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"Would you tell me, please, which way I ought
to go from here?"

"That depends a good deal on where you want
to get to.

L don't much care where.

"Then it doesn't matter which way you go."

". . . so long as I get somewhere.

'0Oh, you're sure to do that, 1f you only walk

nough."

"

-Conversation between Alice and
the Cheshire Cat
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CHAPTER I

INTRODUCTION

Purpose and Scope

—— The/Toilg;EHQVpaper attempts to fill an existing
substantive gap 1n the literature of strategic deter-
rence by presenting both theoretical analysls and a
historlical case study of amblgulity in deterrence
threats., Many academic and military strategists have
touched/tn the role of ambiguity in threat relatlon-
ships, but there exlsts no comprehensive treatment of
the subject.

Most strateglc commentators have treated
ambiguity as a readily manipulable tool in the hands
of decision makers. The implied assumption of the
literature has been that decislon makers are free to
employ the degree of ambiguity that best sults their
immediate needs. In this sense, ambigulty 1s an
independent variable, in that it 1s not "caused" or
influenced by any other factor other than the free
choice of policy makers. When ambiguilty 1s independent
of external influences, one cannot regard i1t as a valid

indicator of anything other than the capriciousness of
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policy makers.

The position of thils paper 1s that to maintain
a balanced and realistic perspective, 1t 1s quite
useful to conceptualize the degree of ambiguilty present
in any given deterrence threat as a depenuent, as well
as independent, varlable, 1.e., as having causes as
well as effects. When degree of ambiguity 1s treated
as a dependent varlable, 1t 1s assumed the preexilsting
conditions do indeed have an influence on it. Once
this assumption 1s made, the study of ambiguity atfains
both greater theoretical importance and policy
relevance. If a causal or even correlational relation-
ship can be demonstrated between ambigulty and certain
specific preexisting conditions, then the degree of
ambiguity employed by an adversary in some future
threat can be used as a valid index of other conditions,
possibly less accessible to direct scrutiny. Efforts
in thils direction have been notliceably lacking in the
literature of deterrence ambiguity to date.

There exlsts an enduring disparity between
deterrence theory and practice. Classic deterrence
theory holds that couching a threat in ambiguous terms
serves to detract from credibillity and hence, effective-
ness, of the threat. One qulckly learns that ambigulty

1s to be eschewed, and that the target of any given
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threat willl percelve ambigulty as a sign of weakness.
Maximum clarity in stating the threat 1s correlated
with credible and successful deterrence outcomes.
Directly conflicting evidence is presented by the
language of threat in the real world. Virtually all
deterrent threats are couched in language that 1s to
some degree ambiguous. In order to explailn the
disparity between theory and practice, one must =o
beyond the two-party/one-issue model of deterrence =nd
conslider each deterrence attempt as 1mbedded in the
more general context of 1nternational relations. With
the possible exception of the most basic instance of
deterrence of direct attack on one's homeland, the
means by which a deterring state (source) influences
another (target) to take or avoid a certain course of
action are dictated by a whole host of considerations,
some of which may well transcend the speciflc 1ssue of
the moment. The broad range of interests held by the
deterring power can act as a moderating influence so as
to transform his deterrence attempt from the theoreti-
cally ideal posture of maximum clarity to one of some
degree of ambigulty.

The heretofore theoretically unexplained
exlstence of ambiguity in actual deterrence threats 1s

a powerful argument for the 1nadequacy of present




deterrence theory. Incorporation of the concept of
subsidiary motives (as defined below) into the classic
deterrence model may be an important first step in
closing the gap between theory and practice. 1In
effect, deterrence theory has been highly normative,
rather than descriptive, in nature, and has enjoyed a
degree of autonomy from the context of general inter-
national relations that may not be justified.

