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 THE WEAKEST LINK: CREDIBLE DETERRENCE 
THREATS AND ALLIANCE ENTRAPMENT

(OL]DEHWK�&DORV

Calos

Abstract

2YHU�WKH�SDVW����\HDUV��WKH�LQWHUQDWLRQDO�RUGHU�KDV�EHHQ�FKDUDFWHUL]HG�E\�WKH�FRQÀLFW�EHWZHHQ�

the United States’ desire for isolationism and its desire to maintain hegemony. While the United 

States has initiated and continued wars in Afghanistan and Iraq that are increasingly unpopular 

with alliance members, it has also focused on increasing NATO buy-in and has become involved in 

FRQÀLFWV��OLNH�WKH�RQH�LQ�/LE\D��DW�WKH�LQVLVWHQFH�RI�LWV�1$72�SDUWQHUV��7KHVH�FRQWUDGLFWRU\�WUHQGV�UDLVH�

LQWHUHVWLQJ�TXHVWLRQV�DERXW�WKH�LPSRUWDQFH�RI�GHIHQVLYH�DOOLDQFHV�DV�D�PHWKRG�RI�GHWHUULQJ�FRQÀLFW��

7KH�8QLWHG�6WDWHV�KDV�SLFNHG�DQG�FKRVHQ�ZKLFK�FRQÀLFWV�WR�SXUVXH��UHJDUGOHVV�RI�WKH�GHVLUHV�RI�DOOL-

ance members. This raises the question of whether strong states suffer from alliance entrapment, a 

SKHQRPHQRQ�LQ�ZKLFK�GHIHQVLYH�DOOLDQFH�SDUWQHUV�FDQ�IRUFH�RWKHU�SDUWQHUV�WR�LQWHUYHQH�LQ�FRQÀLFWV�

that are outside of the scope of the alliance. Scholars have long argued that defensive alliances do not 

IRUFH�VWDWHV�WR�HQWHU�LQWR�PRUH�FRQÀLFWV�LQ�RUGHU�WR�SURWHFW�WKHLU�SDUWQHUV��+RZHYHU��VFKRODUV�KDYH�QRW�

tested these claims while controlling for state strength. This paper will examine whether weaker alli-

DQFH�PHPEHUV�DUH�PRUH�OLNHO\�WR�EH�GUDZQ�LQWR�FRQÀLFWV�RULJLQDWHG�E\�VWURQJHU�DOOLDQFH�PHPEHUV��,Q�

RUGHU�WR�WHVW�WKHVH�WZR�SUHPLVHV��WKLV�SDSHU�ZLOO�XWLOL]H�D�TXDQWLWDWLYH�VWXG\�RI�FRQÀLFWV�EHWZHHQ������

DQG������WR�H[DPLQH�ZKHWKHU�DOOLDQFH�PHPEHUVKLS�LPSDFWV�WKH�GHFLVLRQ�RI�VWDWHV�WR�MRLQ�LQ�FRQÀLFWV�

originated by alliance members. Ultimately, this paper will determine that weaker alliance members 

GR�GHFLGH�WR�LQWHUYHQH�LQ�FRQÀLFWV�EDVHG�RQ�DOOLDQFH�PHPEHUVKLS��EXW�VWURQJ�VWDWHV�GR�QRW�IHHO�WKH�

same compulsion. This has important implications for scholarship because it demonstrates that alli-

ance behavior is measurably different for states of differing strengths and that weaker states are more 

OLNHO\�WR�EH�GUDZQ�LQWR�FRQÀLFWV�ZKHQ�WKH\�DUH�LQ�D�GHIHQVLYH�DOOLDQFH�ZLWK�WKH�FRQÀLFW�RULJLQDWRU�

Puzzle

In the early days of the Libyan uprising, there was little US interest in becoming involved in the 

FRQÀLFW���7KH�8QLWHG�6WDWHV�ZDV�DOUHDG\�LQYROYHG�LQ�PXOWLSOH�FRVWO\�ZDUV�RYHUVHDV��DQG�/LE\D�ZDV�QRW�

necessary to the overall security strategy.  Nevertheless, on March 16th, the United States became 

RI¿FLDOO\�LQYROYHG�LQ�DLGLQJ�WR�HVWDEOLVK�D�QR�À\�]RQH�LQ�/LE\D��8QLWHG�1DWLRQV�6HFXULW\�&RXQFLO��������

Despite little strategic interest and even less desire to intervene, the United States eventually funded 

