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INVESTING COSTS: THE PROVISION OF
ERRENCE VIA ALLIANCE

i nces between unequal states is a puzzling one. Major
in terms of security from allying with minor powers, while
' - of being abandoned by their major power patrons. However, as
major states gain some autonomy benefits from such alliances,
in the alliance gain security. In this dissertation I conceptualize |
 as a benefit that great power defenders proffer to minor power allies.
ble to receive benefits from their minor power allies that permit the
intain a global presence. Minor powers gain security from this
th the major power’s capabilities enhancing the deterrent aspect of the
—
1at the credibility of such a deterrence commitment can be developed

nder uses costly signals as a means of demonstrating their

’s defense. These costly signals serve as investments made by
minor power. - These investments provide cues to potential

of how committed a defender is to protecting an ally.
dissertation as security benefits provided by
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old War, there was much euphoria surrounding the North
Ml dissc

on’s (NATO) success at “defeating” the Soviet Union. The
ity be

alliances. In fact, much evidence suggests that alliances are quite
and tha

at dmmng aggression and preventing war.

Take, ﬁx exlm;)le, the case of Poland prior to the Second World War. Poland and
eistiongbip. 6 4 1

ﬁwm were bound together by a common alliance, in which the British
e

)
pledged to come to Poland’s defense in the case of an attack. Of course, as history
Security an

the dﬁunm capacny of the British-Polish alliance did not have the

dnclepanclu in the impact of existing alliances? In the case
i of war b

s’ presence mthe dhunoe is credited with preventing the







aggression. While these are but two cases
throughout the ages, it is indicative of a larger alliance

es being formed if they are not successful at

is dissertation, lies in the underlying logic of why
ly being tools of capability aggregation, 1 argue that
fic benefits to their members. The context in which they

ined if we are to understand why and under what conditions

t on making d effective. I maintain that is through the
ccan be viewed as investments made by a major power in a

X s successful deterrence.
Ml:ﬁ)ws this study on a set of twenty alliances that were formed in the
'1870-1984 period that have the deterrence of an adversary as their common goal. 1 argue
that this specific class of alliances is much more reliable than many earlier studies have

ascertained, and that they tend to be successful at deterring aggression. I maintain that

this phenomenon, which contradicts many of the other findings within the alliance/war
relationship, is It of an inadeq d ding of why certain alliances form.
~ However, a twofold problem is often d in the conduct and study of

international security and conflict issues, and the study of deterrence and alliances is no

exception. First of all, information is often at a premium to decision-makers. Potential

know the true strength of the foe they are facing, and may be
For cxa:
of war based on the perceptions they have about their







first, is the notion that costs in both the

state leaders. The pursuit of international
or to attack states that are joined by a common
ns may ameliorate such endeavors.

e the impact that an existing alliance has on the

te and escalate a militarized crisis. If alliances are

d increase capabilities, as most power-based theories of

iahl

d, and their members are supposed to be rel

then why
es attacked by adversaries? This puzzle has not been adequately

eempirical studies of crisis initiation and escalation, or by
o ! the impact which alliances have on the occurrence of war.
m«-m of earlier empirical studies lies, I contend, first in their
m the sequential strategic interplay that is inherent in international
interactions. The action or actions that any state takes is conditioned by the potential
response of other states in the international system. Interactions tend to be of a more
dynamic character, rather than static. To address this dynamic role of an alliance’s

impact on a crisis, we need to account for the sequence of moves that takes place between
two or more states.

aopses on e v

dibanoes 1o wer

ies of alliances and their deterrent role are static. Nor are all
For exlmple, game-theoretic literature on alliances and deterrence
Smith (1995a, 1995b); and Sorokin (1994) In a strictly
on alliances and war has been ined from a more d. i
! Ostrom and Hoole (1978); Wayman (1990); and Zinnes et.







in which alliances are formed must be

ly the alliance exists, we cannot hope to understand
their o)

this dissertation does not concern. While much of the
es on alliance reliability, this is not the central focus

e. While the focus on reliability does inform this

y results found within the literature make the setting

the impact of alliances on the initiation and escalation of

SUnst
this Study
es, | construct and empirically test two game-theoretic models of

. Through the use of these models I am able to answer four

Mﬂl\l\eﬂ play in ensuring effective extended deterrence?

2. What impact does an existing alliance have on crisis initiation and escalation?

3. What role does limited information play in crisis initiation and escalation?

4. What domestic and international factors influence alliance behavior?

~ This dissertation builds upon and expands earlier work in a variety of ways. First, it

focuses on the processes that lead to war. Most empirical studies relating the existence of

r have concentrated merely on the war variable, and paid scant attention to
e the conflict. Secondly, it emphasizes the costs and limited

in a crisis situation. Third, the dissertation extends the

7






1 play. In the context of this third
of a deterrence alliance.

ir alliance commitments credible, great powers
he alliance. Great powers are able to indicate,

(costly signaling), the th of

ip. As developed in chapter 3 in a theoretical
explicated formal models, the investment of costs by a
credibility to a state’s commitment to its ally.

in states, both at home and abroad, the theory and

els explicitly incorporate the costs that states face in a crisis
focuses on the costs that an alliance imposes upon its members,
benefits such an alliance provides. [ argue that, in alliances formed for
es, there is an inherent trade-off in the benefits that each party attains.
m(lﬁl), 1 argue that major powers in an alliance receive autonomy
‘benefits, while small powers gain in security. Autonomy, as described by Morrow, is the
ability of a state to pursue its goals within the international system. Security, in contrast,
is the ability to be free of threats conveyed by an external enemy. By focusing on what

Morrow terms asymmetric alliances, those comprised of one major power and one or

‘more minor powers, | argue that we can learn much about the deterrent effects of







e Theory, Quantitative Analysis, and

tioned above, I utilize two distinct methodological

ce via alliance. I use game-theoretic modeling to

under which extended deterrence via alliance will succeed
inants of crisis escalation. From the formal models

derive testable propositions that are amenable to quantitative

‘me to arrive at some measure of generalizability for my theory, and

an artifact of the modeling enterprise. Finally, the use of

ns throughout the dissertation permits abstract theory and
M\n be grounded in historical reality.

~ The goal behind this dissertation is to improve our scientific understanding of
extended deterrence processes. In order to make scientific progress, we need to be able
1o explain and predict why certain events will occur. The research strategy being used
here provides us with the means of improving our strategy through the use of modeling
techniques to build and substantiate theory, and using statistical methods and historical
events to determine the validity of the theory and model. Prior to delving into the

empirical portion of the dissertation it would be wise to heed the words of Bueno de

Mesquita (1985, 128), “To the extent that logical y is

pted as an el 1
requirement of all research, formal, explicit theorizing takes intellectual, if not temporal

precedence over empiricism”. While formal theorizing need not necessarily be

ndoes need to specify relationships among attributes prior to







e be accused of being merely positivism with no
o curn

ctive, the desire here is to improve both our additive and

e about the impact of alliances on the provision of
(1976, 1981) makes the distinction between these two forms
stating that additive cumulation involves the use of new

logical techniques, and a greater awareness in the

o . o
d. ve

of what results have been di

invol opment of new theory, or explanations of old theories in a new light.”
l address both of these issues surrounding both types of cumulation.
~ ldevelop a new dataset especially designed to test when extended deterrence via
alliance is effective. In applying these data to statistical methods, I utilize some new

econometric techniques, notably binary cross | time series techniques along with

asecond technique, a bivariate probit model, that allows me to control for the selection
bias that often occurs in studies of deterrence.

- Inregards to integrative cumulation, it is the hope that this dissertation will allow
usas researchers to understand more clearly the influences that shape deterrence
alliances. Through the use of game-theoretic modeling I uncover some interesting

Pr-C A

ights into the role that infc

plays in deterrence situations. However, if we are
toattain a higher level of knowledge of international conflict, we must take care not to

limit our analytical approaches. In this spirit I combine two different forms of analysis,

MW cumulation corresponds loosely with Kuhn s (1962) notion of
atos’ (1970) concept of p gr For good
in international polmcs, ‘albeit a bit dated, see the selections in
pmann, Zinnes, and Singer (1981).







trate the usefulness of the theory. I argue

knowledge of extended deterrence via

o the o
or Theoretical Rigor
out, game theory can be used as a metaphor, an analogy,

e, as a theory of political events. I specify a theory in
ic p and international ambiti

into a theory of
. In this vein, therefc

I use my g: h ic model

of a verbal theory. The combination of theoretical thinking

s ak dol

meets the abo d criteria of Bueno de

must precede empirics. Proceedi

esqu in this fashion allows us to
develop a more integrative form of cumulation for understanding why alliances often

serve as agents of extended deterrence.

~ Given that the heart of my theory suggests that states behave in a rational manner,
I'believe that game th ic modeli

is the best approach to the questions being

addressed in this dissertation. I first construct two game-theoretic models. The models
differ in their informational structures, but both capture the strategic interaction among
three states, A, B, and C, in which A is a common threat to both B and C, and B and C
are joined in a common alliance.
I conceptualize a crisis as being a set of sequential moves, with the severity of

outcomes increasing as the hostilities escalate. Much of the inability of earlier empirical

ct link between alliance reliability and war, I argue, is that these

m&omome of a larger process. War, as Morgan
R (15987) 2

E







‘of some crisis. However, not all crises lead to war.
is often successful. To ignore the interactions

or to the outbreak of war is to ignore the sequential processes
the international arena, be it among adversaries or among
of these interactions that I feel that the role of alliances on

r is best understood.

tic modeling has an additional advantage. It allows me to
ible to one or more of the players. Since successful deterrence
ceptions of an adversary, it is necessary to model issues of limited

nodels, and demonstrates the effects of uncertainty.” This uncertainty
WWhenansggmssons of how committed a defending state

istoitsally. While tangible commitments can be observed, such as arms transfers,

foreign trade, or military bases abroad, there are issues that are not so easily measured.
Notable among such intangibles is the value that each state places on the issue at stake in
acrisis. | maintain through the use of these formal models that unique insights can be
discovered that cannot be uncovered by a cursory examination of the historical record.
132 Quantitative Analysis: The Search for General Patterns

Of course, abstract theory alone cannot tell us whether alliances are successful at

deterring aggression or not. Abstract theory that is not grounded empirically is merely

that; abstract theory. Only an ination of a large number of cases can let us know
with some confidence if the theory can be falsified. Quantitative analysis helps us in our

d information is a relatively new
for example, Bueno de Mesquita, Morrow and Zorick (1997);
ff (1987) as representative pieces in this genre.







pees. i
ita’s exhortation above notes, we should take care in
into data analysis. Barefoot empiricism serves no
'scorn to be heaped upon those who endeavor to study
ific manner. But, in this light, the converse is true as well.
h formal models that are elegant theoretically, but have no
Hence, formal models need to be linked to the empirical world if

and aid us in the scientific quest for understanding in

of quantitative analysis also provides additive cumulation as well. The

this dissertation represents new measures of alliance commitments, and

* ethinks some of the logic b domestic and international goals. Additionally, new

techniques developed for time-dependent variables that are binary in nature allow us to

utilize increasingly sophisticated methods to study issues surrounding deterrence.
133 Historical Cases: The Quest for Detail
- Ofcourse, many would argue that mere reliance upon abstract theory and cold

statistical coefficients ignores much of the nuance that comprises international

rges to an extent are correct, and are even warranted. 1f we are to
ine in a scientific manner, we need to make certain that we are aware

d the context in which these interactions occur.
& Ver, the







s, particularly to those who neither understand nor
rs. Theory and statistics allow us to pursue rigor, and
d sometimes novel conclusions. However, we must never
research goals tend to be driven by events we have witnessed
d it is to these events that our endeavors must speak.

tation
r of this chapter I discuss the remaining sections of the

ot address much of the literature here, but leave it for its relevant place

~ Inthe second chapter I outline the ptualizations and definitions which

underlie a theory of extended deterrence via alliance. In particular I concentrate on the
o main concepts of importance to my theory: deterrence and alliances. 1 draw a

special distinction between deterrence and def and ptualize the pt of an
alliance commitment.

