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Sammanfattning: 

Deterrence strategy has been practiced over the ages and still remains a vital component of a coun-

try’s national security strategy. Over time, decision-makers have sought ways to effectively deter 

their adversaries. As decision-makers have applied new tactics to deter, scholars have also tried to 

improve the explanatory and prescriptive strengths of deterrence theory. However, there still re-

mains much to be desired, evident by continued interest on the subject. 

This thesis aims to answer the following research question: “What makes deterrence succeed or 

fail?” “Under which circumstances is deterrence more effective?” In particular, this thesis will ex-

amine the relationship between the balance of power between the deterrer and the attacker. “What 

aspect of the balance of power between the actors strongly influences the decision to defy an op-

ponent’s deterrent threat and attack?” 

To verify the main argument and hypotheses, this thesis conducted three single-case studies on 

cases of deterrence. Through two cases of deterrence failure and one case of deterrence success, 

this thesis was demonstrated that deterrence is more likely to fail when there is a parity of power, 

compared to when it is concentrated. 
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1. Introduction 

1.1 Problem Formulating 

Deterrence strategy has been practiced over the ages and still remains a vital component of a 

country’s national security strategy. The theory of deterrence received great interest with the 

onset of the Cold War, as warfare became increasingly costly and devastating, by experienc-

ing two World Wars and witnessing the unprecedented destructiveness of nuclear weapons. 

Using force to pursue national interests required more caution than ever, and as a result deter-

rence, which involves the threat of force rather than its actual use, emerged as a critical com-

ponent of international security strategies.
1
 

Over time, decision-makers have sought ways to effectively deter their adversaries. In accord-

ance with this trend, deterrence theory has also expanded intellectually to become ‘a highly 

influential social science theory’ prominent in decision-making.
2
 Despite its salience, howev-

er, the theory still requires further study. As decision-makers have applied new tactics to de-

ter, scholars have also tried to improve the explanatory and prescriptive strengths of deter-

rence theory. However, there still remains much to be desired, evident by continued interest 

on the subject. 

 

1.2 Purpose and Research Question 

The main purpose of this thesis is to contribute to the well-developed research program on de-

terrence theory by proposing a hypothesis to one of the fundamental questions posed in the 

field: what makes deterrence succeed or fail? Under which circumstances is deterrence more 

effective? In particular, this thesis will examine the relationship between the balance of power 

between the deterrer and the attacker. What aspect of the balance of power between the actors 

strongly influences the decision to defy an opponent’s deterrent threat and attack? 

The main argument of this thesis is that two closely related variables, the balance of power 

between the actors and perceived trends of whether the balance will shift in the future, strong-

ly determine the success or failure of deterrence strategies. 

To successfully deter an adversary, a credible capability to deter either by denial or punish-

ment is pivotal. Consequently, the balance of power becomes an important indicator that 

states and leaders refer to when trying to estimate the costs involved, as well as the probabil-

ity of success of a certain military action.  

In general, it is accepted that deterrence strategies applied by a stronger deterrer is more suc-

cessful, since an advantage in power often ensures large costs inflicted on the attacker and a 

higher probability of victory. However, the balance of power by itself fails to sufficiently ex-

                                                        
1
 Colin S. Gray, “Gaining Compliance: The Theory of Deterrence and its Modern Application”, Comparative 

Strategy, Vol. 29, No. 3(2010), p.278. 
2
 Christopher Achen and Duncan Snidal, “Rational Deterrence Theory and Comparative Case Studies”, World 

Politics, Vol. 41, No. 2(1989), p.143. 
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plain the outcome of deterrence situations. Indeed there are many instances in history where a 

weaker state defied explicit threats posed by a stronger deterrer and moved ahead with mili-

tary action regardless.
3
 Conversely, deterrence still remains an important, and successful, na-

tional security strategy for many weaker states facing a stronger adversary. 

This failure to explain such ‘anomalies’ can be revised by including an additional variable, 

the projected future trend of the balance of power between the deterrer and the attacker. Deci-

sion-makers look not only at the current situation that they face but also how the balance of 

power may shift in the future. Variables including the economic situation of both party, for-

eign assistance, and efforts to improve its military capabilities are all factors that may prompt 

either optimistic or pessimistic views on any potential shift in the balance. 

Intuitively speaking, situations where power is evenly distributed between the actors is more 

unstable than when there is great disparity, and consequently more susceptible to these future 

prospects. Two types of situations involving parity of power in particular need further exami-

nation. First, a marginally stronger attacker will contemplate military action more seriously if 

it views that it might lose its advantage in the future. On the other hand, for a marginally 

weaker attacker, pressure to proceed with military action is intensified if it considers that its 

deficit will only widen in the future.  

In short, my initial assumption is that a deterrence strategy implemented by a deterrer against 

a relatively evenly matched attacker is more likely to be challenged compared to situations 

where power is concentrated to either party. When there is parity of power, states consider 

military action to be a viable option; wars are winnable and costs manageable. The decision to 

defy the deterrent threat is further rationalized when the leaders of an attacker considers the 

situation to be worse in the future. This creates the additional incentives not included in the 

conventional risk-calculus of deterrence theory. 

 

1.3 Limitation 

This thesis will focus on direct-immediate deterrence situations, specifically regarding territo-

rial disputes. This thesis believes that a study on direct deterrence can be better for theorizing 

and testing deterrence theory for the following reasons. Furthermore, cases of direct-

immediate deterrence have the additional advantage of limiting the involved actors, which in 

turn simplifies the model in which the hypotheses of this thesis will be presented and later 

tested against empirical evidence. 

This does not mean alliances are excluded from the analysis, for the simple reason that it 

would be unrealistic to do so. For example, in the deterrence relations in the Taiwan Strait, 

merely comparing Taiwan and China lacks meaning due to the pivotal role of the US alliance. 

Regardless, this thesis will focus on the deterrence policies adopted by Taiwan, and what kind 

of effect that independent deterrent threat has on Chinese decision-making. 

 

                                                        
3
 Bruce M. Russett, “Pearl Harbor: Deterrence Theory and Decision Theory”, Journal of Peace Research, Vol. 4, 

No. 2 (1967), pp.89-106. 
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1.4 Key Concepts 

Deterrence failure is when a state fails to deter, or when it ‘fails to dissuade another actor 

from carrying out a proscribed behavior.’
4
 In international relations, an outbreak of war is the 

most obvious indicator that deterrence has failed.  

In addition, several other concepts require clarification. First, regarding power, Dahl’s defini-

tion of ‘A having power over B to the extent that he can get B to do something that B would 

not otherwise do’
5
  is too wide-reaching for the purpose of this thesis, and therefore needs ad-

ditional focus. Consequently, military will be the primary indicator when evaluating the bal-

ance of power for each case, supplemented with other notable indicators such as the socio-

economic situation closely related to national power.
6
 

When comparing military power, most security studies rely on force sizes, namely the total 

number of military personnel
7
 and such quantitative data will be used as a guideline for de-

termining the gap between the actors engaged in deterrence. However, other factors such as 

force concentration, strategies, technology, and geographic factors have emerged as important 

variables that must not be ignored.
8
 To encompass all these different aspects, this thesis will 

distinguish between substantive and marginal advantages or disadvantages by how leaders 

perceived the outcome of a prospective war against the adversary would be during the crisis 

leading up to military confrontation. If leaders were comfortably confident of a relatively easy 

victory, the state will be classified as enjoying a substantive advantage. If leaders were con-

cerned with confident victory but concerned about large costs, the state will be classified as 

marginally advantageous. Leaders of a marginally disadvantageous country will be uncertain 

of the result, yet consider initiating the conflict as worth the risk. Finally, leaders of substan-

tively disadvantageous countries will view the prospects of grim war. 

 

1.5 Framework of Thesis 

The second chapter will outline the theoretical foundation of this thesis. First, deterrence theo-

ry will be explained in detail, including the elements that compose deterrence and the logic of 

how it works. Second, the existing literature on deterrence failure will be examined, focusing 

on two major trends in the literature. Third, the main argument of this thesis will be presented, 

unpacking the logic of why deterrence is more likely to fail where power is balanced between 

the deterrer and the attacker, offering an alternative explanation not yet fully developed in the 

field. Specific hypotheses regarding state decisions and actions will also be presented here. 

The third chapter will describe which methods will be used in the thesis. Also, this chapter 

will illustrate the overall research plan along with justification of utilized methods.  

                                                        
4
 Richard Ned Lebow and Janice Gross Stein, “Beyond Deterrence: Building Better Theory”, Journal of Social 

Issues, Vol. 43, No. 4 (1987), p.8. 
5
 Robert A. Dahl, “The Concept of Power,” Behavioral Science, Vol. 2, No. 3 (1957), p.202. 

6
 John J. Mearsheimer, The Tragedy of Great Power Politics (New York: W. W. Norton and Company, 2001), 

p.43. 
7
 Stephen Biddle, “Rebuilding the Foundations of Offense-Defense Theory”, The Journal of Politics, Vol. 63, 

No. 3 (August, 2001), p.749. 
8
 Mearsheimer, The Tragedy of Great Power Politics (2001). 
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In order to assess the validity of the argument suggested in this thesis, the fourth chapter will 

present three single-case studies of instances where deterrence strategy was adopted: the 1967 

Arab-Israeli war, the 1965 Indo-Pakistan war, and deterrence relations in the Taiwan Strait 

during the 1995-96crisis. All three cases are long-lasting conflicts based on territorial disputes 

that to this date still remain unresolved.  

