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1 Brute Force and Coercion

What does it mean to use force? One use is to take possessitmmygpossession of
an object forcibly. For example, a country can occupy lartereninate population,
or repel an invasion—all through direct use of force at itgpdsal. A high school
bully can simply beat up a smaller kid and take his lunch moiiéys kind of use
of force is direct, and we shall calllitrute force. The other type is less direct and
involves threatening the opponent with pain without adyulalirting him, at least
in the beginning. Force can be simply used to hurt and, if waaga to uncover
the points where it would hurt most, a threat to do so can ratgiour opponent to
avoid it. We shall call thisoercive use of force It is strategic in the sense that it
seeks to persuade an opponent to do our bidding withoutoy&sgrhim.

Notice how in the “brute” case force settles everything —réfeeno room for
bargaining. In the second case, our determination to gainlgectives and the op-
ponent’s desire to avoid being hurt — opens up room for bamggi The coercive
power is thus aimed at influencing the other side’s behapiamarily through his
expectations. For example, our bully does not have to betiteupmaller kid. If his
reputation is good (or bad) enough, he can demand the kidéhlmoney and get
it by just threatening to beat him up. Important to note thhtlevno actual force
is used in this case, force is used nevertheless. It isateat use of forcéere that
gets the result. Whereas the power to hurt is destructive saathingly aimless
(because it does not immediately advance our objectias)seful because it can
cause others to change behavior in accordance with our svishe

Thus, strategic coercionis a type of bargaining where the opponent’s expecta-
tions are influenced by the threat to hurt him. The threat rbasitnderstood and
compliance rewarded. In other words, the opponent must izeipgéed through the
manipulation of threats. With force one may kill an enemywiih a threat to use
force one may get an enemy to comply.

In order for coercion to work, the opponent must receive tiedt of force—
latent, not actual, use of force — whose success will deperitsaredibility. We
must then be able to relate it to a proposed course of actiwh;fiaally decide
whether to proceed. This means that it is the expectationoo&miolence that will
get us desired behavior (if at all), not actual use of forchisTs the “coercion”
in strategic coercion. “Strategic” refers to the procesadpa two-way street. Our
actions engender reactions, we are influenced by our exjpettaf his expecta-
tions. This interdependent decision-making is calledtagia interaction. Hence
“strategic” in strategic coercion.

Brute force takes two basic forms, offense and defense.e§tcatoercion simi-
larly takes two basic forms: deterrence and compellenceshndre roughly related
to offense and defense in terms of their goals (change ortaiaithe status quo),
and timing (actively pursued or waiting for opponent to egga



Deterrence aims to persuade the opponent not to initiate action. We rtrekde-
mand, explain the consequences of acting, and then wadgsads measured
by whether something happens); if the opponent “crossedirteé we've
drawn we take punitive action. One role for jails (punishtheés to deter
potential criminals. The success of prisons is thus meddwyédow empty
they are. It is hard to judge whether an event fails to occeabse of suc-
cessful deterrence or for other reasons. Deterrence ieo@iwe: it seeks
to protect the status quo. It is also, like defense, esdgndiavaiting game:
the opponent has to move before a reaction is triggered.

Compellence aims to persuade the opponent to change his behavior. We make
a demand of action, then initiate our own, and continue ddinmtil the
opponent ceases. We can distinguish three categories qieilemce. We
persuade opponent (i) to stop short of goal; (ii) to undo ttea (i.e. with-
draw from land); or (iii) change his policy by changing gawerent. Success
of compellence is easy to see because it entails the rewerisalt of ongoing
behavior. Again, this may happen for other reasons but itisl lho avoid
the impression of doing it under duress. Compellence is ectivseeks to
change the status quo. Also, like offense, it takes theatint® and engages
the opponent until the latter relents.

Threats and promises atenditional strategic movehat can be used either for
deterrence or compellence, depending on what they are segdo achieve. A
threat is a pledge to impose costs if the opponent acts contraryds evishes. A
promiseis a pledge to provide benefits to the opponent if he acts iordaace with
one’s wishes. Both threats and promises are intended to mtiuhe expectations
of the opponent and cause him to change his behavior. Bothtthaemd promises
are costly to the one making them although threats are cibgtig player fails to
influence the opponent, and promises are costly if the plsyereeds.

In principle, both threats and promises can be used forreikerrence or com-
pellence. Suppose we wish to compel the North Koreans todalpetieir nuclear
program: we could threaten a punishment (cut off econondiclianited strikes on
the power plants) if they fail to comply, or promise a rewaryést in the country,
build other plants) if they dismantle the program. Simitaif we wish to deter
them from pursuing such a program, we could try either a pumént or a reward.
Although both could be used, in practice deterrence is @se@ed with a threat,
and compellence with a promise.

The difference is in the timing, initiative, and monitorirdy deterrent threat can
be passive and static. One sets upttife wire and then leaves things up to the
opponent without any time limit. Throughout the Cold War, thé. constantly
worried about the possibility of the USSR attacking Westeunope. The problem
was that in conventional armaments, the Red Army was muchhsimenger than
what NATO could muster against it. A general war over Westunope almost
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invariably meant that the U.S. would have to resort to nuchessapons. The Amer-
icans could say “If you ever attack Western Europe, we shgliit fback with all
we've got, including nukes.” Then they could sit back, waitd watch. Only if the
Soviets ever invaded would the Americans have to do anything

The deterrent threat can be erodedslajami tactics a strategy that takes steps
that are small enough not to activate the threatened agtnhat bring the player
closer to his goal. For example, the Soviets could send tamliadvisors” to East-
ern Germany. Is this an invasion? Of course not, they arertgedm allied commu-
nist nation organize its defenses against the imperialestté¥n aggressors. Before
you know it, they bring several tank brigades to Berlin. Istan invasion? Of
course not, they are using the equipment to train said defemwses. Then they
instigate a couple of incidents along the perimeter with ¥Beslin. Is this an in-
vasion? No, these are provocations by the imperialistshwiigmnonstrate the need
for defenses, which is why we are sending a Red Army divisiengtio make sure
things stay calm. They cut off the corridor to West Berlin.Hstan invasion? No,
they are exercising their right to sovereignty, which wagsatened by the West in
those border clashes. West Berlin suffocates and the Eastaasroffer to begin
supplying it (while Soviet tanks are making sure nobody ek get through). Is
this an invasion? Before you know it, the Soviets are in passaof Berlin, with
a sizeable contingent of the Red Army ready to strike. By the tpou think of an
answer, you find yourself hoping they would spare Britain.

Thus, the deterrent threat had to be invulnerable to salactics, and it would
have to ensure that the Americans would actually want tooregpo an invasion by
defending Europe. As we shall see, stationing Americarmpsao Europe provided
a trip-wire (orplate glasg that performed these functions. The presence even of a
significant U.S. force there was not enough to win a land wairegthe Red Army.
However, it did ensure that if the Soviets ever decided tac&ttthey would have
to do so in strength that would be sufficient to overcome thesees. This meant
that the Soviets would have to use such a large number ofgrtbap there would
remain no doubt about their intentions. An attack on the Jostingent in Europe
would be nothing less than the opening salvo in a generalltvaould shatter the
plate glass, so to speak.

This should therefore tend to discourage the Russians freendigkous policies
that would probe American resolve to defend Europe (it dM)hether it would
work like that elsewhere in the world was an open questiodiditnot). Further,
apart from making the Soviets reveal the scope of their &ggre intentions, sta-
tioning Americans in Europe would enhance the credibilityhe threat to fight
the Red Army if it did invade. As we shall see, many Europeand @@americans)
doubted whether the U.S. was prepared to go to generalphpssiclear, war with
the Soviet Union over Western Europe. If the Russians diddieyahey would
inevitably have to overcome the resistance of the Americaoes by destroying
them. It is highly unlikely that the U.S. would calmly accep¢ deaths of tens of
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thousands of its citizens: the U.S. would be compelled totraad fight even if it
cared little for Europe itself. As Schelling put it, the page of these troops there
was to die gloriously.