DQG�FDUULHG�RXW�WKH�PDMRULW\�RI�WKH�RSHUDWLRQV�LQ�/LE\D���6RPH�KDYH�VXJJHVWHG�WKDW�WKH�GHFLVLRQ�WR�

intervene was largely a result of external pressure placed on the United States by allies within NATO, 

particularly France. In this case, it seems as though the United States’ defensive alliance partners were 

DEOH�WR�FRHUFH�WKH�8QLWHG�6WDWHV�LQWR�EHFRPLQJ�LQYROYHG�LQ�D�FRQÀLFW�ZKLFK�GLG�QRW�QHFHVVDULO\�PHHW�

the bounds of the North Atlantic Treaty. Conversely, the United States has also refused to intervene 
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LQ�VRPH�FRQÀLFWV�GHVSLWH�WKH�GHVLUHV�RI�DOOLDQFH�PHPEHUV��)UDQFH�DQG�%HOJLXP�OREELHG�WKH�8QLWHG�

6WDWHV�WR�KHOS�HQG�WKH�5ZDQGDQ�JHQRFLGH�DIWHU�)UDQFH�LQWHUYHQHG�LQ�������7DKD������������7KH�8QLWHG�

States refused to participate and did not send troops or otherwise support its alliance members in this 

FRQÀLFW��7KLV�VLWXDWLRQ�GHPRQVWUDWHV�WZR�FRPSHWLQJ�WUHQGV�LQ�WKH�FDSDFLW\�RI�DOOLDQFHV�WR�WUDS�D�VWDWH�

LQWR�HQWHULQJ�LQWR�D�FRQÀLFW�DJDLQVW�LWV�ZLOO��7KH�8QLWHG�6WDWHV�RFFDVLRQDOO\�VXFFXPEV�WR�DOOLDQFH�SUHV-

sures, but it is not always forced to intervene against its will. So, do alliances actually force states to 

LQWHUYHQH�LQ�FRQÀLFWV�DJDLQVW�WKHLU�ZLOO"�

The potential for defensive alliances to result in an intervention that is outside the bounds of a 

state’s foreign policy interests has several important policy implications. The United States and other 

governments have used defensive alliances as a way of increasing the overall security of the state. If 

defensive alliances actually force states to intervene in areas against their interests, then they would 

actually diminish the overall security of the state rather than increase it. Since these alliances are 

PHDQW�WR�LQFUHDVH�WKH�VHFXULW\�RI�WKH�VWDWH��D�¿QGLQJ�WKDW�PHPEHU�VWDWHV�DUH�GUDZQ�LQWR�PRUH�FRQÀLFWV�

would demonstrate that these alliances are not an effective deterrent. This might have greater policy 

implications down the road, as states must make the decision whether or not to enter into an alliance. 

Thus, there are important policy issues at stake when examining whether or not defensive alliances 

WUXO\�PLQLPL]H�FRQÀLFW�RU�PHUHO\�FDXVH�D�VWDWH�WR�EH�SXOOHG�LQWR�FRQÀLFWV�WKDW�WKH\�KDYH�QRW�FKRVHQ��

7KXV��WKLV�SDSHU�ZLOO�DWWHPSW�WR�GHWHUPLQH�LI�DOO�VWDWHV�DUH�GUDZQ�LQWR�FRQÀLFWV�RULJLQDWHG�E\�DOOL-

ance members equally across different levels of state strength. There is a wide body of literature which 