The fifth chapter will serve as the conclusion of this thesis. First, the results of the case stud-

ies will be briefly reviewed, to confirm whether the central argument of this thesis have been 

verified. In addition, the theoretical and practical implications of the findings of this thesis 

will be evaluated, with the hope that this thesis demonstrates meaningful to the progress of 

deterrence theory. 

 

2. Theoretical framework on deterrence failure 

2.1 The Logic of Deterrence 

The theory of deterrence has over the years been structured around a clearheaded, persuasive, 

and even elegant logic of how it actually works.
9
 For deterrence to succeed, the deterrer must 

issue a retaliatory threat based on potential consequences for the attacker would if it proceed-

ed with a potential attack. The threat can target both sides of the attacker’s risk calculus, ei-

ther eliminating prospected benefits or increasing the estimated costs pertaining to military 

action. The response may also choose to adopt two methods in which to threaten, either by 

denying the adversary from achieving the goals that it pursues through the attack (deterrence 

by denial) or by threatening punishment (deterrence by punishment). 

Threats by itself do not ensure successful deterrence. Essentially, threats are hypothetical as-

sumptions on what the deterrer would do if it is attacked. To effectively deter an adversary, a 

threat has to be credible. Credibility is a function of an adversary’s assessment of a nation’s 

military capability, either to deny or punish, and the political resolve to follow through on its 

threats.
10

 

Implicit in the logic and all the concepts of deterrence is the notion of rationality. Traditional 

deterrence theory was based on the rational unitary actor assumption, that states are utility 

maximizers which prioritize national security over every other objective. For states that deter, 

adopting deterrence strategies is the rational option
11

: it is the best method to national securi-

ty. A deterrence strategy is successful when the attacker, after calculating the benefits and 

costs involved, also concludes that not attacking is the rational decision. 

Based on the elements articulated above, both the attacker and the deterrer assess own ‘risk 

calculus.’ For the deterrer, the risk is evaluated by considering his evaluation of the objective 

under that is being threatened, estimated costs of fighting, probability of prevailing in the con-

                                                        
9
 Achen, Christopher and Snidal, Duncan, “Rational Deterrence Theory and Comparative Case Studies,” World 

Politics, Vol. 41, No. 2 (January, 1989), p.143. 
10

 Michael S. Gerson, “Conventional Deterrence in the Second Nuclear Age”, Parameters, no. 393 (Autumn, 

2009), p.42. 
11

 Alexander George & Richard Smoke, Deterrence in American Foreign Policy: Theory and Practice (New 

York: Columbia University Press, 1974), pp.72-82. 
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flict, and the change in probability of future enemy attacks on other objectives. The outcome 

of the ‘risk calculus’ will also determine the probability that the deterrer will pursue each po-

tential response in the event of an attack. Furthermore, the attacker’s estimations of the deter-

rer’s risk calculus will determine the perceived credibility of the deterrer’s threats. For the at-

tacker, risk is a function of his valuation of an objective, the costs he would have to endure, 

probability of various responses by the deterrer based on the credibility of each threat, and the 

probability of obtaining the objective with each response.
12

 

John Mearsheimer offers the logic of deterrence in a simpler fashion: “deterrence – a function 

of the costs and risks associated with military action – is most likely to be obtained when an 

attacker believes that his probability of success is low and that the attendant costs will be 

high.”
13

 

Mathematically, the deterrence fails if the risk calculus is estimated as follows: 

(1 – p) × B  >  p × (C + R) 

Figure1. Risk-calculus for Deterrence Failure 

 

The risk calculus for a state wishing to attack but facing a deterrent is evaluated by first esti-

mating its ‘positive utility.’ This is calculated by multiplying the expected benefits from the 

military action that is being deterred (B) and the probability of achieving the objective (1 – p). 

On the other side of the equation, the ‘negative utility’ is calculated by adding the expected 

costs (C) and the expected risks (R), and then multiplying it with the probability of the deter-

ring country carrying out the deterrent that it has threatened (p). If the positive utility exceeds 

the negative utility, deterrence fails.
14 

 

2.2 Literature Review on Deterrence Failure 

2.2.1 Existing Literature on Deterrence Failure 

Cases where deterrence was predicted to succeed but ultimately failed were discovered, and 

scholars began to question the validity of the rational decision-making approach the theory 

adopted. George and Smoke noted that rational deterrence theory had conveniently simplified 

several key concepts so as to fit the logic of the argument.
15

 Studies of deterrence tend to fo-

cus more on failures rather than successful cases of deterrence. This is largely due to the fact 

that successful deterrence is essentially a “non-occurrence” and reliably detecting such cases 

is difficult.
16

  

                                                        
12

 Ibid., p.167. 
13

 Mearsheimer, Conventional Deterrence (New York: Cornell University Press, 1983), p.23 
14

 George & Smoke, Deterrence in American Foreign Policy (1974), p.60.  
15 George & Smoke, Deterrence in American Foreign Policy (1974), pp.72-83. 
16

 Patrick Morgan, Deterrence Now (New York: Cambridge University Press, 2003), p.123. 
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For rational decision theory, deterrence failures are simply because the prerequisite threat to 

deter the military actions of the attacker was insufficient. In quantitative terms, the anticipated 

positive utility of the attacker exceeded the expected negative utility involved with initiating 

military confrontation. Rational deterrence theorists stress that such failures should not be 

equated with flaws within the logic itself. In sum, failure to deter occurs when there is “weak-

ness in the commitment, credibility, or capability of the defender sufficient to tempt an ag-

gressive, perhaps risk-prone, but not necessarily irrational opponent.”
17

 

A notable case study on rational deterrence theory is Mearsheimer’s book, Conventional De-

terrence. A potential attacker considers his own capabilities and those of the deterrer, but be-

cause there are multiple military strategies available it must also consider the terrain on which 

the battle is fought. He argues that because modern nation-states have preference for decisive 

victories and an aversion towards wars of attrition, deterrence will often fail if the attacker be-

lieves that it can launch a successful blitzkrieg.
18

 

Lebow and Stein offer a more extensive critique on why deterrence fails based on three inter-

locking components. First, ‘strategic vulnerability and political need’ often cumulate to result 

in the use of force, even in cases where prospects of such actions are grim. Second, psycho-

logically leaders may misperceive, distort, or outright ignore variables in order to suit its sub-

jective views and values. Finally, there are grave limitations to the extent deterrent threats can 

be implemented in actual conflict situations.
19

 

Russett and Huth’s quantitative studies generally reinforce this generalization. They have 

compiled a dataset of 54 cases of deterrence from 1900 to 1980 to examine the deterrence sit-

uations and their outcomes. In one of their articles, Russett and Huth point out that most stud-

ies on deterrence failures focus on the balance of military capabilities between the involved 

actors. They add that interdependence, local military balance, possession of nuclear weapons, 

and formal military alliances also have an impact on successful or failed deterrence.
20

 Though 

the authors concluded that the local balance of power was important to successful cases, their 

study has to be understood within the context of the study, which focuses on extended deter-

rence. More closely related to the focus of this thesis Gerson, in his study on conventional de-

terrence in the post-Cold War era, argues that the local balance of power plays a critical role 

in conventional deterrence: deterrence is more likely to succeed “if the balance of power fa-

vors the defender”.
21

 

 

2.2.2 Evaluating on the Existing Literature  

It is probably true that irrational behavior is indeed probable and can even be induced in crisis 

situations. Without the assumption, however, any set of findings will not be sufficient to con-

                                                        
17

 John Orme, “Deterrence Failures: A Second Look,” International Security, Vol. 11, No. 4 (Spring, 1987), 

p.121. 
18

 Mearsheimer, Conventional Deterrence (1983), pp.63-64. 
19

 Lebow and Stein, “Beyond Deterrence” (1987), pp.6-23. 
20

 Paul Huth and Bruce Russett, “What Makes Deterrence Work?: Cases From 1900 to 1990,” World Politics, 

Vol. 36, No. 4 (July, 1984), pp.496-526. 
21

 Gerson, “Conventional Deterrence in the Second Nuclear Age” (2009), p.38. 
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stitute a theory. It is true that theories are accumulations of particular behavior, and induction 

is an important part of theory-making. However, theories are also “statements that explain” 

such phenomena, and therefore must be “invented, not discovered”, and remain distinct from 

the actual world.
22

 Rational deterrence theory, on the other hand, at least provides a basis for 

understanding deterrence insofar as it is able to predict and explain the behavior of a state or 

leaders if the decision-making was done in a way that can qualify as rational. 

Finally, there is the issue of parsimony. The debate between the two approaches is in essence 

a trade-off between parsimony of the theory and greater explanatory power. However, by at-

tempting to distinguish other independent variables, thereby climbing down a rung on the 

‘ladder of abstraction’,
23

 it does so at the expense of sacrificing one of the largest merits of de-

terrence theory: the simplicity of the underlying logic.  

Under these circumstances, the rational deterrence theory remains the best option, albeit with 

some minor adjustments. First, rationality should not be understood it the strict sense, but by 

incorporating some of the limits that hinder rational decision-making: time constraints, imper-

fect information, and subjective perceptions of a situation. While some argue that these as-

pects are the main reasons the rationality assumption is unrealistic, this line of criticism also 

have the problem of relegating the thought process of leaders all together. A decision made by 

a state or leader based on their beliefs or priorities, and the information that is provided within 

strict time constraints should still be considered as rational.
24

 

In sum, the main argument of this thesis is an attempt to further the explanatory strength of 

rational deterrence theory. This is achieved by pursuing two main objectives. First, relaxing 

the concept of rationality acknowledges some of the criticism towards the rationality assump-

tion, providing a more realistic foundation for rational deterrence theory in general. Second, 

importing future prospects of the balance of power within the boundaries of the theory offers 

an alternative answer to why deterrence fails and introduces an important variable that has 

been underdeveloped in deterrence studies. 

