ideas encountered in the source materials

were not adequately covered by themes already in use. The open—

ended list facilatated the analysis of an evolving negotiation ,

in which the negotiators themse1v~~ were breaking new conceptual

ground ‘~~ ‘~~ r ’  ‘ear , especially in the late l960s and early l970s.

For ex~ --ncepts like the “common her i tage  of mankind , ” the

“ m t  -t i  seabed area ,” and the “exclusive economic zone”

were unknown ten years ago . Adding new themes as new ideas were

encountered allowed the scope of the data base to keep pace with

the scope of negotiations.

Separating theme identification from categorization reduced

the number of judgments required of coders , who simply scanned

source documents for codable remarks (policy statements), and

deter~ ined the specific theme or themes expressed in the remarks .

Every theme was dssigned its own code number . When coders

encountered remarks expressing a particular theme (for example ,

support for a 12-mile limit to the territorial sea, theme number

9 3 4 ) ,  they would mark tha t  number in the marg in  of the source

document , opposite the remark.  When the  document was completely

coded and quality-checked ,5 theme codes were recorded on card

ten percent or greater sample of coding , stratified by
issue , was checked by a senior coder , or a project analyst, before
a round of coding was added to the data base. Errors found were
corrected , and large error rates triggered complete recoding.
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1i y . ~~ht ’~~’ L - ~ - with the code number of the country speaking

J J C  C’ ta  ~ r G c r e n c e  codes , keypun ched , and stored on corn—

put r u~~~~- . U~ t ’r  a n a l y s i s .  Us ing  this  coding system, the pro—

j c t  a~ e~ - ~ea E~ .~dta bank of 45,000 observations on 1,500 themes,

- -\ ~~r i~~.! r :~. t . t: “ d r  period from late 1967 through spring 1975.

A - ~~r - ~~ :nt of themes to categories was done in a separate

~~l Ct ’S~:,, ~~‘~~- i t  .f (2 re a t ing policy scales or “issue—variables”——
~ic c~~1 l € — - h e : iu s e  they constitute the basic conceptual framework

a long  wi. ~h na t ona l  positions on the issues vary in their values. 6

1- c’ . t o an issue—variable , all themes relating to a

parti~ ui pal question under negotiation are aggregated , and

t hen  nr ~ rE :~ ~. - a policy continuum . For ex~imple, themes relat-

~nq ~~ r r L to r~i~~1 sea delimitation might be ordered according to

rr  it:i o~ lii n~ ~ proposed .
7

port a “narrow ” territorial sea
-
~ .~pport a 3—mile terri torial  sea
S - ; nort a 12—mile territorial sea

‘~~port for 12 miles tied to a
200-mile economic zone

S .~ port a 50—mile territorial sea-h state has a right to delimit its own
sovereignty zone un i l a t e ra l ly

Su - p o r t  a 200—mile territorial sea

‘Ge scP:n n1 ordered themes are then policy spaced.8 Scale

~.ra i u cs  a r .  unsi.~j  d each theme in a set according to the degree

~~i S’~~ t r i 4 1V0 d t f e r e n c e  seen between adjacent  themes in the

ox , c r e i  s et  . *e’ smallest substantive difference between t~~

‘e f c n it i o n  suggested by J. Christian Kessler, currently
w i b  .~~~~~~ 1 - j L i n  and  Associates , Arlington, Virginia.

7ihis e.- : : n ip le uses only one-sixth of the themes contained
~: t~~~ d L i o ~~$ a t i o n  var iable  used by the pro j ect.

s y ; t  c m  used by the LOS project generally corresponds
i -e  wt t t  Tor ~ ’. r.on calls the subjective estimates/arrangements
‘IC I ~d . See W on S. Torgerson, Theory and Methods of Scaling,
( h w  Y r  ;~~ ! -y , 1958), Chapters 1 and 4.

— 5 —

- _o.
_ - -

~
-— .

~~~~~~~
‘—- —----- —---..-. -

~~

, 

~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ :
—_-—--

~~~~~~~~
- . —

~~ 
—I-- —

~~ 



Lhe;iies X ~~~ ~
‘ thet ~ uu1 i hav’:~ non—trivial consequences for

poli:y (it wc~ ild in fact matter if Y were w r i t t e n  in to  a t r e a t y

inst~~aJ of x) is represented by .i difference of one whole number

in the soalo values assiqned X ~~~ 1. Functionally equivalent

propo~ al~, would be assigned identical scale values , whi le  those

seen to di f f e r ma r k e d l y  wo uld be separat ed by two or more num bers .

The above s~~t of ordered themes might be policy spaced as ~o11ows :

Scale
Theme Value

Support a “nar row ” te r r i tor ial sea 1
Suppor t a 3-mile territorial sea 1
Support a 12—mile territorial sea 3
Support for 12 mi les tied to a

2.Q0-mi le economic zone
Support a 50-mile territorial sea 9
Each sta te has a r i gh t to del im it its own

sovere ign ty zone un i la tera l ly  17
Supp ort a 200—mile t~ r r  itoriul sea 20

The first two themes differ insignificantly. Twelve miles is

the cu rently designated replacement for the three-mile limit.

Had l i mit s  of s ix  or eight  mi les  been included in this  set , they

would ha ve been scaled at two . The theme expressing condi-

ti onal support for 12 mi les was olaced at 4 because countries

usiro: it were offering to trade a broad territorial sea (up

to 200 miles) for a narrow sea plus an economic zone. Theme s

e x p r e s s i n g  suppor t  for  much broader l imi t s  are  placed corres-

p o n d i n g l y  f u r t h e r  down the scale.

Problem s in n ’a l i n g  a r i se  when there  are themes in the

set whose  s u b s t a n t i v e  impact is d i f f i c u l t  to assess. In the above

set , u n i lat e r a l d e l i m i t a t i o n  is such a theme . It  was placed fa r

— 6 —  
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down the scale both because it  r epresen t s  a policy that would

afl.ow every country  to declare  a very broad territorial sea, ~~~

because the concept was used as a kind of codeword by countries

interested in establishing such broad zones . Thus the placing

of such ambiguous themes is in part dependent upon some knowledge

of how they were used in the actual negotiations. There is some

danger inherent in this approach, of course , in that one might

begin to scale themes less on the basis of what the themes say

than on the basis of who said them ; and that could result in

distorted calculations of countries ’ positions on the issues.

We will return to the question of ambiguous themes in evaluating

the scaling tests .

Due to that potential for bias , policy spacing on the LOS

project was a collegial process, and the final policy scale for

each issue was the product of consensus among judges. However ,

because a process of socialization within the project may have

created , in effect , a project bias on some issues , we endeavored

to make the scaling process as “public ” as possible. That is,

whenever possible , decision-makers were as~ced to review the issue—

-
, variables , and indicate where their perceptions of the issues

departed from our own. Where they differed in important respects,

comparative analyses were run , the results of which showed the

consequences , if any , of differing perceptions . In addition ,

the issue-variables underlying each analysis were reported with

the analysis , for the inspection of users.