The chronological scope of the paper 1is limited
to the postwar era. Most theorists concur that the
advent of nuclear weapons and efficient and reliable
means of delivery have qualitatively changed the
character of military deterrence. Deterrence as a
psychological tool to preserve state interests 1s not a
new concept, but the abllity to "threaten vast damage
and pain while leaving opposing military forces

intact" is.1

lAlexander L. George and Richard Smoke, Deter-
rence in American Foreign Policy: Theory and Practice
(New York: Columbia University Press, 1974), p. 21;
Bernard Brodie, Strategy in the Missile Age (Princeton,
New Jersey: Princeton University Press, 1959), p. 271;
David C. Schwartz, "Decision Making in Historical and
Simulated Crises," in International Crises: Insights
From Behavioral Research, ed. Charles F. Hermann (New
York: Free Press, 1972), p. 171, for typical arguments
in favor of 1945 as the logical starting point for.
modern theorles of deterrence. A dissenting volice
belongs to George H. Quester, who holds that "We are
not so alone in the 'balance of terror' problem that we
face, or so original in our solutions to 1t." See

J----------------------------------iél.ll!!ﬂ
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The focus of the paper is the concept of
strategic deterrence and not its implementation within
the context of American foreign policy. Examples of
American attempts to exercise the policy of deterrence
are freely used for illustrative purposes, but
hypotheses that are generated and conclusions reached
will refer to the specific policies of no particular
country, but to the theoretical concept of deterrence

itself.

Organization

The paper 1s divided into five chapters, of
which this introduction 1s the first. The chapter on
methodology 1s broader in scope than if 1t were merely
a justification for the approach used in this paper.

It presents a comparative analysis of the relative
strengths and weaknesses of the qualitative and quanti-
tative approaches to the empirical study of deterrence
and reviews significant examples of each approach. In
the third chapter an attempt 1s made to assemble the
major theoretical notions concerning deterrence

ambigulity. Applicable research from social psychology

George H. Quester, Dcterrence Before Hiroshima: The
Airpower Background of Modern Strate (New York: John
Wiley & Sons, 19 - L
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and game theory 1s included to supplement the writings
of academic and military strateglsts.

The fourth chapter consists of a historical
study of Soviet threats directed towards Britain,
France, and Israel during the 1956 Suez Crisis. This
particular crisis was selected as the subject of the
case study for a number of reasons. Suez was a postwar
crisis of 1limited and definable duratlion involving both
superpowers and medium powers. In keeping with the
focus of the paper on deterrence rather than American
foreign policy, the case centers on nuclear threats by
the Soviet Union and how other countries perceived and
reacted to them. American perceptions and actions
played a key role in determining the outcome of the
crisis, but American power was projected primarily by
diplomatic and economic, rather than military, means.
Soviet actions during the crisis were in fact dictated
as much or more by subsidiary motives as by a genulne
desire to deter by military threat the continuance of
British and French military operations against Nasser's
Egypt. Sbviet_threats were ambiguous, may or may not
have realistically reflected actual military capabili-
ties, and may or may not have reflected the level of
force to which Soviet declsion makers were prepared to

resort in the event of noncompliance. While British,



bt

|
g

{
i
}
|
|
|
I
{
i
i
|
{
i
|
I
i
i
¢
i

French, Israeli, and American actions in the Suez Crisis
have been extensively analyzed, aided in no small part
by published memoirs of many of the key participants,
the truth concerning Soviet perceptions, aims, capa-
bilities, and actlions remains elusive. Thus, selection
of Soviet threats in the Suez Crisis as the sole case
study incorporated within the paper 1s justifled on
grounds of historical as well as theoretical interest.
The final chapter 1ncludes a discussion of both
substantive conclusions and theoretical hypotheses
generated by the Suez Crisis study. Finally, an
alternative to the two-party/one-issue model of

deterrence 1s presented.

Definitions and Critical Distinctions

Specialized terms requiring definition are

discussed below.

Demand and sanction. Every contingent threat
2

is comprised of two components, demand and sanction.

The demand defines the behavior that the source wishes

2The present paper 1is concerned only with con-
tingent threats, which may be expressed in the form,
"If you do X (or not X), then I will do Y." A noncon-
tingent threat 1s expressed in the form, "I will do X."
See James T, Tedeschi, "Threats and Promises," in The
Structure of Conflict, ed. Paul Swingle (New York:
Academic Press, 1970), p. 160.