H[DPLQHV�WKH�HI¿FDF\�RI�DOOLDQFHV�LQ�SUHYHQWLQJ�YLROHQW�FRQÀLFW��+RZHYHU��WKHUH�LV�OLWWOH�UHVHDUFK�ZKLFK�

VSHFL¿FDOO\�H[DPLQHV�WKH�LQWHUQDO�G\QDPLFV�RI�GHIHQVLYH�DOOLDQFHV��0RVW�RI�WKLV�UHVHDUFK�GRHV�QRW�

GLVWLQJXLVK�EHWZHHQ�ZKHQ�D�WKLUG�SDUW\�MRLQV�LQ�FRQÀLFWV�WKDW�ZHUH�RULJLQDWHG�E\�WKH�DOOLDQFH�PHPEHU�

RU�FRQÀLFWV�WKDW�ZHUH�RULJLQDWHG�E\�DQRWKHU�SDUW\��:KLOH�WKHUH�LV�D�ODUJH�OLWHUDWXUH�EDVH�FRQFHUQLQJ�WKH�

HI¿FDF\�RI�GHIHQVLYH�DOOLDQFHV�LQ�SURWHFWLQJ�VWDWHV�DJDLQVW�RXWVLGH�DJJUHVVRUV��WKHUH�LV�OHVV�HPSLULFDO�

UHVHDUFK�H[DPLQLQJ�ZKHWKHU�VWDWHV�LQ�GHIHQVLYH�DOOLDQFHV�DUH�IRUFHG�WR�MRLQ�LQ�ZKHQ�DOOLDQFH�PHPEHUV�

RULJLQDWH�D�FRQÀLFW��,Q�DGGLWLRQ��OLWWOH�RI�WKLV�OLWHUDWXUH�IRFXVHV�RQ�WKH�LPSDFW�RI�VWDWH�VWUHQJWK�LQ�WHUPV�

RI�WKH�SRWHQWLDO�IRU�DOOLDQFH�HQWUDSPHQW��7KXV��WKLV�SDSHU�ZLOO�FRQWULEXWH�WR�WKH�VFKRODUVKLS�RQ�WKH�HI¿-

FDF\�RI�DOOLDQFHV�DV�D�GHWHUUHQW�WR�FRQÀLFW�E\�H[DPLQLQJ�ZKHWKHU�DQG�KRZ�DOOLDQFH�PHPEHUV�DUH�GUDZQ�

LQWR�FRQÀLFWV�WKH\�GLG�QRW�LQLWLDWH�

Research Question

7KLV�SDSHU�ZLOO�DWWHPSW�WR�GHWHUPLQH�ZK\�VRPH�VWDWHV�DUH�GUDZQ�LQWR�FRQÀLFWV�E\�GHIHQVLYH�DOOL-

ance members which are outside of the bounds of the defensive alliance and the best interests of the 

state when others are not. Alliances are supposed to demonstrate a credible threat which makes the 

FRVW�RI�FRQÀLFW�KLJKHU�IRU�SRWHQWLDO�DGYHUVDULHV��7KLV�VKRXOG�KROG�WUXH�DFURVV�GLIIHUHQW�OHYHOV�RI�VWDWH�

VWUHQJWK��7KXV��GHIHQVLYH�DOOLDQFH�SDUWQHUV�VKRXOG�RQO\�EH�GUDZQ�LQWR�FRQÀLFW�YHU\�UDUHO\�EHFDXVH�

few potential adversaries would wish to challenge a state which has multiple partners to defend it. 

However, most scholars would also agree that the strength of the deterrent threat is tied to the relative 

VWUHQJWK�� SRWHQWLDOO\�ORVH�LQ�WKH�FRQÀLFW��$�ORVV�RI�VWUHQJWK�WR�DQ\�DOOLDQFH�PHPEHU�ZHDNHQV�WKH�GHWHU-

rent threat and makes each member less secure. This is true across all levels of state strength but is 

particularly worrisome for weaker states. A stronger state would lose comparatively less security when 

WKH�DOOLDQFH�SDUWQHU�LV�ZHDNHQHG��EXW�DQ�DOUHDG\�ZHDN�VWDWH�ZRXOG�¿QG�LWVHOI�VXEVWDQWLDOO\�OHVV�VHFXUH��
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7KXV��ZHDNHU�VWDWHV�VKRXOG�EH�PRUH�ZLOOLQJ�WR�GHIHQG�WKHLU�DOOLDQFH�SDUWQHUV�RU�MRLQ�LQWR�FRQÀLFWV�

originated by alliance partners to prevent the weakening of the alliance’s deterrent threat. The deter-

rent threat sent by an alliance is vital in protecting the weaker state against potential attackers. Thus, 

this paper will attempt to provide support for two main hypotheses:

���,Q�FDVHV�ZKHUH�DQ�DOOLDQFH�PHPEHU�RULJLQDWHV�D�FRQÀLFW��D�JUHDW�SRZHU�RU�VWURQJ�VWDWH�ZLOO�QRW�

QHFHVVDULO\�IHHO�FRPSHOOHG�WR�MRLQ�LQ�WKH�FRQÀLFW�EHFDXVH�WKH�VWDWH�LV�VWDEOH�HQRXJK�WKDW�FKDQJHV�LQ�WKH�

strength of alliance member do not impact the security of the state.