Thus, stationing troops in Europe could serve as plate gagsrcing the Soviets
to come in strength, and as a trip-wire by forcing the Americe respond in kind.
Attack would be unequivocal, and defense nearly automatic.

Trying to achieve such deterrence with a promise is possibteharder. The
U.S. could say something like “Every year that you do notcktd/estern Europe,
we will provide you with economic aid.” This requires contous action which
could actually strengthen the enemy and perhaps encouiagéohdo the very
thing that the promise is supposed to help avoid. Howevés,ishot to say that
deterrence cannot be achieved through promises. A povaguiment can be made
for improving the status quo for dissatisfied powers to suoeaent that destroying
it would not be in their interest. (You should carefully rebahn Mueller’'s chapter
on this topic.)

Unlike deterrence, compellence must have a deadline. Weotdallow U.S.
ambassador to the United Nations Adlai Stevenson who, wdldiby the Russians
that they would inform the U.S. about the movement of nucleeapons toward
Cuba in “due course,” responded by saying that he was preparedit until hell
froze over. Quite a dramatic statement, but exceedinglysbadegy. Why? Be-
cause the Soviets could procrastinate, if not until helkérover, then until they
had their missiles in place and operational. Without a deadk.g. “tell us in 24
hours or we shall assume you are installing them and strikertmve them?”), the
compellent threat can be seriously undermined by delay.

A compellent promise can induce the other party to bring toryaitention its
good behavior. For example, we could tell the North Koreaasif they dismantle
their nuclear program, we shall provide them with econondc &his should en-
courage them to come to us with evidence of such dismantkeguse they will be
eager to persuade us to fulfill our promise. (Of course, thesschot guarantee that
they would not cheat. As we see below, any evidence that trejupe must be a
costly signal or we would not believe them.)

Generally, if deterrence is the goal, you would do best by shmpa status quo
such that if your opponent acts contrary to your wishes, whatdmis punishment.
This usually involves making the status quo sufficientlggdat and threatening to
make it much worse if he disrupts it. You can also promise tcertgkogressively
better as long as he persists in compliance.

If compellence is the goal, you would do best by choosing ast@io such that
what you do if the opponent complies with your demand becomeward. This
usually requires that you make the status quo sufficienfyaasant and promise to
improve it if he complies. You can also threaten to make Htestjuo progressively
worse if he persists in non-compliance.



2 Typology of Deterrence

We can distinguish between two types of deterrence withe@dp the relationship
between the defending actor and the challenger, and theipedctiming of the
action. The idea is that the defender issues a deterreneat tthat is supposed to
prevent the potential challenger from attempting to overtbe status quo.

First, the question is the identity of the actor the threada@signed to protect.
Direct deterrence refers to threats that are designed to prevent direct attack
the defender itself. Examples include any posturing thahgts to persuade the
potential challenger not to initiate an action against tiagesthat issues the deter-
rent threat. During the Cold War, both the U.S. and the USSRged) in direct
deterrence with respect to each other, each seeking torpraeother from trying
to attack the two mainlands. By its very nature, direct detege is usually quite
credible: after all, an army would defend its homeland alrabsays.

Less clearly credible isxtended deterrence which refers to those occasions
on which the defender extends his protection to a third pagyally called gro-
tégé,and warns that he would resist an attack upon the protégéebgtthillenger.
For example, these days Taiwan is an American protége, hatttS. engaged in
extended deterrence to prevent China from absorbing thedisidnich it regards
officially as a renegade province. Because, by its very nagxtended deterrence
involves expanding the “national interest” on a larger sptikan protection of the
homeland, it is inherently more amorphous and less welhddfi

A second way to differentiate among types of deterrencetis ispect to their
timing: is the deterrent commitment intended to preventesgague potential threat
posed by a would-be attacker, or is it intended to preventranddiately pending
action?General deterrencerefers to situations where there is no clear and present
danger of attack and yet an underlying antagonism perdst&xample of such a
commitment is the American treaty with Japan that secueestand nation against
any potential aggressor even though no such threat is agdneresent. The treaty
was designed at a time when the USSR could be counted on ®fpre®ncessions
from the country recently battered into submission by theeAoans (and the Red
Army in Manchuria), and totally demilitarized. General eleénce is also an apt
characterization of U.S. protection of Western Europe ftbenpotential menace of
the Red Army during the Cold War.

Immediate deterrence on the other hand, refers to situations where the chal-
lenger can mount an attack at any moment. For example, in fi85Chinese
attempted to deter the U.S. from pursuing a war of conquéstNiorth Korea but
their warnings were ignored, and the Chinese swarmed adnes¥aiu River to
push back the American forces. A successful example wouttido@970 warning
by Israel against potential invasion of Jordan by Syria.rigeeisis that ends in the
outbreak of war is a case of failed immediate deterrence.

Combining these dimensions of deterrence at hand, we camgligth four generic
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categories in Table 1.

Threat Posed by Attacker
Actual Potential
Direct-Immediate Direct-General

Defender (Outbreak of Winter (Sino-Soviet border

Target of War, 1940) dispute since 1970)
Attack Extended-Immediate | Extended-General
Protégé (U.S.-Chinese crisis over (U.S. forces in South

North Korea, 1950) Korea since 1953)

Table 1: A Typology of Deterrence. Source: Paul Huth, 1988ended Deterrence
and the Prevention of Wap, 17.

The Arab-Israeli conflicts would usually fall into the ditefeterrence categories:
with Israel attempting general deterrence to ward off &ttgwon its territory, with
the periodic failure of its policies and an eruption of yebtoer war. In the critical
days preceding the Six Days War of 1967, for example, Ispadicy-makers were
crucially concerned with the credibility of their detertgrosture against Egypt.
Once they convinced themselves that immediate deterremoiel{ they tried to
achieve by mobilization) would fail, the road to war lay ope@onversely, the
stunning success of 1967, persuaded Israel that its posturkel not fail to deter
in the future, and this belief goes a long way in explainingitlunpreparedness
in 1973 when the Arab forces struck back exposing the weakokthe general
deterrence policy.

The Great Powers are the states that can afford to indulgeéen@ed deterrence,
and many wars have occurred when the protégé drags its fmobeto conflict by
its intransigence, which itself is a result of the promiseexfurity. This was the case
with both Serbia and Austria-Hungary in 1914. The Russiamsduaranteed the
security of Serbia and encouraged the government to resistitimatum delivered
by the Austrians. The Austrians themselves were goaded dys#grmans who
issued the so-called “blank check” promising to come to te&the empire come
what may. In the end, the two defenders found themselves raivitla each other
over a conflict between their protégés.

This problem of entrapment is what usually causes commitsnehextended
deterrence to be somewhat less than firm and absolute, wdficdourse, in turn
contributes to them being less credible, and therefore epemore frequent chal-
lenges. Hence, such commitments are inherently riskighfodefenders. Take the
example of American commitment to Taiwan. The problem id-kebwn: should
the U.S. promise unconditional defense of the island, it mvell choose to defy
China and declare full independence, something that the €hinave repeatedly
insisted would be aasus bell{cause of war). Such a commitment may encourage
Taiwan to pursue a reckless policy that would endanger tlaegbetween U.S.
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and China. On the other hand, should the U.S. appear nedlectts promise
to defend the island, China may well find the courage to attempake it over
by force, an outcome that (for now) is not in American int&sder it would alter
the security balance in the region and throw into doubt Ao@gricommitments in
South Korea and Japan, perhaps triggering an arms race Ywbsa countries seek
to defend themselves from possible future Chinese aggresEios is why the U.S.
has pursued a rather vague policystrtitegic ambiguitywhich means it sometimes
supports Taiwan and sometimes does not, and it is neveretaatly how commit-
ted the U.S. is and to what. All that both sides know is thatgharantee is not
absolute, and yet it is perhaps strong enough to ensuresgeégiainst unprovoked
Chinese attack.

The biggest problem with using threats and promises is thatmay have no
incentive to follow through on them because they are alwagsly to the player
making themt That is, they may not be credible. But as we have seen, if they
are not credible, they will have no effect on the expectatiointhe opponent, who
will ignore and refuse to believe them. If they fail to inflwenhis expectations, he
will not change his behavior, and we shall be stuck with hgutm deal with the
consequences. Thus, the art of credible commitments tatestian enormously
important part of achieving the goals of national security.