 

2.3 Alternative Explanation: Deterrence Failure and Parity of Power 

The main argument of this thesis begins by comparing the power possessed by the involved 

actors. Hypothetically, there are four types of situations between the attacker and the defend-

er: when the attacker is substantively stronger (type 1); when the attacker is marginally 

stronger (type 2); when the attacker is marginally weaker (type 3); and when the attacker is 

substantively weaker (type 4).
25

 

 

 

                                                        
22

 Kenneth N. Waltz, Theory of International Politics (Massachusetts: Addison- Wesley Publishing Company, 

1979), pp.1-13. 
23

 Giovanni Sartori, “Concept Misformation in Comparative Politics,” American Political Science Review, Vol. 

6, No. 4 (1970), pp.1033-1053. 
24

 Morgan, Deterrence Now (2003), pp.134-135. 
25

 In the conventional sense, ‘marginal’ and ‘substantive’ is defined by decision-maker’s perception. 
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Differrence in Power 

Substantive Marginal 

Stronger Actor 

Attacker Type 1 Type 2  

Deterrer Type 4 Type 3 

Table1. 4 Types of balance of power in deterrence situations 

Even though studies have noted that military balance is not a necessary or a sufficient condi-

tion for successful deterrence, it is still widely accepted that deterrence is more likely to suc-

ceed when the deterrer holds the advantage over the attacker (Type 3 and 4). However, this 

explanation fails to encompass the numerous cases where a weaker attacker still decided to 

initiate war. In contrast, this thesis argues that deterrence fails more often when power is dis-

tributed relatively evenly between the two actors engaged in a conflict, to suggest that it is 

how the power is distributed, rather than a mere comparison of power between the actors, that 

determines the outcome of deterrence. Under these circumstances, an attacker decides to defy 

a deterrence strategy if it perceives that the balance of power will worsen in the future. 

Once the deterrer initiates deterrence, the attacker basically has two options, to attack or to re-

frain. Following the logic of deterrence stated above, the attacker will then calculate the risks 

and benefits involved and decide upon a course of action. When contemplating whether or not 

to initiate a military conflict, the military balance between the actors becomes an important 

factor that leaders naturally take into consideration because it will determine probabilities of 

victory and the costs involved. 

Indeed, the risk calculus is an invaluable barometer for deciding whether or not to initiate mil-

itary action. In particular, if a state faces a deterrent threat posed by a substantively more 

powerful state (Type 1), the costs would simply be unbearable for it to choose to attack. 

Therefore under such circumstances, the balance of power essentially determines the decision 

by a potential attacker to succumb to the deterrent threat; future prospects have little impact. 

If it is perceived to be optimistic, then it is rational for the attacker to bide its time. And even 

if the future is grim, it makes little difference since there is little to nothing that the attacker 

can do to alter the situation. 

However, while balance of power is closely related to the outcome of deterrence situations, 

concentrating solely on this variable offers only an estimate of what a state has to risk in order 

for it to achieve its objectives through military means. And apart from cases where military 

action is perceived not only as a fruitless, but also a potentially suicidal endeavor, the use of 

force remains on the table. 

Therefore, balance of power, by itself, does not determine the outcome of deterrence rela-

tions. Rather, at this juncture, the question of refraining or initiating military conflict centers 

around the trend of the balance, of how the balance may shift in the future, and consequently 
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how a potential shift, positive and negative, alters prospective risk calculus and probability of 

victory. This point needs further elaboration per each type of balance situation. 

In situations where the attacker holds a ‘marginal’ advantage (Type 2), it can perceive the sit-

uation as a chance to pursue its goals through that particular action. Being the superior power, 

albeit marginally, chances are decision-makers will presume both the costs as manageable and 

victory probable. If decisions to attack were based solely on the balance of power, initiating 

military conflict would be the rational option. However, if the balance of power between itself 

and the deterrer is predicted to be sustained, or if its advantage is expected to grow, than the 

better option would be to wait. In contrast, if the leaders believe there is a chance it might 

have to relinquish its advantage if certain trends, including rapid military buildup by its ad-

versary or stagnant economic growth continue, the benefits of military action while it still 

holds the upper hand becomes more valuable. This sense of vulnerability, or the prediction 

that the ‘window of opportunity’ is closing acts as an additional incentive that is outside the 

conventional deterrence equation, pressuring the attacker to defy the opponent’s deterrent 

threats and to provoke. 

If the attacker is at a ‘marginal’ disadvantage (Type 3), the probability that it would attack is 

also larger than in other cases. Cost-benefit calculations would be less encouraging than in the 

previous case, but not unbearable. However, if it viewed that the future may hold better pro-

spects of victory with less costs involved, it would not necessarily be urged to attack now. 

Again, the ‘rational’ option would be to maintain the certain trends that may contribute to 

more favorable circumstances in the future. On the other hand, pessimistic outlooks on the 

projected balance of power would exacerbate the pressure to act immediately. If it is estimat-

ed that military action would become more costly in the future, it will be more inclined to act 

aggressively before the military option renders itself unfeasible as a result of these increasing 

costs. 

Perhaps most interesting is the situation involving an attacker that holds a large advantage 

over the deterrer (Type 4). If the risk calculus is based solely on the cost-benefit calculations 

expected in a conflict, deterrence strategies practiced by a deterrer would be inefficient. A 

‘substantively’ stronger attacker would consider the costs to be low, and the successful out-

come of an attack to be highly probable. A ‘rational’ decision would be to proceed with the 

attack. However, this is not always the case, as witnessed throughout history. While there are 

many reasons, including external balancing by the weaker deterrer, future prospects of the 

balance of power also plays a vital role. Because the window of opportunity for the attacker is 

so large, a substantively stronger state has less incentive to attack; it could always do so later 

if the situation becomes more contested. Furthermore, if it believes that the gap between the 

states involved is likely to widen in the future, it might hope that this trend provides them 

with an overwhelming advantage that offers an opportunity to resolve the dispute in its favore 

even without resorting to force. 
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Based on the observations listed above, this thesis offers three hypotheses on the four types of 

circumstances states engaged in deterrence face. Because the main argument of this thesis is 

that deterrence is more likely to fail when there is a parity of power between the deterrer and 

the attacker, the hypotheses will focus on the two cases, types 2 and 3, which predict deter-

rence failure. Expected   behavior of states when the balance of power is asymmetric, types 1 

and 4, is explained in a single hypothesis. The hypotheses of this thesis are as follows: 

Hypothesis 1. An attacker, faced with a situation where it holds a marginal advantage, 

will challenge the deterrence strategy of its deterrer if it conceives that the gap in power 

between the two is narrowing and therefore the window of opportunity for military ac-

tion is closing. (Type 2) 

Hypothesis 2. An attacker, faced with a situation where it is at a marginal disadvantage, 

will challenge the deterrence strategy of its deterrer if it conceives that the gap may 

widen in the future, which consequently would make decisions to initiate conflict even 

more difficult in the future. (Type 3) 

Hypothesis 3. When there is a large disparity of power between the attacker and the de-

terrer, there is a high probability that deterrence will be successful. When at a large dis-

advantage, the attacker will be deterred by large costs and low probability of victory. 

On the other hand, when at a large advantage, the attacker often opts to not attack be-

cause it considers the window of opportunity to be open in the future. (Type 1, 4) 

If one concentrated on the deterrer’s actions alone, the predictions layed out in this section 

may be considered as mundane. However, the outcomes predicted in this thesis prove that in-

action in spite of favorable cost-benefit calculations, or attacks regardless of sufficient deter-

rent threats can both be explained within the rational deterrence theory approach. Both cir-

cumstances can be explained with the rational deterrence theory by including ‘rational’ calcu-

lations based on how power is distributed. 

                                                        
26

 In the conventional sense, ‘the window of opportunity’ is not open for the attacker in type 3. However, consid-

ering how states value territorial interests, decision-makers may consider that there may be an opportunity to 

alter the status-quo through military action despite unfavorable cost-benefit calculations. 

 Costs Window of Opportunity Outcome 

Type 1 small large refrain 

Type 2 manageable small, and may close attack 

Type 3 manageable small
26

, and may close attack 

Type 4 large none refrain 

Table2. Expected outcomes of deterrence situation 
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In many cases where countries dispute fundamental issues such as disagreement over territo-

rial rights, there is an implicit understanding that military conflict might be the only way to 

solve the conflict. Consequently, considering such claims do not alter over time, it becomes 

evident that states take into consideration future prospects as well as the current situation that 

they face. Therefore, including future prospects evaluated by decision-makers into the deter-

rence equation can increase the explanatory power and predictability of deterrence theory.  

Going back to the mathematical expression of the logic of deterrence, the argument and hy-

potheses presented here suggest that there is an additional factor that decision-makers take in-

to consideration that is missing from the conventional understanding of deterrence. Rational 

leaders and states contemplate how the balance of power may shift in the future (α) and in-

clude that in their thought process. Consequently, this thesis offers a revised equation to in-

clude this part of the deterrence logic. 

 

(1 – p) × B + α > p × (C + R) 

Figure2. Revised Risk-calculus for Deterrence Failure 

Finally, it should be noted that neither independent variable, the balance of power nor poten-

tial shifts in the balance, by itself determines the outcomes predicted in this thesis. Regarding 

the balance of power, unfavorable risk-calculus do not mean states will not attack, nor does a 

state always attack when they estimate that its objective is obtainable through military means. 