—7—
.

___rr ~ 
-—‘

~~~~~~
-- ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ —~1--~ — - ~~~ -‘ -.-,- ‘ 

- .



A c o u n t r y ’ s pos it ion  on an issue is def ined as the mean

of i t s  r o ;narks  on t h a t  issue , as measured on the relevant policy

scale .  Thus i f  A u s t r al i a  supported a 1 2 — m i l e  t e r r i t o r i a l  sea

once, and gave conditional support another time , its “na tiona l

score” for territorial sea delimitation would be (3+4)/2 = 3 . 5 .

As a mean , this figure can be interpreted as the expected value

of Australia ’s position on the territorial sea, based on its

remarks for the record.

Since there are always some countr ies  who do not address

some of the issues during a session of the Conference (or during

whatever  time period is being used for analysis) , there are gaps

in the sets of n a t io n a l  scores. Since one of the goals of the

project was forecasting the votes of all eligible participants

in the  nego t i a t i ons, triosa miss ing aata were f i l l ed  in b~~

means of multiple regression . -

A separate recression is run for each issue-variable in the

analysis. Each country with a national score constitutes a

case in the regression . The national score is the dependent

vari aLi ’ , and dichotomized national attribute/interest variables

— I
ur~ the predictors.

Countries receive a score of one (1) for those attribute!

intereat variables whose inclusion criteria they meet, and a

score of zero (0) on the remainder. Sample variables (of a total

of 33 availabL~ for use by the regression routine) are given in

table one , b elow?

9
A complete list is gi en in the appendix.
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TABLE 1

Variable - Criterion for inclusion

Major oil producer Oil production of at least 100,000
barrels per day

Major mineral producer Accounts for at least 2% of world
production of copper , nickel , manga-
nese, or cobalt. (Minerals found
in seabed nodules.)

Major merchant fleet At least 5 million deadweight tons
of shipping fly the country ’s flag .

Group of 77 Member of the UN’s “Group of 77”
developing nations.

Broad shelf Countries with wider than average
(30 nautical miles) continental
shelves.

Africa , Asia , Latin UN political groups. Each country
America, Eastern Europe , belongs to one and only one.

- ) Western Europe and others

I

—, 
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Lhe •~u r~~~’~ i -un is ~~‘ i - ~~~~i throuqh the oriqin, distrjbutina the

con-~ta~:L ~.erm ~~
- a set of variables that represent the United

~dt i .ns re~~ion~~i icusing Iroups (Africa , Asia , La tin America ,

Eastern Europe , and a rosidual category , Western Europe and Others)

\1eudi er ship in these groups is mutually exclusive and exhaustive.

The reqressiun coefficient for region thus constitutes each

courtry ’ s ‘ base ” estimate. Its other interests and attributes

act to effect marginal changes in that estimate. Up to 25 vari-

ables are illowed i n the equa t ion . Those ente r ing in the la t ter

steps of the regression make minima l contributions to variance

explained . They are included to allow the model to discriminate

as much as possible among countries with similar , but not

identical , interests.

The non-standardized regression coefficients generated by

each ~. gression are used to calculate estimated scores for every

coun try__those that served as cases in the regression and those

tha t uid not  (c urit ries without nationa l scores) . The estimate

for a given country is simply U c ’  sum of the coefficients of

those ;.i r ij b J e s  in the regression for which it has a score of

or- ’ - , as shown in  t~-ible two .
1°

11 Thc: t iLle contains only those variables from the regres-
sion to which at least one of the sample countries belong . Thus

t two regions, Te- ia and Eantern Europe , are not represented
althoit j~

j they were included in the regression .

- 
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TABI.E 2 CALCULATION (iF REGRESSION ESTIM A TES
(ISSUE-VR R IABLE : TERRITORIAL SEA )

4, a.

-
~~ 

4~c -. + C~ 
/ 

~ 
$

0 -
~ 
,c’ ,,b 

~~ ~~ ‘e 
4C.

Indep endent Ve r a :  -~~~~ 4 ~~~ ~~ 
~~~ 4, ~~~ •0~ ~~ ~~

4 0 •
~~
. 

~ e 4 ~~ -. 4/ ~~ ~4... .,~
- C;.’

________________ 
o~ ‘i~ ‘

~~ 
~~~ ~~ ~7 .

~ 
‘i ° ‘~~

Regres s ion  Coeff s :  1 .76 —3 .2 -2 .6 -7 .’~ -1.5 3.6 12. 4 12 .6 15.2 6.7 - 1.6 —2.1 2 .3

~cor ee On in d ep .
Vat isbies:

A ustra l ia 1 1 1 0 1 1 0 0 0 1 1 0 0

Butswana 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0

Chad 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0

Ecuador 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 0~~~~~1 0 0 1 1

N a ti ona l
Scores Eat ~rnate s Residual .

A ustral ia 3 .5 l .76+ (_ 3 .2)+ (-2 .6)+ (-l .5)+3 .6+6 .7+ (-1.6)+2 .3 — 5. 46 -1 .96

B~ tawana 3.0 ( - 7 . - ( + 1 2 .6 = 4 . 7 —1 . 7

Chad -—— (-7 .9 412 .6 4.7

Ecuador 19 .0 1.76+2. 4#15 .2+(—? .1)+2.3 19 .56 —0.56

This use of regression to fill in rnissinq data assumes

that states with like attributes and interests will take similar

negot ia t ing posi t ions. Thus the procedure generates identical

estimates for Botswana and Chad , because their interests in the

model are identical--both are landlocked African countries.

Once regression estimates have been generated , final indi-

cators of countries ’ positions on the issues are calculated .

For countries lacking national scores, these final indicators,

or “preferred positions,” equal the regression estimates. For

-11-
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:ount rien ~ :i nut onal scores , preferred positions are

~te~.i as a weL;h~ ’d i’mrage o~ score and estimate :

A
Y N + Y

Pr ef ~ rr~~i Position i j  i j  i j  , where
N + 1
ii

Y~~. = National score for country j  on issue—
1 variable i.

A
= Regression estimate for country j  on issue-

variable i .

N1. = Number of remarks by country j  on issue-
variable i.

In  ca l cu la ting p r e f e r r e d  posi t ions, the national score is

weighted by the number of remarks upon which it was based , and

the es t imat e  is given a weight  of one , This  has the e f f ec t of

bu th  introducing a “g r o u p ” i nf l u e n c e  into a country ’ s posi t ion ,

and c o r r e c t i n g  f o r  s t r a y  remarks .  The po tent ia l  e f f e c t  of averag-

irig in the estimate is inversely proportional to the number of

r e~r Ri rks  w e i g h t i n g  the national score (“ potentia1” because if

scoi-
~ and estimaLe are close , the effect will be nil, whatever

the number of remarks; we are essentially speaking of the effect

on states with large residuals) . Operationally, averaging in the

estimate serves to move a country ’s preferred position in the

direction of the preferred positions of those countries with whom

I j i t  5~~~~fc ’; interests. The estimate also serves to cushion the

-12-
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effect of idiosyncratic remarks which may not reliably reflect

a country ’s negotiating position , a problem when a national

score is based on a single remark. This assumes that, given a

large residual in such a case, the regression estimate reflects

the country ’s “true” interests better than its own statement of

policy; or at least that the final preferred position does so——

admittedly a large assumption , but one we have found to give

reasonable results.

The media~ of the distribution of preferred positions on

a given issue—variable is generally used as the estimate of most

likely outcome on that issue. The median is used in preference

to the mean because its calculation gives equal weight

to scores , analogous to one-state-one-vote , whereas the mean would

assign proportionately greater impact on outcome to countries with

positions toward the tails of the distribution . It also consis—

- 

- 

tently minimizes the aggregate movement of countries away from their

preferred positions. Finally, voting theory suggests that the

median is that outcome against which no other outcome can win,

under majority voting -- provided only that all states vote their
11

indicated preferences , and no deals are made.