We now investigate several strategies for making commitseredible. We
divide the discussion into three broad categories: (i) cedufreedom of choice,
(i) manipulating future payoffs, and (iii) manipulatinggk. We want to know how
one could act strategically to acquire credibility, andidwapitulating because of
the credibility of its opponent. Generally, we shall see tha strategies involve
choosing how to sequence one’s actions (that is when to aut),deciding how
costly these actions should be, or what risks to run. Finaiyinvestigate whether
the credibility of a threat depends on hurting your oppomante than you hurt
yourself by executing it.

3 Reducing Freedom of Action

The first method of acquiring credibility is to structure giation in such a way
that you would have no choice but to carry out the action yorehhreatened or
promised. Conversely, you may attempt to maneuver the oppame a position
where it will be up to him to make the painful decision.

it is worth repeating that a threat is costly if it fails, angramise is costly if it succeeds. If the
threat fails, one must carry out the costly action that wesdatened. If the threat succeeds, one need
not do anything. If the promise succeeds, one would havelteed¢éhe benefits, which is costly. If
the promise fails, one need not do anything.



3.1 Constraining Choice

Limiting one’s choices in ambservableandirreversibleway may help establish a
credible commitment by eliminating an embarrassing rislsrod choices that tempt
one to escape the commitment. When you think about it, thalahéd problem
arises from the temptation not to carry out the action yousapposed to. If you
remove these tempting alternatives, then you would haveayoofvchoosing them.
That is, you will have no choice but execute the threat or eryiou have made.

3.1.1 Automatic Fulfillment

An extreme way of constraining your choices is by ensuanagpmatic fulfillment.
The idea is to remove the element of human decision from tluieseoof action
altogether. If you set up a system that automatically r&tiedi and that cannot be
stopped once activated, and if you can demonstrate to ygoorgmt that such
a system is in place and you do not have the freedom to chaagietlien your
commitment will be credible. There is no sense in risking&tioa against a system
that makes automatic decisions.

If you ever see Stanley Kubrick’s famous fil@r. Strangelovgyou should it is
very funny), you will note the so-calledbomsday devicdesigned by the Russians.
This device is triggered by an atomic explosion on Sovigittey. When it ex-
plodes, it contaminates the entire atmosphere. The onlylgmois that the Soviets
did not tell the Americans about it. You should watch the fimsée what happens.

Obviously, even though such a commitment is perfectly d&ledit can be incred-
ibly dangerous if there is even a tiny chance that thingsacgalwrong. During the
heated years of the Cold War, the United States had a stratagkept a significant
portion of Strategic Air Command (SAC) bombers in the air attialles. In the
event of a crisis, they automatically proceeded to theitidasons, mostly targets
in the Soviet Union. The danger, of course, is that if theyraitireceive the cance-
lation command (failure of communications), they woulduadiy cause war even
if a crisis was resolved. Hence, the fail-safe protocol adiog to which, planes
were to proceed first to pre-designated points around tHeedloutside Soviet ter-
ritory) and hold there until they receive an explicit commda attack. If no such
command arrived, they were to abandon the mission and reaurase. The idea
was that if communications failed, the potential error ythaght fail because the
Russians jammed them or destroyed the command centers) Wwewde the safe
side. The filmFail-Safeis an excellent take on how things might go terribly wrong
anyway.

For example, a warning system that activates the automefendes has to be
sensitive enough to detect an attack early and not be foaledignoring a scat-
tered attack that does not rely on obvious concentrationisitas and bombers.
Such a warning system can never be perfect. In particuldrsifsensitive enough



to react when necessary, it will also sometimes get trighyeseinnocent events
(e.g. a stray satellite falling into the atmosphere). Evéh & minuscule danger of
such an error, the fully automated solution ensures thastes will occur with cer-

tainty. Generally, human intervention will be required $mund judgment, which,
of course, would mean that the system is not fully autométed.

Automating the response was actually a tactic that the Russlaimed to be pur-
suing for a while. Chairman Khrushchev told the Americans ithéid not matter
whether Berlin was worth more to them or to the Americans; ifl#any confronta-
tion ensued, Khrushchev claimed that the Soviet rocketddviby automatically
The interview was published in the premier policy journabf€ign Affairs” and
caused quite a stir at the time.

3.1.2 Delegation

A somewhat more plausible way of constraining your choictoigelegate it to
someone else. It is not mechanical, but it is not in your haaiter. It may help
your credibility if the agent responsible for implementthg action is less tempted
to avoid it than you are. For example, if Congress is more hstwén foreign policy
issues than the President, the President can benefit fragatilg all responsibility
for agreements to Congress. He can then tell the Sovietsweatkough he would
love to sign an agreement very favorable to the Soviets, heatalo it because it
is the responsibility of Congress to ratify it, and they (lgeirawkish) would never
accept it in this form: the Soviets must concede more.

More interestingly, a leader may constrain his choicesimypi making it impos-
sible for him to make decisions. For example, a civilian goweent may delegate
control of nuclear weapons to the military, which has a ctaesion to defend the
country, may not be subject to the pressures and debateswli@ncgovernment,
and so may be prompt with their use. The French, for exampledtwith this idea
for a long time. Similarly, there were serious proposalsetothe Germans have
direct control over NATO nuclear weapons in Europe becaleg tould commit
much more credibly to using them against invading Russiaas the Americans.
Or, one can let computers play out the warfare scenario dimdjuésh choice com-
pletely.

Of course, delegation is not fool-proof because it may beeKénd it does re-
duce your flexibility), and it may not be believed. For exaey@ leader used to
totalitarian mode of government may simply refuse to belithat the President is
constrained in any meaningful way by Congress. If the coimétia real and is
not believed, it may end up producing the exact insurmouatabstacles it was

2Although perhaps infeasible for national security, autterfalfiiment systems are quite com-
mon in other areas, such as trade policy. Many countriesfvagedures that automatically retaliate
with import tariffs if another country tries to subsidize #xports to that country. These usually go
under the name of “countervailing duties.”
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designed to solve.

3.1.3 Burning Bridges

An even more plausible strategy is to eliminate the possilaf taking the tempting
action altogether. This is calldnirning bridges and comes from the ancient prac-
tice of armies burning the bridges behind them to ensurethiggt have no choice
but proceed forward.

The core idea is to make the tempting option unavailable to ybhus, when
Hernan Cortez landed in Mexico, he beached his ships to etisar¢he soldiers
would have no way of retreating, which would cause them tat faghhard as pos-
sible. During the last months of the Second World War, theadape resorted to
kamikazeattacks: the planes only took enough fuel to reach the Ameships, in
which the pilots were supposed to ram them. In the less vi@glema, the common
European currency (the Euro) is a similar commitment deviye making aban-
donment of the Union exceedingly costly, it ensures thap#récipating countries
would work hard to make it work and would comply even with palirdecisions.
In fact, it was precisely because of this high level of comnmeiht the Euro created
that Great Britain chose to stay out of the monetary union.alt elso what forced
the Greek government to agree to very painful domestic mgamposed by its
lenders who discovered in 2010 that the Greeks had misemexstheir overall in-
debtedness. Faced with these stringent demands in retunesb loans, the Greek
government could have chosen to exit the Eurozone. But “Grdid not happen
because it would have been far too costly given the deepratieg of Greece in
the Eurozone.

Alternatively, one could try to make tempting options aahié to one’s opponent
in the hope that he will make use of them. That is, while you mvampt to burn the
bridges behind you, you definitely do not want to burn thede&lbehind your op-
ponent. As Xenophon observed during his march with Greedps@cross Persia,
in battle you want to leave your opponent a way out: when thgegt tough, he will
take it. In other words, we are applying the logic to the oggudn The same thing
that would cause us to renege on our commitment would causedchienege on
his. Hence, giving him a graceful way out eases our task: ikm@v that he can
back down because we have given him a loophole, and if he kttuatsve know,
our threat to press him becomes credible.