4

!
|
I
|
I
|
{
|
[
!
|
I
{
I
f
I
i
i
¥

to elicit from the target. In order to avoid confusion
concerning the distinction between deterrent and
compellent threats, usage in this paper always assumes
the source wishes the demand to be fulfilled. This 1in
no way prevents the definition of any given demand as
abstentlon from a course of action the target might
otherwise wish to undertake. For instance, the demand
each of the superpowers makes of the other in the

basic nuclear deterrence relationship 1s abstention
from attacking. The sanction 1s the threatened penalty
that will be imposed by the source 1f the target falls
to fulfill the demand. Of utmost importance is the
fact that a threat may inccrporate different degrees of

ambiguity in each component.3

Threat and warning. The essential difference

between a threat and a warning 1s that the communicator
of a threat also controls the means of imposing the
sanction, while the communicator of a warning is merely
pointing out the natural and inevitable consequences of
the target's fallure to comply with the specified

demand.u Warnings are simpler and theoretically more

3Glenn H. Snyder, "Crisis Bargaining," in
International Crises, p. 248,

uFred C. Ikle, How Nations Negotiate (New York:
Harper & Row, 1964), p. 62.
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powerful than threats, since the target has no recourse
against a "messenger," whereas he may be able to employ
any number of tactics to dissuade a threatener from

carrying through with a specifled sanction.5

Deterrence and defense. Deterrence and defense

are two distinguishable strateglies that may be employed
in order to protect an interest. Deterrence 1s an
attempt to elicit a desired behavior from a second
party through cognitive means, i.e., the communication
of intent to punish, retaliate, or militarily defend
the threatened interest (thereby imposing costs on the
target). Defense, on the other hand, is the purely
physical protection of an interest by means of armed
force. Deterrence is often employed 1in order to Stave
off recourse to military action, while defense is
rarely utilized unaccompanied or unpreceded by at least
a minimal attempt to deter. The level of physical
violence threatened in a given deterrent attempt may or
may not be proportional to the value placed by the

source on the interest that 1is threatened.6

5"Deter'rence theorists often advocate that a
volitional deterrent force be converted into an auto-
matic tripwire retaliatory device, that 1s that a threat
be converted into a warning." See Tedeschi, p. 161.

6For more thoughts on the distinction between
deterrence and defense, see John R. Raser and Wayman J.
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Ambiguity and clarity. Ambigulty in a given

communication is defined as the perception of uncertain-
ty by the target as to the meaning intended by the
source. Absolute ambiguity and absolute clarity are at
opposite ends of a continuum, and they thus differ in
terms of degree rather than kind.7

There are generally acknowledged to be two levels
of ambiguity:

There are two questions with which we are (or
at least should be) concerned in any cognitive
enterprise: "What do we man by the words or
symbols we use?" and "How do we know what we
assert in these tgrms is true (or confirmed

to some degree)?"

The two levels of ambiguity are labeled the
semantic and interpretative levels. Semantic ambiguity
may be purposefully induced, but in cross-cultural
communications, it often appears inadvertently. In one
of thelir public signals to the United States, North

Vietnam used a word that was ambiguous on the first, or

semantic, level. The United States, thus, did not know

Crow, "A Simulation Study of Deterrence Theories," in
Soclal Processes in International Relations, ed. Louls
Kriesberg (New York: John Wiley & Sons, 1968), p. 372.

7See David A. Baldwin, "Thinking About Threats,"
Journal of Conflict Resolution 15 (March 1971): 75.

8Herbert Feigl, "Operationism and Scientific
Method," 1in Readings in Philosophical Analysis, eds,
Herbert Feigl and Wilfrid Sellars (New York: Appleton-
Century-Crofts, 1949), p. U98.
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whether 1t had to "accept" or merely "recognize"

Hanoi's position on a particular point.9

Semantic ambigulties may be an indicator of
more basic disparities between two cultures:

One of the difficulties of Soviet-Russian
vocabulary is that the word "compromise" 1is
not of native origin and carries with it no
favorable empathy. It 1s habitually used only
in combination with the adjective "putrid."
"Compromise for the sake of getting on with
the job" is natural to American and British
people, but 1t is alien to the Bolshevist
way of thinking. . . . To give up a demand
once presented, even a very minor or formal-
istic point, makes a Bolshevist-trained
negotiator feel that he 1is losing control of
his own will and is becoming subject to an
alien will. Therefore any point which has
finally to be abandoned must be given up only
after a most terrific struggle. The Soviet
negotiator must first prove to himseclf and
his superiors that he is up against an immov-
able force. Only then 1s he justifled in
abandoning a point which plainly cannot be
gained and in moving on to the next item,
which will then be digated in an equally
bitter tug of wills.