���,Q�FDVHV�ZKHUH�DQ�DOOLDQFH�PHPEHU�RULJLQDWHV�D�FRQÀLFW��D�ZHDN�RU�PHGLXP�SRZHUHG�VWDWH�ZLOO�

EH�FRPSHOOHG�WR�MRLQ�LQ�WKH�FRQÀLFW��HYHQ�ZKHQ�WKH�FRQÀLFW�PD\�JR�DJDLQVW�WKH�VWDWH¶V�GHVLUHV�RU�WKH�

mandate of the alliance because changes in the strength of the alliance member impact the security of 

the state. 

Literature Review

In order to accurately examine the question of why some alliance members are drawn into con-

ÀLFWV�ZKLOH�RWKHUV�DUH�QRW��LW�LV�LPSRUWDQW�WR�XQGHUVWDQG�WKLV�TXHVWLRQ�LQ�WHUPV�RI�LWV�SRVLWLRQ�ZLWKLQ�

academic literature and the debates which surround it. The following schools of thought attempt to 

H[SODLQ�ZK\�FRQÀLFW�RFFXUV�DQG�ZK\�GHWHUUHQFH�IDLOV�LQ�VSHFL¿F�VLWXDWLRQV��7KLV�OLWHUDWXUH�UHYLHZ�ZLOO�

focus on three distinct schools of thought; grievance, Rubicon theory, and rational deterrence. Thus, 

in order to understand deterrence and its effect on defensive alliances, it is necessary to examine these 

schools of thought in terms of implications for policy and as representations of the decision-making 

process of the nation-state.

*ULHYDQFH�LV�D�VWUXFWXUH�EDVHG�DFFRXQW�RI�FRQÀLFW���&ROOHFWLYH�DFWLRQ�RFFXUV��DFFRUGLQJ�WR�WKLV�

school, when there is relative deprivation of access to the government, human security, or economic 

RSSRUWXQLWLHV���7KXV��FRQÀLFW�RFFXUV�EHFDXVH��³&RPPXQDO�JURXSV�DUH�MRLQWO\�PRWLYDWHG�E\�GHHS�

seated grievances about group status and by the situationally determined pursuit of political interests, 

DV�IRUPXODWHG�E\�JURXS�OHDGHUV�DQG�SROLWLFDO�HQWUHSUHQHXUV´��*XUU������������������*URXSV�ZLWK�D�

VWURQJ�FRPPXQDO�LGHQWLW\�ZLOO�FRQWULEXWH�WR�FRQÀLFW�GXH�WR�QDUUDWLYHV�RI�JULHYDQFH�EDVHG�LQ�D�VHQVH�

RI�LQMXVWLFH�FUHDWHG�E\�IDFWRUV�OLNH�HFRQRPLF�GLVDGYDQWDJHV��GLVFULPLQDWLRQ��DQG�SRYHUW\��7KLV�PRGHO�

would be inadequate as an explanation of the way that defensive alliances pull alliance partners into 

FRQÀLFWV��7KH�³5HEHO¶V�'LOHPPD�´�DV�SRVLWHG�E\�0DUN�,��/LFKEDFK��DUJXHV�WKDW�JULHYDQFHV�DUH�QRW�

HQRXJK�WR�PRWLYDWH�FRQÀLFW�DV�WKHUH�DUH�PRUH�FRVWV��LQ�WHUPV�RI�IRUJRQH�ZDJHV��WKH�ULVN�RI�GHDWK��DQG�

SRVVLEOH�LPSULVRQPHQW�WKDQ�WKHUH�DUH�EHQH¿WV�WR�EH�JDLQHG�IURP�UHEHOOLQJ�RU�SDUWLFLSDWLQJ�LQ�FRQÀLFW�

�������������7KXV��LW�LV�XQOLNHO\�WKDW�D�ZHDN�GHIHQVLYH�DOOLDQFH�PHPEHU�ZRXOG�EH�ZLOOLQJ�WR�HQWHU�LQWR�D�

FRQÀLFW��HYHQ�LQ�VXSSRUW�RI�DQ�DOOLDQFH�SDUWQHU��:HDN�DOOLDQFH�SDUWQHUV�VKRXOG�EH�XQZLOOLQJ�WR�MRLQ�LQWR�

FRQÀLFW�EHFDXVH�WKH�FRQÀLFW�ZRXOG�GLPLQLVK�WKH�VHFXULW\�RI�WKH�VWDWH��7KH�ZHDN�DOOLDQFH�SDUWQHU�ZRXOG�

be willing to risk a small loss of security if its partner loses rather than weakening itself substantially 