Many alliances that form for deterrence purposes are between great powers and
minor ones. This forces us to clarify what states expect to gain when they do enter into

analliance agreement. It is the thrust of this dissertation to demonstrate that great powers

e noted, however, that this is not an actual comparative case study component
Rather than seeking to test my theory of extended deterrence via

parative case study approach, 1 am using individual cases to
e many of the theoretical assumptions and empirical findings.

11







for a variety of reasons. However, the smaller
from the relationship.
| this theoretical chapter is to distinguish between
alliances. I posit that deterrence alliances are a special
, and need to be examined within the context of their
e alliances have a deterrent nature, but continue once the threat
ce has disappeared. The continued debate over NATO expansion
ence is just one case in which the original threat (the Soviet Union)
ut the alliance continues to exist. Hence, I denote a new type of
m alliance, which has as its specific purpose the active attempt to
prevent an attack upon a minor power.
~ Ishould note that I do acknowledge that many of these alliances serve dual
purposes, other than functioning solely as a deterrence entity. Again, NATO provides a
telling example. The purpose behind NATO’s inception was threefold: keep the United
States involved in European affairs; keep Germany under control; and deter Soviet
aggression towards Western Europe (Osgood, 1962). Now that the Soviet threat has
vanished, NATO still persists. However, its overall deterrent role ended with the collapse
of the Soviet Empire in 1991.

 Third, I argue that traditional means of alliance

are
problematic in analyzing the linkages between alliances and deterrence. 1 argue that a

commitment can be conceptualized as a tangible item that is transferred between allies to

demonstrate their value for each other.




] framework within the context of the rational

- concerns the status and applicability of rational models in

in the study of deterrence in particular. While many
of rationality are flawed, and have a tendency to

in that the assumptions of a rational choice approach to
‘provides us with a great amount of insight into the

in alliances play.

ed the conceptual underpinnings of deterrence and alliances,

a theoretical framework of extended deterrence via alliance. I place

J
B
[

M within the agent-structure debate within international relations,
and discuss how the two levels of analysis are interrelated. I utilize the conceptual
framework of opportunity and willingness (Starr, 1978: see also Most and Starr, 1989;
Siverson and Starr, 1991) to theoretically link macro structural attributes of the
international system and the micro-decisions that take place within individual states.

I maintain that deterrence is effective if a great power defender is able to transfer

enough benefits into its minor power protégé to make its commitment credible. This

transfer of benefits, such as the provision of

iponry, the blist of bases, or

tight alliance ties, are all costly endeavors that must be borne by the defender. Such
transfers can be viewed as akin to investments that individuals make in the market; one
needs to spend money in order to make it.

~ Within the alliance context, I argue that providing such investments are costly







1 demonstrate that the higher the level of

rt of the defender, the more likely extended general

n the benefits that exist between alliance partners and
ticipants in a crisis: aggressor; target; and defender.

the benefits that are derived from the alliance relationship, and
in a militarized situation, I then demonstrate how costly signaling
er to a minor power protégé provides information about the
ler’s commitment to its ally. I explore the impact of alliance
context of extended general deterrence, and frame the discussion
‘of autonomy and security. I argue that asymmetric deterrence
m‘m security benefits to the smaller powers in the alliance, at the
cost of autonomy. The value each state places on these benefits, and the costs that an

alliance commitment engenders, explain crisis initiation and escalation, even though an
alliance is in existence.

Chapter 4

- Inthis chapter I present two formal models of crisis initiation and escalation. 1
begin with an outline of the basic model, and I then discuss the sequence of moves within
it.In the initial model, information is complete and perfect. This allows me to specify
clearly the actions and strategies available to each actor in a simplified environment. 1
discuss the assumptions that underlie the model, and provide examples from nineteenth

and twentieth century diplomatic history to illustrate the outcomes of the model in a







m to a description of the costs and benefits that
and derive the payoffs that each player holds for
- Moving from the derivation of payoffs, I discuss the types of
game. In regards to the aggressor, there exist three types
ratio with the defender and protégé. In regards to the
 based upon the value it holds for its protégé.  From this
discuss the preference orderings that each player has for each
ions that are imposed. Following that, I then proceed to solve
discuss the results.
d the model under conditions of complete and perfect information, I
 then troduce the concept of limited information. By making the information
“ﬁh aggressor, | am able to interject a greater measure of reality into the
model. I combine the types of defender that were examined in the first model (strongly
committed defender and weakly committed defender) with the different types of
aggressors, and introduce the issues of perception and credibility. Credibility, I argue, is
akey to understanding deterrence behavior within the context of alliance bonds. The
model assumes that the aggressor is uncertain about how committed the defender is to its
minor power protégé. I solve for the equilibria using the concept of Perfect Bayesian
Equilibrium, and discuss the implications of the model. Notably, I discern that conflict

can occur under full information conditions and conditions in which there is limited

information. However, ded deterrence ds only when conditions that

Il information conditions under certainty prevail. Otherwise, there is an







nd then back down if it witnesses resistance or

ia, I now turn to an explication of the

L

After outlining and discussing these propositions, I
of asymmetric alliances from 1870-1984 that can
nce as their central purpose. I identify a set of twenty
criteria, with a total of 302 alliance year observations.

' of data sources, notably the MID and ICB datasets, to determine

extended general deterrence was attempted, when it failed, and

e o "

d or failed. I code the outcome of each
if any, the defending state took. I then examine whether the crisis
| or not, and what the final resolution of the crisis was. In this context I discuss

the issue of selection bias inherent in such testing, and I provide a means of avoiding
suchbias

~ After determining the population of cases to be examined, I operationalize

‘variables for costly investment signals (security benefits). benefits, b

Y

of
forces (immediate, short term and long term), domestic political costs, and value of the

issue at stake for the defender. Having completed this task, I tur to the empirical testing
* of the propositions derived from the model.
R

1 provide empirical tests of my formal models. 1 outline two

d general deterrence success/failure, and one for the possibility







. In order to test my propositions, 1
s, 1997; Dubin and Rivers, 1989; Reed,
on process that is inherent in the quantitative study of

cross sectional time series techniques (BCSTS),

cer (1998) to account for the issues of
n pooled time-series data is used. I then run estimates
ss of fit tests. To add validity to the analysis, [ y
:d throughout the dissertation, and provide a detailed
at work in these crises. The combination of statistical results A
ps to increase the internal and external validity of the theory

proposed earlier. 1 close with a di ion of what the th ical

in, and what alternative explanations could be at work.

of this di ion I tie together the findings of the formal

empirical tests, and discuss what has been learned about the role of

back to the earlier di ions on lation, and maintain that the

notably the role that certainty plays, has greatly increased our
rand why alliances function as successful agents of deterrence. |
ections for further research.



 AND CONCEPTUALIZATIONS

By e

on of military alliances and their deterrent capacities
ies of alliances tend to emphasize their ability to
aggression, not all alliances perform these functions. While
ction to this dissertation, was formed with the explicit
‘aggression toward Western Europe, how does one explain an
ified by the Nazi-Soviet non-aggression pact of 1939? This

/as to witness, was offensive in nature, and secretly provided for
"Poland, which launched the Second World War.

2s are not novel observations on the part of the author. Ward

996), and Gibler and Vasquez (1998) have all expressed dissatisfaction
m manners of identifying alliances and their specific functions.

* Throughout this dissertation it is maintained that if we are to understand the conditions

M serve as successful instruments of deterrence, we need to clarify

of all, what is meant by deterrence in international politics? How does
On nu

e? Secondly, what makes an alliance a deterrence alliance, rather

pt of a deterrence alliance. 1







- formation and the impact of alliances on the
 two areas that greatly emphasize the linkages

in international politics and their deterrent effects. |
s alliance within the context of extended deterrence,

'squarely within the rational deterrence debate in the

/e, alliances often exist for purposes of deterrence. However,

ly mean? Is there a distinction between deterrence and defense? In

mé‘wmumme
~ Deterrence has been one of the cor of

the end of the Second World War. However, it is not merely an artifact of the nuclear

perpower security policies since

m Mearsheimer (1983) di it was a feature in both World Wars, as

well as the modern day Arab-Israeli conflicts.® And Huth (1988) finds evidence of

‘The literature on nuclen strategy and nuclear deterrence is voluminous, especially
in superpower thinking after 1945. The focus in this dissertation is on

bhnenee. as defined by Mearsheimer (1983, 15) “is s a function of

{ his battlefield objectives with conventional forces Conventional

ly Amencm) foreign policy after the
see Oeome and Smoke (1974) Huth (1990); Kahn (1965); Kugler
) (1985, 1990); Schelling (1960, 1966). While this list is
deterrence




 to the latter portion of the nineteenth century, as
spite of the policy implications of this strategy.
concept. In this vein, therefore, I outline a basic
the different formulations of deterrence.

basic level refers to a policy of attempting to use threats to
- that the political costs of using military force will be greater than

n using the military force (Huth, 1988, 15). Deterrence in this

3

pting to deny an ad 'y any ad ge that may come
ne form of crisis. Thus, deterrence is used here as a denial strategyf A

ready and makes it clear to an adversary that it will respond in kind if

~ Nuclear deterrence, in contrast, tends to be regarded as a punishment strategy.
‘The United States pursued such a policy during the Cold War in regards to the Soviet
Union. By maintaining nuclear weapons that were able to withstand a Soviet first strike,
the United States was able to convince the Soviets that any attempt to launch an attack on
the United States would be met in kind, and the retaliation would be extreme, in order to
“teach the Soviets a lesson”. The focus here is on deterrence as a denial strategy, rather
than as a policy pursued to punish an aggressor extensively if a hostile action is
undertaken.
- Deterrence as a strategy of denial, therefore, assumes two distinct types. The first

i general deterrence. Such a scenario implies that an adversarial relationship exists

elaborates on the role of deterrence as both a denial and a
. See also Mearsheimer (1983, 15).
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) leaders in at least one state would consider resorting to

e opponent would be willing to consider a resort to arms

and utilizes threats of its own in order to prevent such a

> (Huth, 1988, 15-18; Morgan, 1984, 42-43).

deterrence scenario that involves a pair of states is that of

. In such a case three conditions must be met: 1) officials in at least

considering an attack on the other; 2) the leaders of the second state

eat; 3) the leaders in the second state issue threats to retaliate if the

f hrough with its intentions (Morgan, 1984, 38).

~ What happens, however, if a third state is involved? In particular, what if a state
values its relationship with a third state and desires to protect it? This concept is referred
toas extended deterrence. This simply implies to a situation in which one state threatens
military retaliation against another state to prevent the second state from using military
force against an ally of the first state (Huth, 1988, 16). Following from the earlier

discussion of general and immediate deterrence, one can have cases in which extended

general deterrence is proffered, and cases in which extended general deterrence falters
and a case of ded i diate d

emerges.