-

~~~ 
11 

_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _
See Duncan Black , The Theory of Committees and Elections

(Cambridge : Cambridge University Press, 1958).
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Th~.-re n ennb~ r u~ eb iit i onal  f o r t  :as t ing  models

d i hO inethodolo~ y o t tbe T X S  proj  e e t — — a m o n g  them

u t i  i i  ‘ y u  t i el s  IOI  s i nq ie  issues  and  pack -a q~~s of i s sues ;  and a

nro (~:am to m a x i miz e  the number  of supporters for any given

p k u ~~ - ot ~ r o ) e s a 1 s --th e y  go beyond the  scope of the tests
12

U i s  o~~r .  We t u r n  now to those t e s t s .

C’ i ) l N c ;  ~r~i LA t i i L I i~

The coding test  consisted of 12 composite “ speeches”

drawn f r o m  U n i t ~~i N a t i o n s  sununary records  of the Caracas session

of the LOS ‘o r f u r e n c o .  Speeches were compi led  so tha t  each one

addressed  t h r e e  issues and ( i f  poss ib le)  no o thers :  t e r r i t o r i a l

sea J e l i m i t at  io r , the question of powers to be given the proposed

I n t e r n a t i o n al  Seabed A u t h o r i t y ,  and the ques t ion  Qf j u r i s d i c t i o n

over s ci en t  I t~~~~ r esearch in coasta l wate rs .  Countr ies  were

cft~~- or. so ~~; to r ep resen t  a l l  f i v e  reg iona l  caucusing groups ,

and -~i - r  st r a t fied according to development status and whether
13

or ‘~~‘~~~ th~ y Wel 1’ “ I ’ujrdphi cal ly disadvuntayed . “ Count r  ies
i n clu d e d  i n  tie test are listed in t a b le  3 , below .

~~~~~ however , f u l l y  d isc iss€ ’d  in CNA Res ’ u r ch  Cont r ibu-
t i o n  2 ’n , cr1a~’t er t h r e e .

~ ~Tn~ t~ ’rm “ d i  nu  h~~t n t a g e d”  aj pl ICS Lu countries that are either
l~jne Lock (c( , or sheiflocked--unable to claim an offshore area
;<t .ndin g beyond the 200—meter isobath. “Advantaged” states

h~IVO c)p( 1i cois tl ines and can make more extens ive  claims .

—14—
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- TABLE 3

COUNTRIES INCLUDED IN CODING TEST

Geographically Geographically
disadvantaged advantaged

Bolivia Ecuador
Developing Iraq India

Trinidad Nigeria

Austria Canada
Developed Finland Japan

Germany , GDR United States

Each cell in table three constitutes a country type for

purposes of this  test.

The introduction to the test b r i e f l y  explained the coding

methodology , and then asked readers to code a sample speech as

an exercise in’ learning by doir fg . Coders were given a codebook

listing themes and theme num bers for each of the test issues,

which was to be used in codinq thc test. However, coders were

instructed to add themes of their own to the codebook if they

felt that themes in the codebook did not adequately reflect

remarks found in the speeches .

The test was given to three separate groups: a graduate

class in research methods (38 tests returned) , a graduate seminar

in ocean policy (eight tests returned) , and four members of

the LOS project. The last served as the control group for evalu-

ating the students ’ performance . Both groups of students had

one class meeting devoted to an explanation of the LOS methodology .

-15~ 
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Thus compared t~~- the control g~ ou~~, they were relatively untutored

n~ the  r n t t h l o l o gy .  The methods  c lass  wa~ not socialized to

the norms ui -
~ ~‘trceptions (if the project. The ocean policy

se ;Itl n ar , however , was taught, by the project director , Rober t

Fr i edhe im , and  mus t  be considered p a r t i a l l y  socialized.

Coders were  given a q u e s t i o n n a i r e  to complete a f t e r  they

had f i n i s h e d  the tes t .  They were asked to give the amount of

time taken to complete the test, to indicate their level of

knowledge of law of the sea issues , and to rate the coding

ins tr u c t i o n s .  .T~me (two hours on average) and self-rated level

of k~-iow 1edge ( m e d i u m )  d id  not vary sufficiently to be useful as

co nt r - il v a r i a b l e s .  However ,  the s ix  coders who ra ted  tht ’

u~~truc t ions “inadequate” were dropped from the test. The resul ts

c~ ven be l ,w ~rL’ thus control led for she. r confusion . Coders

e v a i u ~~ted at least  bel ieved they  knew w h a t  they were doing .

D e r iv i n g  test r e s u l t s  f o r  both experienced and inexperienced

cod~~i s sh~~~1 Ti er-able us tu es~~d— I ‘
~ ‘h  ~~~r’ u~ e~ — ~nd 1r ~w~~r hounds

of r e 1 ia Li 1 it ~ t - r the p ro j ec t ’ s cont e it  a n a l y s i s  t e c h n i q u e s .

R e su l t s  fo r  the  control  g r o u n  w i l l  t h u s  h~. rt :} or ted  along w i t h

those for  t } ~~ t e s t  g r o u p s .

The test speeches wert’ brief , ave r~iging 22 lines each

(t h e  shortest was 13 lines , the longest 2 7 ) .  The order of issues

w i t h i n  speeches var ied , and the order of countries was such

that  c o u n t r y  types  were evenly distributed throughout the test.

-16-



Coders were asked to first bracket remarks they considered

codable. This procedure allowed us to transform the completed

tests into a three dimensional data matrix , countries by coders

by theme-cells-within—countries. Each theme-cell was assigned

a score of zero or one, depending on whether ot not it represented

a codable remark in the original text. Scores were derived

from the tests taken by the control group of LOS project coders.

Remarks which were bracketed and coded by two or more LOS coders

were defined as “codable” and those theme—cells received scores

of one. All other cells, including those rated codable by just

one LOS coder , were assigned a score of zero.

The tests were evaluated to determine the proportion of

codable remarks missed by the student coders (the rate of omis-

sion or undercoding) as well as the proportion of remarks coded

that the control group did not consider codable (the rate of

commission or overcoding) . National scores were then calculated

for  each country , by issue and code r . D i f f e r e n c e s  were taken

between these and the base national scores for each country/issue

deri~ved from the control group ’s tests. (The base national

score for India on deep seabeds , for example , was the grand me an

of all deep seabed themes assigned India by the LOS coders.)

While the calculations of differences were straightforward , the

calculation of under- and overcoding rates, and the reasoning

behind it, requires greater explanation.

l7
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the o v t- r tll r esid ts of Li~~ cod~~ H est  can be simply dis

pla yed in -~~ 2 x 2 cont  i n -~en : y t ~bU ~it ’le 4) - C e l l  one repre —

se:~tS j oir t u p  e ’~n e n t — — n u m b e r s  o t  U W i e  r . r~ i r k s  ~‘ui - ~ht by

0 OeL 5 .  C e l l  two r e p r e s e n t  s LA! - ~ cud i n~j  —- - codable  r e m a r k s

r~~,-;sed. CeU thi~ u r ep resen t s  ,ver ’ - - h u g — - e xt r a n e o u s  themes .

C e l l  f o u r  is e4r eed non -ac t s , and is such iinot be readily

d e f i n e d .

TABLE 4

CODING TES T CO1-JTINCL -JC!’ TABLE

Te ,t  Coders  Resul t s

D i d  Did not
code 

— 
code 

—

C o n t ro l  Should code J i” 185’) 474
group —~~~~~~~~~

—____ _____ — - - - __________

r e s u l t s  Should not 334code

To e’~’a 1u at r  these r e s u lt s , on ”  m1 ’Th~ simply calculate

the .ropu r t ion f remarks in each cell , tha t, is , 70% of all

r e m a r k s  in th e tab le  were correc t ly recognized ; 18% were missed ;

and 13~ were e x t T a n e o u s .  However , t h a t  approach  uses an

m t  i ’ed d Lnomi n at ’r to c-~l,cu1ate e r ror  p i o por t i o n s .  The under—

curling score in particular is deflat ed to the extent  tha t there

are overcoding errors. (The reverse is not the case. Fewer

unde rcodinys  mean g r eut e r  j o i nt  agreement , leaving the denominator

—18—
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unchanged.) A better approabh to undercoding would be to calcu-

late the proportion of valid themes missed by test coders , that

is ,

Undercoding rate 
c e l l l - F  cell 2 = . 2 0

By the same token , overcoding would be better represented as the

proportion of overcodes among all test coding acts . Since cell 2

constitutes test coder non—acts , the equation would be,

Overcoding ra te  = c e l ll +  cell 3 = .15

Using the frequency distribution in table 4, above, we arrive

at an undercoding rate of 20% (overall, one out of five valid

themes was missed by test coders) ; and an overcoding rate of

15% (overall, about one out of every seven remarks assigned

themes by test coders was not, in fact, codable, according to

the control group).

The chief advantage of this approach is that both rates

can be interpreted as simple probability statements . The chief

disadvange for those who prefer single summary statistics ,

is that it disaggregates error into two measures that

cannot be readily combine d (due to di f f e r ing  denominators .)

The combined error rate , in other words, is not 35%. The

measures constitute two distinct cuts at the codinq results

and should be considered separately . Indeed , more inforina-

tive than their combined values are their relative dis-

tributions across issues and country types (which will be

noted below) and what those distributions say about

—19— 
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s si eil!ut ic er I r i u t l!~- - ~’A,dLnrl . ‘ onlpu rt- ci t- ’ the f i r s t  approach

-o  1510 i n ;  i t  pr~~uorLioi il d i st ribut 101 -
~~~~ coding r e s u l t s