In addition, though a pessimistic outlook on future prospects are key for the decision to attack 

for situations of parity; this does not have the same type of influence when power is concen-

trated to either side. It is only when these two variables are considered simultaneously that a 

more accurate prediction of the outcome of deterrence relations can be achieved. 

 

3. Research Method 

Testing studies of social sciences are difficult, none more than deterrence theory. While both 

qualitative and quantitative studies have been conducted on deterrence, this study will carry 

out multiple single-case studies. Levy touches on the advantages of case study methods in de-

termining why deterrence fails or succeeds: “Case study methods might be very useful here, 

for the intensive analyses of individual cases may be particularly useful in determining the 

presumed aggressor’s prior motivations and intent regarding the possible use of force.”
27

 Ac-

cording to Harry Eckstein, single case studies are not only useful in testing an theory or ar-

gument, but are better than comparative methods of social science; not only is it more effec-

tive since it deals with a single case, but a more in-depth approach allows scholars to make 

fewer mistakes in the interpretation. ‘More thought, more imagination, more logic, less busy-

work, less reliance on mechanical printouts, no questions about sampling, possible firmer 

                                                        
27

 Levy, “Review Article: When Do Deterrent Threats Work?” (1988), pp.509-510. 



Namn: Hyosu Jung 2016-01-18  
Kurs: HSU 14-16 

Sida 15 av 36 
 

conclusions, and fewer questions about empathy’ are some of the advantages to a single-case 

study.
28

 

In an article on testing deterrence theory, Huth and Russett suggested a number of basic prin-

ciples which this thesis will try to abide by.
29

 First, it is important to define the behavior and 

outcome to be explained. Studies on deterrence failures are not to be equated with an analysis 

of the outbreaks of war. Rather, deterrence failure is a specific occurrence, in which intended 

deterrent threats fail to prevent an adversary from attacking. While some studies have adopted 

detailed definitions,
30

 this thesis will adopt a broader definition: deterrence failure occurs 

when the attacker ‘commits the military action, regardless of scale, proscribed by the deter-

rer.
31

 

Second, the theoretical model for this thesis is based on rational deterrence theory. Subse-

quently, it follows most of the terms and concepts, namely the rational decision-making as-

sumption. In other words, while this thesis understands the criticism on whether states or 

leaders are truly rational, the logic of the argument is based on the assumption that the deci-

sions made, especially an important one as initiating war, are based on ‘rational’ calculations 

of the balance of power and how it might shift in the future.  

Third, identifying a conflict as a case of deterrence requires hostility between the states, lead-

ers that recognize this hostility, and issuing of deterrent threats.
32

 Discovering these elements 

in cases are difficult to begin with, but scholars also disagree on how to assess certain events 

in history. This thesis plans to reduce some of the problems by conducting single-case studies, 

with the conflict and the deterrence strategy implemented identified in each case. 

The argument of this thesis will be evaluated by process-tracing each case. Quantitative re-

search methods often used by scholars who accept the comparative case study approach are 

effective in identifying independent variables that have strong correlations with deterrence 

failure, but lack explanations on the causality between the variables. In contrast, the process-

tracing method “attempts to identify the intervening causal process between an independent 

variable and the outcome of the dependent variable.”
33

 

For studies on deterrence in particular, the process-tracing method can be valuable since it can 

thoroughly examine aspects including the deterrence strategy of the deterrer, to how it was 

perceived by the attacker and why it decided to initiate military action regardless. 
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Process-tracing involves a lot of research, and one of the anticipated challenges in conducting 

this particular topic will be difficulty in accessing government documents specifically related 

to the decision to act aggressively. However, all three of the chosen cases have been docu-

mented thoroughly, and therefore the abundance of secondhand material will sufficiently sup-

plement any lack of firsthand evidence. Furthermore, while the case studies will look at both 

sides of the equation, it should be evident that this thesis will focus on the deterrence dynam-

ics from the viewpoint of the state that is contemplating war. 

 

4. Empirical Analysis 

4.1 The 1967 Six Day War and Israel’s Decision to Attack 

4.1.1 The Arab-Israeli conflict 

The Arab-Israeli conflict is a long-enduring standoff with a number of contentious issues dis-

puted, resulting in numerous wars involving various countries in the region. The conflict has 

accumulated much academic attention, especially in the conventional context of deterrence. 

This is because the conflict possesses two important factors, animosity and deterrence strate-

gies by more than one actor involved. The two parties dispute fundamental differences that 

both parties have frequently deemed impossible to reconcile through diplomatic means.
34

 

The question of whether the involved actors engage in deterrence strategies vis-à-vis its op-

ponent is more complex, but nonetheless obvious in the context of the Arab-Israeli conflict. 

For Israel, it has demonstrated at various periods that sustaining the status quo would be satis-

factory if it meant maintaining control over disputed territory. Over the course of the conflict 

Israel has outlined specific ‘red lines’ which, when crossed, it would consider to be casus 

belli to articulate their deterrent threat against Arab states.
35

 Such red lines serve a dual pur-

pose: not only do they state clearly which actions that it would not tolerate, therefore specify-

ing what it is it aims to deter, but also bolstering credibility of its deterrent threat by articulat-

ing exactly how it intends to deter any military action that crosses these thresholds.
36

 

On the other hand, Arab nations also often seek to deter Israel, albeit with different intentions. 

While many Arab leaders, most notably Egyptian President Gamal Abdoul Nasser in the 

1950s and 1960s, have vocally proclaimed that the ultimate goal is to eradicate Israel, more 

often than not their power, both of a single Arab state or as a group, has been insufficient in 

accomplishing this goal.
37

 Under such circumstances, the Arab deterrent has been implement-

ed to prevent not only acts of aggression by Israel against one of the Arab countries, but also 

to limit Israel from building a large military advantage, including rumors about Israeli at-

tempts to build a nuclear arsenal. 
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4.1.2 Egyptian deterrence against Israel in 1967 

The Third Arab-Israeli War, otherwise known as the Six Day war, was fought between June 5 

and 10, 1967. The war that resulted in an overwhelming Israeli victory has been the focus of 

various studies in international relations for various reasons. For example, the decision-

making process in both Israel and Egypt has been analyzed to understand why the war oc-

curred. Others have concentrated on Egypt President Nasser’s decisions and whether or not 

his actions were rational. The Six Day war has been the subject of case studies on deterrence 

failure for both sides since it is hard to repudiate the fact that hostility between the two sides 

and deterrent threats were pretty clearly identified. While not underestimating the importance 

of other aspects related to the Six Day war, this thesis will focus particularly on deterrence 

strategies and why they failed in 1967. 

The highly volatile region had enjoyed a decade of relative peace prior to the events of 1967, 

largely as a result of the Second Arab-Israeli war of 1956, otherwise known as the ‘Suez war’. 

In his book, Oren summarizes the war of 1956 had for both sides. For Israel, the war dis-

played the potent Israel Defense Force (IDF), which in turn illustrated that Israel was an es-

tablished fact. Moreover, during the course of war, Israel solidified its relations with western 

countries such as France and Britain, importing advanced weaponry from these states.
38

 Wea-

ry that Nasser might revoke its compliance to the ‘good faith’ agreements that led to the de-

ployment of United Nations Emergency Forces (UNEF), freedom of navigation in the Tiran 

Straits and large-scale military deployment in the Sinai peninsula consequently became criti-

cal Israeli ‘red lines’.
39

 

Egypt, on the other hand, proclaimed that the Arab countries had won the war by ‘single-

handedly fighting off Israel and the western imperialists,’ and that withdrawal from Sinai had 

been a tactical maneuver. Nasser realized that any further conflict with Israel had to be de-

layed for as long as possible until he could accumulate the necessary military assets for victo-

ry.
40

 

On March 8 1965, Nasser declared that “we shall not enter Palestine with its soil covered in 

sand, but we shall enter it with its soil saturated in blood.”
41

 He reiterated his point a couple 

years later by addressing reporters that, “we will not accept any…coexistence with Isra-

el.…Today the issue is not the establishment of peace between the Arab states and Isra-

el….The war with Israel is in effect since 1948.”
42

 

Nasser backed his rhetoric with a number of measures that further increased tension within a 

span of two weeks. First, on May 14 he ordered the deployment of Egyptian troops into the 

Sinai Peninsula. A couple days later on May 16, he demanded withdrawal of UNEF forces 

from the peninsula, citing the safety of UN forces lest they get caught in crossfire between Is-
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rael and Arab countries. Lastly, on the night of May 22-23 he decided to blockade the Tiran 

Strait to Israeli shipping.  

These steps were clear violations of Israeli red-lines, and it is important to review Nasser’s in-

tentions behind such steps. First, after losing the 1956 war against Israel, Nasser had em-

barked on ‘Nasserism’, “a radical blend of Arab socialism and nationalism.”
43

 Nasser had also 

had admiration for the leadership role among Arab countries which he competed for with oth-

er Arab monarchs, although much of his stature as a regional leader had evaporated as Egypt 

became entangled in the military quagmire in Yemen. However, Nasser was able to partially 

restore his prestige with Egypt’s reunification with Syria, and construction of the Soviet-

financed Aswan dam.
44

 And when rumors emerged that Israel was preparing to attack Syria, 

Nasser felt the need to deter Israel by asserting Arab pressure. 