In order to understand the circumstances under which extended deterrence will be
fulltwo

need to be defined. The first is deterrence credibility, and the
second is deterrence stability. Both are important to understanding the influence that a
defender’s actions have on shaping the perceptions of an aggressor. Deterrence
credibility, on the one hand, refers to the ability of a defender to communicate their desire

10 protect an embattled protégé. Huth (1988, 4-10) discusses this problem within the

21




to Huth, credibility is largely a function of the military
and its willingness (resolve) to actually use them in a crisis
g to incur costs demonstrate more resolve, and therefore
to become involved in conflict to protect their “vital” interests.
/, in chapter 3, states are able to demonstrate their credibility

of costly signals. This is plished by investing

ible benefits into
‘Such a focus on costly signaling shifts the di: i di

g credibility
dependence upon capability ratios, and maintains that states can make

their resolve ki through other method:

This is not, however, meant to slight the role
that military force plays in international politics and in the success of deterrence in
particular. As noted above, deterrence, as a punishment strategy requires the ability to
carry out threats that a defender has made. Military might is the means to such an end.

- Deterrence stability, on the other hand, refers to the defender taking such actions
that the potential attacker does not fear an offensive strike (Huth, 1988, 11). Most states
would prefer to resolve their conflicts peacefully. The purpose behind making a

deterrence commitment stable is to convince p ial kers that the

is
credible, but that it will not be utilized in an offensive manner, nor will force be used

A brief aside before continuing. There exists a basic distinction between
deterrence, as defined above, and compellence. Deterrence is an attempt to prevent an
attack or hostile action before it begins. American troops stationed overseas in West
Germany during the Cold War, and American behavior in this region of the world

attempted to prevent the Soviet Union from launching an attack against the West.







an attempt to make an ad y stop doing

g to some course of action (Schelling 1966, 69-
made some sort of attack, the target must decide if it
attempt to force the aggressor to back down. If one

its taking place in the former Yugoslavia, one witnesses
e. NATO demanded that Serb President Slobodan

P ion of ethnic Alt

in the Kosovo province of Serbia.
o any of the demands made upon him by NATO. In an attempt to

ply, NATO, under the direction of the United States, began an air war

Pt
rbs, in an attempt to halt, or compel, their persecution of the Albanian

t discursion
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great pain in this dissertation to ensure that cases of extended general

% both U

&M cases that were attempted and those that failed) were actually cases of
In the

deterrence, and not of compellence. More on the coding rules regarding cases of

SRpie of d

extended general deterrence can be found in chapter 5.
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Based upon this discussion, a typology of deterrence can be constructed. This
o lhgir bor

borrows from the work of Huth (1988, 17), and helps clarify the different
Swests of

combinations of actors and immediacy of threat that exist in deterrence situations. I then
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discuss in substantive terms what each cell of the following table means. Figure 2.1
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depicts the different combinations of deterrence that exist, given an adversary, a
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In the first cell above, we have a case of direct immediate deterrence. A good
i bt oo

example of direct immediate deterrence can be found in the conflict involving China and
$005 0 thee

Indiain 1962. India and China have both levied a variety of claims to disputed territory
By adse of o

on their borders. In 1962 China responded to Indian pr in the region by making
L R

threats of their own to prevent Indian acquisition of the disputed areas. China responded
Beoond Worid W o

with a threat of military action of its own if India continued to pursue a policy of

wpeated Esst atte:

territorial acquisition. Through the use of these threats China attempted
Wit Betin in paicul

ally, as it turned out) to deny India any advantages it may have incurred on the

L3RS,
India-China conflict can be found in Whiting (1975).
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a case of direct general deterrence, which is best
towards one another during the Cold War. Once the

et Union each obtained nuclear a stal occurred

P

an advantage to strike first at each in a nuclear capacity.
distrustful of each other, and publicly claimed that the other

al, nuclear weapons led to peace, albeit uneasy at times, between the

waﬂ, we have a case of extended immediate deterrence, in a case
drawn from the late nineteenth century. In this case, the deterrence commitment is
explicitly that of an alliance. Austria-Hungary was allied with Serbia, and promised aid
via intervention in the case of an attack (real or threatened) upon Serbian territory. In
1885, Serbia found herself at war with Bulgaria, and soon found herself being threatened
by Bulgarian troops. Austria threatened to intervene militarily, and was able to prevent
any further hostile actions on the behalf of the Bulgarians against its Serbian protégé.'’
In the fourth cell, we have extended general deterrence operating. It involves yet
another case of extended deterrence via alliance, and involves the case of American
troops maintaining a presence in West Germany after 1961. In the aftermath of the

Second World War, the division of Germany signified the ideological divide the

P East pts to dislodge the American presence from West Germany, and

West Berlin in particular, the Soviet Union and the United States settled into a state of

 See, among others, Hyland (1989) on the rivalry between the United States and the
Soviet Union.

el N i

" Blainey (1988); Jelavich (1973); and Langer (1950) all present excellent depictions of
* Serbian-Bulg War of 1885, and the Austrian response.

section limsits el o
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ch both sides maintained troops and other military means
. The military might was there to deter hostile actions from the
remained at the general level.""
the analysis of deterrence in the academic literature has tended
inct threads: the strategic (nuclear) level and the conventional level

ere is on extending deterrence in an alliance context, both of the levels
m since nuclear capabilities lie at the core of much of the post -1945

alliance scene. In this vein, therefore, I discuss the findings that emerge from
BRRRitaive siudiesiof extended d TR

in the ing phs. I focus on the

role that conventional forces play, but also acknowledge that nuclear weapons also play a
role. I conclude the section with a brief discussion of the role of alliances in extended
deterrence strategies, and establish the gr
politics."

k for a di of alliances in world
One final distinction should be drawn, however, before proceeding further. What
is the difference between deterrence and defense? These terms are often bandied about
with reckless abandon by academics and policy-makers alike, with little regard for the
distinction between the two. Defense, according to Snyder (1961, 3), “means reducing
our own prospective costs and risks in the event that deterrence fails”

. The distinction,
then, implies that defense occurs after deterrence has failed. It is an attempt to prevent

"' Hanrieder (1989) places American relations with West Germany in a context of
extended deterrence.

"1 am not attempting to ignore the vast literature in deterrence theory that utilizes game-
theoretic techniques. Many of these references will be addressed below, when our
attention turns to the rational deterrence debate. Because most of the extended deterrence
discussion and debate

emanates from the quantitative study of these phenomena, this
section limits itself to the empirical domain.






any further damage, either through the use of compellence techniques or, in the nuclear
case, by using some form of punishment strategy. The focus of this dissertation on
deterrence, therefore, restricts our attention to cases in which potential threats are
confronted with counter-threats.'® In the case that deterrence breaks down totally, and
conflict erupts, the focus would shift to defensive tactics. Although interesting, they are
beyond the scope of the work here.
223 Existing Findings Regarding Extended Deterrence

Quantitative studies of extended deterrence can largely be traced back to Russett
(1963), and his seminal treatment of the “calculus” of deterrence. 14" Such studies tend to
find themselves largely grounded in the framework of realism, with a focus on the role
that military capabilities play in deterring hostile actions. Additional realist variables that
matter include alliance ties, level of trade, and strategic importance of the protégé to the
defender. Huth and Russett (1984, 1988) and Huth (1988) focus on crises at the level of
extended immediate deterrence, with specific focus on realist factors.'®

Studies in general deterrence are not as common as studies in extended immediate
deterrence. Much of this dearth of rigorous study can be attributed to the difficulty in
identifying cases of extended general deterrence. As the discussion of selection effects in

chapters 4 and 5 demonstrate, it is difficult to identify if deterrence was operating, or if

B However, it should be noted that having a strong defensive posture, especially in
regards to capabilities, plays a great role in determining extended deterrence success.

“of course, many have noted that the article could more properly be called the “algebra”
of deterrence.

* Reviews of the empirical literature on extended deterrence can be found in Levy (1988,

1989). See also the edited volume by Stern et. al. (1989) for a number of perspectives on
deterrence, both nuclear and conventional.
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some other factor was an issue in preventing an outbreak of hostilities. For example, why
do we witness such a long period of peace between Bulgaria and Romania in the latter
part of the nineteenth century? We know that Romania is allied with Austria-Hungary

for the explicit purpose of deterring Bulgarian designs for a greater role in the Balkans.
This presumes that Bulgaria has hostile intentions regarding the Romanian state;

however, no hostility, with the minor exception of the Second Balkan War, erupts

between the twb minor powers during the almost thirty-five years that the Austro-
Romanian alliance exists. Is the threat of Austrian intervention enough to deter the
Bulgarians, or are they in truth satisfied with the status quo situation during this time
period? Such issues plague studies of general deterrence, either direct or extended.

Most of the empirical studies regarding deterrence have focused on the immediate
level. Much of this is due to the fact that cases of immediate deterrence are easier to
identify. Two major exceptions to the paucity of studies in general deterrence are Huth
and Russett (1993) and Sorokin (1994). Both studies examine general deterrence within
the context of enduring rivalries. In the case of Huth and Russett, the study is conducted
regarding direct general deterrence, and does not address issues of strategic interaction.
Sorokin uses a game-theoretic interpretation to demonstrate that a defender will intervene
when it is in the defender’s interest, and discusses the role that alliance formation plays in
enforcing stable deterrence situations in the Middle East.

Since extended deterrence, as evidenced from the above discussion, is meant to
project a defender’s power onto a minor power, it seems natural that alliances would be
the means that great powers would use to extend their military capabilities for the

protection of their protégé. However, in the 58 cases of extended immediate deterrence
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that Huth (1988) identifies during the period 1885-1984, only 24 of the cases involve an
alliance. Hence, there seems to be something that distinguishes extended deterrence
relationships that function via alliance mechanisms from those that do not formally
cement their relationship with an alliance treaty. In this vein, therefore, I turn the
discussion from one of extended deterrence to one regarding the role of alliances in
international politics.

What is of importance here is that in many instances, states undertake specific
deterrence commitments to protect protégés, and in some of these cases, the commitment
comes in the explicit form of a security alliance. This area of inquiry, unfortunately, is
understudied in the deterrence literature, and evidence regarding the effectiveness of
deterrence via alliance is mixed at best.

For example, the impact of alliances on extended immediate deterrence have been
studied to some extent, albeit not great. Within this context, Huth and Russett (1984,
1988), Huth (1988) investigate the impact that a defender has on 1) deterring aggression
against a protégé and 2) what ensures that the defender will intervene if deterrence fails.
They find that the existence of a formal alliance between the protégé and defender is one
of the best predictors that the defender will intervene on its protégé’s behalf. However,

as Huth (1988) notes, the existence of an alliance has a negative, statistically insignificant
relationship with the prospect of deterrence success. An alliance relationship, therefore,
appears to increase the possibility of intervention in a conflict if deterrence breaks down,

but does not necessarily prevent a demand from being made in the first place'®

'601hers, notably Morrow (1994a) and Smith (1995), examine the deterrence impact of
alliances in their formal models of alliance behavior, but their focus is on alliances more
generally, rather than on deterrence per se.
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Alternatively, in a formal exposition and empirical corroboration, Sorokin (1994)
demonstrates that alliances can and do play a deterrent role, and that they can be effective
at ensuring stability among adversarial states. These tenuous findings suggest that
further study regarding the linkages between alliances and deterrence is warranted. Since
alliances play such a major role in the discourse surrounding international affairs, I now
turn to a discussion of the alliance literature, and the implications an alliance has for

providing mechanisms of extended deterrence between great and minor powers.
23  Alliances in World Politics
In this section I discuss the role that alliances play in relations among states. In
particular I address the type of alliance that is most readily classified as a deterrent
structure; namely, the asymmetric alliance. I review two strands of international
relations literature that have implications for extended deterrence via alliance: alliance
formation and the alliance and war linkage. This allows me to present my
conceptualization of deterrence alliances as a distinctive class of alliance, and link
deterrence policies more tightly to a number of military alliances throughout the years.
23.1 The Role of Alliances in International Politics: Issues of Conceptualization and
Definition
That alliances are central actors in the conduct of international relations is neither
anovel nor unique assertion. Indeed, the literature is replete with discussions about the
purposes and actions of such organizations, particularly as elucidated in the prominent
realist and neorealist paradigms (Morgenthau, 1985; Walt, 1987; Waltz, 1979).
Since the focus of this work is on an existing alliance’s impact on the occurrence

of conflict, it is imperative that we understand what an alliance is, and is not. There
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exists some confusion in the literature about the exact nature of alliances, so definitional
clarity is an absolute necessity. Ward (1982, 5-10) makes a good first cut in

distinguishing between alliances, alignment and coalitions. Alignment differs from
alliance in that it is not ;igniﬁed by formal treaties, and is not focused only on a military
dimension. Coalitions tend to be short-term alliances, established in the face of a specific
threat. Once the threat passes, the coalition ceases to exist.