in t c~~~- -~ , t h e  lu - i I i } n r -  i ‘h is r e l a t i ve l y  conse rva t i v e , con—

s tit u t~ q a A - - st ca lL- ,i’,~~joach to rer’ uni tion e r r or .

As n-a t ed  above , over a l l  issues and c o u n t r i es , test

cudei  ~~~~~~ ive raUed .~ U % i;id ercodi rig and 1 5~ overcod ing . Comparable

fi ;sres b r  the c, n t r o l  group (LtJS pro lect coders) were 15% arid
14

7%, respectively. Coders using the LOS project ’s content analy-

sis methods might be expected , then , to cit~~h 80—85% of all codable

rcLl:IaI ks in a -3 LV L ’fl set of documents , _ Jri- ,~ t o  a ctu a l ly  assign themes

to codable , as opposed to ex t r aneous  r emarks  8 5 - 9 3 %  of the t ime

(see  t ab le  S j  . :~ote in table 5 that  e r ro r s  of omission are

greater than commission for both the test and control groups .

Indeed , the difference in rates is  more marked in the cont ro l

group : w h i l e  s t i l l  smal l , omiss ions  are double commissions .

Thi s  is .i ; c l i S i S t ’  nt  problem in thematic analysis , because the

un i ts at anilysis (themes) have rio natural boundaries. Thus

coder s tw O  to code too few , rather t han  too many , remarks.

There is a ~ood deal of \ ‘arlation by issue in both types

of er rol , i;i d a c- - r t a i n  amount of variation by country type .

To- I-it coders ha.U 1001 -it difficul ty with tlerritoriai sea , more

d i f f i c u l t y  w i t h  science , and most with the deep seabeds. The

14 L0S - - u d ’u  n ’ e r ; ’ r  r a tes  were c a l c u l a t e d  u s i n g  the same evalua-
t ion : ; , i t r i x  u sed for  the s t u d e n t  coders . Thus i f  two of the
f’ L l r p r o) e c t  ~‘oders rated a g iven  remark  as codable , and two
rho not , t w u  omiss ion  errors resulted . Remarks coded by just one
pr - ]OCt C(dt’I -~o n s tit u t e d  overcoding .

L - . ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~



TABLE 5 
-

THEME RECOGN ITION ERROR RATES

A. tJNDERCODING [.20 (.l5)~1 *

Issues : - Terr. Deep
sea Science seabeds

Country Overall
types scores .12 (.04) .19 (.22) .27 (.15)

Disad . .25 (.20) .09 (.08) .18 (.19) .36 (.26)
Developing

Advan . .21 (.11) .26 (.05) .06 (.10) .31 (.17)

Disad . .19 (.13) .03 (0) .31 (.25) .07 (0)
Developed

Adv an . .16 (.16) .0 - ( 0 )  
. 