E\�HQWHULQJ�LQWR�WKLV�FRQÀLFW��7KXV��ZHDN�VWDWHV�ZRXOG�EH�XQZLOOLQJ�WR�RULJLQDWH�FRVWO\�FRQÀLFWV�ZKLFK�

would only make the state weaker. It is therefore necessary to examine other schools of thought for a 

PRUH�FRPSOHWH�WKHRU\�WR�H[SODLQ�WKH�GHFLVLRQ�WR�HQJDJH�LQ�D�FRQÀLFW��

Rubicon theory offers another explanation for deterrence failure which may be useful when 

considering the hypothesis. According to this model, states operate in terms of sequential decision 

frames which impact their behavior. Initially, states operate under a deliberative mind-set where they 

Calos
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are able to rationally compare options and possible outcomes in order to make the best decision. This 

VWDJH�LV�FKDUDFWHUL]HG�E\�WKH�DELOLW\�WR�SURFHVV�QHZ�LQIRUPDWLRQ��ZHLJK�FRVWV�DQG�EHQH¿WV��DQG�PDNH�

rational choices. However, after the decision to act has been made, states enter into an implemental 

PLQGVHW��7KLV�VKLIW�³FDQ�RFFXU�HLWKHU�ZKHQ�DQ�DFWRU�IUHHO\�FKRRVHV�D�SROLF\�IURP�D�PHQX�RI�RSWLRQV�

RU�ZKHQ�D�FRXUVH�RI�DFWLRQ�LV�GLFWDWHG�E\�DQ�H[WHUQDO�VRXUFH�´���-RKQVRQ�DQG�7LHUQH\������������,Q�WKH�

LPSOHPHQWDO�PLQGVHW��WKH�VWDWH�KDV�EHFRPH�FRPPLWWHG�WR�D�VSHFL¿F�FRXUVH�RI�DFWLRQ��7KLV�PHDQV�WKDW�

the state will be less willing to change course or to accept new information. Any new information that 

is received is generally processed according to the mission of the state, i.e. new information is made 

WR�¿W�WKH�SUH�VWDWHG�JRDOV�RI�WKH�PLVVLRQ��7KLV�PHDQV�WKDW�RQFH�VWDWHV�KDYH�PDGH�WKH�GHFLVLRQ�WR�DFW��

WKH\�EHFRPH�YXOQHUDEOH�WR�VHOI�VHUYLQJ�HYDOXDWLRQV�ZKLFK�FRQ¿UP�WKH�GHFLVLRQV�RI�WKH�VWDWH��UDWKHU�

WKDQ�SUHVHQWLQJ�HYLGHQFH�LQ�D�XVHIXO�DQG�XQELDVHG�PDQQHU��6WDWHV��WKHUHIRUH��EHFRPH�RYHUFRQ¿GHQW�

LQ�WKHLU�DELOLW\�WR�µZLQ¶�WKH�FRQÀLFW��-RKQVRQ�DQG�7LHUQH\�DUJXH�WKDW�WKH�VKLIW�EHWZHHQ�WKH�GHOLEHUD-

WLYH�DQG�LPSOHPHQWDO�VWDJHV�RFFXUV�ZKHQ�WKHUH�LV�D�SHUFHSWLRQ�WKDW�ZDU�LV�QHDU�������������2QH�RI�WKH�

SRWHQWLDO�FDXVHV�RI�WKLV�SHUFHSWLRQ�LV�WKDW�WKH�VWDWH�IHHOV�IRUFHG�WR�SDUWLFLSDWH�LQ�D�FRQÀLFW�EHFDXVH�RI�

LWV�DOOLDQFHV��7KLV�ZRXOG�H[SODLQ�ZK\�VWDWHV�LQ�GHIHQVLYH�DOOLDQFHV�SDUWLFLSDWH�LQ�FRQÀLFW�ZKHQ�DOOLDQFH�

members are also involved.