Although this makes straightforward sense and seems obvo@ople often get
it completely wrong. Just look at the famollisad by Homer (and a major motion
picture directed by Woflgang Petersen). Much of the book eorxrepeated at-
tempts by the defending Trojans to burn the ships of the inga@reeks! Instead
of encouraging the Greeks to leave, accomplishing thisiamsgould have caused
exactly the opposite. You want to burn your bridges, but yftarowant to build
many for your opponent.
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3.2 Relinquishing Initiative

Relinquishing initiative saddles the opponent with the fadichoice of making the
last step that results in disaster for both. If he has a chamback down, he will
take it. Therefore, it is crucial not to maneuver the oppomeio a position from
which he cannot retreat. In particular, if the opponent hasaged to preempt you
and constrain his choices, relinquishing initiative auatically leads to disaster.

Consider a highly stylized example of the Cuban Missile Criafter finding out
about the Russians secretly placing nuclear missiles in Gbhbd).S. considered
several options, from the mildest (naval blockade), to pFsgively more dangerous
and escalatory ones, like a limited air strike designedke tat the missile sites, a
massive air strike, and even a land invasion.

The blockade stood apart from the more military responsésrms of who had
to take the next escalatory step. Suppose the U.S. can chebseen a military
action and a blockade. If it chooses the military optionntifehe Soviets would
fight back, war will result, and both will suffer greatly. Hié¢ Soviets do not fight
back, the U.S. wins and the USSR loses a lot. In fact, becduading to respond
to a direct military challenge of the rival superpower, gés more than by fighting
a limited engagement over Cuba. Thus, if the U.S. goes witmili&ary option, it
should expect a war.

If the U.S. picks the blockade, the USSR can choose whethrantib or not. If it
does choose to run it, then the U.S. again has the option tmilisary force, and,
as before, the Soviets are expected to reciprocate. If therisans fail to respond
to the Soviets challenging the blockade, the Russians gaith@nAmericans lose
badly. Since the U.S. would rather fight than acquiesce t@sik Cuba, it will
certainly prefer to fight than acquiesce to the nukes in the &t a direct Russian
challenge. In other words, if the Soviets run the blockale U.S. would exercise
its military option, and war will occur.

If the Soviets choose not to run the blockade, however, theretwould be little
need for the military option, and so the Russians would not drel-pressed to
fight back. Although the diplomatic costs of backing down ldobe great, the
fact that this did not occur under fire would make it much makagable than war.
Since the Russians must expect war to occur if they run thekatlee (because the
Americans would fight to prevent nukes and the Soviets woglt fvhen attacked),
their comparison boils down to a choice between war and hgakbwn before any
shots are fired. Under the circumstances, the Soviet Uniatddzack down.

Of course, this is a very simple setup that does not do justiceany other con-
siderations that went into the frenzied weeks of Octobe21%€wever, the basic
feature is clear: Imposing the blockade shifted to the Sdaweon the responsibil-
ity of making the escalatory step that would have resultetsn the so-callednus
of escalation Note that we haveaot assumed that the Russians would not fight if
challenged. On the contrary, we assumed that both the Resmmithe Americans
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would fight if they had to. However, saddling the Russians withchoice to effec-
tively initiate the war by running the blockade conferredraag advantage on the
U.S., causing the Russians to back down.

The U.S. relinquished initiative. Instead of initiatingetimilitary strikes (and
thereby ensuring an automatic reprisal by the Soviets)JtBe put up the blockade
and let the Russians take the initiative in running it. Haviegn maneuvered in
this position the Russians had no choice but back down orastaatr.

Contrary to the oft-repeated refrain that one must seizenihiative, relinquish-
ing it to the opponent can often work very well in internaabrelations. In fact,
politicians often seem very fond of this strategy, and wdl See it used time and
again in crises. Since this tactic can confer great advastagshould not be dis-
missed, as it often is, as “wishy-washy” or “do-nothing” ayather such nonsense.
Well, at least it should not be dismissed lightly.

3.3 The Dynamics of Mutual Alarm

The most important limitation of using these tactics (adiden making actions
truly irrevocable and observable) comes from the very meishathat generates
their credibility: Your inability to do something else andogéd incurring the costs.
Decisions in international crises are made under interesspre, and without knowl-
edge of the exact actions (or intentions) of the opponents fifeans that irrevo-
cable commitment always carries the real danger that etieeopponent will not
see it in time or will see it only after having himself made mi¢ar irrevocable
commitment. Because there is a race to pre-empt the oppotitbngour own irre-
versible commitment, there is a huge incentive to do it asldyias possible. This
holds both for you and your opponent, and so in the rush you loaély become
committed to a course of action you both want to avoid.

Here’s an example from the July Crisis of 1914 that led to thstF\Vorld War?

3Relinquishing the initiative does not always work. For arste, although the blockade did cause
the Russians to turn their ships around — and so preventefuahgr materiel and soldiers from
reaching Cuba — it did nothing to affect the equipment andquerel that had already arrived there.
Delaying tactics would enable the Russians to consolidegtie position in Cuba and perhaps make
their nukes operational. Deterrence (represented by tiekatle) had to give way to compellence
(actively getting the Russians to remove their people andpatent from Cuba). This required a
direct military threat, and the U.S. correspondingly prepao invade the island. It is only when
this danger became clear that the Soviets capitulated ardd¢tp vacate Cuba.

4This is a highly simplified version of events that focusesl@sively on the pressures of mo-
bilization moves. The crisis was much more complicated, thede moves were not the primary
reason it escalated to war. An excellent recent accountiisi©pher Clark. 2013The Sleepwalk-
ers: How Europe Went to War in 191Klew York: HarperCollins. Despite the title, which seems to
suggest that policy-makers drifted into the war withoutieéag the impact their seemingly rational
actions had, the book goes a long way toward the conclusairRbssia and France were the two
powers responsible for triggering the war on the continesteiad of allowing Austria-Hungary to
coerce Serbia without fighting (that is, for ending up wittegional war instead of either no war at
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Mobilization is the process through which a country geargaupvar. It involves
calling the reservists, arming them, and transporting thethe front lines along
with piles of equipment, food, fuel, and support personmébbilization is enor-
mously complicated and every country has carefully prepptens on how to exe-
cute its own. Itis also terribly expensive because it ingslmot only removing men
from their jobs but also disrupting commercial schedulesadivays and, in more
modern times, aviation.

Once mobilization is under way, it is hard to stop, and neianjyossible to restart
if stopped. Once completed, it cannot be maintained indefyniOnce its resources
and armies are mobilized, a country must use them or lose. thdat is, nobody
can afford to field armies without action for a long time. Thecks either get used
or the soldiers must be sent home.

This momentum implies two things. First, a country is vulii®e if it stops its
mobilization midway before it is completed because thelteguchaos makes it
next to impossible to restart the process quickly. If it sttpen, an adversary could
use this opportunity to strike. Second, once mobilized anttgtbecomes a great
menace to its potential adversary because it must eithke sir demobilize. This
brief window of opportunity makes it hard to negotiate aslge a way out of the
crisis.

Now think about the combination of these two effects. A coptitat begins mo-
bilization will be extremely dangerous to its adversary enwobilization is com-
pleted. However, it is also extremely vulnerable during rzdtion and in the
event it stops the process. Knowing that it will eventualwé to face the fully
mobilized resources of this country, an adversary migheb®pted to strike sooner,
making the crisis even more unstable. (Crisis stabilityreete the likelihood that
the crisis would end up in war.)