.18 ( . 2 9 )  
- .22 (.10)

B. OVERCODING [.15 (.07)]*

Issues : Terr. Deep
sea Science seabeds

Country Overall
types scores .03 (.04) .17 (.07) .21 (.09)

Disad . .13 (.08) 0 (0) .18 (.14) .16 (.05)
Developing

Adva n. .12 (.07) 0 (.05) .08 (0) .24 (.05)
- 

Disad. .17 (.04) .11 (.08) .14 (0) .26 (.08)
Developed

Advan . .19 (.11) 0 (0) .27 (.11) .20 (.18)

*N ulnbers in parentheses are scores for the control group.
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1A;c rOasin-~ er r-.r rate paraileis thi’ incir ’asing technical complex—

1t ~ Ot Lt~~ 1:.I utIS . The f I r u L  is a simpl e boundary  question ,

and ~~~~~ i-c~ S L O  L’~llt f l it5 r (lJat inLj to it are brief and straight—

~, -r~~arU . Sc i~ nc~ involves the cleiree of coastal s ta te  j u r i s —

dLct -~~ L n over research , while the third question combines the

A SS ie~; C t  dCcess to seabed resources and powers to be accorded

tn ~ropo s~- d international seabed minerals agency. While control

~I.Uj. u n d e rc o d i n g  e r rors  are  more frequent for the latter two

issues than  for territorial sea, overcoding remains low for

a l l  three .  Add itio nal experience , in other words , seems to

effectively tea ch coders what not to code . It also reduces

errors  of om ission , but not to the same degree .

m~~~5~~ rosu]ts also vary by country type . More accurately,

they vriiy according to whether a country is developed or develop-

ing. Test coders tended to miss policy statements by LDCs more

frequently than they missed statements by developed countries .

The 1’ - ‘  so - U- - - 1 1’ - w t . i  - xt raneo-jL~ re~L , i rks f r  LDCs . Overall ,

then , t”~~ coders seemed to devote more at tention to speeches

by dc’v’-looe’c .i countries , coding them more intensively. This

d id f ’ - r i- r it ia l codinq suggests a certain amount of cultura l bias

15in esf coW rs , relative to the  cant  rol group .

sir — i l d  be noted that neither of the patterns discussed
above (variation in error rate by issue and country type)
are as evident when issues and countries are cross—tabulated .
Cle~ix~~y, the relatively small number of countries in the test ,
!l iowlng onl y three countries v~r “type ” may permit sufficiently
ntr ou o interaction effects--due to idiosyncratic structure or
style ~f i ndividual speeches , for example-- to masquerade as
main effects . For the time being , this problem can only be
acknowledged , and the suggestion made that , if country effects
are irloe rtuin , iss ue e f f ~ ct.s appear to be genuine , confirmed
by analysis of di ffereu c~’c in national scores below .

— 22—
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Table 6 compares recognition results from the ocean

policy seminar with those from the research methods class.

The sample size from the policy seminar is small (7 coders),

so conclusions drawn from this comparison are tentative. The

partially socialized coders from the seminar seemed to have

a better idea of what not to code, but had a slightly higher

omissions rate . Overall ,’ they tended to be less aggressive

coders than the methods class. Both groups, however, exhibit

the same tendency to undercode remarks by LDC5.

TABLE 6: RECOGNITION ERROR RATES ,
BY TEST GROUP

Uridercoding Overcoding

Terr. Terr .
Sea Science Seabeds Sea Science Seabeds

Policy .14 .17 .32 .01 .15 .17

Methods .11 .20 .26 .03 .17 .22

• Undercoding Overcoding

Developing Developed Developing Developed

Dis. Adv . Dig. Adv. Dis . Adv. Dis. Adv .

Policy .32 .23 .17 .17 .14 .08 .13 .14

p Method s .23 .21 .20 .16 .11 .11 .19 .20

To determine what effect recognition errors and theme

0 misassignments might have on analysis , national scores were

calculated for each country , by issue and coder.
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Di t fere:i ’ s I-c tw~~~n t e s t  und base scores were assessed two ways——

I -~~~ i b — I l u t e  1 -1 : 1 differen ’s , and by direction of difference

( a u f t  7 ) .  A i i t f e i e n c t  o f  4 scale  v i l u e s  or more between a

dr r ’ S n o t  - ) t l d  I score and the  a p p r o p r i a t e  “base ” was considered

S e L 1 O U S  error. Such a difference would result in a substan—

~ i v t J y  i~~~t - - i - t t Lntv r pretation of a country ’s posi tion on

any one of t he  thr ee teSt issue—var iables.

TABLE 7

DIFFERENCES IN NA TIONA L SC?RES ,
TEST CO DERS AN I )  ~os CODERS

A .  Absolut  ~ie ,l  ii~~f f e r c n c e s

____ 

T~~~r . Sea SCIPICe Seabe ds

M r  D i f f e r er c e -  .50 ( . 06) 1.5 (.80)  2 . 3  ( . 8 )

2% ( 0 )  2 0% ( 0 ) 18% ( 0 )

- LDC LDC hC DCCountry ‘I-j p ’ S:
________________ 

Di ’ . M v , Dis . M v.

Mea n D i f f e r e r - .- 1.0 ( .5)  1.6 (. t )  1.3 (. 5) 1 .4 (. 6 )

Pe rcent  ~u r 1 o u s  
~~~~~~ 9% 11% 9%

D i f f e rence

**
B. b i s t r i bu t i - v  of D i t f er e n c~~s

All D i f f erences Serious D ifferen res

(1 u r ~~ t - : r  c J F ( - a t e r )  ( 4  f l i t s  or greater

T 5 . f S d .  SB T .~~ . SC1 . SB
____-

~~~~ 

__+ - _ _ _

ill v - i Codos  .: 6% [ 59% ,d/, 100% 60% 66%

Pol 1 C~/ ~~
-‘ rn r i  2 L~~ [ -6% 6( 100% 0 - 4 %

~~
- i - - s  C iass  (- - 

~ 60 57% ioo-c r 6~ 63% 
- - ——  ——-— - — -—  

tu. ; p r o j e c t  c — iuL- r s d i uj e r e n c c s ,  e l ,;n c a lcu l a t e d  I corn the
t r n e  1 S t i n1I i-~~

- z— o- , a re  d i V - n 1. r’i ifl r e r t h S .

( ‘ 1 1  (fl u r r  p e r c o f i l  1 c i  ~es in which I si  coder s

t~~~ 
y a ~ ‘c r,-s w p r r~ s rns l  L~~r — —  rn-,r~ f ’y.~’~ij d  t lie developed

- ‘ i • -  t i l i  of t i e -  p r - i  i c ~ t.caIe •- ~~ t i w n  t i  base  sco r es ,

— 24—
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As with recognition errors , differences in scores vary

by issue , in the same issue order. The mean difference for

territorial sea was less than one unit, an uninterpretable

difference. Serious errors ran 2%. Differences in science

scores averaged 1.5 units , with 10% serious error. Seabeds

scores were off 2.3 units , and serious errors ran 18%. Still,

even in the last case, four out of f ive coders scores fell

within four units of the base scores, an acceptable outcome

especially c.onsidering that test coders did not know the

scale values of any of the themes they assigned .