By entering into the alliance contract, the state has in a way already passed into the implemental 

VWDJH�ZKHUH�DQ\�FRQÀLFW�LQYROYLQJ�DQ�DOOLDQFH�PHPEHU�LV�VHHQ�DV�RQH�LQ�ZKLFK�WKH�VWDWH�KDV�DOUHDG\�

DJUHHG�WR�SDUWLFLSDWH��7KLV�PHDQV�WKDW�WKH�VWDWH�VKRXOG�HQWHU�LQWR�DQ\�FRQÀLFW�LQ�ZKLFK�DQRWKHU�

PHPEHU�RI�WKH�GHIHQVLYH�DOOLDQFH�LV�LQYROYHG��:KLOH�WKLV�DUJXPHQW�VHHPV�WR�¿W�WKH�K\SRWKHVLV��LW�IDLOV�

to explain one important intervening variable. According to this school, once the state has crossed the 

5XELFRQ�RI�VLJQLQJ�WKH�GHIHQVLYH�SDFW��WKH�VWDWH�VKRXOG�LQWHUYHQH�LQ�DOO�FRQÀLFWV�EHFDXVH�WKH\�SHUFHLYH�

that they are bound to their alliance members. However, the hypotheses argue that only weaker states 

will intervene to protect an alliance member. The Rubicon model cannot take this discrepancy into 

account.

Yet another school of thought that could explain the reason that other alliance members 

IUHTXHQWO\�GUDZ�DOOLDQFH�SDUWQHUV�LQWR�FRQÀLFWV�LV�UDWLRQDO�GHWHUUHQFH��7KHUH�DUH�WKUHH�LPSRUWDQW�

DVVXPSWLRQV�WKDW�FKDUDFWHUL]H�WKLV�VFKRRO������$FWRUV�KDYH�H[RJHQRXV�JLYHQ�SUHIHUHQFHV�DQG�RSWLRQV��

����YDULDWLRQ�LQ�RXWFRPHV�LV�H[SODLQHG�E\�GLIIHUHQW�DFWRUV¶�RSSRUWXQLWLHV��DQG�����WKH�VWDWH�DFWV�DV�D�

XQLWDU\��UDWLRQDO�DFWRU��$FKHQ�DQG�6QLGDO�������������0DQ\�VFKRODUV�LQ�WKH�UDWLRQDO�FKRLFH�VFKRRO�RI�GH-

terrence argue that in order to prevent an aggressor state from pursuing violent action, the state must 

SUHYHQW�D�FUHGLEOH�WKUHDW�ZKLFK�PDNHV�WKH�FRVW�RI�HQJDJLQJ�LQ�YLROHQFH�RXWZHLJK�WKH�SRWHQWLDO�EHQH¿WV�

�$FKHQ�DQG�6QLGDO�������������)XUWKHU��PRVW�DXWKRUV�DUH�LQ�DJUHHPHQW�WKDW�PHPEHUVKLS�LQ�D�GHIHQVLYH�

alliance, where states band together to increase the credible deterrent threat signal that they can send 

WR�SRWHQWLDO�DJJUHVVRUV��ZLOO�GHFUHDVH�WKH�OLNHOLKRRG�RI�FRQÀLFW�E\�LQFUHDVLQJ�WKH�FRVWV�DVVRFLDWHG�ZLWK�D�

SRWHQWLDO�DWWDFN��7KXV��VWDWHV�VKRXOG�HQWHU�LQWR�FRQÀLFWV�RQ�EHKDOI�RI�WKHLU�DOOLDQFH�SDUWQHUV�RQO\�ZKHQ�

����PDQGDWHG�E\�WKH�WHUPV�RI�WKH�DOOLDQFH�DJUHHPHQW�RU�����ZKHQ�WKH�FRQÀLFW�WKUHDWHQV�WR�VXEVWDQWLDOO\�

decrease the deterrent signal that is being sent by the alliance as a whole. This means that states in 