Edwin Fedder minimizes the actual effect of
semantic ambigulty on negotiations, noting that in

prolonged face-to-face exchanges, uncertalnty over

9David Kraslow and Stuart H. Loory, The Secret
Search for Peace in Vietnam, cited by Robert Jervis,
The Logic of Images in International Relations
(Princeton, New Jersey: Princeton University Press,
1970), p. 267.

1oPhilip Mosely, The Kremlin and World Politics,
cited by Edwin H. Fedder, "Communication and American-
Soviet Negotiating Behavior," Background 8 (August
1964): 109-10.
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meaning of terms may necesslitate nothing more drastic
than excess verblage to ensure that all parties are of
similar understanding. However, in a threat situation
in which messages between parties in a crisis are
likely to be formal, limited, and impersonally
delivered, the possibllity of extended discussion of
small points is removed. Semantic ambiguity may go
unresolved and have a greater effect than it would in a
negotiation context.

Be that as 1t may, the primary focus of the
paper will be on the second, or interpretative level,
of amblguity. In actual practice, it 1s at this second,
more sophisticated, level that deliberate ambiguities
are most often introduced into international communica-

tions.

Objective and subjective ambiguity. Objective

ambiguity 1s a term that describes the extent to which
the threat source 1s himself uncertain as to what
constitutes defiance of his deterrence attempt (objec-
tively ambiguous demand) or what actions he will take
if the demand is not fulfilled (objectively ambiguous
sanction). Objective ambiguity is not synonymous with
bluffing; as shall be demonstrated in Chapter III under

the heading of "Determinants of Ambiguity," there are
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often pressures and considerations beyond the source's
control that create some level of objective ambiguilty
in nearly every threat situation.

Subjective ambigulty 1s the degree of ambiguity
perceived by the target. It differs from objective
ambigulty to the extent that the target's perceptions
are affected by ecological variables outside the threat
system. The target accepts the communication of a
threat as a stimulus to be interpreted with respect to
the set of all information, values, attitudes, and
prejudices already on hand. Incoming information will
usually be interpreted in a manner that does not
contradict the already existing bellef system of the
target's decision makers. Expressed differently, the
cognitive threshold that incoming conflicting informa-
tion must surmount in order to be accepted or objec-
tively interpreted is much higher than the negligible
resistance against acceptance of information that is

consistent with previously held beliefs.11

11The most forceful empirical demonstration of
this fact is provided by Ole R. Holstil, "The Belief
System and National Images," Journal of Conflict Resolu-
tion 6 (September 1962): 244-52. Holstl performed
content analysis on all of John Foster Dulles' publicly
avallable statements as Secretary of State and found
that Dulles interpreted all incoming information con-
cerning Soviet military or diplomatic moves in a manner
that would not counter his "inherent bad faith" model
of the Soviet leadership.
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Separation of objectlive and subjective ambiguity
reveals a basic reliance on the phenomenological, or
perceptual, approach to explalning men's actions.
Kenneth Boulding captures the essence of the perceptual
approach in the following passage:

We must recognize that the people whose decisions
determine the policles and actions of natlons do
not respond to the "objective" facts of the sit-
uation, whatever that may mean, but to their
"image" of the situation. It 1s what we think
the world 1s 1like, not what 15 is really 1like,
that determines our behavior.l2

Adoption of a perceptual frame of reference for
the study of deterrence ambiguity 1s mandatory, as
perception provides the "media by which external
conditions and factors are translated into a policy
decision."l3 Singer notes that inquiry into explanation
and causality without reference to "the cognitive and
the perceptual linkage would be ontologically

disastrous."lu

12Kenneth E. Boulding, "National Images and
International Systems," Journal of Conflict Resolution
3 (June 1959): 120. Additionally, "The significance
of a threat lies wholly in the way 1t 1s perceived by
the parties." See Kenneth E. Boulding, Conflict and
Defense; A General Theory (New York: Harper & Row,
1962), p. 253.

135. David Singer, "The Level-of-Analysis
Problem in International Relations," in The Internation-
al System; Theoretical Essays, eds. Klaus Knorr and
Sidney Verba (Princeton, New Jersey: Princeton Uni-
versity Press, 1961), p. 87.