However , test coders did tend to assign themes that were

ranked more toward the developed state end of the three issue-

variables (smaller scale values) relative to themes assigned by

the control group. That is, they tended to interpret remarks

as being more favorable toward narrower territorial seas,

freedom of science, and limited powers for the seabed agency,

than did LOS project coders . If this does not again suggest

cultural bias in test coders , it at least suggests that

experience and socialization sensitizes the coder to third world

policies and reduces the tendency to reinterpret unfamiliar
p

statements according to familiar frames of reference.

Table 7b shows that interpretable differences in national

scores (those of one unit or greater), with the exception of

territorial sea , where 10 cif 12 base scores were 3.0, tilted

toward the developed state end of the scale by about 60% to 40%.
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a

The distribut ~~ - a c f  serious di iferences was even more skewed ,

-: favering - I - ve1.~~ed stat : e p o s i t i o n s  b y 2 : 1.  The d i s t r i b u t i o n  of

di f F r i  ences was ab ou t  the same f o r  both test groups .

Coun t ry  type seems not to have affected this process.

Developed and develop inq countries alike were shifted toward

the developed state end of the policy scales by test coders .

To summar i ze the resul ts of the coding test , we found

that minimally trained coders can use the content analysis

methodology with very reliable results. The chief benefits of

increased coder socialization were found in reduction of over-

coding and cultural bias.

P O L I C Y  SC/-d F ~i:; REl IABIL ITY

Ne xt to the data i tself , the policy scales (i ssue variables)

developed to measure countries ’ negotiating positions on the

iss-ics ar-c th most important variables affecting the project’s

analyses o~ negotiations and forecasts of negotiating outcomes.

Those forecasts are valid only to the extent that the underly-

ing iss ie- var iables reflect reasonably well the way negotiators

per- ’elv€- the issues and the relationships of alternative solu-

tions to one another. Whether the issue-variables do so depends

in part on our perceptions of the issues, and in part on the method

ot scaliru we have  developed to rei fy those perceptions . To
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test the reasonableness of LOS project analysts ’ perceptions

of the issues and the reliability of the scaling methods ,

we consulted law of the sea experts outside of CNA by means of

a three— issue scaling test. Seventeen tests were sent out to

experts in government and academe ; ten were returned and consti-

tute the sample evaluated here.

The three issues were chosen to be representative of the

scope of negotiations at the LOS Conference . Thus we included

the question of deep seabed mining, a navigation issue (straits

transit), and a coastal state jurisdiction issue (scientific

research in the coastal zone). Twelve themes were selected ,

representing the f u l l  range of proposals tabled during the

negotiations , for each issue. Themes were printed on cards .

Thus each participant received a deck of 36 cards arranged into

- 
three 12-card issue-subsets. Card order within subsets was

• 
-
~ randomized across participants to avoid primacy-latency effects

on ordering .

Participants were given a set of wri t ten instructions

that explained how policy scales were created and used by the

project. The instructions also gave step-by-step proced .res

for ordering and scaling . All participants rated the instruc—

tions at least “adequate.” Following Torgerson ’s suggestion,

- ‘27—f
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t— sc~~l r n c r i t t o a I  and the policy endpoints for each issue

r sp ~-°.if - - (table 8), as was the origin (a scale va l ie of

One) •~~~~~~ T a t  i C t j tntS were given the op t ion  of r e s c a l i ng any

)t t h e  t es t  issues according to a d i f f e r e n t  c r i ter ion if they

f~ - l  th~ one qivert  in the test was inappropr ia te. (None did so.)

l i e n t i ii. r e s t s  were  g iven to three LOS project  analysts  fo r

pur~~c . es of d i r ec t  compar ison w i t h  outside test participants ’

results.

The Lt . stS are eva1ao t e-~ here in several ways , proceeding

rcu-rhl y ~ rer- - ‘h~ mtcro to the macro level. First, table 9 gives

the intercorrelation matrix of standardizec~ test scales fo~

eacrr 1 ;sue . Correlations of less than .70——pairs where less than

ta l~ of the variance is accounted for  -— are highlighted.

In ‘h issue , most of the low cor re l a t ion s  are due to a few

partici~~arits whose perceptions differ considerably from those

~~~
‘ ~~-~~~ : n~~~]y ’~ -s an d t-he~ r f e l l o w  t- -’st participants. These out—

1 i - i s  l a r -~’e ly  t ccount  for  t b -  lower i - i - l i a b i l i t y  f igures  for

t e s t  - - o r t i c i pan ts  repor ted in tab le  10 , where LOS ana lys t s’

r a t s  a 6o ev a U i i  t i - t i sep-i r a t el  y .

p. 69,

-28-
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TABLE 8 : SCALING CRITERIA

CRITERION POLICY L I V I T S

degree of restriction No restr ictions

S t r a i t s  ‘r a n si t  imposed on passage of
vessels thr3ugh
straits

Straits closed

degree of control over
seabed mining to be No control

Deep Seabeds accorded any new ’ inter-
national seabed agency .

Complete control

degree of coas ta l  s t a te
- - . control over research No control

Sc ient ific conducted in the coastalResearch zone.

Complete control

~~ - -~~~~~~ 
p
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TABLE 10: INTRACLASS. CORRELATIONS
a

LOS TEST

Issue r
1 

r
3 

r
1 

r
3 

r
10

Seabeds .93 .98 .76 .90 .97

Straits .95 .98 .71 .88 .96

Science .97 .99 .75 .90 .97

.~j_/ _____ kr
r = , ard r = ________

1 var k 1+(k—1)r
1
.

B. J. Wirier, Statistical Principles in
Experimental Design, 2nd edition (New York:
McG raw— H i l l  Book C o m p a n y ) ,  pp . 291— 296 .

The reliability of a single measurement (r1) averaged .95

for LOS analysts and .74 for other test participants. The

reliability of the mean of all ten test participants ’ results

(r10) approaches that of LOS project members. The consistency

of the results suggests that a much larger sample of the

policy community at large is required to produce a policy scale

as reliable as that produced by a highly socialized group. More

interesting than this commonsensical finding, however, is the

reported reliability of the mean of three measurements for test

participants , which averages .89 with almost no variation over

the three issues. That is, the reliability of a policy scale

based on a sample of three outside experts, while not perfect,

can be expected to be sufficiently high to be used as a framework

for analysis.
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In pra’:t e , t h e  pr~~-j 1 -~-t ‘s ipp r -aach t o  t he  problem of

- i a ;  p i - I c - ; t i ~~~s eas I ~- - - r  ‘ - )  re ly r~ a c 1 L - ; i & l .  scal ing

vrc -cess  t~~ -~ ~~~~~~~ ~~~t c t s~~ y : r  al poin t s  of view . To 

a this process in the t~ st , -
~~~~~ developed issue—variables

)I each issue based on the composi te test resu l t s  of LOS

-~nalysts and other t~ -st participants , respec t~ ve1y . Following

: :r - - - r -son , t h e  :1cm scale v a l u e  assigned to a given theme in the

testS ( s tan d a r d i z e d  for  c o m p a r ab i l i t y  across p a r t i c i p a n t s)  was
17• taken as its scale value on the composite issue-variable. The

result ing composite scales were then transformed monotonically

t~~ produce a scale approx imately  25 u n i t s  in length with an

er~ gin of 1. The resulting variables are shown in table 11.