Pouring fuel to the fire was Soviet Union interests in the region. In addition to the construc-

tion of the Aswan dam, the Soviet Union had invested a large amount of resources into the 

Middle East. The Kremlin considered Nasser to be the main hope for fending off the capitalist 

bloc after appeasing to the United States during the Cuban missile crisis. Of about $2 billion 

in military aid – 1,700 tanks, 2,400 artillery pieces, 500 jets, and 1,400 advisers – since 1956, 

approximately 43 percent was allocated to Egypt.
45

 This coincided with Egypt’s interests as 

well: Nasser had focused on bolstering Egypt’s military capabilities through close cooperation 

with the Soviet Union during this time. 

Nasser’s ambitious moves led to war, which resulted in yet another decisive Israeli win. 

These events have prompted a debate among scholars and historians on whether Nasser’s de-

cisions were rational or irrational. On this subject, Mor argues that Nasser was acting as a 

strategically rational actor. Based on observations that Nasser neither wanted war nor expect 

it, as well as Nasser’s non-intervention during Israel’s raid of Jordan, he argues that Nasser 

preferred the status-quo to war. Under these circumstances, Mor concludes that Nasser was 

forced to deter an Israeli invasion against an Arab nation when Syria was threatened by an Is-

raeli invasion. As the crisis escalated, Nasser’s priority shifted towards deterring an attack 

against Egypt.
46

 

Gat’s analysis of the days leading up to the Six Day war also includes several pieces of histor-

ical evidence that imply Nasser intended to deter Israel. First, in his explanation of Israel’s 

perception of Egypt’s troop deployment to the Sinai Peninsula, Gat illustrates how Israeli mil-

itary intelligence considered the Nasser’s moves as “a repeat performance of the 1960 ‘Opera-

tion Rotem’, when Nasser, seeking to dissuade Israel from attacking Syria, had secretly or-

dered his army to Sinai”, but only publicly and on a larger scale.
47

 Furthermore, Gat offers a 

number of reasons – more time to prepare its force deployment as well as Israel’s economic 
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and social difficulties – why Nasser was content with the situation and chose not to initiate 

hostilities.
48

 

Gat concludes that the Six Day war was premeditated by Nasser. At first glance this statement 

seems contradictory to interpretations of the events in 1967 that Nasser was deterring Israel. 

However, a closer look at his argument shows that even he believes Nasser’s actions were in 

fact intended to deter. Based on Gat’s description of the crisis, Nasser had deployed deter-

rence strategies, but fully expecting Israel to attack nonetheless.
49

  

While it is almost impossible to say with absolute confidence the reasons behind a leader’s 

decisions, the evidence presented here certainly suggests that deterring an Israeli attack, first 

against Syria and later against Egypt, was foremost in Nasser’s strategic thought process. It is 

clear that Nasser felt compelled to act, yet did not intend to go to war against Israel. Based on 

animosity towards Israel and fueled by bravado as the Arab leader, but simultaneously uncer-

tain of Egypt’s capabilities relative to the IDF, Nasser embarked on provocative steps he 

clearly understood would be interpreted by Israel as cause for war. Not yet ready to go to war, 

he calculated that Egyptian forces on the Sinai Peninsula, assistance by the Soviets, and alli-

ances with Jordan and Yemen would deter Israel from trying to retain the peninsula by force. 

 

4.1.3 Israeli Decision to Attack 

It is true that in 1967, Israel sought to deter Egyptian actions that it had clearly elaborated as 

‘red lines’ that when crossed would be considered as an act of war. However, when Nasser 

ordered Egyptian troops to the Sinai Peninsula and closed the Tiran Strait to Israeli ships, Is-

rael’s deterrence strategy had failed.
50

 Furthermore, once the lines had been crossed, Israel 

faced a status quo that it could not tolerate, and a response had to be formulated. 

In the 1950s and 1960s, Israel was the Middle East’s most powerful state, especially in mili-

tary terms. Indeed, scholars attribute the relative peace in the previous decade enjoyed as a re-

sult of such preponderance.
51

 This confidence in its military capabilities was still widespread 

in 1967. Furthermore, Israeli intelligence believed that with Egypt having deployed a large 

fraction of its army to Yemen, and with the incohesive nature of the Arab states, the IDF 

would be victorious, albeit after a “terribly hard war with many casualties.” 

However, the strategic circumstances at the time were not entirely favorable, making the deci-

sion to go to war difficult. In 1967, Israel faced recession, unacceptably high unemployment 

rates, and a steep decline in annual average economic growth, from more than 10% growth to 

a mere 1%.
52

 The socio-economic burden increased when the Israeli government called up 

more reservists. 
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All of this did not help the indecisiveness of Israel’s Prime Minister Levi Eshkol, who ‘pre-

ferred quiet diplomacy over confrontation.’
53

 Even as he himself gradually began to realize 

that Israel would have to go to war, and hearing confident reports about the IDF’s more than 

sufficient capabilities to win a military confrontation against the Arabs led by Nasser, Eshkol 

still urged prudence among Israeli cabinet members and to pursue diplomatic options.
54

 

Following Eshkol’s leadership, Israel reached out to western countries including France, Brit-

ain, and the United States. Assurances by these states would not only tip the balance in Isra-

el’s favor more definitively, but also ensure that these countries would not help the Arab na-

tions. The western states that had come to the aid of the Israelis during the second Arab-

Israeli war of 1956 were different a decade later. U.S. Undersecretary of State Eugene Rostow 

pointed out that Nasser had every right to deploy troops to the Sinai Peninsula, which was 

part of Egyptian sovereign territory, and warned that a preemptive strike by Israel would be “a 

very serious mistake.”
55

 

Without explicit assurances from its former allies, the pressure mounted on the Israeli leader-

ship. Military action against Egyptian provocation was always an option. The stakes were 

much higher than the freedom of navigation of Israeli ships through the Tiran Strait. What 

were at stake, Rabin stressed, was Israel’s military credibility and its ability to act in self-

defense.
56

 Once diplomatic means were exhausted, it became evident that war would be inevi-

table. When Egypt further pushed Israel towards military action by signing a bilateral military 

pact with Jordan on May 30, change was necessary. Perhaps as the first step towards military 

action, Eshkol was, on June 1, forced to step down from his post as defense minister and was 

replaced by Moshe Dayan.
57

 

Dayan recognized the IDF’s capability and brought a “badly needed injection of confi-

dence”
58

, but even he could not change the fact that a prospective war against Egypt would be 

costly. According to Mearsheimer, Israel faced three main strategic disadvantages: approxi-

mately equal size of forces; Israel fighting by them compared to alliances with Britain and 

France in 1956; and a strong possibility of a three front war.
59

 

What ultimately urged Israel to act in 1967 was not confidence that it would win, but con-

cerns that Israel had only a marginal advantage in military capabilities, and that the Arab 

countries were gaining fast. In other words, Israel thought there was a window of opportunity 

open for military action, but it might not be available if it waited much longer.
60

 Furthermore, 

at the tactical level, Israeli forces felt that once war became inevitable it was imperative that 

they act quickly, that they were becoming more vulnerable against the Egyptian forces occu-

pying the Sinai Peninsula, and that waiting would consequently lead to a more costly war.  
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Based on the evidence presented above, it can be argued that Nasser’s intentions in the 

buildup during the 1967 were not to initiate war, but to accumulate limited political gains 

through a series of provocations against Israel. With Israel’s ‘red lines’, Nasser understood 

that Israel would react, either with force or through diplomacy, but believed that his actions 

would be sufficient in deterring Israeli military action. Despite his aggressive rhetoric, it was 

clear that Nasser was not hopeful of the prospects of a potential war with Israel at that mo-

ment in history. 

The deterrent threat of the Arab nations led by Egypt was indeed well acknowledged by the 

Israeli leadership. And in retrospect, Nasser’s bold deterrence strategy came close to being 

successful. Despite Egypt’s blatant violations of what it considered to be casus belli, the pro-

spect of having to fight three Arab nations simultaneously without assistance from the west-

ern countries made the decision to go to war difficult. However, the estimated costs of war, 

though seemingly larger than the war in 1956, was still manageable: the majority view within 

the Israeli leadership still believed in the capability of the IDF, and that Israel would be victo-

rious. More importantly, what eventually led to Israel’s decision to initiate the fighting was 

the uncomfortable belief that the window of opportunity was closing, and that it would be 

beneficial to act sooner rather than later. 

 

4.2 The 1965 Second Kashmir War and Pakistan’s Decision to Attack 

4.2.1 The Indo-Pakistan Conflict 

Another long-lasting conflict can be found in South Asia, where India and Pakistan have been 

engaged in a hotly contested dispute. The conflict, the origins of which actually predate the 

creation of both countries,
61

 has witnessed four separate wars during the latter half of the 20th 

century (1947, 1965, 1971, and 1999). 

Much like the Arab-Israeli conflict, as a testament to the intense rivalry the Indo-Pakistan 

conflict has received much attention from deterrence theorists as well as international rela-

tions scholars. In particular, after both countries acquired nuclear capabilities during the 

1980’s and 1990’s, nuclear deterrence between the two nations has been the focus of many 

studies.
62

 While focus has shifted, however, it is important to note that prior to both India and 

Pakistan becoming quasi-nuclear powers, deterrence in the region was predominated by con-

ventional capabilities. 

The Kashmir problem lies at the heart of the Indo-Pakistan conflict, and was the direct cause 

of the Kashmir wars in 1947 and 1965. During the partition of British India in 1947, a result 

of the Indian Independence Act of 1947, the states of Jammu and Kashmir were presented the 

option of choosing to join either the ‘Union of India’ or the ‘Dominion of Pakistan’. But be-

fore the issue was resolved, war erupted between the two sides. After intense fighting during 

the first Kashmir war, the fronts were solidified. This line, which later became known as the 
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‘line of control,’ became the de-facto border between India and Pakistan once they signed a 

formal cease-fire agreement in January 1949.  