141b1d. For a schematic model of the mediated
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Signals and indices. Robert Jervis has cate-

gorized international communications as elther signals
or indices. A signal is a communication issued for the
primary reason of influencing the receiver's image of
the sender. Signals can be readily used for deception,
as they do not incorporate their own evidence that the
sender will 1ive up to them. Indices are statements or
actions that "carry some inherent evidence that the
image projected 1s correct because they are believed to
be inextricably linked to the actor's capabilities or
intentions." 1Indices are considered to have great
predictive value since they are assumed to be beyond
"the abllity of the actor to control for the purpose of
projecting a misleading 1mage."15 Examples of signals
are public statements, willingness to engage in cultural
exchanggs, and certaln types of military maneuvers.
Indices may include overheard or intercepted private
messages or any statement that the listener feels 1s not
meant to influence him, but instead 1s aimed at some

other audience that the speaker "was not able, would

stimulus-response model, see Ole R. Holsti, Richard A.
Brody, and Robert C. North, "The Management of Inter-
national Crises: Affect and Action in American-Soviet
Relations," in Theory and Research on the Causes of

War, eds. Dean G. Pruitt and Richard C. Snyder (Engle-
wood Cl1iffs, New Jersey: Prentice-Hall, 1969), p. 68.

15Jervis, pp. 18-19.
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nl6 Actions

not want, or could not afford to deceive.
and verbal behavior may be either signals or indices,
though as a general rule, verbal behavior 1s most often
in the realm of signals, while production and budgeting
decisions, large-scale military deployments, and other
actions are most often indices. A rule of thumb is
that behavior that 1s reversible only at great cost to
the actor can be interpreted as an index. Since the
power of a deterrent threat manifests 1tself through
the target's cognitive processes, the distinction
between signal and index becomes key. The source's
task 1s to express his deterrent threat in such a
manner as to have it percelved as a valid index of a
level of resolve or commitment that already exists.
Deterrent threats unaccompanied by reinforcing
behavioral evidence are often perceived merely as
signals, thereby having reduced power to influence the

target.

Autonomous probability. Autonomous probability

is the "probability that an event will occur no matter

what we consciously do about 1t."17 Repeated apparent

161p14., p. 35.

17Philip Green, Deadly Loglic: The Theory of
Nuclear Deterrence (Columbus: Ohio State University
Press, 1966), p. 115.
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successful applications of deterrence have ascribed to
the strategy more potency than may be warranted.
Deterrence is often a matter of trylng to get the
target to do scmething he is quite likely to do anyway,
e.g., refrain from murder, rape, or nuclear attack.18
Baldwin takes issue with the distinction that

is commonly made between deterrent and compellent
threats, arguing that a more useful distinction would
be based on the autonomous probability that the demand
would be fulfilled 1n the absence of a threat.
Baldwin's argument 1s compelling, since the usefulness
of the deterrent-compellent dichotomy is based upon the
assumption that compellent threats, a prilori, are
attempts to bring about a less probable outcome than
deterrent threats. Defining deterrence demands 1n
terms of autonomous probabllity places 1limits on the
applicability of a deterrence strategy and provides a
logical basis by which to evaluate deterrence outcomes.

Even the most intense and credible threats may

not stop people from sneezing; nor might they

stop social revolutions in Aslia or Africa.

No threat can stop men from breathing. The

strength of autonomous motivation may influence

perceptions as well as acts. The more strongly

people are motivated to act in a certain way,

the more they are apt to disbelleve the mgst
"eredible" threats designed to stop them.

18pa1dwin, p. 76.

19ar1 w. Deutsch, The Nerves of Government
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Subsidiary motives. This term is original with

this paper and refers to all those motives of a threat
other than the ostensive one of influencing the target
to fulfi1ll the demand. The exlistence of subsidiary
motives introduces complications into the deterrence
syllogism that are not adequately handled by the
classic two-party/one-issue model of deterrence. One
of the major factors influencing the selection of the
Suez Crisis as the case study for the paper was the
existence of a plethora of subsidliary motivations for
the Russian threats that were made. On the fact of it,
a case can be made for at least a correlational, if not
causal, relationship between exlstence of subsidiary
motlives and degree of ambiguity incorporated into
resultant deterrent threats. This relationship will be
explored historically in the case study and analytically

in the final chapter.

(New York: The Free Press of Glencoe, 1963), p. 70.