Let’s look again at that fateful summer of 1914. Austria-gary had issued its
ultimatum to Serbia and it looked like it would go to war wittetlittle Balkan state.
The Russians faced a dilemma. They had to mobilize to threlageAustrians suf-
ficiently to prevent them from finishing off the Serbs. A fulbbilization, however,
would also threaten Germany and perhaps provoke it into lawiy itself.

all or a very limited local war of Austria-Hungary againstrisia). This should be complemented by
reading Niall Ferguson. 2000.he Pity of War: Explaining World War New York: Basic Books.
He presents a strong case that Great Britain should havedstayt of the continental war, and it was
its involvement that turned a regional conflict into a glotmhl war. These recent works contradict
the long tradition of blaming Germany for the war, a tradittbat goes back to the Versailles Treaty
itself, but which also received a boost in 1961 when FraneHespublishedsermany’s Aims in the
First World War, in which he argued that Germany had deliberately instiyetie war in a bid for
world power status. Few today would accept this versionauittserious modifications and many
would not accept it at all. See, for instance, Annika Momba®02. The Origins of the First
World War: Controversies and Consensli@ndon: Longman. In case you are curious about just
how complex an explanation of the outbreak of this war carré®d the superb survey by James
Joll and Gordon Martel. 2006:he Origins of the First World Wa8rd Ed. London: Routledge.
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The Russians did have plans for partial mobilization in thelsavhich is exactly
what they needed to threaten the Austrians only. Howevee started, this partial
mobilization could not be converted into full mobilizatikecause of the way the
railroads were scheduled. This was a problem becausetimitipartial mobiliza-
tion, while not threatening to Germany, would expose the Rossto a German
attack. The Russians had to trust the Germans not to expieibpiportunity.

Or they could hedge against it and order full mobilizatiostjun case. But full
mobilization is preparation for total war and Germany’scten was, of course,
to mobilize itself. Germany also faced a dilemma. The Russiegre allied with
the French and if Germany attacked Russia, it would find itsgiiting on two
fronts when the French, in accordance with their agreemeittsthe Russians,
attacked from the West while Germany was engaged in the Baseven without
the alliance, Germany had reasons to fear that France nsgtthe opportunity and
try to regain Alsace and Lorraine which she had lost afteiFtaaco-Prussian War
of 1871.

At any rate, there was a real danger that if Germany mobila@etithrew all its
forces in the east, the French would attack across its egp@sstern borders. The
German high command believed that finishing off the Frenchlavbe quicker and
easier than defeating the Russians, and so in an event of a ittaRwssia, the
German war plans called for a surprise attack on France firfse mobilization
plans, just like the ones of the Russians, were also impestihleverse once put
into motion, and so the Russians ordered full mobilizationaddear that Germany
might exploit a partial mobilization, the Germans mobitiZer war against France
out of fear that the French might exploit their potentialnarability. To make
matters worse, Germany’s plans for France required theicapft the Belgian city
of Liege with its major railroad junction. The Belgians hactldeed neutrality
but were expected to mobilize when Germany did, just for sgcpurposes. This
would make the capture of Liege very difficult and would, & very least, delay the
thrustinto France putting the German operation in jeopakdya result, the German
plan was to attack Belgium by surprise within two days of stgrto mobilize. For
Germany, more so than for any other country, mobilizatioramevar and there
was no time to backtrack without incurring serious tacttishdvantages. Britain
was the guarantor of Belgium’s neutrality, and such an attamkid certainly help
the British government bring the country into the war agadstmany. The war
was destined to become at least European in scope.

The military doctrine at the time emphasized speed of mzdtilbn and surprise
attack. It was believed that the country that could finishitsbilization first and
attack its opponent before the latter was ready could gaigrafisant advantage
and perhaps even win the war. This creates an awfully dangesituation. A
statesman who has the military instrument at the ready ao@&ithat he must use
it or lose and who further knows that his opponent is in theesposition, faces a
fateful decision where hesitation to strike first may meatonal defeat.
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Notice how this provides a motivation for war quite aparnfrds other causes.
This one is mechanical, it is produced by the military tedbgy of coercion and
planning. A vulnerable military force provides a temptatio the enemy to strike
until this window of vulnerability exists. Therefore, a werable military force
cannot afford to wait and must attack first.

If striking first carries such an advantage, the other sidg thiak that you want
to do it even if you really do not. But if it thinks you might dqg then it is tempted
to do it first even though it may not want to do it. But if you kndat it might
be tempted in this way, you now think that it might strike, aodyou might prefer
to strike first because you think that it would do so anyway. hBaftyou provide
each other with justification to strike first. These inteiragtexpectations produce
a chain of the now familiar logic: he thinks that | think that thinks that I think. . .
he thinks that I think he will attack, so he will, so | must.

The end result is war that neither may have wanted, an adeidear that is
not due to some mechanical failure but to the expectaticatssthift in such a way
due to the constraints of technology that both sides becameiriced that war is
inevitable, making it truly inevitable in the process. In aywbecause technology
commits the players to following certain strategies, thegyrbecome victims of
circumstance and make the fateful decision to start figteugm though they would
rather not.

It is the fear of surprise attack that influences expectatiarthis way, and this
fear is generated by one’s own vulnerability and that of gpanent. Especially
that of his opponent because what generates the escaletipgacity of fear is the
expectation that because the opponent is vulnerable, ha stigke first.

We reach the somewhat paradoxical conclusion that to iseredsis stability
one must work talecreasehe vulnerability of its opponent’s military forces. But
compelling one’s opponent requires destroying a signifipartion of these forces,
which makes it desirable facreaseheir vulnerability. Herein lies the problem: An
action that is designed to reduce the likelihood of war makesre difficult to win
the war should the war occur. Conversely, an action that ase® the likelihood
of war also makes it easier to win the war. You can see how aeptustate would
probably hedge against losing a war and will choose a syaiethe second type,
making crises less stable and far more dangerous.

Still, during the Cold War, the two superpowers pursuedagiiat that decreased
the vulnerability of the military forces and increased tinerability of the civilian
population, thereby providing powerful incentives not @onp the gun in a crisis.
Once each side acquired second-strike capability, the farautually assured de-
struction (MAD) began. Each country could absorb a firskethy the enemy and
then return a devastating counter-blow.

Acquiring this capability involved (a) building a lot moreigsiles—what some
people mistakenly called “overkill” in the belief that ontlee U.S. had enough
nuclears to blow up the Russians it was unnecessary to builé,ncompletely
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missing the point that the relevant quantity was not thd tatenber of nuclears but
the number that could survive a surprise attack by the Russand (b) rendering
the existing forces invulnerable to enemy bombs. The sestradegy involved
dispersing of missile sites and bombers, hardening misifile, and, once it became
technologically possible, placing nuclear weapons on tadtect submarines.

In addition to making their military forces less vulneralilge two superpowers
made their civilian populations more vulnerable when thgnead not to build anti-
ballistic missile systems (ABMs). This venerable treatyspgted until George W.
Bush unilaterally withdrew the U.S. from it. The purpose, koer gruesome, was
to supplement the stability-inducing invulnerability dfet military. If you have
second strike capability and your enemy’s cities are valbley, then your enemy
is unlikely to attack you first by jumping the gun in a crisis. tBuyour enemy is
unlikely to launch a surprise attack, then you have no re&sdeinch one either,
and so crises become much more stable.

3.4 Severing Communication

Also note the requirement that these commitments be olsertsg the opponent.
One tactic to undermine such commitments is therefore kynguoff communica-
tions and making yourself unavailable to receive the thréé have all used this
strategy when screening calls from people we do not wantkdadaWe know that
if we pick up the phone, common courtesy would compel us tdeveesveral min-
utes, which we really want to avoid. It would be rude to answrdy to cut them off
in mid-sentence with “Ah, it's you!” followed by a click as ywadisconnect. Most
of us simply screen our calls and pretend we are not avai{@ablacceptable excuse
not to answer).

This works at the international level as well, although iis ttlay and age it is
becoming more and more difficult to make yourself scarce. {denshowever,
the following example from the height of the Second World WBulgaria was
ruled by King Boris Ill, and was allied with Germany. Bulgariasvalso home to
50,000 Jews, whom the Germans wanted deported and extéechillee the oth-
ers throughout the conquered or allied territories. The 8uggns did not like the
idea a bit, and this included the Christian Church and the Kiigs, once the de-
portation orders arrived from Berlin, the Church organizeshdestine evacuations
of the Jews from the cities and dispersed them among othardiy Bulgarians
throughout the country. When the government forces, delayepurpose, finally
began scouring the cities for the Jews, they did not find anjgd@ians innocently
claimed no knowledge of any Jews living among them. The Gesrh@came out-
raged and tried to strong-arm the King into pursuing depiorianore vigorously,
like a real ally. The King, however, was nowhere to be found.hdd disappeared
in the woods, “hunting,” for two weeks until every Jew wasebahidden. “Un-
fortunately,” he was not available to receive the Germaedtw in time, and when
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he emerged, he could pursue the policies fully with absblute consequences for
the Jews. Bulgaria ended up as the only belligerent with afgignt Jewish pop-

ulation that saved it from extermination during the SecoratldAWar even though

Germany exercised serious control over the country’sraffai

4 Manipulating Future Payoffs

Another general way of acquiring credibility is to changeiyown future payoffs
such that what was not in your interest to do, becomes opfiamal therefore cred-
ible).