Tahie  12 gives  the results of a comparative analysis of

t h e  compos i t e  v a r iab l e s , s t a r tin g  w i th  ~:he comparative rank—ordorin~

of themes. The respective Spearman rank-difference correlations

(Spearrna a ’s rho ) - i r e  .97 f o r  seaheds , .99  for s t r a i t s, and .87

f t  seie r~ce.  Th~~u;h LiDs; ai~~ l~~~l. s and  c-~- L participants differ

mos t ~ r the rdnk- -~ 1~ lt rinL; ot science themes , test participants

d i f f e r  east t r r s i n q  themselves ~-n t h a t  issue , as shown by the

s t a n d a r — i  iev r t  ‘r,ns of r a n k s  w i t h i n  themes , across pa r t i c ipan t s.

A st ct:~~1L1 r 1 dev~ :ti ei of f/— 2.0 a :i~.c- values indrcated subs tan t ive ly

signifi’- a r t  differences of opinion among participants as to

hc pr ~~- I e r  ~. ek i n q  ot  a g iven theme . Such —)itference3 occurred

- 
-‘ t - - r - e - i- i rv~ of -n pronosed reqi ic ot coastal state

cons~ r ’ fo r “ r e s o u r c e — r e l a t e d ”  research , a nd over the

-~u es tion  ) f  ‘r ,i ; t - j l  s t a te  cont i-el over the pub l i cation of

17
Ti-jr -~~ - r s - , r , ; —  . 71.
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research results. With  the exception of the latter theme,

participants tended to disagree least on themes ranked near

either end of the respective composite scales . That is , as

one migh t expect , participants were able to place more extreme

proposals with greater consistency . Even so, on average, parti-

cipants ’ rankings of even the more ambiguous themes tracked

closely with LOS analysts ’ rankings.

To compare the policy-spaced composite variables , test

variables were regressed on their LOS project counterparts .

The results are reported in the last column of table 12, and

plotted in figures 1 through 3. In each regression , the LOS

composite accounted for at least 85% of the variance in the

test variable. Thus, independent measures of perceptions for each

issue , drawing on two different groups of substantive experts —-
one heavily socialized in the particular methodology being tested

and one not socialized at all -- produced results that were strik-
ingly similar across groups .

Because the regressions were run using non-standardized

scales, the residuals can be directly interpreted in terms of

scale values. Themes with residuals of three or greater are

s-_ i labeled in figures 1 through 3. A positive residual means that

test participants considered the proposal embodied in a particu—

lar theme to be more restrictive (of access to the seabeds;

freedom of transit; or freedom of research) than did LOS analysts.

A negative residual indicates a less restrictive interpretation .
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High positive residuals tended to be associated with “umbrella”

proposals that seem to leave operational discretion to the coastal

state (or in the case of the deep seabeds, to the international

agency). Thus, more restrictive interpretations were given

the”Enterprise ” system , “exclusive riparian state jurisdiction ”

over straits transit , “coastal state control” over scientific

research , as well as a proposal for “reasonable” coastal state

zegulations for research. Test participants tended to take

more of a worst-case approach to such proposals than did LOS

analysts. A similarly consistent pattern is not evident for

high negative :~esiduals.

The respective composites produce very similar results

when used to create distributions of countries ’ preferred

positions (figure 4)~~8 The issue where LOS and test perceptions

vary the most--scientific research--shows distributions of data

and estimates that nevertheless closely parallel one another.

The respective medians for science are substantively identical

(coastal consent for research).

18 Interpretation of the histograms is straightforward .
Scale values form the horizontal axis for each, while the verti-
cal axis represents number of countries. Thus the height of
the column for a given scale value gives the number of countries
with preferred positions at that value.

The distributions in figure 4 use national position data,
drawn from UN documents for the Caracas and Geneva sessions of the
LOS Conference (1974-75). Because they are based upon the 12-theme
test issue-variables , they do not necessarily match project analyses
for 1974-75 based on more complete scales, arid are valid only for

6 comparing test groups , within issues.
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These results demonstrate the relative robustness of the project’s

policy scales, and their relative insensitivity to minor differ-

ences in perceptions of the issues . The chief factor determining

the overall effect  of any change in ordering or policy-spacing

is of course the proportion of data accounted for by reordered

themes. The larger the proportion , the more serious the potential

impact of reordering on analysis. Thus, even though the policy

scales themselves are rather robust, it is important that pro-

cedures for creating them be reliable. The results of this test

suggest that they are.

A VALIDITY CHECK : LOS AND THE SNT

The results of the scaling test suggest the validity of

the LOS project ’s models of the 1~ w of the sea negotiations , at

least for the questions of the deep seabeds, scientif ic research,

and straits tran~ ±t. A further validation effort has been under-

taken. Although the Single Negotiating Text (SNT) issued at

the Geneva (spring 1975) session of the LOS Conference is not

the final treaty, it does represent the considered judgments

of the chairmen of the three main committees of the conference

5- as to the direction of negotiations in their respective commit-

tees at that time . If the SNT did not represent the “true”

preferences of Conference participants, it was used as the

point of departur e for the next round of negotiations . Compar-

ing LOS project medians on key issues , generated just prior to

— 41—
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i th t h s  vievant provi~ ions of the 
‘ NT will at least

t •-’ li  U~~ ~ - : 2 t f I~~- r  t h t - ~‘r ~~ )e - i  ‘ s fot - 1~3ts w ’-r~- ~~~~ a l l  “in the

b a ll~-dr k.”

Provisions of the SNT that corresponded to our major

i s s u e- v a r i a b l e s  w i - r i  codl4-1 , in the sense t h a t  appropr ia te  scale

~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ were ass L i ( ecl r 4 . t hem.  These were compared to the medians

of the corresponding issue-variables. Table 13 gives these

comparisons. Differences are presented as a range where the

complexi ty of the tex t , or conflicting text articles relating

to the same issu~ made assignment of a single scale value to

the t ’xt imposs ibl e .

According to the criteria we have been using in this paper ,

no median was ser iously o f f  the mark No d if f e r ence  was more than

three scale values , according to our evaluation of the SNT.

_ 
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ANi C ) ~~ CL ( ~~ T )N?

T~ is L-~~~~~’ L  ~~~~ reported Lh ’- i~sults of refl ability and

‘:~ lir ii t ” tests run on the CNA Law of the Sea Project ’s thematic

1’u~ i t t ~~~~
-. inalys’~s and policy—scaling procedures. -rh e results of

t~~ - codinq test suggest that the content analysis procedures

are very reliable , even with marginally tutored coders; that

substantial socialization raises coding reliability, while

~ie cr e a sin g  c u l t u r a l  b ias,  Errors  of omiss ion  remain a problem

for  complex  i ssues , hu t  exper ienced  coders can be expected to

pick ~p ~~ 1~~% of codah ie remarks on such issues , while coding

relati”ely few extraneous remarks , prior to quality checking.