GHIHQVLYH�DOOLDQFHV�VKRXOG�IDFH�IHZHU�FRQÀLFWV�RU�WKUHDWV�RI�YLROHQFH�IURP�DJJUHVVRU�VWDWHV�

The rational deterrence model seems as though it would be more accurate than the Rubicon 

model because it would be able to predict both instances where states would intervene, such as when 

it would decrease the deterrent signal of the alliance, and when states would not intervene. The Rubi-

Calos
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FRQ�PRGHO�SUHGLFWV�LQWHUYHQWLRQ�LQ�DOO�FRQÀLFWV��ZKLFK�VHHPV�RYHUO\�VLPSOLVWLF��+RZHYHU��ZKLOH�PDQ\�

VFKRODUV�KDYH�DUJXHG�WKDW�VWDWHV�LQ�GHIHQVLYH�DOOLDQFHV�GRQ¶W�HQWHU�LQWR�FRQÀLFW�DV�IUHTXHQWO\��IHZ�KDYH�

examined the reasoning behind the decision of defensive alliance members when they do chose to en-

WHU�FHUWDLQ�FRQÀLFWV��7KLV�SDSHU�ZRXOG�DUJXH�WKDW�VWURQJHU�VWDWHV�DUH�OHVV�OLNHO\�WR�HQWHU�FRQÀLFWV�RULJL-

nated by alliance members because the potential that the alliance member loses would not decrease 

the deterrent signal as much as if a strong state intervened and lost. Alternatively, a weaker state that 

is more dependent on the signal that is sent by a defensive alliance would be more likely to enter into 

D�FRQÀLFW�RULJLQDWHG�E\�DQ�DOOLDQFH�SDUWQHU�EHFDXVH�WKH�GLPLQLVKHG�FUHGLEOH�GHWHUUHQFH�VLJQDO�WKDW�

would result from a potential loss would have a more substantial impact on the security of the state.

Of the three schools of thought examined here, rational deterrence seems to offer the clearest 

model for predicting the potential of defensive alliances to entrap weaker alliance members in con-

ÀLFWV�WKDW�WKH\�GLG�QRW�RULJLQDWH�PRUH�RIWHQ�WKDQ�VWURQJHU�DOOLDQFH�PHPEHUV��,W�LV�LPSRUWDQW�WR�QRWH�

that while these scholars have attempted to explain why deterrence fails and how alliances contribute 

to deterrence success or failure, there has been little examination of whether the relative strength of 

the alliance partner contributes to the decision to intervene. While the Rubicon model would predict 

WKDW�VWDWHV�VKRXOG�LQWHUYHQH�LQ�DQ\�FRQÀLFW�RULJLQDWHG�E\�DQ�DOOLDQFH�PHPEHU��WKH�UDWLRQDO�GHWHUUHQFH�

model would argue that intervention is only will only occur if the alliance partner is relatively weak 

and depends on the credible deterrent signal sent by the alliance for its security against potential ag-

gressors. 

Argument

7KH�REMHFWLYH�RI�WKLV�SDSHU�LV�WR�GHPRQVWUDWH�WKDW�LQ�FHUWDLQ�VLWXDWLRQV��D�GHIHQVLYH�DOOLDQFH�FDQ�

UHVXOW�LQ�VRPH�VWDWHV�EHLQJ�SXOOHG�LQWR�FRQÀLFWV�WKDW�WKH\�ZRXOG�KDYH�OLWWOH�VWUDWHJLF�LQWHUHVW�LQ�SXUVX-

ing on their own. In order to establish the validity of this argument, it is important to situate it within 

an intellectual school of thought. I will use rational deterrence theory to explain the reasons why 

states in defensive alliances may be less secure in some situations than they would be if they were not 

in a defensive alliance. Rational deterrence will provide a baseline from which I can explore the fol-

lowing hypotheses and determine whether or not they are supported by the data.