More recent work by Walt provides an expanded definition of alliances.

According to his study, "an alliance is a formal or informal arrangement for security
cooperation between two or more sovereign states”" (Walt, 1987, 12). Unfortunately, this
classification blurs the distinction between alliances and alignments. To prevent such a
problem, the definition of alliance used in this paper is one adopted from Kegley and
Raymond (1990, 52). An alliance is a formal agreement between sovereign states for the
putative purpose of coordinating their behavior in the event of specified contingencies of
amilitary nature. Although it was mentioned above that alliances oftentimes form for
reasons other than security, a majority of alliances also entail some security component
within their agreement. The existence of a formalized treaty is what makes the

distinction between an alliance and other forms of security cooperation.

Within the empirical literature, alliances tend to be categorized into three distinct
categories, depending upon the strength of their commitment. The point of departure for
discussions of alliance commitment is the pioneering work of Singer and Small (1966a,
1966b, 1968). In these studies, they categorized alliances as defense pacts, non-
aggression pacts, or ententes. In descending order of commitment level are defense

pacts, which require a signatory to come to the aid of a beleaguered ally; non-aggression
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pacts, which stipulate that the signatories will not assist a third party who may attack any
member of the alliance; and ententes, which merely state that the nations involved will
consult each other about possible coordinated action if any of them are attacked by an
external party.

While this classification scheme for alliances provides some distinction between
the different levels of commitment that exist, it is problematic in that it does not account
for why alliances form in the first place. The following section addresses this central
issue in the alliance literature.

232 Why Alliances Form

Traditional realist (and neorealist) interpretations of alliance formation view them
as forming in order to balance against power inequalities in the international system. In
more recent work, Walt (1987, chapter S) has reformulated balance of power theory
somewhat. According to his view, states ally in order to counter a threat to their
sovereignty (this is known as balance of threat theory). Instead of forming to balance
power capabilities, he argues that states ally in order to counter states which they view as
threats. Threat, in Walt’s conceptualization, is represented by four factors: aggregate
power, geographic proximity, offensive power, and aggressive intentions (Walt, 1987,
21-26).

In a world characterized by an anarchic international system, states are
responsible for their own survival. Thus, as the discussion above makes clear, security is
an important component of why alliances form. However, is this the only reason? Why
would a state such as the United States, with an overwhelming abundance of power

capabilities, ally with a smaller state with limited capabilities? Such an arrangement
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would, in traditional views of alliances, only serve to entangle the United States, without
providing any extra security for the more powerful state.

The existence of alliances between unequal powers is puzzling to students of
international politics, since minor powers have very little to offer to major powers in
regards to security. However, such alliances persist and continue to be formed. For
example, Midlarksy’s (1988, 1989) work on internal alliance structure determined that
these alliances between unequal powers are more likely to endure. According to his
studies, two forms of alliance structures predominate: hierarchical and non-hierarchical.
According to his definitions, hierarchical alliances are those that have one major power
and at least one other smaller power (Midlarsky, 1989, 56). A good example would be
the United States’ alliance relationship with South Korea from 1954 onwards. In
contrast, a nonhierarchical alliance is one composed of two or members possessing
relatively equal strength. The Triple Alliance of the latter portion joining of the
nineteenth century, Austria-Hungary, Germany and Italy is an archetypal type of this
alliance structure.

As an attempt to explain why such alliances exist, I build upon the pioneering
work of Morrow. In a hierarchical alliance, the power is distributed unequally, and
corresponds to what Morrow (1991, 914) terms an asymmetric alliance. In such a
structure, the major power is generally assumed to be able to set the agenda for the
alliance as a whole. In a non-hierarchical alliance (or symmetric one, to use Morrow's
distinction), power is distributed relatively equally among all the members. It stands to
reason from this that if power is equally dispersed, then all members will have an equal

share in making alliance decisions.

33






As Altfeld (1984) and Morrow (1991, 1993) describe it, a trade-off exists between
forming an alliance and building up arms as a means of ameliorating security concerns of
astate. However, these are not the only concerns that a state has when it determines its
alliance policies. Larger states do not necessarily acquire security benefits from smaller
states. Smaller allies receive benefits in the form of increased security (through the
policy of extended deterrence), while the larger ally receives autonomy benefits, in terms
of military bases, or increased advantages in terms of trade.

If one looks at alliances from this angle, then one can surmise that they form for
security purposes, as Lalman and Newman (1991) argue, or for benefits of trade (Gowa.
1994)."7 Either way, I conceptualize states as forming alliances for the purpose of
advancing national policy goals, which may be ideological, security related, or related to
trade.

When nations enter into an alliance, they tend to sacrifice either autonomy or
security. According to Morrow (1991, 908-9), autonomy is the degree to which a nation
pursues desired changes in the status quo. In contrast, security is its ability to maintain
the current resolution of the issues that it wishes to preserve. A dominant power within
an alliance has the ability to constrain both the autonomy and security of its other
partners. The question that remains is the extent to which it will act in such a manner.

Of course, there are inherent dangers to both members of such an alliance treaty.
Minor powers, as Christensen and Snyder (1990), and Snyder (1984), fear being
abandoned by their major power allies in times of crisis. Such fears are borne out in the

findings of Saborsky (1980), who notes that 76% of all alliances are unreliable in times of
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war. On the other hand, major powers can be fearful that their minor power partners.
reveling in the knowledge that their alliance partner will intervene on their behalf if
threatened, may undertake precarious foreign policy ventures. This “moral hazard™
(Snyder, 1984), is often attributed to the onset of war, and the major power defender will
be dragged into conflict to protect its interests in its protégé.

In determining how to act, an alliance member must determine if it is more
important to have greater security, or greater autonomy. In this sense. it develops an
ideal point. This is defined as its preferred resolution of various issues (Morrow. 1991.
908). Rational actors will seek out an ideal point that will maximize the benefits of both
security and autonomy. If a situation arises which disrupts the actor's equilibrium. it
must determine its best strategy in order to resolve the crisis.

Such an approach is not an uncommon one in the alliance literature. Many
additional studies address the relationship between small powers and great ones in
alliance relationships. Most of these, in fact. tend to shift the focus from “balance of
power” or “balance of threat™ issues to ones in which the great power defender trades
some security benefit for something other than capability aggregation. Over thirty years
ago Rothstein (1968) noted those small powers are not merely great powers writ small.
Rather, they play a unique role in the international system, and should be analyzed

differently than their major power counterparts.'® More recently, Morgan and Palmer

" Gowa (1994) and Mansfield and Bronson (1997) argue that alliances that form for
trade purposes tend to provide security externalities, which are unintended security
benefits of the trading relationship.

fg Similar arguments are put forth by Keohane (1971). in his discussion of the large
influence of small allies.






(1997) utilize the terminology preservation and proaction to demonstrate the trade-offs
that exist between unequal allies.

In a more recent research project, Reiter (1994, 1996) discusses learning among
small powers. He finds that they tend to acquire knowledge from formative events (the
World Wars in his study), and apply this knowledge to their decisions on when to ally
and with whom. These studies, while not exhaustive, are indicative of the fact that
various benefits are traded between small powers and their defenders. As I shall
demonstrate in chapter 3 when a full theory is developed, small powers play a distinct
role in the deterrence alliance, largely due to the fact that they provide their great power
partners with benefits that differ from security.

23.3 Alliances and War: Random Chance or Reliability?

Secondly I turn to an examination in which the evidence is mixed. Specifically,
what is the relationship between alliances and the occurrence of international war? If
alliances are supposed to be organizations which are formed to deter aggression against
one or member states, then the incidence of conflict between nations is quite puzzling. 19
Why form alliances if they are ineffective in deterring attackers? An interesting quote
concerning alliances and war is indicative of the puzzle surrounding this question:

First, alliances do not prevent war or promote peace;
instead they are associated with war, although they
are probably not a cause of war. Second, the major
consequence of alliances is to expand war once it has

started; in the war alliances are important in accounting
for the magnitude and severity of war. (Vasquez, 1987, 119)

¥ It should be noted that while many (but not all) alliances are formed with some
deterrent component in mind (NATO in the post World War Il era is the best example),
not all deterrence relationships are alliance relationships (the United States and Israel
being a case in point).
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A majority of the work that examines the relationship between alliances and the
occurrence of war emanates out of the Correlates of War (COW) project. It is their
findings that Vasquez is discussing above. It is in an early work conducted by members
of the project (Singer and Small, 1966), that the relationship between alliance
membership and the occurrence of war is first empirically examined. Their initial
findings suggested that alliances are particularly correlated with certain factors pertaining
to war, including number of wars a state is involved in and the number of years of war a
state is involved in.

After this initial study, a number of other writings sought to clarify this
relationship. In particular, much of the focus changed to an examination of alliance
reliability; namely, under what conditions would states actually honor the pledges they
had made to other states. However, different studies produce dramatically different
results, depending upon how they conceptualize and treat alliance reliability.”® For
example, Holsti, Hopmann and Sullivan (1973), Singer and Small (1966a, 966b, 1968)
found that alliances tend to be honored, especially if their casus foederis is invoked. In
contrast, Sabrosky (1980) finds that 73 percent of all alliances are unreliable, and Bueno
de Mesquita (1981) finds that allies are as likely to attack each other as they are to come
to each other's aid. In addition, Siverson and King (1979, 1980) examined the effects
that an existing alliance had on the expansion of war. They find that a state is five times

more likely to become involved in a war if it is allied with one of the disputants than if

X Reliability is never explicitly defined in either of these works, but it is inherently linked
with the notion of commitment. For purposes being outlined in this dissertation, I use the
terms honor commitment and reliability interchangeably. I define reliability as a

situation in which a state honors a pledge to an ally. This is similar to Smith’s (1996, 17)
definition of alliance reliability.
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the war involves states with which it has no alliance ties. And, within a context of
extended immediate deterrence, Huth (1988, 1994, 1998) discerns that defenders who are
allied with beleaguered states are more likely to militarily intervene when a crisis erupts.

These contradictory findings are quite disconcerting when it comes to determining
when an ally will honor its commitments and the causal link between alliances and war is
never fully established. I argue that much of the problem surrounding this question is
that the reason for alliance formation has never been adequately addressed in these
studies. If we are to understand how and why alliances have an impact on the occurrence
of war in some way, then we need to theoretically specify why they exist in the first
place. [ argue that it is in the realm of deterrence that we can understand, at least
partially, why some alliances exist, and what benefits they provide to their member states.
Itis now to an examination of deterrence via alliance that this discussion now turns.
24  Linking Alliances to Extended Deterrence: Conceptualizing Deterrence
Alliances

Having seen that great powers pursue alliances with minor powers for purposes
other than capability aggregation, I think it imperative to move beyond some of the
earlier conceptualizations of alliances that have driven empirical research in the past. It
appears that many asymmetric alliances form for reasons other than balancing power, as
many studies, recent and otherwise, have demonstrated. Gibler (1996), for example,
defines certain alliances as territorial settlement alliances, while Gibler and Vasquez
(1998) focus on the determinants of what types of alliances will lead to war. And

Schroeder (1976) argues that alliances serve as mechanisms for managing the internal
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politics of member states. From these attempts to reconceptualize the alliance variable
then, I posit a new type of alliance: the deterrence alliance.