4.1 Reputation

Reputation is a concept often bandied about by policy-makasswe shall see,
much of the American (and Soviet) behavior during the Cold Was driven by
reputational concerns: each superpower felt compellectoomstrate its resolve
and superiority to the other and to the audience of uncorathitther states. The
fall of one country under communism was interpreted by U@icp-makers as
a dangerous sign that the Soviets were on the move, but, ahdggemore impor-
tantly, that it would seduce others to follow in the wake & #pparently triumphant
communism. The idea was to react in a way that would demdestrahe rest of
the world that the Americans were taking things serioustyg that they were pre-
pared to incur significant costs in the defense of their athefriendly regimes. In
other words, the U.S. wanted a reputation for toughnessrasthiorthiness.

Acquiring reputation is a strategy that allows one to redttite the future payoffs
in a way conducive to making commitments credible. For eXxamip may not
be worth the expense for the U.S. to defend Kuwait from Iragttie sake of the
Kuwaitis or West Berlin from the East Germans for the sake efather Germans.
A threat to use costly force for such a purpose can be disthiasencredible.
However, if the U.S. manages to convince Iraqg or the USSRIitleansiders such
defense a matter of reputation, it just might work.

It might work because the U.S. would be telling its opponehtt it expects
grave consequences from the failure to act: not only the iggettty negligent) loss
of the current prize at stake, but future losses resultingnflosing the reputation
for being a trustworthy ally. Thus, the relevant calculati® not between this loss
and the costs of avoiding it, but between these costs aneéanstof future losses
in addition to the present one. This may well tip over the -tistefit balance and
make it rational to bear large costs today to avoid even tdogses in the future.

For such a tactic to work, the players must care sufficierityua the future, the

SDenmark also managed to save most of its 7,800 Jews in 1948 Kifler ordered their depor-
tation) by evacuating them to neutral Sweden.
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interaction must be expected to continue for a long periotihe#, and reputation
must carry over into related areas. These are all prettyditfio achieve.

4.2 Salami Tactics

Sometimes it may be possible to divide a single large ganoeaiiseries of smaller
steps, none of which carries excessive risk by itself. Tleaid to proceed slowly
and allow for the reputational mechanism to kick in. As opgris demonstrate
with each successive step that they can be trusted not tgeeretheir promises,
their mutual confidence in the successful resolution of galbwing step in-
creases.

That is one reason you often pay in installments for ongomogepts. This is also
why the IMF distributes its huge loans in tranches, and ricitabnce. The loans
have conditionality provisions attached to them that makesssive disbursements
contingent upon satisfactory implementation of desirednom@conomic policies. A
country that receives the entire loan in one lump sum is mes$ likely to follow
painful IMF demands as faithfully as a country whose addaidunding depends
on meeting such conditions.

Of course, this momentum becomes increasingly difficultustan as the end
of the game approaches. Here is a very famous example thaindémrates what
happens when we carry this to its logical extreme. Considema stylized hypo-
thetical description of the Middle East problem: IsraeldBrrquishing territory in
exchange for security from Palestinians.

The interaction begins with Israel in possession of the .lalticcan choose to
stop the peace process or continue it. If it continues, ggivp some land and the
Palestinians decide whether to stop the process with thistetiheir possession (in
which case Israel is worse off because it gets neither landewurity) or continue it
and abandon some of their terrorist activities. If they curg, Israel benefits from
reduction in terrorism, and gets to choose again whetheorntirue or stop. This
continues until only one piece of land and very few terraristmain. This is called
the “endgame.” At this point, Israel can benefit more fronpping the process and
simply capturing the remaining terrorists than concedirgglast piece of territory.

In the endgame, then, Israel would prefer to retain thetteyriand go after the
terrorists, so it will choose to stop short of the last cosmas But if Israel is not
going to make that last concession, then there is no pointhfaPalestinians to
give up their terrorist activity after Israel’s next-tcsstaconcession. Thus, Israel’'s
next-to-last concession will not be reciprocated and tHeddaians will stop the
peace process before it reaches its final stage.

But if the Palestinians are not going to reciprocate the t@k#st concession,
Israel has no incentive to offer it: doing so would not desesi@rrorism and would
result in the loss of land. Hence, Israel will not, in fact, keahat concession
and will stop the peace process even sooner. But without swcmeession, the
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Palestinians would have no reason to abandon terrorisnghwhiturn deters the
Israelis from offering anything, and so on. .. until the empeace process unravels
from the end-game all the way to the beginning, and fails emestart.

The endgame effect can be very strong and persistent. The &xample just
demonstrates the extreme case, of course. In reality bd#s siill be eager to
see some progress made because they are unsure about the@xatoves of the
opponent. Under these conditions, one would expect theak&od couple of steps
forward. But as the endgame approaches, it will become istrgly tempting to
preempt the opponent by stopping first. Although it is difi¢a say which side
will be the first to terminate the process, we can be fairlyaserthat the process
will end before it gets a chance to go to its last part.

While giving up the territory in one fell swoop may be utteriyraasonable from
Israel’s standpoint, proceeding in smaller steps, whiteeband more likely to yield
some results, will still fall short of ensuring that the pess will go through to its
conclusion. Generally, the closer the endgame, the morptézhare opponents to
preempt each other.

4.3 Irrationality

If I can convince you that | am irrational or stupid and therefcannot understand
your commitment, | render myself immune to your threats aml lvecause you
(being the rational and smart one) would have no choice ek dawn. Children
often understand this much better than adults. A kid pretgnid be dumb or not
hear is simply implementing a pretty good tactic of makingéelf unavailable to
receive information about your very credible commitmeiat i not in its interest.

This idea ofrational (strategic) irrationality is not limited to children. Presi-
dent Nixon, for example, once remarked to his National SgcAdvisor and later
Secretary of State Henry Kissinger that it would be good Hier Russians and the
North Vietnamese to think that he was “out of control” and eald use the nukes
if an agreement on peace is not achieved soon. This was anpatte escape the
rational logic that precluded the use of nuclear weapongadh a peripheral theater.
It did not work (not that Nixon was necessarily sane).

Motives for irrationality that get used frequently with ialsle success abound.
Appealing to honor is a way to claim that you will deliver thetian threatened or
promised even if you are tempted not to do so. Naturally, oag to undermine
such a strategy is to allow your opponents graceful ways w dat of commit-
ments. You are, in effect, destroying the grounds for appgédb honor. If no
honor was tarnished by the exchange, there is no need toddigfen
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5 Manipulating Risk: Brinkmanship

Sometimes, a threat is simply too big to be credible. Twoatyias share an un-
derlying logic between themselves. One is theeat that leaves something to
chanceand the other is the strategy lifnited retaliation. These strategies de-
pend on the willingness of the players to rurisk of undesired and unintended
consequences

Imagine a chess game. You are playing the Whites and | am pldlgan Reds.
The game, as usual, can end in win, loss, or a draw. Howevempwemodify the
game by adding a fourth outcome calldidaster which is strictly worsdor both
playersthan simply losing the game. For example, if disaster ogauesboth pay
hefty fines to a third party.

The new rules specify very clearly what causes disastercifsgadly, if either
player has moved his knight across the middle of the boardtlamather player
moves his queen across the middle, then disaster strikegdmialy. It does not
matter whether the knight or queen are moved first.