CHAPTER II

METHODOLOGY: THE PROBLEM OF INFUSING EMPIRICAL

DATA INTO STUDIES OF DETERRENCE

Contending Approaches

Academic strategic analysis came into its own
in the United States in the late 1950s and early
19605,1 and the character of that analysis took its
lead from the nature of American deterrence pollcy
prevalent at that time. Thus, analysis tended to be
highly a priori, deductivist, and overwhelmingly
concerned with Type I Deterrence, or deterrence of
direct attack.2 Such analysis was often astute, well-
informed, and original, but nonetheless lacking in an
empirical basis for the theoretical formulations that
were presented. In all fairness to the seminal writers
on deterrence, there was good reason for this: empiri-

cal data on the decislon-making process in the context

of Type I Deterrence was just not available.

1See for instance Herman Kahn, On Thermonuclear
War (Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1960);
Brodie, Strategy in the Missile Age; and Thomas C.
Schelling, The Strategy of Conflict (Cambridge: Harvard
University Press, 1960).

2Kahn, p.  126:
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Later in the 1960s, after the Cuban missile
crisis and after the two superpowers became effectively
stalemated in terms of Type I Deterrence, both policy
makers and academic strategists began applylng the
concept of deterrence to lower levels of conflict, with
two major implications. First, in the real world, the
exercise of deterrence became complicated in a hurry
as the distinction between pure military threat and
day-to-day political bargaining and negotiation became
blurred, making it increasingly difficult to apply
cleanly the developed deductivist theory of deterrence.
This difficulty was reflected in the academic litera-
ture. Second, the need for an empirical basis for
deterrence theory became painfully apparent. The
conceptual expansion of deterrence into the area of
limited conflict now made avallgble to analysts Jjust
the sort of data required to fulfill the need. Bruce
Russett's ploneering article, "The Calculus of

Deterrence,"3

was an early effort to infuse empirical
data into deterrence analysis. Though the article was
certainly not without 1ts faults, 1t demonstrated that
systematic empirical studles of deterrence were possible

and could yield fruitful information.

3Bruce M. Russett, "The Calculus of Deterrence,"
Journal of Conflict Resolution 7 (June 1963): 97-109.
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The revolution in deterrence literature was
unable to escape from the broad controversy raging
within the social sciences as to the relative merits
of traditionallism versus scientism. Within the field
of international relations in general and deterrence
studies in particular, two schools of thought can be
discerned, roughly divided into advocates of the
statistical-correlative approachu and advocates of the
qualitative case study approach. The proponents of
both approaches agree in principle on the need for
empiricism, but after that initlal agreement, thelr
views diverge on how to go about fulfilling that need.

The more quantification minded empiricists tend
toward superficial examination of a large number of
cases in an effort tc identify enduring patterns.
Statistical tests are performed on a typically small
number of variables in order to identify correlations.
The major dependent varliable 1s often deterrence
success or failure, operationalized in various ways
that are often inconsistent from study to study.

The more traditionally minded empiricists tend
toward in-depth comparative analysis of a small number

of cases, often only one or two. This approach, while

uThe term 1s borrowed from George and Smoke,

p. 90.
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sti1ll theory-oriented, by 1ts very nature tends to
emphasize the historical uniqueness of each case and to
consider explicitly the role of personality variables.

The pattern of recent deterrence research has
indicated that a sort of synthesis of the two schools
of thought may be forthcoming. Compromise research
strategies seem to be 1ncreasingly effective in taking
good advantage of the favorable aspects, while mini-
mizing the limitatlions, of each approach. The theslis
of thls chapter 1is that either approach is inadequate
by itself because of the particular methodological
problems posed by the subject matter of deterrence.
Therefore, the most valuable studies will incorporate
either an 1terative research strategy or one involving
an amalgam of the two contendling approaches.

Sidney Verba expressed the essential task of
all comparative research as "the search for simple rules
to explain complex phenomena under conditions where
there are few cases."s The particular problems of
deterrence research seem to conform to that statement.
At least four difficulties in deterrence research with
methodological implications can be readily identifled:

(1) the relative impossibility of directly observing

5Sidney Verba, "Some Dilemmas in Comparative
Research," World Politics 20 (October 1967): 114,
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the behavior in question, 1.e., systematlc and
scientifically controlled observatiocn of national
decision makers making judgments in deterrence and/or
crisis context; (2) existence of multiple variables,
including elusive ones concerned with personality and
group psychology; (3) existence of a statistically
insignificant number of cases from which i1t 1s next to
impossible to draw any sort of a random sample and yet
retain validity; and (4) demand for policy relevant
research conclusions, which tends to put a premium on
explanation, prediction, and causality--the very sort
of result the first three stumbling blocks make most
difficult to attain.