Though it was able to retain part of the territory through war, Pakistan still claimed that the 

Kashmir region, highly populated by Muslims, belonged to them. Despite international efforts 

through the UN to solve the conflict peacefully, India and Pakistan never ruled out the possi-

bility of military conflict. Kashmir was a vital interest for both India and Pakistan, for the in-

volved stakes was a culmination of “strategic interests and contradictory ideological commit-

ments.”
63

 

 

4.2.2 India’s deterrence against Pakistan in 1965 

The second Kasmir war of 1965 was initiated by Pakistan, when on August 5, 1965. Pakistani 

forces crossed the ceasefire line and infiltrated the Kashmir region dressed as locals. The war 

ended the following year on September 22 by agreeing to a UN mandated cease-fire.
64

 

In the years leading up to the war in 1965, India’s defense policy against Pakistan was pre-

dominantly focused on deterrence. In the late-1950 and 1960’s, India had faced a two-fronted 

war against China and Pakistan on respective border disputes. In October 1962, battles along 

the Sino-Indian border escalated into a minor war between regular forces, which resulted 

overwhelming offensive victories that humbled India.
65

 

In the aftermath of defeat, Indian Prime Minister Nehru resorted to a national security policy 

based on deterrence.
66

 To make sure that its forces had the capabilities to successfully deter its 

adversaries, India embarked on a five-year plan from 1964 to expand its armed forces. As a 

result of this newly devised defense program, the Indian defense budget had reached 3.7 per-

cent of the GNP in 1965, compared to only 1.9 percent in 1962.
67

 Much of the budget was al-

located towards the army and the air force, since India’s two main threats came from land at-

tacks by China and Pakistan. As for the Air Force, India possessed 500 hundred aircraft, 

while Pakistan possessed only 200.
68

 This disparity in military power was somewhat leveled 

by the United States. Since both India and Pakistan were poor countries that relied on outdat-

ed weaponry, by providing sophisticated modern weapons, especially in armor and aircraft 

diminished India’s quantitative advantage.
69

 

Not only India was investing in its capabilities to deter Pakistan, it also communicated various 

messages that clarified its intentions. The messages conveyed to focus on two main aspects. 

First, India was determined to show Pakistan that it would not back down on the Kashmir is-
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sue. Second, it was also keen on illustrating the fact that it was content with preserving the 

status-quo. Both facets of India’s position on the Kashmir issue were demonstrated clearly 

during the bilateral talks between the two countries that were held in the early 1960s. 

From December 1962 to March 1963, India and Pakistan met for six rounds of talks on a pos-

sible diplomatic solution to the Kashmir conflict.
70

 Throughout the process, India adhered to 

two principles: refusal to yield on the Kashmir dispute, and a no-war pledge with Pakistan. 

Both principles were not only central to India’s interests in the negotiations, but indicative of 

India’s deterrence strategy. First, it was made clear even before the first round of bilateral 

talks began that India had no intentions to hand over control of Kashmir.
71

 Regardless, these 

views were later relayed to Pakistan as India offered only a minor revision of the cease-fire 

line, while rejecting plebiscites in Jammu and Kashmir which might risk Indian control over 

the disputed areas. 

The other half of India’s negotiating tactics during the bilateral talks was the signing of a no-

war pledge. India had, at the second round held in January 1963, perhaps as a gesture of 

feigned good will, proposed disengagement of forces along with the pledge. However, it is 

hard to believe that the proposition of the pledge was with the sincere belief that diffusion of 

tension on the issue might facilitate a solution. Implicit in the offer was acceptance of the sta-

tus-quo, something that Pakistan could not recognize.
72

 

As the crisis escalated in 1965, India’s deterrent also became even more explicit, as Ganguly 

elaborates in his study on the second Kashmir war of 1965.
73

 Militarily India mobilized its 

forces shortly after the Rann of Kutch crisis. The movements of the India’s armed forces to 

the border areas were neither restricted nor concealed. Emphasis was put on making sure that 

Pakistan noticed these deployments to the front lines in an effort to prevent further Pakistani 

aggression by revealing the capability necessary to deter. On the political front, the Indian 

leadership issued warnings that India would not tolerate an attack on Kashmir. The Indian 

strategy was ‘to inflict a decisive defeat on Pakistan’s army at the earliest possible time,’
74

 in 

other words to punish Pakistan severely if it proceeded with an attack on Kashmir. 

Based on these observations, it is evident that India was in fact deterring a Pakistan invasion 

against Kashmir. With the conclusion of the 1947 war, India was rewarded control of Kash-

mir, and had no intentions of appeasing to Pakistan on this issue. Furthermore, they were pre-

occupied with protecting the status-quo, and considered bolstering its military capabilities a 

priority in order to deter its rival. Lastly, India’s leaders tried to communicate its intentions to 

Pakistan, either through public statements or with their proposals presented during the negoti-

ation process with Pakistan in the early 1960s. 
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4.2.3 Pakistan’s Decision to Attack 

India’s attitude during the negotiation process had been fully acknowledged by Pakistan. Pa-

kistan Foreign Minister Zulfikar Ali Bhutto, who had participated in the talks, believed after 

the negotiations that “no Indian leader would be serious about reviving the plebiscite solution 

for Kashmir.” Consequently, he reached the conclusion that the only solution would be to re-

sort to military means.
75

 

Military assistance from the United States had enabled Pakistan to possess a qualitative ad-

vantage that mitigated the vast numerical advantage India enjoyed. From 1954 to 1965, ap-

proximately 37 percent, or $1.5 billion of the $4 billion dollars Pakistan invested in its mili-

tary was from American military assistance.
76

 This was because Washington had considered 

Pakistan as a valuable asset from the onset of the Cold War, both strategically and politically. 

But after Pakistan signed the Sino-Pakistan Agreement in 1963, bilateral relations between 

the two began to sour. Later, the rifts in the US-Pakistan relationship was fully exposed with 

the Birch Grove joint communique released on June 30, 1963. In their statement, the United 

States and Britain disclosed their plans to provide India with $100 million in military aid, de-

spite lack of progress on Kashmir.
77

 With assistance from Britain, the United States, and even 

the Soviet Union, India was on track to close the gap in qualitative military capabilities, the 

only advantage Pakistan held over its adversary. On September 24, 1964, Bhutto received a 

warning letter from the high commissioner in New Delhi on India’s growing military force. 

He warned Pakistan President Ayub Khan that ‘India is moving ahead.’
78

 

Furthermore, there was growing concerns that India was maneuvering to erode Pakistan’s ir-

redentist claim on Kashmir. In particular, India had extended its constitution to Kashmir, 

thereby treating the region as any other state in India.
79

 By October 1964, incidents along the 

cease-fire line were occurring almost daily as Pakistan and India moved closer to war. How-

ever, it is doubtful if Pakistan’s leaders were confident about the prospects of a war against 

India. 

Not only was Pakistan’s army outnumbered almost three to one, there have been recollections 

on how unprepared Pakistani forces were prior to the attack.
80

 Rather, Crawford argues that 

Ayub and Bhutto undoubtedly knew that they could not beat India in an unlimited one-on-one 

fight.
81

 

Then why did Pakistan initiate the war in 1965? The evidence strongly suggests that the deci-

sion was mostly influenced by Pakistani perceptions of the changing balance of power be-

tween the two countries. With India’s massive military buildup, Pakistan became ‘increasing-
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ly convinced that their ability to retain Kashmir from India through the use of force would in-

evitably decline as India’s military capabilities expanded.’
82

 

The view that it was ‘now or never’ for Pakistan to attempt military action to win back Kash-

mir was widespread. Bhutto had particularly been keen on immediate military action. He re-

minded Ayub that ‘time was on India’s side,’ and that within less than 2 or 3 years, Pakistan 

would not be able to resist India’s ultimate objective, the destruction of Pakistan.
83

 Once 

Ayub was persuaded, Pakistan dispatched approximately 7,000 “freedom fighters” to ignite a 

revolt in Kashmir in the hope that disgruntled Kashmiris would support Pakistan’s infiltration. 

This however did not happen. The local populace informed the police, which led to a swift re-

sponse by Indian authorities. Pakistan failed to achieve a quick, decisive victory, and contin-

ued to fight until the signing of the Tashkent agreement in August 1966. 

Having won the first Kashmir war in 1947, India gained control of the contested Kashmir re-

gion. While the issue was far from solved, it was evident that India was satisfied with the sta-

tus-quo. Humbled by overwhelming defeat in 1962, India chose to pursue deterrence against 

both Pakistan and China by bolstering its military capabilities from the early 1960s. Mean-

while, India made its intentions clear to Pakistan that it would not appease on the Kashmir is-

sue. In 1965, India backed its words by deploying its army to the border areas shortly after the 

Rann of Kutch crisis. 

On the other hand, the bilateral negotiations on the Kashmir dispute with India from 1962 to 

1963 had further strengthened Pakistani views that it would have to try and solve the Kashmir 

issue by force. However Pakistan, which was already at a disadvantage, was at the risk of los-

ing its only military advantage vis-à-vis India: advanced weaponry. Pressured by the prospect 

of losing any chance of successful military action if the gap in relative power increased, Paki-

stan decided to infiltrate Kashmir and risk war in 1965 when it still considered that it had a 

fighting chance of victory. 