How would two rational players play this game? One thing weted for certain
is that it will never end in disaster because this outcoméaiays under control of
the players and they both have incentives to avoid it. Thasties outcome can only
occur if some player deliberately makes a move that endsdheegccording to
the new rule. Since disaster is the worst possible outcomegtional player would
ever make this move.

This is not to say that the knights and the queens will stayheir side of the
board. Indeed, because of this certainty of disaster onatstenhiove, players can
use strategic moves that exploit the situation for its iehercredibility. If I, for
example, am the first to move his queen across the board apdtkbere, you are
effectively deterred from moving your knights across. Asgas the queen is on
that side, | have credibly committed to threatening you wiibaster should you
move the knights across.

In fact, | am threatening you with something that you wouldsmashould you
take the proscribed move. The consequences follow autoatigtand | am unable
to do anything about that. To wit, | am threatening you withax wat you start!
As before, disaster is unpalatable to both, and even if iewsore costly to me
than to you, the threat would still be effective as long asrymmsts are sufficiently
high compared to the other possible outcomes, and so youlvetilllbe deterred.
| have successfully relinquished the initiative to you, antg you who gets to
be embarrassed by the multitude of choices at your dispoRad virtue of this
modified game is that the rules are completely clear and itways known with
certainty who has committed and who has the last move thatisbsaster or
causes it. In real-life, of course, things are not as cleae doh't always know
(or can even calculate) who would be the last to move. Ceriaiat®ns create
their own escalatory logic that might blow up in both our faeéth neither really
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intending it.

5.1 The Threat That Leaves Something to Chance

We now modify the modified chess game. We keep disaster oatemchamend the
rule to say that should the necessary conditions occur eeeefells a die and if six
comes up disaster occurs. If the die shows any other nuniigegaime continues. If
the conditions still exist after a player makes the next mtdwe die is rolled again,
and so on. That is, every time the conditions are met, theaeoise-sixth chance
of disaster. (In our language, we transform the necessatguafficient conditions
into ones that are only necessary but not sufficient.)

This is now a very different game indeed. In particular we easily imagine
circumstances where knights and queens would move to thentyirside of the
board, creating ahared risk of disasterIf, for example, you move your queen
across, | can try to compel you to move it back by deliberaggfcing both of
us in a risky and dangerous situation. | can move my knightsscand at every
turn while the situation persists we both risk a one-sixttbability that we end up
badly. If you lose your nerve before | do, that is, if your wiiness to run risks is
not as high as mine, | win because you would retreat.

Notice how different this is from before. In the original mifachtion, whoever
moved his relevant piece across the board first won. There meimaginable cir-
cumstances where we would both have the queens and the koigthe “wrong”
sides of the board. The reason for that, of course, is thathiteat is extremely
effective: in fact, its fulfilment is completely automateg the rules.

In the modified version of the modified chess game, howeves,cértainty is
gone. What's more interesting, players are able to thre@emather with a disaster
that would hurt both. This was not a possibility in the orgimodification because
once someone commits, the other cannot pressure him tatrélyehreatening to
move his chess piece across too. The certainty of disasgtaresthat no such threat
can be credible. In this version, on the other hand, suclathiean be made and
probably will be made.

You can apply the technique of constraining your own chotoethis environ-
ment as well. For example, suppose you have moved your queessaand | want
to compel you to move it back. However, you are much more vesiothan | am
and we both know it. If | can bring myself to run the risk of diter at least twice,
however, | can win nevertheless: | move my knight acrossetheplacing us both
in jeopardy. However, since | know that in the war of nerves wall probably win,
| then move another piece such that it blocks the knight’s laagk. Now | cannot
retreat even if | wanted to and it is up to you to do somethingetieve the risk.
If I can commit myself to continue to run the risks and makeacte you that you
are the only one who can diffuse the situation, you would lmavehoice but back
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down and retredt.

The strategy of taking your opponent to the brink of sharesdster and com-
pelling him to turn back first. Thomas Schelling calls it “naulating the shared
risk of war” and it really involves the deliberate creatiohrisk that can only be
relieved when the opponent takes an action that suits yapogas. Brinkmanship
is a war of nerves, it is about risk-acceptance and fear niane it is about cool
rational calculations.

Why don’t we just threaten with something certain? Why “sinigseate arisk
that somethingnay happen? Threatening with too big a stick can be a problem
because it may lack credibility. For example, consider thgimmal modification of
chess. Suppose you move your queen across and | verbalptethat unless you
retreat | will move my knight and we both end up with the disaiss outcome.

We have already seen that it does not matter whether thisimatburts you more
than it hurts me. As long as it hurts me sufficiently (and itslbecause according to
the rules it is even worse than a loss), my threat will not leelitie. You obviously
cannot avert the disastiérl make the final move. | know it. You know that | know
it. And | know that you know that | know it. We also both know tlitais up to me
to make the fatal last move. You can just sit smugly and sntileewhile | rail
against the rules being stacked in your favor, the world dpewid and heartless,
and nobody caring about my predicament. None of that woulgl bécourse. You
win and we both know it.

A similar problem occurs with threatening massive retadiain response to con-
ventional military infractions. The stick is too big and tdangerous to be believ-
able. Even when the United States had first-strike capabilény wondered if this
nation could use the nukes for a third time with impunity anthvotal disregard
of the extent of the threat they are supposed to diffuse. I&agoviets invade some
dinky little third world country with a population of 1 mitin. Can the United States
threaten to blow up Moscow (population of 10 million) in ledion? Probably not
and the Russians knew it. The gun is too powerful and so thatttoeise it is not

You can also think of a variant witbscalating risksf disaster. For instance, if the conditions
still exist after the move following the first roll, the die islled again, and if either six or five
comes up, disaster strikes. If the conditions still pertsistnext time, the die is rolled again, and
disaster occurs if six, five, or four comes up. In other worl&ry next time the conditions for
disaster are met, the risk of suffering it increases by oxti:s Clearly, the sixth time the die is
rolled, disaster will strike for sure. This increases pueson the players to remove themselves
from the situation. Of course, the player who has to make ttreenbefore the sixth roll essentially
faces certain disaster unless he defuses the situation kBaiwing that, he has every incentive to
move his piece into a position from which it would be impossiio retreat. If the pre-commitment
succeeds, the opponent will be forced to back down even ifvghad have taken a high risk in the
fifth roll, and so on. Again, this becomes a game of preemptigno will maneuver first into a
position from which it will not be possible to extricate wiittthe time-frame? As you can guess, if
players misjudge the time-frame they think they have or tenter-moves of the opponent, such
tactics may make disaster certain.
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credible.

When it is not possible to threaten credibly because therastould hurt you too
much, you can threaten with thisk or probability that the action would be carried
out despite your best intentions to avoid iincertainty, so the speak, scales down
the threat.

The risk of carrying out the action in spite of your own attésnfp prevent is
inherent in many complex situations. First, you may simpikean error in as-
sessing your opponent’s freedom of choice and intentionayld the opponent
cannot or would not back down. In any case, the risk of misg@ron is clearly
present. Second, and more interestingly, the threat magiied out even when it
should not have been. Maybe your opponent backs down butdbgbm have the
chance to stop it, events are set in motion that lead to @isasyway. Brinkman-
ship is a slippery slope, maybe at some point it is no longesibte to avert disaster
and nobody is quite sure where this point really is. Thatstthird possibility: we
both may become committed to the escalatory steps withan ealizing it and
may not be able to escape them evewéfboth wanted t6

The threat that leaves something to chance (very aptly nadegaends on creat-
ing this shared risk of disaster. Once created, the playegage in a competition
in risk-taking in the sense that the outcome depends onvesold nerve.

We now examine two claims often made by analysts and shovhéaiogic has
important gaps in it.

1. “A state willing to run the greater risks will prevail.”

Paradoxically, it is not always the side with the most resawsteely nerves
that prevails and succeeds in getting the other one back.dtwwou think
about this a little bit, you will probably remember the siing game we
analyzed. The difference in behavior between tough and wigasds came
from the uncertainty of the defender about which type it wasng. The
weak types try to bluff and exploit this uncertainty (and tleéender’s desire
to avoid war). The same can occur with running risks: a chgke may
not be as resolved as the defender kndw it for a fact but as long as the
defender is unsure, he can be exploited by a bluffing stratgdgast up to a
point. Thus, contrary to the often asserted conclusionttiestate “willing
to run the greatest risks will prevail,” a state that may Iss leilling to run
risks may still come out victorious in such a confrontation.