1 define a deterrence alliance along three dimensions. The first dimension
stipulates that the alliance must be formed for (potentially) some defensive purpose,
should deterrence fail. Therefore, the treaty that is signed must make some stipulation for
military support in the event that deterrence fails. This rules out alliances such as the
Nazi-Soviet non-aggression pact and the alliances formed in 1866 by Prussia with a
number of the smaller German states. All of these alliances were formed to aggregate
capabilities in order to wage offensive war.

Secondly, the identification of a threatening state must be evident. This helps
distinguish a deterrence alliance from one that is purely defensive in nature. An alliance
can form with purely defensive intentions, such as the American relationship with
Australia and New Zealand after the Second World War (the ANZUS alliance).
However, there is not a state that is actively threatening the vital interests or national
security of these smaller states. In contrast, we see American relations with Taiwan and
South Korea being cemented by formal alliances after hostilities involving both of these
smaller states erupts in the post 1945 era..

Third, the great power defender must be able to make its commitment to its ally
known, “Commitment is the adhesive of human interaction...Of great importance for the
stability of the international system are the processes by which alliance commitments are
terminated” (Kegley and Raymond, 1990, 1). As indicated by this statement, the failure
to honor a pledge to an ally can lead to a restructuring of the international order, as

nations break their old alliance bonds and forge others anew. Unfortunately, the concept
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of alliance commitment is not overly clear. In order to comprehend why states in an
alliance will adhere to their promises or break them; one needs to know precisely what
these commitments are. Hence, the decision to proffer security within a context of
extended general deterrence indicates that deterrence is a benefit that can be provided by
the defender, in exchange for some other good.

Other than the work emanating out of the COW project, very little research has
been conducted that discusses the honoring of alliance commitments in any rigorous
fashion. Two more promising avenues of explaining commitment among allies have
been witnessed in recent years, but they are a distinct minority. A first branch has
focused on members honoring their commitments based upon tangible resources
promised to the alliance's other members from a public goods perspective (the basic point
of departure is Olson and Zeckhauser, 1966). The second strand emerges specifically
from the literature on deterrence, as exemplified in Huth (1988); Huth and Russett
(1988); and Huth (1994).

Recent work by Gates and Terasawa (1992, 104) has extended the discussion of
the public goods problem among defensive alliances. They make a distinction between
resources (viewed as troops) fully committed to an alliance (which are public benefits),
partially committed to an alliance (which are both public and private benefits), and those
which are used for out of alliance purposes (strictly private benefits). While this is not the

place for a discussion of the entire public goods literature, one thing emanates from this
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work. Commitments can be measured as tangible resources, rather than as vague
promises or alliance configurations.!

Operating from a perspective on deterrence, Huth (1994) discusses instances in
which states will assume extended deterrence commitments. He finds, in keeping within
the realist framework, that states will undertake such commitments when the benefits to
their national security are served. The notion of commitment implicit in such a
framework is that of a promise to aid an ally. This keeps the focus within our discussion
of defense pacts, and extends the notion of commitment as resources.

Based upon the above discussion of commitment, I feel that it is necessary to
move beyond the notion under which Sabrosky (1980) operated in his study of alliance
reliability. Commitment implies constraints on the actions of an individual state, as
witnessed by the discussion of security versus autonomy above. We therefore need to
focus our attention on individual states, rather than on the alliance as a whole. Thus, I
conceptualize commitment here as a promise, backed up by resources, to the other
members of the alliance. As will be outlined in the following chapter, the great power

must provide some tangible security benefit to its protégé in an attempt to prevent

" Olson and Zeckhauser’s (1966) article on deterrence as a non-excludable good among
allies generated a spate of work in the realm of the economic theory of alliances. Sandler
(1993) provides an excellent overview of this literature.

Palmer (1992) extends the purely theoretical work done in this tradition by
statistically testing hypotheses derived from the original theory of Olson and Zeckhauser.
Coneybeare and Sandler (1991) apply their public goods model to the Triple Alliance and
Triple Entente of the late nineteenth and early twentieth centuries. Much of this
literature, however, is rooted in the discussion of burden sharing within NATO.

Although an interesting literature, I maintain that deterrence benefits can be withheld by a

great power in an alliance. Unfortunately such an analysis is beyond the purview of this
dissertation,
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aggression on the part of a hostile adversary. These commitments are revealed through
the use of costly signals sent by the defender to the protégé.
2.5  The Rational Deterrence Debate

Having provided linkages between a policy of extended deterrence and alliances,
it would be appropriate to outline a complete theory of extended deterrence via alliance at
this juncture. However, there does exist a debate, both within the international relations
community and the political science discipline as a whole, which must be addressed prior
to continuing on this quest towards theory.

This debate is the one that surrounds the use of rational choice methodologies in
analyzing political phenomenon. This debate is currently quite central in the discipline,
and is exceptionally critical of the work that is done within international politics. In
regards to analyses conducted of deterrence, it is especially critical of what constitutes a
deterrence encounter, and how they are measured. In many cases these critics call into
question the efficacy of deterrence as both a social-science theory and a policy
prescription for statesmen to adopt. In the following two sections I present the criticisms
of rational deterrence theory, at both the formal and the quantitative levels, and discuss
why these criticisms are flawed.

23.1 Criticisms based on Formal Modeling

Those that challenge rational choice models tend to fall into two distinct factions.

The first, as exemplified by the writings of Green and Shapiro (1994), maintains that

rational theories of politics have led to no interesting conclusions. Such critics argue that

2 The recent review by Harvey (1998) reexamines the rational deterrence debate within
th; .broader methodological concerns of necessity and sufficiency. Many of Harvey’s
cntiques of critics of rational deterrence theory are echoed below.
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rational choice approaches are dependent upon arcane jargon, understood by few, and

that empirical tests of rational choice models are poorly conducted (if conducted at all).”
Others, notably Lebow and Stein (1989), Lowi (1992) and Walt (1991) have decried the
use of rational choice modeling techniques, both in political science as a discipline and in
international politics in particular. As most of them argue, the political world is too rich.
too complex to be distilled into a mere mathematical formula.?*

The second group of critics approaches rational choice modeling from a
psychological perspective, and argues that individuals do not necessarily attempt to
maximize gains. Rather, in many instances they attempt to minimize losses.”> Such
adherents to this method of explanation tend to assert the inadequacy of rational choice in
determining actors’ preferences.

While I could attempt to refute all of these charges levied at the rational choice
enterprise, | allow more able hands (Lalman et. al., 1993; O’Neill, 1995) to defend the

virtues of rational choice modeling at all levels of the discipline. In the following

B O'Neill (1995) presents a thoughtful review and critique of Green and Shapiro’s work.
In it he takes special issue with how Green and Shapiro advocate testing of formal
rational choice models, and the philosophy of science underpinnings that they use to
strengthen their claims. See also the edited volume by Friedman (1996) for additional
responses to Green and Shapiro’s commentary.

* For an early defense of rational models that addresses many of these criticisms, see
Moe (1979).

B Critics that exemplify the psychological approach to deterrence more generally include
Lebow (1981, 1987), Lebow and Stein (1989, 1990), Lebow, Stein and Jervis (1985).
Levy (1997) presents a more thoughtful and constructive approach to using psychological
approaches to studying international politics generally.
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paragraphs I address these charges as they pertain to the modeling of international
politics in general, and the modeling of deterrence in particular.?®

I begin with the charges that rational choice models are arcane, jargon-laden and
merely skeletal representations of actual events. The rationale behind using mathematical
techniques for modeling is to ensure that results can be replicated, and that all
assumptions are laid bare and easily identified. The assumption of rationality is just that,
an assumption. In many instances assuming rationality may be appropriate. In others, it
may not.

The formal rational choice literature, contrary to many popular conceptions, has
advanced our understanding of international politics in general, and has additionally
influenced our understanding of deterrence processes. Bueno de Mesquita (1981), for
example, utilizes a straightforward expected utility framework to explain international
conflict on a general level. The early work of Schelling (1960, 1966) is largely based
upon rational choice assumptions, and can be said to serve as the basis for much of
American strategic nuclear policy during the Cold War.

Additional work by Fearon (1994a, 1994b), Kilgour and Zagare (1991), Powell
(1987, 1990), and Zagare (1987, 1990), to mention just a few, has taken the study of
deterrence, formalized it, and provided us with insights into how states behave under
different conditions. Keeping in mind that these are just a few examples from a vast

literature that applies game-theoretic rational models to the study of deterrence, I think it

% Nicholson (1992) also does this, and in a much more eloquent style. Suffice it to say
my defenses are not wholly original, and I do stand on the shoulders of those who have
gone before me in defense of rational deterrence theory.
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premature to assert that rational choice has contributed little substantively to the study of
international politics and deterrence.

Psychological critiques of rational choice models, on the other hand, tend to focus
on the specification of the utility function. Specifically, many of these criticisms (Lebow
and Stein, 1989) maintain that leaders do not all act as risk-acceptant utility maximizers.
Rather, they argue that leaders have a tendency towards risk aversion, at least when it
comes to terms of losses. Additionally, psychological opponents to rational choice
theorizing argue that controlled experiments belie the assumptions that rationality makes.

The charge that rationality must assume risk-acceptance is a quite simple one to
counter. While many models do assume risk-acceptance on the part of the actors, there is
no hard and fast rule that states that this assumption must be an integral component of
rational models. One can assume differing attitudes towards risk in constructing rational
models; as long as the assumptions are made explicit this is not problematic.?” One can
subsume a variety of behaviors under the rubric of rational thinking. All that is necessary
is that preferences for actors be clearly specified, and that these preferences be sensible.

To demonstrate this point, I point to two contributions to the study of rationality
that are outside of the international politics field. The work of the Nobel laureate
Amatrya Sen (1970), for example, demonstrates that social welfare can be advanced in a
rational manner, even if it does not necessarily maximize profits for those providing this
benefit. And Monroe (1994) demonstrates in her analysis of German behavior during the

Holocaust that altruism can be a rational response to events. In both instances rationality

? This argument is made by Kahneman and Tversky (1979), and Levy (1997), in regards
to prospect theory.
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prevails, but the preferences are not necessarily risk-acceptant, or strict maximization of
benefits.

The charge that rational choice models perform poorly in controlled laboratory
experiments is a bit more serious. Levy (1997), in his discussion of prospect theory in
international relations, notes that this is one of the shortcomings of the rational choice
approach.”® Alternatively, Zinnes and Muncaster (1997) determine that in a simulation
study, a rational expected utility model performs better as a predictor of behavior than
does a psychological model based on prospect theory.

Once again, the evidence is mixed on which approach performs better. The moral
of the story can best be expressed by stating that modeling is admittedly an attempt to
distill a set of interactions in political life down to its simplest components. These
models help us understand a variety of dynamics that occur in political life, albeit at the
expense of the richness found in much work that is done on a case by case basis. As long
as we properly specify our theories, clearly articulate our theoretical assumptions, and use
our models to illuminate evidence, then the use of rational choice modeling techniques is
no worse than alternative approaches.

25.2  Criticisms based on Quantitative Studies

Moving from the abstractions of theory and model building, I now turn my
attention to the portion of the rational deterrence debate that is concerned with the
empirical identification and testing of deterrence theory. The concerns advanced by

those who critique rational deterrence theory from an empirical standpoint also tend to

B O'Neill (1995, 735-6) addresses some of the issues that plague psychological
experimental studies of rational choice in the laboratory.
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focus on two distinct areas. The first camp, typified by the writings of Lebow and Stein
(1989, 1990), calls into question how cases of deterrence are initially identified.