 

4.3 The 1995-96 Taiwan Crisis and Sustained Deterrence 

4.3.1 The Taiwan Strait Conflict 

Unlike the previous two cases, the Taiwan Strait has not been the venue of actual military 

clashes. Though the conflict is not necessarily about territorial issues, both the People’s Re-

public of China (hereafter China) and the Republic of China (hereafter Taiwan) have been en-

gaged in a fierce contest over sovereignty and international legal status for more than fifty 

years. 

Often describing cross Strait relations is ‘mutual deterrence.’ For Taiwan, deterrence involves 

preventing Chinese use of force for unification with the help of the US. Chinese goals for de-
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terrence are more political, to deter a formal Taiwan declaration of independence.
84

 In gen-

eral, deterrence for both actors has been relatively successful, and over the years, absent mu-

tual understanding through dialogue, military deterrence has been the backbone of peace and 

stability in the region.
85

 

Characterizing the mutual deterrence in the Taiwan Strait as ‘mutual deterrence’ only between 

Taiwan and China is misleading. The Taiwan Strait has often been a key case for explaining 

US extended deterrence, and there is no denying that Taiwan’s close relations with the US, 

based on the Taiwan Relations Act, plays a pivotal role in deterring any Chinese military ac-

tion. However, even with US presence in the region, it must be noted that Taiwan also has an 

indigenous military doctrine structured to either deter or repel a Chinese attack.
86

 It is unreal-

istic to presume that the United States will defend Taiwan against Chinese aggression under 

all circumstances. In fact, with the rise of China and its military modernization, there have 

been increasing concerns whether defending Taiwan is actually feasible.
87

 

The crisis of 1995-96 refers to a ten month period of heightened military and political tension 

that was ignited when in May 1995; the White House approved a visa for then Taiwan Presi-

dent Lee Teng-hui to visit the US to attend his graduate school reunion at Cornell Universi-

ty.
88

 

 

4.3.2 Deterrence by China and Taiwan 

Beijing considered that Lee’s visit to the US marked “a significant change in US policy,” one 

which seemingly was leaning towards an independence movement in Taiwan.
89

 Frustrated 

with insufficient assurances by the US regarding China’s concerns about the growing inde-

pendence movement in Taiwan, China responded with two missile exercises with surface-to-

surface missiles in July and August conducted approximately 100 miles from Taiwan. While 

these exercises were to “make the US realize the importance of U.S.-China relations to 

prompt it to take the right track,” they were also designed to deter Taiwan, making it clear 

that Beijing would resort to use of force if Taiwan moved towards a formal declaration of in-

dependence.
90
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Beijing’s motives in deploying People’s Liberation Army (PLA) troops near Taiwan were to 

show its commitment in deterring any Taiwanese movements towards independence. By do-

ing so, China bolstered the credibility of its deterrent threat, which already possessed formi-

dable capabilities. Table 3 is a comparison of the main military forces that would be involved 

in military confrontation between China and Taiwan.
91

 

 

  

Table3. Military Forces between China and Taiwan in 1995 

 

Despite firing missiles and forward deploying troops, China had no intentions of initiating the 

conflict, and took several precautionary steps to make that evident. First, the two missile ex-

ercises in 1995 were scheduled and announced prior to the actual exercises, and were any of 

the missiles fired armed. Neither did any of the PLA aircraft flown during the military de-

ployment in March 1996 come close to Taiwan. Finally, Beijing strenuously informed Wash-

ington that no attacks on Taiwan had been planned.
92

 This further proves the fact that China 

was intent on preserving the status-quo by deterring Taiwan’s declaration of independence. 

Unlike China’s strict adherence to the ‘One China’ policy, Taiwan’s views on national identi-

ty have evolved over time. During the ‘Kuomintang (KMT) hegemony’ period on Taiwan, 

much emphasis was put on reconciling the ethnic divide between mainland Chinese and Tai-

wanese rather than developing an independent identity.
93

 This, however, changed with democ-

                                                        
91

 David Shambaugh, “Taiwan's Security: Maintaining Deterrence amid Political Accountability” The China 

Quarterly, No. 148, Special Issue: Contemporary Taiwan (December, 1996), pp.1306-1307. 
92

 Allen S. Whiting, “China's Use of Force, 1950-96, and Taiwan,” International Security, Vol. 26, No. 2 (Au-

tumn, 2001), p.123. 
93

 Hans Stockton, “National Identity, International Image, and a Security Dilemma: The Case of Taiwan,” in Pe-

ter C. Y. Chow eds., The “One China” Dilemma (New York: Palgrave Macmillan, 2008), p.104-108.  



Namn: Hyosu Jung 2016-01-18  
Kurs: HSU 14-16 

Sida 28 av 36 
 

ratization in Taiwan from the early 1990s. After the retirement of the permanent members, 

Taiwan held its first democratic elections for the legislative Yuan in December 1992, opening 

the door for more criticism on government policies.
94

 A proponent of increased international 

recognition himself, Taiwan president Lee Teng-hui sought a Taiwan Strait relationship be-

tween “two real, equal entities”, a position that was not welcomed in Beijing.
95

 And while Lee 

did not necessarily advocate for an independent Taiwan, his visit to the US was perceived by 

China as doing just that. 

Under such circumstances, Taiwan relied on deterrence. For Taiwan, deterrence was not 

merely an option of protecting the status-quo, but rather closely related to protecting its na-

tional security. Though it had declined since the 1980s, Taiwanese defense expenditure still 

accounted for more than 20% of the national budget and close to 5% of the GNP, with a con-

siderable amount of extra funds specially allocated for foreign defense procurement.
96

 

Despite the large disparity in the sizes of the respective military forces, Taiwan had qualita-

tive superiority in a number of weapon systems that were vital to Taiwan’s defense, an ad-

vantage that Taipei wished to preserve. In 1994, as a response to reports that it was becoming 

vulnerable facing China in terms of aerial and naval capabilities, Taiwan agreed to buy 60 Mi-

rage 2000-5 fighter planes, 6 Lafayette-class frigates designed to escape detection by radar, 

and Mistral air-to-air missiles from France. In addition, Taiwan also acquired 150 F-16 jet 

fighters, and agreed to lease 6 Knox-class frigates from the US.
97

 Even if such technological 

advantages would not affect the outcome of a potential war, it would still influence Chinese 

estimates of the costs involved in achieving the military objectives.  

Based on the words Commandant Xu Bosheng of Taiwan's Joint Forces War College, Tai-

wan’s objectives are to prevent an invasion, to protect the country but also to make China pay 

too high a price so that the costs exceed any benefits.
98

 Even during the crisis, former Vice-

Minister of Defense General Chao Chi-yuan further argued that the Taiwanese doctrine is one 

of building up an adequate deterrent, and that though the priority is to avoid war, Taiwan 

needs to demonstrate that it is not afraid of war, or unprepared for one.
99

 

 

4.3.3 Successful Deterrence in the Taiwan Strait during the 1995-1996 Crisis 

The escalated crisis in the Taiwan Strait ended without any actual military clashes. Though it 

is impossible to definitively stipulate why conflict was avoided, it is possible to infer from the 

events right after the peak of the crisis why it was that neither Taiwan moved closer to inde-

pendence or Beijing took military action. 
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For Taiwan, the effects of the Chinese deterrent can be found in two key areas, both in do-

mestic politics: the outcome of the presidential elections in 1996, and re-elected President 

Lee’s inaugural speech. First, the outcome of the presidential elections clearly showed that the 

Chinese military threat had influenced voting in 1996. Though Lee, who favored a larger in-

ternational role for Taiwan, was elected it was not because the Taiwanese public was com-

fortable with the security situation during the elections. In a poll conducted in January 1996, 

34% of the respondents replied that they believed that China would invade Taiwan, a war that 

the majority of respondents believed that it would lose. Beijing had demonstrated the conse-

quences of independence,
100

 and threat perceptions were certainly a factor for the lack of sup-

port for Peng.
101

 

From this perspective, scholars have reached different conclusions on the results of the Tai-

wanese presidential election in 1996. For instance, Whiting argues that Beijing achieved 

mixed political goals as a result of the crisis: though Lee won re-election with 54% of the 

vote, the stronger independence advocate, Peng Min-ming of the Democratic Progressive Par-

ty (DPP) gained less support than expected, with only 21% of the vote.
102

 On the other hand, 

Scobell argues that Chinese coercive diplomacy had been extremely effective during the 

1995-96crisis. He argues that China had achieved most of its goals without actual warfare.
103

 

However, despite their different views, it is generally accepted that the military movements 

by Beijing had a significant effect on the outcome of the elections. 

Another indicator of the impact of Beijing’s deterrent threats through military action during 

the crisis is re-elected President Lee’s comments on cross-Strait relations in his second inau-

gural address in May 1996. In his speech, President Lee still reiterated the protection of the 

Taiwan area and the security of its people. At the same time, however, he also offered a re-

vised Taiwanese position on political reconciliation, a central component of which was his 

proposition that it was neither necessary nor possible for Taiwan to declare independence 

since it was already independent. Furthermore, he did not mention that China had to “re-

nounce force before progress of some sort towards re-unification could occur.”
104

 Indeed, the 

events leading up to the elections ‘increased awareness among Taiwanese officials and politi-

cians of the need to avoid antagonizing Beijing.’
105

 

On the other hand, understanding why China did not act in terms of deterrence relations with 

Taiwan is more complex. To understand Beijing’s decision-making on the Taiwan issue, one 

must start from the beginning: China’s position on reunification. Since the 1980s, Beijing has 

strictly adhered to a ‘peaceful reunification policy’ articulated by Deng Xiaoping. In princi-

ple, under the premise of “one China, two systems” the policy recognizes Taiwan’s autono-

my, as well as its political and economic system. However, only China would be represented 
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in the international area.
106

 Furthermore, it envisions a gradual process, through opening links 

and exchanges between Taiwan and China, to “gradually eliminate antagonism and increase 

mutual understanding.”
107

 However, China’s determination on the issue must not be underes-

timated. Despite advocating a peaceful reunification process, Beijing has also stated on nu-

merous occasions that it would not tolerate Taiwanese independence, and therefore has never 

ruled out the use of force. 