2. “An increase in the resolve of the defender should makdiesigers less
likely to escalate.”

’If you have not seen the filrRail-Safe | absolutely recommend it. In it, the Americans and
the Soviets become committed to escalatory actions thalt inslisaster with neither side wanting
it and both trying to help each other avoid it. What begins agugime day and a small technical
mishap turns into a global disaster. See the original filnlhwienry Fonda and Walter Mathau not
the crappy George Clooney remake.
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The logic seems straightforward: if the defender is morelwgs, he is more
likely to resist, and thus the risk of disaster is greaterisThcreased risk
means that challengers are less likely to escalate.

This logic, however, is not quite complete. Again, our sigripgame can
provide some clues. If the defender is stronger and mor#y ltkeesist, then

the expected payoff from escalation is lower because theofiglisaster is

high. This means that the weak challenger will be less vgllio escalate.
But this now affects the defender’s beliefs. Because the wkalkemger is

less willing to escalate, upon observing escalation, thierdker will believe

that it is more likely that its opponent is tough, which redsithe expected
payoff from resistance to the defender because it increhegzrobability of

disaster. But this in turn means that the defender is now iksly lto resist

a challenge, which would increase the expected payoff frecalation to the
weak challenger, and the latter would find it more profitablegcalate with
higher probability.

Thus, the usual logic ignores the complicated interactiwgadhic when ana-
lyzing the consequences of increased resolve for the defehtterestingly,

a player may benoreinstead oflesslikely to escalate the more resolved its
opponent is. That’s because if it is public knowledge thatdpponent is re-
solved, escalation is a very strong signal about the otlagep! only resolved
types would be willing to do it.

This is how our models can help disentangle the logic of cidinat sometimes
defies even smart experienced people.

5.2 Coercive Pressure with Limited Retaliation

The other very similar strategy that depends on the gewoerafirisk is the strategy
of limited retaliation. Instead of creating a situation weltimate disaster may
strike, one takes a series of small steps (hence the wordtélihin the name
of the strategy) that do two things. First, they increaseprabability that the
ultimate disastrous event may occur because they generatidiional risk of that
happening and further steps presumably escalate that @skond, they involve
giving the opponent explicit incentives to back down tha&t anrelated to the risk
of disaster.

By destroying methodically but in limited quantities thingfssalue to the oppo-
nent, you give him the chance to stop the destruction whilgiidnas something of
value left. The problem with the big stick (again) is thatétthreat is carried out,
the opponent has nothing left to care for. In the strategy adsive retaliation, we
destroy the Soviet cities, for example. But if the opponemtds to lose everything,
he will fight back as hard as he can, which is not what we wantolzwant them
to back down.
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Suppose that instead of initiating a nuclear war, whethipelately or by acci-
dent, we target Soviet cities but only destroy one. We thiéthiem that unless they
retreat we will destroy another. If they don'’t retreat, wstdey a second city. And
so on and so forth, gradually turning the pressure up, buayavetting them back
down. The reason such a strategy might work is because dadftihe pain, the
Soviets are left something they care for: their other citiess the threat to destroy
these cities, not the pain of having already lost some, thghintompel them to
back down.

This strategy gradually imposes costs on the opponent barge importantly, it
threatens to impose more costs in the future. A player woeldriable to threaten
with more costs if it destroys everything his opponent valueone fell swoop. A
threat that leaves quite a bit to the adversary is a lot madilsle than a massive
murderous one. In fact, part of the credibility problem witie massive threat
is generated by the consequences of nuclear war. If we #mwegith a massive
nuclear strike, then the Soviets, with nothing to lose, hiagentives to strike back
and impose as great costs on us as possible. With a limitatkgy; on the other
hand, they may be induced not even to retaliate because ta@fraid that if they
do, they would lose even more.

If you think that this is cold and heartless, you are rightwdwger, Robert McNa-
mara, the U.S. Secretary of Defense during the Kennedy amusda administra-
tions made a speech in 1962 in which he proposed this venggtrahe so-called
“No-Cities Doctrine”. The Russians were very quick to denauiidy claiming
that no limited option existed in a nuclear war. Once the ibisstart flying all
bets are off. The Soviets quite correctly perceived how sustiategy would deny
them bargaining power. They had a lot of imprecise missiliéls which they can
threaten massive strikes but not careful limited retalratn return. So they did not
like it.

The essence of this approach is very similar to the one usdbebthreat that
leaves something to chance. The strategy of limited réitafialso increases the
credibility of the threat of future destruction. By exerogithe limited option, a
player can demonstrate that its resolve is greater tharothitstadversary, just like
with the threat that leaves something to chance, where isdifdy revealing its
willingness to run risks of disaster.

5.3 The Generation of Risk

Obviously, these are very dangerous tactibsy would not work unless they were
dangerous because it is the generation of risk that makes tnatentially worth-
while. How is that risk generated?

Rational opponents would never cross the brink of disastidingly. However,
even rational opponents may do so unwittingly, unintergilgnand by accident or
sheer bad luck. The essential idea here is to blur the brigkoul cannot clearly see
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where it is, you can walk perilously close to it. If you coulekst, then you might
be tempted to stay away, just to make sure nothing actuabyyu over.

So how do we blur the brink? By generating the fear that thingg get out of
hand. Many have heard of the “fog of war” a situation duringse2 moments of
conflict where communication is uncertain, decision makeesot fully in control
of events, accidents happen, and everyone’s nerves argldothiat they might
snap. Many of the mechanisms that generate risk actualgiyate firm control
of its escalation or its degree, thereby further enhandwegféar factor. This is
sometimes called aautonomous risk because it is generated by events beyond
one’s control.

The crucial point is that you have to arrange things in suchatat neither you
nor your opponent knows precisely just where the brink igoli know, you would
definitely never escalate beyond it. If he knows, he can ppgb it and you run the
risk of giving up because you think it is dangerous while hews that it is safe.
The threat is therefore one of unintended consequenceradudrtent escalation,
not a cool rational one.

6 The Hurt-More Criterion

It is often said that a threat that damages the threatenes than it damages the
threatened party cannot be credible. This reflects a ratiéoynd misunderstand-
ing about the considerations that enter the decision tetrése threat or comply
with the demands. The credibility of the threat does dependloether the costs
incurred in executing it are prohibitive relative to the rpaf not getting what'’s
being demanded. But suppose the threat is credible in thatowastill damages
the threatener more than it does its opponent. Would the rappgacomply? He
would if the pain of no compliance (resulting from the thrbaing executed) ex-
ceeds the pain of compliance. Nowhere in this calculationldvthe pain relative
to his opponent appear.

It does not matter how much one actor hurts itself relativéhe other actor.
What matters is how much the other actor gets heigtive to her other choices
However costly the threat is for one of the actors, the reieealculation that the
other actor makes is the one where she compaeesosts of complying with the
demands versuser costs of resisting them. None of these include the first @&ctor
costs and so it is not surprising that these do not mattereietid. All that matters
is that failure to comply is more painful to the other actarttbacking down.

This is not to say that the costs to the original player do natten at all. They
do, but only for his own choices. The threat must be credibilea other actor is
going to believe it. If executing the threat is so costly tihat actor would not carry
it out, then he has no viable threat. In this case, his oppomeuld fail to comply
no matter what costs the threat is supposed to impose. Siedareat will not be
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executed, these costs are completely irrelevant. Agaimctor’'s own costs only
affect his own choices directly although they might afféet bpponent’s choices
indirectly through the credibility of the threats they irdu

We conclude thathe threat does not depend on the threatener having to suf-
fer less than the threatened party All that matters is that the threatened party
would suffer more if it does the action it is being threatenetto do compared to
another action. However, we must keep in mind that for theahto be credible,
the threatener must have an incentive to carry out the threat
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