Arend Lijphart identifies three essential
research strategles avallable to the social sciences.
In descending order of desirability, they are the
experimental, statistical, and comparative methods.6
In the experimental method, the experimental group is
exposed to a stimulus while the control group 1s not.
The two groups are compared and any difference 1s
attributed to the stimulus. The impossibility of

direct observation and scientific control rule out this

6Arend Lijphart, "Comparative Politics and the
Comparative Method," American Political Science Review
65 (September 1971): 683-4,
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method for deterrence resear-cher's.7 The statistical
method is defined as "conceptual (mathematical) manipu-
lation of empirically observed data-~-which cannot be
manipulated situationally as in experimental design."
The element of control is introduced mathematically.
The logic of the comparative method is the same as that
of the ideal experimental method. The researcher in
essence is forced into the comparative method in 1lieu
of the statistical method due to the limited number of
available cases; the population from which a statistical
sample must be drawn 1s too small to ensure adequate

8

mathematical control.

7Small group simulation and soclal-psychological
laboratory research are attempts to get around this
problem. In so doing, these methods raise equally grave
epistemological questions and controversy concerning
the validity of attempts to generalize conclusions,
i.e., to apply laboratory findings to the broader con-
text of international relations. A fuller discussion
of these problems will be found in the next chapter.

8A similar typology of research strategiles is
presented by J. David Singer, "Theorists and Empiri-
cists: The Two-Culture Problem in International
Politics," in The Analysis of International Politics,
eds. James N. Rosenau, Vincent Davis, and Maurice A.
East (New York: Free Press, 1972), pp. 89-95. The
laboratory experiment 1s characterized by high degree
of manipulability of variables, resulting in relative
ease of control. In the field experiment, the re-
searcher gains in realism what he loses in ability to
control; the method 1lnvolves waiting until conditions
in the real world are correct for his experiment or
persuading decision makers to act in accordance with
his design. The ex post facto or historical experiment
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The nature of the subject matter and real world
constraints, not the philosophical predisposition of
the researcher, should determine the appropriate
research strategy for any given inquiry. This point
is often overlooked in the polemical debate between the
traditionalists and scientists.9 David Vital laments
the fact that proponents of the scientific approach
often concern themselves with "marginalia," presumably
because their methods lead them to these tOpiCS.lO

In any given research inquiry, every effort
should be made to construct a valid design conforming
as much as possible to the experimental method. When
real world constraints act so as to make the 1deal
design impossible, then resort to statistical or com-
parative designs is Jjustified.

On the face of 1t, statistical-correlative
methods appear to have two great strengths vis-a-vis

qualitative case study methods. First, they seem to

is the weakest of the three, depending as 1t does on
analytical control by the researcher.

9Two typically partisan essays are Hedley Bull,
"International Theory: The Case for a Classical
Approach," World Politics 18 (April 1966): 361-77, and
in reply, Morton A. Kaplan, "The New Great Debate:
Traditionalism vs. Science in International Relations,"
World Politics 19 (October 1966): 1-20.

10pavid Vital, "On Approaches to the Study of
International Relations; Or, Back to Machiavelli,"
World Politics 19 (July 1967): 554,
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have a greater potential for cumulability, and second,
results gained from statistical methods have claim to
great validity associated with rigorous sampling
techniques and statistical tests.

The problem of cumulability is a central one to
all forelgn policy research. If the efforts of the
various researchers in the field cannot be coordinated
and related to one another, then clearly there can be
no progress in the discipline. The goal of cumulability
is a powerful argument often used to Justify the use
of statistical methods. Rosenau notes that "case
histories and broad assessments neither test nor yield
hypotheses, so thelr conclusions cannot be placed in a

t."ll It 1s true that statistical methods

larger contex
by thelir very nature lincorporate operationalized
variables and rigorously tested pypotheses, but in
actuality, knowledge gained from statistical designs
has been no more cumulable or cumulated than knowledge
from qualitative designs. The essential reason for
this is lack of consistency between researchers in the
definition of basic concepts; researchers often use the

same words to identify concepts, but their findings are

not cumulable because of basic differences in the way

11James N. Rosenau, The Scientific Study of
Foreign Policy (New York: Free Press, 1971), p. 2b.
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concepts are operationalized.