In a series of exchanges with Huth and Russett,” Lebow and Stein (1989, 1990)
call into question the coding rules used by the first pair of authors, and the overall
relevance of the rational deterrence model in the social sciences. Much of their criticism
focuses on the fact that psychological pathologies of leaders cannot be accounted for by
rational deterrence theory. This was noted above, so our attention turns to their other
major criticism of rational deterrence theory; namely, that deterrence doesn’t work, and
that deterrence encounters have tended to be conflated with attempts at compellence.

The majority of this criticism is aimed at the level of extended immediate
deterrence. The concern, as elucidated by Lebow and Stein (1990, 481) is that both pairs
of authors agree on a basic definition of extended immediate deterrence. The
disagreement is in how the definition is to be applied. Huth and Russett rely largely upon
behavioral indicators. They examine instances in which threats were verbally
communicated from an aggressor towards a target, when troops were mobilized, when
counter-threats were issued on the part of the defender. Lebow and Stein, keeping with
their psychological orientation, maintain that in order to understand and identify
deterrence encounters, one must look at the psychological pathologies of the leaders
involved. By doing so, they dismiss 41 of the 51 cases that Huth and Russett code as
being extended immediate deterrence encounters.

Much of the issue being debated here surrounds intentions. Under what

conditions do we witness challenges to proteges, and how do we ascertain with clarity

» When I refer to the Huth and Russett studies, I am focusing on the following works:
Huth and Russett (1984, 1988); Huth (1988).
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that a challenge was truly a threat? Lebow and Stein tend to be vague on their codings.
remarking that they relied upon a vast array of historical evidence, and expert advice
from distinguished diplomatic historians. Huth and Russett (1990) respond to these
charges by clearly explicating their coding decisions, and noting that attempting to
determine actual intentions is plagued with methodological difficulties, and that
attempting to ascertain how serious an attacker was about using force is not consistent
with good social science (Huth and Russett, 1990, 482).

The second group, exemplified by the writings of Alexander George and his
colleagues (George, 1979; George and Smoke, 1974; 1989; see also Lebow, 1981), calls
into question the use of statistical methodologies to study cases of deterrence. These
arguments assert that statistical models that deal in large numbers of cases tend to gloss
over the inherent richness of detail that exist within individual crises.

As part of a larger forum on the study of rational deterrence, Achen and Snidal
(1989, 143-4) point out that the case study literature has provided tremendous insight into
the dynamics of various historical cases of deterrence. Such studies are needed in order
to place deterrence within a proper historical context. However, case studies are plagued
with a variety of problems, as are formal models and statistical techniques. As Lijphart
(1971, 684) notes, "The comparative method resembles the statistical method in all
respects except one. The crucial difference is that the number of cases it deals with is to
small to permit systematic control by means of partial correlations".

This comparative method is what George (1979) advocates im his assertion that

studies of deterrence should rely upon a method of structured, focused comparison of a

small number of studies. He maintains that tracing common threads through a number of
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cases will provide researchers with the richness of a single case study, with an increased
ability to generalize across a number of cases.*

Such a method may appear to be of some interest to researchers, but it is still
lacking. It is difficult to derive hypotheses and full theories from analyses of only a few
cases. A quote from Achen and Snidal (1989, 147) summarizes this quite nicely; “Only
when yoked clearly to deductive theory and to statistical inference, and made to serve this
end, can case studies provide genuine theoretical contributions™.

26 Conclusion

In this chapter I have surveyed the literature on deterrence, and linked it to the
study of alliances. 1 have argued that a certain class of alliances, the deterrence alliance,
exists for the sole purpose of deterring hostile aggression. A definition of a deterrence
alliance, therefore, is one in which the major power forms an alliance with the minor
power with the express intention of deterring aggression against the smaller state, and the
major power defender is able to undertake some action to demonstrate the value it places
in protecting its protégé.

Following from this discussion, I turn in the next chapter to a formal explication
of a theory of extended deterrence via alliance. 1 link the twin concepts of security and
autonomy with the rationale behind asymmetric alliance formation. I then discuss how
great powers are able to represent, through the process of costly signaling, the value they
hold for their minor power allies. These costly signals can be viewed as investments in a
protégé. I argue that such an alliance arrangement will deter aggression and, if that fails,

be much more reliable than prior research on alliance commitments has suggested.

¥ Dion (1998) discusses the comparative case study method in some detail, and
ascertains that the flaws often associated with the method are not as grave as are often
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The theory and formalizations set forth in the next two chapters pay close
attention to the issues of conceptualization and theory construction that have been
addressed in this chapter. I am cognizant of the debates surrounding much of these
modeling debates, and recognize the inherent limitations of relying merely on individual
cases. 1 also acknowledge that formal mathematical models and statistical significance
tests also mean nothing without relevant empirical evidence to flesh out the theory. I
concur with both the statements of Schrodt (1982) and Zinnes (1991), who maintain that
mathematical modeling for the sake of math is merely an exercise in esoteric modeling.
Models, formal and statistical, must be able to tell us something about the empirical

world that surrounds us. It is in this vein that I proceed into the remaining chapters of

this dissertation.

assumed.
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CHAPTER 3

A THEORY OF EXTENDED DETERRENCE VIA ALLIANCE: SIGNALING
COMMITMENTS BY INVESTING COSTS

3.1 Introduction

In this chapter I develop a theory of extended deterrence via alliance. The theory
developed herein expands upon Morrow’s (1991) conceptual framework of autonomy
and security within the context of extended deterrence. I argue that great powers utilize
deterrence alliances, as defined in the previous chapter, as a means to pursue international
goals and protect those issues that they hold vital to national security. In the case of
alliances with minor powers, the focus of this dissertation, the great power gains
concessions from its smaller ally, and in return provides deterrence benefits to its partner.
NATO can be construed as a good example of this type of security arrangement. The
United States was able to utilize its alliance with the states of Western Europe to maintain
a presence on the European continent and confront and contain the Soviet Union. The

smaller European partners to this alliance were able to gain security from the American

nuclear umbrella.'

"' While this dissertation is not specifically about NATO, the North Atlantic alliance
demonstrates the concept of a great power/minor power alliance quite well. Discussions
regarding NATQ’s formation, and the American role within, can be found in Osgood
(1968). Chernoff (1995) also discusses the functioning of NATO and its changing role
after the Cold War. On a more theoretical level, Olson and Zeckhauser (1966) use
NATO as their example of alliances as collective goods.

This propensity within the literature to focus on NATO has its roots in the
difficulty of how to exactly analyze alliances. As Liska (1962, 3) has written, "It is
impossible to speak of international relations without referring to alliances: the two often
merge in all but name. For the same reason, it has always been difficult to say much that
is peculiar to alliances on the plane of general analysis". In responding to the above
citation from Liska, Glenn Snyder (1991, 121) notes that "would-be alliance theorists,
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The existence of such alliances, I maintain, shapes the perceptions of a potential
adversary. How will an adversary know if a defending state will intervene? Under what
conditions can it expect that a crisis could escalate to a three party war? The actions a
great power defender undertakes on behalf of its protégé shape the actions that a potential
aggressor will take, and is essential to understanding conditions under which extended
deterrence via alliance will be successful.

What emerges, then, is the issue of credibility. How does the larger state make its
commitment to its smaller ally known? To phrase it another way, if “alliances can
prevent war through deterrence, or, if deterrence fails, help nations win whatever war
comes along” (Wayman 1990, 94), then how and when do alliances function as credible
deterrents? While, as I argued in the last chapter, there is some problem with this
assertion of Wayman'’s, the issue of ensuring credibility and deterrence effectiveness still
exists. I argue that great powers use signals to indicate their value for the alliance, and
that through investing costs in the alliance, they are able to make their alliance
commitments credible. Thus, alliance ties function as signals to adversaries. [ argue
that the greater the costs incurred on the part of a defender, the greater the certainty that
exists concerning the likelihood that it will defend its protégé in times of conflict.

Studies of deterrence regularly use the presence of an alliance as a signal of
common interests among states (Huth 1988; Huth and Russett, 1993; Jervis, 1970;
Sorokin, 1994). These studies, however, tend to focus on the existence of an alliance as
the signal, rather than in any specific transfer of tangible benefits as the signal of

commitment. The theory developed herein expands upon these earlier ideas, and argues

realizing that they do not really want to write a general theory of international relations,
retreat to something more manageable-another analysis of NATO, perhaps."
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that in order to maintain credibility, great powers must use tangible benefits as signals of
their commitment to their minor power allies. This public exchange of benefits can be
witnessed by potential aggressors, who must then ascertain whether the benefits indicate
that a defender has a willingness to intervene on behalf of a protégé in a crisis.

In the remainder of this chapter I develop a theory of extended deterrence via
alliance, with a focus on the costly signaling actions of a defending state. In the preceding
two chapters I surveyed the current state of the literature on alliances and deterrence, and
placed this research project squarely within the camp of the rational deterrence theorists.
I now turn to a full explication of my theory. The theory developed below examines and
specifies the linkages that exist between structural conditions and national level
attributes. Particular focus is placed on the impact that the existing alliance and its
actions has on shaping the perceptions of a potential aggressor. In this vein, therefore, I
begin with a discussion of the level of analysis issues that emerge in my theory, and then
tum to a conceptual framework that helps focus and guide my theoretical concerns.

One final note before proceeding. Because I conceptualized deterrence in the
previous chapter as a policy that is extended by a defender to a protégé, the focus in the
theory developed below is on the actions of a great power defender in its relationship
with its minor power protégé. However, it should be noted that the actions taken by the
defender influence greatly the actions that an aggressor will take. Therefore, while my
discussion below is often couched in regards to the actions a great power defender takes
in regards to its protégé, the impact of its actions are of great importance to the potential

aggressor as it considers making a demand of the minor power target.
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3.2  The Levels of Analysis Problem in Deterrence Situations and the Agent-

Structure Debate

As issues of deterrence and alliances are examined, one is struck by a seemingly
perplexing problem. Alliances tend to be systemic factors, as evidenced by a large
amount of the literature (Midlarsky, 1988, 1989; Morgenthau, 1985; Schweller, 1998,
Snyder, 1997; Christensen and Snyder, 1990; Walt, 1987; Waltz, 1979). Rightly or
wrongly, most of this literature, firmly grounded within the realist/neorealist camp, views
alliances in terms of capability aggregation. Much of the debate on polarity and
international stability (Deutsch and Singer, 1964; Waltz, 1964) centers on the role of
alliance blocs and their role in maintaining peace. The terms of such discussions tend to
be couched within a framework of relative power and its distribution throughout the
international system.

In contrast, decisions on whether to provide extended deterrence through an
alliance relationship, or whether or not to initiate or escalate a crisis, are made at the
national or individual level. In fact, a rational choice approach to international affairs
assumes that decisions are made by a unitary actor (Morrow, 1997).*> How can such
disparate levels of analysis be reconciled and still provide valid, meaningful insights into

the functioning of deterrence relationships? This is one of the central concerns of the

" Much recent literature attempts to move away from this unitary actor assumption,
notably Schultz (1998) and Smith (1998). See also the essays in the volume edited by
Siverson (1997). Much of this recent spate of work focuses on inter-party competition
and pressure from domestic interests. However, the final decision on whether to
undertake any foreign policy venture tends to rest in the hands of one individual. Thus, |
retain the assertion that the ultimate decision-making process follows from the unitary
actor assumption. 1 do, however, maintain that such competition is public to a large
extent, and can be witnessed by outside parties.
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level of analysis problem, and finds itself manifested in the debate on agency and
structure.
3.1.1 Agency and Structure

The agency-structure debate in international relations is largely concerned with
providing explanations of how states act in the international system. The definition of agent,
following the writing of Wendt (1987) is a single actor, which in the international system is
simply a state. The question that emerges from the debate is quite similar to the level of
analysis problem, and is concerned with the proper unit of analysis in regards to explaining
international phenomenon. Two issues emerge from this debate, one theoretical and one
substantive. The first is the definition of structure, and the second is how to transcend the
gap between theorizing about international relations and actually empirically analyzing
them.