WiU4 ~ ia~~i t y  ch e c k i n g  proced ures in use as describad in the

introduction to this paper , error rates in the final data base

used for  ana ly s i s  should be lower .

Although perceptions of the issues under negotiation

Y~~~1 ~
‘ -- -

~‘~~n among the expert ;, collegial policy— ;p~ cing as

pi~~~t iced by the LOS project c~in be expected to produce issue-

v-~riaLJes that. ~ure on the order of 90v- reliable and

f a i  ly  robust - A ~~
- r i p i r i s o r i  of LOS project fo reca sts wi th the

1975 S ing l e  ~~-qLc Ldting Text suggests f u r t h e r  that issue—

var iab les so developed can he va l id  ind ica tors  of t rends in
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This information processing system and its attendant ana-

lytic and forecasting models are applicable not just to the law

of the sea. They can be applied equally well to other multi-

lateral negotiations , past or future, for purposes of trend and

outcome forecasting, or historical reconstruction . Where there

are reports of countries’ negotiating positions, they can be

coded. Where the policy dimensions underlying the issues are

known, or can be deduced , issue-variables can be created . These

procedures are not without cost. Content analysis in particular

is a laborious process. Coders, both experienced and inexperi-

enced , took an average of two hours to complete the coding test,

generating about 60 items of information apiece. If this rate

is typical of the entire LOS data base, then its creation required,

over a per iod of years , about 1,500 hours of coding . The pay—

of fs ,  however , especially in a large and technically complex

negotiation , can be substantial, giving negotiators systematic

information about the shape and progress of negotiations~

a macroscopic counterpoint to the day-to—day interactions of

diplomatic bargaining.
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TABLE A-2 : LSSUE-VARIABLES USED TO CA LCULATE NATIONAL
- 

- SCORES FOR CODING TEST

VARIABLE 1: TERRITORIAL SEA DELIMITATION

SCALE THEME
VALUES THEMES NUMBERS
I LL 0PPG S~ E X T EhS IC N JF CO~~~T .~L S T A T E S  CLA IM -S ..... 7f.
1. 10 MILF TE~~<ITC iRI~~L 3 E i .  ..... 5 0 - ~1 6 MILE TE~~~IT0~ IA L StA ..... 71. 3
I £4 MILE T L R r I T O ~~I A L  ~ c A  ..... 7 2 3
1 MODIFY PCSITIVL LA W  -1Y AG PE LIEN T ONLY ..... 925

C I F0~ NA~~ZP3~ TL~~~I T O ~~I~~L S EA ..... 955
3 F~J-~. 12 MiLE TE ~~T~ h - I A L ~Et i ..... 934
4 ~‘ITE TAKE 12-Mr I~ /200 EZ ~‘/F~ EE~ A V + ‘3VE~~FLI5$4TS ..... 71
4 - l~~~~ ’ 1 ILE  T TIED T-j E X C L U S I VE - CONuMI C 7~Y~E .....
4 IS DEL IM LINKEC 13 FR.EE 3Ct-! OF PA.5A GE T-1 -’UJ ~T?AT..... 92 1

~. SY 1~-~~THETIC TO PA CKAGE (j2P-~ILE TS,SPECIAL C-3’~T f l . .. ..  922
£4 MIGHT TAKE 12 MILE ..... 966
4 oiscus: 12 Mi TS IF NO RIDERS ..... 1028
~ NEEO lfl IFO M I Rr- IT0 ~~IA L SE A ..... 927
6 12-M ILE FOE. ~~~/F Ti4EF Furc OL,EIN ,.... 965
7 18 MILE TEt- ~R l T C E I A L  ~SE L ..... 704
7 15 MILE TE~ RITLR ~ AL SEt . . ... . -  70 7

~ ~0rk 25 MILE 15 ..... 990
‘i FO~ J i.j MILE TS • • • ‘
-
~ ~0 MIL E TE RR ITGRIA ~.. ~~~~ •. ,• .  7

10 T a  OF F~~t~~: Oh bASIs  JF ~EC1P-.OCITY W / N t I GH ~fl~~~~ ..... ~2113 13 DE L I M i T A T 1O~ ~ IF~ tRE NT IN N~~ R0~ SE~.,9PE~ S:A..... 93 1
13 FIND FLEX 1~~LE C R I T E ~~I&~ FC~ T . DELIMIT A TION ..... 935
11 F~)i~ 100 1-t ILE T L F - t - I T O R I t . L  S E A  ..... ‘300
12 130 MiLE T E~~L I 10r .tIAL ~E A  •. . . .  ~9q
ii 150 ‘VILE T3 • .. ‘•  111
15 M I G H T  G I V r .  U~ 203 M I L E  TE~~-l TOS t~~L ~~A ..... 237

• 16 SUPPI.d< 1 LA CLA M~ OF 200 Iii T~ .....
17 F3~

- .., T~ TE C IGHT T O  D E L I M I T  S-3VE~~ ITh~ TY t04-d. ..... 105
17 SYMP~iTHE TI C T~ UI~I~~.TE~~AL C LIIM S,THO ~JOT C’3 -\~ 0..... 11(~17 15 NEEL — EGI M E PLU;AI.:;Y Ct - ~EC IJ 4 Eu -¼ SI; F3~’. T. .. . .. ‘ 3 3 6
17 °LUI~.LiTY W I L L  N CT  L~~~A L  10 A.AR C }IY .....
17 R E1~~I N P—..C—~~~TIF 1: ~~~~ 1H A ’~ P~ ESC RI r3ED !3Y COI4V..... 12~~711 CP E O~ E1 13 12 t-IILF T:F~ ITCF I-I L E A  .. .,. 363
23 LA Hi- , ~~cCI,. L SILUk1TY PtOU IRL r I c NIS ..... 907
23 200 M I L L T r I T 0 ~~I M L  h E M  .....
2-i e13ls.. TH~ -..-’Y— .,C-M)T +W~~TE rm j. t- .4TU RAL ~.,L 3i~

C.~~t~ .4f ,~~ ... ‘311
23 OL t/ELO~ IC ~IGf-i TU RE~ Ti~ ICI JU- ’1G/UNIL ‘U CLaIMS •• •.. 916
20 2 0 0 — r ’ I .LM IM 6000 MODEL FOF LOC ..... 317
23 B 3A e  t..~.TL JU s~ i~~U ~~3T [ C T ~ AGu IP4~~T P~~I’-J.~T E )EV .....
20 15 ~IJNCt P T W~~ ~i- -SEO Oh ~ILIT~~RY ,N0W ~C9N +tSO L ~~• • , ,  937
2) 230 MiLE HA S I-~)ECLCGICML SI G 4I F IL A N C: ..... 1307
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TABLE A— 2: continued
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