If statistical-correlative designs have not
lived up to their theoretical potential for cumula-
bility, then the proponents of qualitative methods
have an even greater problem; not only has it been
difficult to relate one study to another, but until
recently there was little effort to systematically
relate cases within one multiple-case design. This
has been so because the single-case study has tended to
dominate the field. Invariably, users of the single-
case method have been historically oriented in thelr
research focus. The primary motivation for undertaking
a given research problem often has been to determine
what happened and why in the particular instance,
with 1little or no concern for applying the knowledge
thus gained to a broader context or to theory con-
struction. In contrast, qualitative research into
deterrence cases has lately tended to regard the
accumulation of historical data not as end 1in itself,
but as evidence with relevance for theory construction
beyond the case or cases of that particular study.

The focus of the researcher thus determines whether a

research effort is scilentific or merely systematic.12

12Rosenau makes the distinction as follows:

", . . a sclentific consciousness involves an automatic
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The statistical-correlative approach enjoys prima facie
sclentific status, not because of the use of numbers,
but because the method by definition implies the
statistical comparison of a sample from some homo-
geneously defined population; that conclusions gained
from examining the sample are applied to the more
general population 1s part and parcel of the method.
Such "automatic" generalization of results is not a
definitional characteristic of the case study approach.
Indeed, it takesconsiderable effort and discipline to
make valid generalizations from a case study, since the
typical inclusion of a plethora of human and historical
factors presents a powerful argument for the histori-
cally unique rather than the theoretically general.

The need for discipline in the quest to upgrade
the case study approach to scientific status has been
recognized by several prominent political scientists.

Verba calls for a "disciplined configurative" approach

tendency to ask, 'of what larger pattern is this
behavior an instance?' Because it treats every observa-
tion as an instance of a more general class of events,
a sclentific consclousness also impels speculation
about the conditions under which the observed behavior
would not have occurred or would have occurred in a
different form. . . . Systematic but nonsclentific
analysis, on the other hand, does not give rise to con-
sideration of the ways in which changing conditions
might foster varying behavior. . . . The search is not
for a larger pattern, but for inherent meaning." See
Rosenau, p. 31.
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in which the unique historical event 1s not 1ignored,
but is treated as "one of a class of such events even
if it happened only once. . . . Explanations may be
tailored to the specific case, but they must be made of
the same material and follow the same rules for
tailoring."13
At this point, 1t 1s desirable to "empirically
ground" the present discussion by examining some of the
methodologically 1important research desligns in the
literature of deterrence. Methodology is the primary
concern, but substantive results will be identified
when they are of particular interest or of an unexpected
nature. The reader should remain conscious of the four
subjJect-induced research problems (impossibility of
direct observation, existence of multiple variables,
few number of cases availablc, and pressure for policy
relevance) and three discipline-induced pressures
(cumulability of research findings, scientific validity

of results, and relevance to theory construction).

13Yerba, pp. 114-15. George and Smoke's focused
comparison is a recent contribution to sclentific case
study methodology that consciously builds upon Verba's
analysis. See George and Snoke, pp. 94-97. See also
Harcld Guetzkow, "The Potential of Case Study in
Analyzing International Conflict," World Politics 14
(April 1962): 548-52,
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Significant Statistical-Correlative Deslgns

Bruce Russett's "The Calculus of Deterrence" was
a landmark attempt to apply statistical methods to
deterrence research. Slx independent variables were
examined relative to the dependent variable of
deterrence outcome (dichotomized as success or failure)
to determine what makes a threat credible. The three
units of analysis incorporated were attacker (actually
threatener), defender, and pawn. The seventeen
deterrence instances examined conformed to the pattern
of an attacker threatening a pawn, to which the defender
"either had given, prior to the crisis, some indica-
tion of an intent to protect the pawn or made a com-
mitment in time to prevent the threatened attack."lu
The inclusive time frame was 1935-1961, so the theoreti-
cally important distinction between nuclear and non-
nuclear deterrence was not made. Of the six independent
variables (existence of formal promise to defend;
strategic superiority of defender; local superiority of
defender; type of political system; pawn GNP as
percentage of defender's; and economic, political, and
military interdependence of pawn and defender), only the

last proved to be statis<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>