The concept of "structure" is an oft-maligned one in the literature on international
relations. Waltz (1979), the leading neorealist. identifies it as "the arrangements of units
in the system". Dessler (1989) defines it, according to a scientific realist viewpoint, as
"the social forms that preexist action.” In turn, Morrow (1988) states that structure is "the
processes which create transitive collective orders”. Regardless of how it is defined, it is
apparent that structure provides some sort of restraining framework that inhibits how
states act,

The problem that arises is one of causation. It becomes difficult to determine if
agent shapes structure, or if the reverse is true. Dessler and Carlsnaes (1992) tend to
favor a more dynamic model between structure and agency, while Morrow advocates a

focus on preferences of the individual agents. Morrow supposes that game theory serve
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as a bridge between agent and structure, with the preferences of agents clearly outlined.
Dessler, and to a lesser extent, Carlsnaes, suggest that agent and structure can assume
different forms, and these changes will influence how each of these phenomenon behave.

What implications for empirical research can be drawn from this debate? Two
examples will suffice, in order to demonstrate the feasibility (and pitfalls) of extending the
debate from the theoretical domain to the empirical one. A researcher can examine, for
example, the alliance-war relationship. Is the polarity of the system (structure) a
constraining factor, or is it the attributes of the individual alliance (agent) which are
responsible for the presence of conflict? Another area, which is currently one of the "hot"
topics in international relations, is why democracies do not engage in wars with each other.

Is it qualities of the agents or structure that cause such phenomenon to occur? Of utmost
importance here is the fact that the two interact to some degree: they do not exist solely in a
vacuum. Uneven power distribution or alliance formation (both structural factors) may
deter an aggressive state, due to the fact that state leaders may not wish to be defeated in a
military contest. The costs are not worth the risks of gaining some benefit through
asymmetric conflict initiation.

Of course, the goals of a leader (agency factors) can transcend or mitigate the
influence that structural factors have on choice processes. Pursuit of a desired goal may lead
to conflictual outcomes, as evidenced by the onset of the Second World War. It was quite
apparent that the Germans could not emerge victorious from a long two-front war,
especially if the United States became involved. However, Hitler was determined to pursue
his policy of conquest, and embarked upon a murderous course of action. We witness the

failure of structural explanations here in this example, as they are ameliorated by the goals
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and desires of an agent. Regardless, the philosophical underpinnings of the debate suggest
that a scientific approach to international relations is possible, even in areas such as
comparative foreign policy, where such rigor has often been lacking. As a discipline grows
there are certain to be disagreements surrounding how research should be conducted, and
international relations is no exception.

The theory developed here is unabashedly rational in its outlook, and focuses on
the individual state acting within the constraints of the international system. Although
various authors (Singer, 1961; Waltz, 1959) have made distinctions between the various
levels of analysis, none have posited linkages between the various levels, as the agent
structure debate would have us do. Singer’s (1961) seminal piece demarcates the level of
analysis problem between systemic and national factors. Waltz (1959), in contrast,
focuses his attention on the causes of war emanating from the individual, the state, or the
international system.

The belief in structural factors as the cause of war culminated in Waltz’s (1979)
Theory of International Politics, and has effectively stunted much of the research being
conducted in the realist paradigm.*> Those who are adherents to Waltzian neorealism
argue that any attempt to theorize at lower levels is reductionist in nature, and should be
avoided at all costs. As developed below, a theory of extended deterrence via alliance

requires that national and international factors must be taken into consideration. Agency

* Recent work by Jervis (1997) on system effects attempts to move beyond mere
structural theorizing and incorporate issues of perception. See also the review by
Hopmann (1998) on Jervis’ new work. Additional debates on the degenerative nature of
(neo) realism can be found in the December 1997 issue of the American Political Science
Review. See the comments by Vasquez, and responses by Christensen, Elman and

Elman, Schweller, Walt, and Waltz. Additional challenges to realism can be found in
Vasquez (1998).
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and structure do interact, and cannot be viewed as separate processes functioning
independently.”*
33 A Conceptual Framework: Opportunity and Willingness as Ordering

Concepts in the Study of Extended Deterrence via Alliance

In an attempt to bridge this gap, at least in the study of extended deterrence within
an alliance context, I utilize a framework and terminology developed by Starr (1978).%° I
conceptualize a state's behavior as responding to various opportunities within the
international system. An opportunity, according to this framework, "means that
interaction exists between individuals of one nation state and those of another so that it is
possible for conflicts to arise-and to arise over values potentially important enough to
warrant the utilization of violent coercive action by one or both" (Starr, 1978, 368).
Opportunity is the possibility of acting, given a set of circumstances within the
international system.

Let us pause for a moment and take an example from the empirical world. The
United States established a treaty of alliance with Taiwan in 1954, largely in response to
mainland China’s shelling of the offshore islands. However, the United States had just
concluded its involvement in the Korean War, and was interested in maintaining an active
role in Southeast Asia. The establishment of a military alliance with Taiwan permitted

the United States to establish bases on Taiwan, and confront communist China under the

3? The recent book by Friedman and Starr (1997) is the most recent attempt to posit
linkages between agency and structure.

% The opportunity and willingness framework of Starr borrows heavily from the work of
the Sprouts (1956, 1965,1968) in which they posit relationships between men (or states)
and their environment. Their focus is on the constraining influences of the environment
surrounding individual actors.
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guise of containment. Thus, the United States was able to pursue an active policy of
containment in the Far East, and continue to encircle what it viewed as the communist
menace.”®

However, this relationship engendered some risks as well. Being allied with
Taiwan increased the likelihood that the United States would be drawn into conflict with
communist China, as China maintained that Taiwan was merely a rebellious province and
sought to subjugate it. Debate over the nature of the treaty to be signed between the
United States and Taiwan, and public debate within the United States regarding foreign
policy towards China indicated to the communist regime that pressure could be exerted
on Taiwan with impunity. In 1958, therefore, the mainland Chinese regime once again
began bombarding the offshore islands of Taiwan. It sensed that a shift in its strategic
environment (American concern over the treaty between the United States and Taiwan)
presented China with a good opportunity to make a demand of the Nationalist
government on Taiwan.

If we assume that favorable conditions exist for the initiation of a crisis on the
part of a challenger, we then require an explanation of how and why states will take
advantage of these opportunities and potentially exploit them. Willingness, in the
framework of Starr and his colleagues, is another way of perceiving a state’s decision
process. “It is through willingness that decision makers recognize opportunities and then
translate these opportunities into alternatives that are, in some manner, weighed”

(Siverson and Starr, 1991, 25). As Most and Starr (1989) point out, by focusing on

% See George and Smoke (1974) for a good history of the establishment of the American
deterrence commitment to Taiwan. See Christensen (1995) for a more detailed

discussion on the role of American domestic politics and their interaction with the pursuit
of American foreign policy goals at the beginning of the Cold War.
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opportunity and willingness, one is engaged in a study of political processes. An
approach that envisions politics as a process is better equipped to account for the
sequential nature of interactions, and account for any dynamics that may exist in the
course of some event.

Having discussed the role of alliances and their linkages to extended deterrence, it
is only natural that we must now turn our attention to the arena in which deterrence
comes into play. International crises are viewed here as the ideal arena in which to
examine alliance behavior in the context of extended deterrence. As Morgan (1994, ix)
notes, "it has been argued that while some crises do not end in war, all wars are preceded
by crises; thus, our ability to explain war rests with our ability to explain crisis
outcomes". And, as Lebow (1981) notes, crises and deterrence tend to go hand in hand.
According to this logic, therefore, crises are necessary, but not sufficient conditions for
the occurrence of war. Of course, in order to prevent any obfuscation, a definition of an
international crisis is needed.

An interstate crisis is defined by Snyder and Diesing as "a sequence of
interactions between governments of two or more sovereign states in severe conflict,
short of actual war, but involving the perception of a dangerously high probability of

war" (1977, 6). In a crisis situation, there is the likelihood that an alliance will be
required to act in some manner, either to salvage the peace or go to war to maintain its
international position. Alliance action (or inaction) requires that some or all of the
members of the alliance honor their commitments to the alliance's purpose.

In this study, I conceptualize a change in the status quo between an aggressor and

a target state as an opportunity. By opportunity I mean a situation in which the status quo
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has been altered in such a manner that a potential aggressor feels that the time is ripe to
initiate a crisis in an attempt to gain a favorable outcome.

A crisis evolves along two dimensions. First of all, I maintain that such disputes
occur because of disagreement on some issue in the status quo. I assume that crises arise
due to contentious issues between the parties involved. Each state has a specific value
that it attaches to the issue in question. The value that is placed on the issue determines
in part if a state initiates and escalates a crisis, resists or acquiesces, or intervenes. While
the issues at stake are exogenous to the model, they are important empirically.

The aggressor has deemed the issue to be of enough importance that he is willing
to challenge the prevailing status quo in order to rectify the situation. Such a challenge
provides a defending state with the choice of whether or not to intervene on behalf of its
ally. I view the initiation of a crisis as the start of a sequential process, which can result
in war, but does not necessarily have war as the sole outcome. A breakdown in extended
general deterrence, therefore, can be linked to a shift in the international environment that
provides an aggressor with an opportunity to make gains on some issue it holds dear.

This breakdown in extended general deterrence leads to a situation of extended
immediate deterrence. In case such circumstances arise, a defender must determine if the
value of the issue at stake is one that is worth fighting for. Additionally, the aggressor
must determine whether escalating the crisis, and possibly not gaining its demands, is
worth the effort. In cases of extended immediate deterrence, therefore, both defender and
aggressor must determine how much they are willing to absorb in order to gain their
objectives. Will an aggressor exploit a momentary weakness in the deterrence alliance it

faces, or will it recognize that the military power it faces is too great? If extended general
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deterrence encounters are noted as attempts to exploit a structural opportunity, then
extended immediate deterrence encounters revolve around the (potential) use of military
capabilities. Figure 3.1 depicts the relationship between the two levels of deterrence, and

the relationship between the defender and challenger, within the possibility of crisis

escalation.
FIGURE 3.1
STAGES OF CRISIS ESCALATION
Challenger’s Action Defender’s Response State of Relations
No action taken General Deterrence Status Quo
Challenge + *
Immediate Deterrence Crisis
Escalation ‘
v !
Large Scale Use of Force Deterrence Failure War

In this vein, then, I argue that an existing alliance has an impact on the possibility
of a crisis escalating to war. Previous studies of alliances and the occurrence of war have
neglected to account for the sequential nature of disputes. It is through the notion of a
crisis being a process, with decisions being made at various points during the sequence,
that we can understand the impact which alliances have on deterring aggression, and, if
extended general deterrence fails, then the influence they have on inhibiting the spread of
the dispute. The possibility of a third party intervention raises the potential costs that an

aggressor must absorb in order to obtain its desired outcomes.
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34  Willingness and the Pursuit of National Goals

Having addressed the context in which allies and adversaries interact, I now turn
to a discussion of the reasons why deterrence alliances form, and what factors influence
the decisions of an aggressor and defender in the context of an adversarial relationship.
Since deterrence is a benefit extended by a defender to a protégé, the theory developed
here focuses on the influences that shape an aggressor’s behavior, given the existence of
an alliance prior to crisis initiation. Intra-alliance behavior, I argue, influences the
willingness of a potential aggressor. One cannot assume that any of the states involved
acts in a vacuum. Thus, while the discussion below is largely couched in terms of the
interactions transpiring within an alliance, it is the impact that these interactions have on
the behavior of the aggressor that is of utmost importance for understanding extended
deterrence via alliance.