Taiwan had initially responded with the policy of “three no’s (no contact, no negotiation, and 

no compromise with Beijing)” but bilateral relations had vastly improved during the latter 

half of the 1980s. This trend changed in the early 1990s, Beijing began to grow concerned on 

various issues in Taiwan. Growing nationalism, retirement of permanent members of the leg-

islative Yuan, inclusion of the DPP, and the perceived pivot towards the independence 

movement of Taiwan by Washington were all factors that Beijing perceived could potentially 

stimulate the Taiwanese independent movement.  

Despite these developments, it is questionable whether leaders in China considered the issue 

to be urgent so as to abandon its policy of peaceful reunification. Important was how leaders 

perceived the future trend in bilateral relations would be. If China considered future prospects 

to be in their favor, than it is rational to conclude that Beijing would be optimistic about the 

probability of continuously deterring a declaration of independence, and gradually move to-

wards reunification. 

Militarily, the PLA was almost incomparably larger than the Taiwanese armed forces in 1995 

(see Table 3.), yet qualitatively better military equipment possessed by Taiwan had made a 

successful campaign across the Taiwan Strait improbable. China quickly began to modernize 

its armed forces, especially focusing on air power and naval expansion. In addition, with the 

collapse of the Soviet Union, China could shift its strategic focus elsewhere, including Tai-

wan.
108

 Taiwan still maintained the qualitative advantage in 1995.
109

 However, leaders in Chi-

na had reason to believe that it would be possible to narrow the gap and eventually Taiwanese 

forces it in the future. 

In the early 1990s, though it had not yet reached its peak, China was still in the midst of its 

ascendency to great power status. Moreover, the growth of economic exchange across the 

Taiwan Strait was stimulated during this period by the Tiananmen incident of 1989. Sanctions 

imposed by Western countries’ restricted access to China, but this void was quickly filled by 

Taiwanese businessman seeking new opportunities in China’s vast market and abundant sup-

ply of both labor and raw materials.
110

 China’s economy grew at an astonishing rate in the 

early 1990s, averaging more than 10% annual growth from 1991-96, which made investment 
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in China more attractive. Witnessing such progress, Chinese leaders believed that increased 

interdependence in the future would draw Taiwan closer to reunification with China. 

Though incomplete, the 1995-96 crisis in the Taiwan Strait offers valuable insight on why de-

terrence succeeds between states that share a large disparity of power. For Taiwan, which 

faced a substantially larger adversary in China, the democratic movement was deterred be-

cause it was confronted with the threat posed by the PLA and its maneuvers during the crisis. 

While it’s unclear whether the democratic movement in Taiwan would have led to a formal 

declaration, the evidence shows that the military maneuvers conducted by Beijing was well 

acknowledged by both the public and the leaders in Taiwan, and that it certainly influenced 

the outcome of the 1996 presidential elections. 

For Beijing, the 1995-96 crisis that stemmed from President Lee’s visit to the United States 

was not an isolated incident. From China’s perspective, the escalation of the crisis must be 

understood within the context of China’s firm position on the issue of reunification and Tai-

wanese independence. China had made it clear that it would not hesitate to use force if neces-

sary. However, after reviewing the military and economic situation in the Taiwan Strait dur-

ing this period, Beijing was not compelled to resort to military action. Though other factors 

including extended deterrence provided by the United States or international consequences of 

an attack on Taiwan might have influenced Beijing’s decision to refrain, it was ultimately the 

perception that the substantial advantage that it enjoyed vis-à-vis Taiwan was in fact widen-

ing, and therefore offered a large window of opportunity that was not closing any time soon. 

 

5. Discussion, Reflection and Future Research 

5.1 Result Discussion 

This thesis started with the goal of presenting a hypothesis the question of “why deterrence 

fails.” In particular, it has focused on the balance of power, and how distribution of power af-

fects the rational decision-making by leaders and states facing a deterrent. As presented in 

chapter 2, the central argument of this thesis is that deterrence is more likely to fail when 

there is a parity of power, compared to when it is concentrated. From this argument stems 

three specific hypotheses. 

First, a state will attack if it has a marginal advantage, but believes that the difference in pow-

er is diminishing. Fear that the opportunity to act may vanish in the future compels the state to 

act now rather than later. Second, a state will also initiate military action even if it is at a mar-

ginal disadvantage. Not necessarily confident of war, the state will nonetheless choose to at-

tack because it perceives that the costs will be tolerable, and because the option might not be 

available in the future as it falls further behind. Third, this thesis predicts that deterrence has a 

higher probability of succeeding when there is disparity of power between the actors, albeit 

for different reasons. When at a substantive disadvantage, a state will be deterred primarily 

due to large costs and almost no chance of success. On the other hand, a much stronger state 

still might be deterred if it perceives that it possessed the option to attack later. 
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To verify the hypotheses, this thesis conducted three single-case studies on cases of deter-

rence. First(Hypothesis 1), during the Six Day war in 1967 between the Arab states and Israel, 

the Israeli decision to attack was examined. Israel was confident of a potential war as the cri-

sis escalated with Egypt deploying troops to the Sinai Peninsula. However, Israel’s decision 

to retaliate against Egyptian provocations and initiate the war was not based on the belief that 

it could win. Rather, it was mostly influenced by the military buildup of Egypt with the assis-

tance of the Soviet Union. In the days before the war, there was a growing sense of urgency 

that if Israel hesitated much longer, it would no longer hold the advantage over its adver-

saries.  

Second(Hypothesis 2), the second Kashmir war was caused primarily by Pakistani concerns 

regarding India’s military buildup in the early 1960s. Pakistan, which had lost the first Kash-

mir war, had by this period come to the conclusion that the issue would be resolved through 

military confrontation. However, seeing that India was increasing its military power after los-

ing the 1962 Sino-India war, it feared that if it did not attack soon, it would face a much 

stronger India in the future which it might not be able to defeat. Therefore, it was in the inter-

ests of Pakistan to attack a stronger opponent before the costs of war became greater, or even 

unbearable.  

Lastly(Hypothesis 3), this thesis examined the deterrence dynamics in the Taiwan Strait in 

1995-96. China had been increasingly concerned with the pro-independence movement gain-

ing momentum in Taiwan in the early 1990s. When Washington issued President Lee Teng-

hui a visa to visit the United States, Beijing decided it had to act, and did so by conducting 

missile exercises and forward deploying a large number of troops. This was observed by the 

Taiwanese public and politicians alike, which consequently decided to not aggravate China 

too much and be cautious with the issue of independence. On the other hand, one of the main 

reasons why Beijing refrained from asserting more pressure on Taiwan was the implicit belief 

that its military and economic progress would make sure that the balance of power remained 

favorable even in the future. 

 

5.2 Reflection 

Based on these findings, this thesis has a few theoretical and practical implications. First, the 

most important theoretical implication of this thesis is that it contributes to research project on 

deterrence theory. Within the literature, this thesis has tried to modify the rational deterrence 

argument to increase its explanatory power, while still adhering to the basic assumptions of 

traditional deterrence theory. 

In addition, this thesis has focused on a different aspect of the balance of power not yet stud-

ied intensively within the literature, while obeying the boundaries of rationality. Future pro-

spects of the balance of power are perceived by state leaders can be considered rational, and 

therefore lie within the realm of rational deterrence theory. Though they might turn out to be 

overly optimistic or pessimistic, they are not irrational since leaders base their projections on 

the information available at the time, as demonstrated in the case studies. By introducing a 
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variable that is not only important, but also one of the key aspects leaders consider when mak-

ing decisions contributes to rational deterrence theory. 

Practically, the findings of the thesis should demonstrate valuable to decision-makers of states 

that find themselves engaged in deterrence. For instance, leaders of a state that is contemplat-

ing deterrence strategies against a relatively even adversary should consider other options, 

since it might be fundamentally difficult to successfully deter. It must be remembered that de-

spite being important, deterrence is still a policy option that can be substituted by or comple-

mented by other policies. 

Furthermore, the findings of this thesis can help decision-makers identify when their deterrent 

is the most vulnerable. For example, for relatively weaker states deterring a stronger adver-

sary, reducing the difference between the capabilities of the involved actors might induce acts 

of aggression, since the attacker may feel that the opportunity to act may be lost in the future. 

For a marginally stronger deterrer, pursuing programs designed to increase its advantage may 

be difficult, as the attacker might choose to risk war, a war that it would still lose, before the 

option becomes obsolete. 

 

5.3 Future Research 

As this thesis has shown, importing how leaders and decision-makers reach conclusions on 

whether to defy or be deterred when facing a deterrence strategy implemented by its adver-

sary can be useful for future studies on deterrence also. By examining if and how certain vari-

ables can be included in the rational decision making for states engaged in deterrence, the ra-

tional deterrence theory approach can and should be central to building the causal logic of 

how these variables actually cause and influence either deterrence failure or success. 
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