I maintain that four factors shape a defender’s behavior and the perceptions of
the potential aggressor: rational behavior, the issues surrounding the relationship of these
three states; military capabilities; and domestic politics. I examine each of these
foundations in some detail, and then turn to a signaling theory that explains how
defending states communicate their commitments in a credible manner, and in doing so
provide successful extended deterrence to their allies.

341 Rationality
Before progressing into a detailed elaboration of a signaling theory of extended
deterrence via alliance, one initial assumption is required at the onset. States, whether

they are initiators of crises, are the targets, or are the defenders, are rational actors.
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"Being rational simply implies that the decision-maker uses a maximizing strategy in
calculating how best to achieve his goals" (Bueno de Mesquita, 1981, 31).%7

The assumption of a unitary, rational actor in international relations is quite
widespread (e.g.. Bueno de Mesquita, 1981; Bueno de Mesquita and Lalman, 1992;
Morgenthau; 1985; Morrow, 1997; Waltz, 1979; Zagare, 1987), although often
misunderstood. Assumptions of rationality stipulate that actors have preferences, and that
they can be ranked in order of greatest preference to least favorite preference. These
preferences are determined by the various costs and benefits associated with them, and
are assumed to be fixed for the period in which a decision is to be made.

It should be noted that decision-makers make choices behave in a manner denoted
as instrumental rationality. This merely stipulates that rationality is a simple ends-means
calculation (Zagare, 1987,9). This contrasts with a more detailed definition of
rationality, known as procedural rationality. Procedural rationality requires a decision-
maker to “properly” define his goals and consider all possible alternatives (Zagare. 1987.
8). Procedural rationality places much greater emphasis on the subject nature of the goals
of the decision-maker. Instrumental rationality, as adopted here, assumes that, in the
context of some decision scenario, a decision-maker can order his preferences and choose
the strategy that greatest affords him the ability to arrive at his most preferred outcome.

It says nothing about the relative worth of the decision-maker’s goals; only that he attains

them in the manner that incurs the least amount of cost.*®

" Discussions of the debate surrounding rationality and its applicability can be found in
chapter 2.

% A recent paper by Bennett and Stam (1998) addresses the issue of whether instrumental
rationality is applicable across a variety of cases and geographical regions, or if it is
confined to such scenarios as European conflicts or Great Power behavior. With some
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With such a focus on decision-makers, then, the model is of necessity state-
centric, for the focus is on the choices which individual states make. The state in this
conceptualization is represented by a unitary decision-maker, which makes decisions
based upon the interests of the state.’® This holds true if we are examining the decision to
initiate a crisis by an aggressor, or a choice made by the target or defender in how to
respond to a specific use of force. Although a BC alliance exists, it is an aggregation of
states, bound together for some common purpose. Each state within the alliance must
make a conscious choice when confronted with an opportunity to act.*’

3.4.2  Pursuit of Goals
Secondly, I assume that deterrence alliances form for specified reasons. If we are

to understand such structures, we must understand the context within which they are

caveats, they do find that instrumental rationality (in the guise of the expected utility
theory of war) is applicable across regions and across time.

¥ Students of bureaucratic politics and prospect theorists often take issue with this
depiction of a unitary actor taking actions on behalf of a state’s interest. As Bueno de
Mesquita and Lalman (1992, 26) note, when it comes to instances when military force is
likely to be used, the ultimate decision rests in the hands of a single individual. As they
further explicate (27), “So long as decisions to negotiate or to use force are made
rationally (or as if instrumental rationality were operative), it does not matter, in the
context of our model, whether the decision is made by a single actor or by a group”. For

an elaboration and discussion of theories that differ from rational choice, see the essays in
Geva and Mintz (1997).

* Given that the focus of the model is on an existing alliance’s impact on the initiation
and escalation of a crisis, it makes sense to focus on B and C as individual actors.
However, in many cases, there exist allies on A’s side that are also involved in the
initiation of hostilities. One need only look at the origins of the First World War to
witness Germany and Austria-Hungary coordinating their actions prior to commencing
hostilities against Serbia to realize that an initiator can be more than one state. (See Joll,
1992, for an in-depth discussion of this phenomenon). In order to cope with this
potentially complicating issue, I assume that A behaves as if it is a unitary rational actor,
regardless if it is a threatening alliance of states (as in the case of July 1914), or actually
is a single state.
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formed.*’ As I argued in the previous chapter, deterrence alliances exist to prevent
hostile aggression from a defined foe. In the context being examined here, I am looking
at alliances in which power is distributed asymmetrically.

Minor powers can offer very little to their major power counterparts in terms of
military capability. However, to refer back to Rothstein and Keohane from the previous
chapter, such states can have a tremendous amount of influence on their great power
partners. I maintain that such relationships exist is due to the trading of security and
autonomy benefits within such alliances, as advanced by Morrow (1991).

Minor powers are unable to provide much security to their great power partners.
For example, as Marlowe (1965, 300-1), points out, Egypt was able to contribute little
militarily to the British. Therefore, the British role in Egypt was primarily of providing
security to the Egyptian people. In exchange, the British were able to maintain control
over vital trade and strategic routes in the Middle East.

Given that minor powers tend to be weak, they cannot hope to provide direct
security benefits to their alliance partners that are great powers. Hence they must
provide some additional benefit that the great power desires. For example, in the post
1945 era, the United States used many of its alliances as means to contain the Soviet
Union. By offering protection to its allies in Western Europe, for example, the United
States was able to gain a military presence in Europe. In addition, the United States was
able to gain access to European markets for its exports. Such autonomy benefits are not

limited to the nuclear era. For example, the British allied with Turkey in 1878 to deter

* The best study of context and international relations remains Goertz (1994).
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Russian aggression in the Balkans. In return, the British were able to gain territorial
control over Cyprus, and gain access to the Dardanelles (Jelavich, 1973; Langer, 1950).
Additionally, great powers can gain autonomy through the importation of
strategic raw materials from their protégé, or through increased trade. Regardless of what

benefits are gained by both parties, the alliance always provides the possibility of
entanglement on the part of the great power (Snyder, 1984), in which the defender faces
the possibility of becoming dragged into a conflict it did not desire. If such a crisis
occurs, then the defender must weigh the benefits it receives from the alliance versus the
costs that will be incurred if its promise of assistance is broken.

When examining such deterrence alliances, however, a more basic question
emerges. What types of states join together in such structures? Differing opinions exist
regarding this question. Siverson and Emmons (1991) ascertain that democracies are
more likely to ally, in comparison to a baseline probability model. Given the spread of
democracies in the world, particularly after the Second World War, this finding has a
certain intuitive appeal.

However, Gartzke and Simon (1996) and Simon and Gartzke (1996) mount a
serious challenge to this view. They maintain that “friends” do not need to sign treaties
of alliance in order to cement their security concerns. Democracies, as is frequently
argued in the democratic peace literature, tend to maintain cordial relations.*

Adversaries, on the other hand, have something to gain by allying. The argument made
by Gartzke and Simon (1996) is that non-democracies can provide goods and services to

democracies that other democracies cannot provide. This includes such goods as

* The current literature on the democratic peace is voluminous. For a good introduction
to this current topic of interest in international relations, see Ray (1995).
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allowing the defender to establish bases on a protégé’s soil, or coordination of foreign
policy goals. With fewer constraints on the part of a non-democracy. concessions are
easier made in forming alliance relationships.

Hence, we should expect, as Gartzke and Simon (1996) suggest, to see more non-
democratic alliances formed for purposes of deterrence than democratic ones. If we
examine the data collected, of the 20 deterrence alliances formed between 1870 and
1984, 9 of them (45%) have a democratic defender and a non-democratic protégé. While
not an overwhelming number, it does call into question the logic espoused by adherents
to a vision of democratic alliances being most common.*

Of course, the underlying assumption surrounding why deterrence alliances form
in the first place, and why their members are willing to trade security and autonomy in
spite of the fear of abandonment and entrapment, is the fact that some contentious issue
exists between a potential aggressor and the protégé of the defender. These issues are
often obscured in much of international relations scholarship, with its traditional focus on
power. However, as a number of authors (Diehl, 1992; Holsti, 1992; Vasquez, 1993)
have noted, the role that issues play in international conflict are often more important
than military capability ratios or power distribution in a systemic setting.

If we are to understand why deterrence alliances form, we need to examine what
issue is at stake between the protégé, who desires protection from some potential
attacker, and the attacker itself. Most states have, at some point in their history,

squabbled with adversaries over the issue of territory. Other states attempt to impose

* It should be noted of the remaining 11 alliances, 8 of them are comprised of two non-
democratic states, and only 3 are comprised of two democratic states.
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certain regime types on a smaller state, or attempt to control a target economically.
Regardless of the issue, it is important to note that the issue affects two sides and, in the
case of extended deterrence, potentially three sides. These issues must be examined and
analyzed if extended deterrence success and failure is to be explained.

34.3 The Role of Power and Capabilities

Of all the concepts utilized in the social sciences, power is probably the most
maligned. In spite of this, it is of central importance to both deterrence and alliance
theory. While power, according to Morgenthau (1985) can be defined as the ability of A
to get B to undertake some action C that B would not ordinarily like to do, in the case of
alliances, power is much more than the ability to influence. Instead, when power is
discussed in this dissertation, it is in regards to the military capabilities that a state
possesses.

As Huth (1988, 34) points out, the balance of military capabilities is largely a
structural feature of any deterrence relationship. Additionally, the use of military power,
and its buildup, tends to play a large role in deterrence success or failure. “A credible
deterrent depends upon whether the defender appears to possess both the military
capabilities to inflict substantial costs on an attacker and the will to use these capabilities
if necessary” (Huth, 1988, 33).

As noted above, and demonstrated in the formal and empirical analyses in the
following chapters, power is especially important at the level of extended immediate

deterrence. The argument made above asserts that aggressor states will initiate a crisis

when they view a favorable opportunity in their relationship with their intended target
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and its defender. It is at the level of immediate deterrence, when a crisis has the
possibility of escalating to conflict, that capabilities play the greatest role.

A potential attacker desiring to alter the status quo in its favor, and sensing a
positive environment for doing so, has three military strategies to choose from: limited
aims strategy; rapid offensive attack (blitzkrieg); and a war of attrition.** Each strategy
assumes different goals for the attacker, and is impacted upon by the balance of military
forces in different ways.

If an attacker adopts a limited-aims strategy, it makes a rapid seizure of some
territory that belongs to the target, then build up its forces and be prepared to repel any
counterattacks on the part of the target and its defender. Such a strategy assumes that the
target can be overwhelmed quickly, before it has the opportunity to mobilize and
counterattack. Israeli raids into Jordan in the 1950s typify this sort of strategy. As
reprisals for Jordanian terrorist attacks within Israel, the Israeli army mounted numerous
short attacks into Jordan, where they were able to overwhelm Jordanian troops and inflict
punishment before troops could be mobilized (Blechman, 1972; Shimshoni, 1988).

The second strategy available to policymakers is that of rapid offensive attack, or
blitzkrieg. The underlying principles behind such a strategy is the rapid destruction of a
target’s military, and force a defeat due to collapse of the target’s economic and civilian
infrastructure before it or its allies have a chance to mobilize and retaliate. Such <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>