Rational deterrence argues that states have exogenous given preferences that are tested against 

WKH�SUHIHUHQFHV�RI�RWKHU�VWDWHV�LQ�RUGHU�WR�GHWHUPLQH�ZKDW�WKH�RXWFRPH�LQ�DQ\�JLYHQ�FRQÀLFW�RU�SRWHQ-

WLDO�FRQÀLFW�ZRXOG�EH��7KLV�PHDQV�WKDW�VWDWHV�ZHLJK�WKH�FRVWV�DQG�EHQH¿WV�RI�LQLWLDWLQJ�FRQÀLFW�EHIRUH�

WKH\�DFWXDOO\�GR�VR��,I�WKH�FRVWV�DUH�KLJKHU�IRU�DQ�DJJUHVVRU�VWDWH�WKDQ�WKH�SRWHQWLDO�EHQH¿WV��WKHQ�WKHUH�

ZLOO�EH�QR�FRQÀLFW��,Q�DGGLWLRQ��D�VWDWH�FDQ�VLJQDO�D�GHWHUUHQW�WKUHDW�WR�SRWHQWLDO�DJJUHVVRU�VWDWHV�WKDW�

demonstrates the costs of a potential attack through higher military spending, political statements, 

RU�PDQ\�RWKHU�IRUPV�RI�VLJQDOLQJ�EHKDYLRU��$FKHQ�DQG�6QLGDO�������������7KH�ORJLFDO�H[WHQVLRQ�RI�

this argument is that since higher costs mean that aggressor states are less likely to engage in hostile 

DFWLYLWLHV��VWDWHV�FDQ�DQG�VKRXOG�ELQG�WRJHWKHU�LQ�DOOLDQFHV�VR�WKDW�HDFK�FDQ�EHQH¿W�IURP�WKH�SRZHU�RI�

the other alliance members. If this statement is true, then defensive alliances should act as deterrents 

to external aggression because each member of the alliance promises to defend every other alliance 

member if their territorial integrity is threatened. This explanation of rational deterrence as an incen-

tive for building alliances is well established within the literature. 

However, this paper argues that there is a codicil to this argument. In order for a defensive alli-
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ance to act as an effective deterrent to external aggression, the alliance must be able to pose a credible 

threat, which will prevent states outside of the alliance from threatening its members. Thus, defen-

sive alliances must present a strong enough deterrent threat to protect even the weakest members of 

the alliance. This means that the weak or medium powered states within an alliance are particularly 

invested in maintaining the strength of the deterrent signal sent by the alliance. The deterrent signal 

that is sent by the alliance is the combination of each state’s relative strength and military capability, 

WKXV�DQ\�ORVV�RI�VWUHQJWK�E\�RQH�DOOLDQFH�PHPEHU�GHFUHDVHV�WKH�HI¿FDF\�RI�VLJQDO�VHQW�E\�WKH�DOOLDQFH�

as a whole. Since weaker states depend on this signal to protect the state from potential adversar-

ies, there is an inherent obligation for lower powered states to ensure that the signal remains strong. 

Conversely, great powers or strong states depend less on the deterrent signal sent by the alliance and 

more on the military and economic strength of the state itself. Thus, weaker states within a defensive 

DOOLDQFH�ZRXOG�EH�GUDZQ�LQWR�FRQÀLFWV�ZKHUH�WKH�RWKHU�DOOLDQFH�PHPEHUV�DUH�WKH�DJJUHVVRU�EHFDXVH�LI�

the alliance member should lose, the credibility of the alliance’s deterrent threat would be diminished. 

(YHQ�WKRXJK�WKH�PDQGDWH�RI�WKH�GHIHQVLYH�DOOLDQFH�GRHV�QRW�FRYHU�HQWU\�LQWR�QRQ�GHIHQVLYH�FRQÀLFWV��

VWDWHV�LQYROYHG�LQ�GHIHQVLYH�DOOLDQFHV�FRXOG�¿QG�WKHPVHOYHV�LQYROYHG�LQ�FRQÀLFWV�RULJLQDWHG�E\�ZHDNHU�

alliance members.  Figure 1 demonstrates the logic of this argument visually.

Figure 1.

7KH�SUHVHQW�VWXG\�ZLOO�H[DPLQH�WKUHH�PDLQ�YDULDEOHV�ZKLFK�ZLOO�EH�TXDQWL¿HG�LQ�GHWDLO�LQ�WKH�

Research Design section of this paper. First, the independent variable is the state’s membership in a 

GHIHQVLYH�DOOLDQFH�ZLWK�D�FRQÀLFW�RULJLQDWRU��7KHUH�LV�DOVR�D�FRQWURO�YDULDEOH�WKDW�ZLOO�EH�WHVWHG�WKURXJK�

this paper. Second, the present study will control for whether or not a weak or strong member state 

RULJLQDWHG�WKH�FRQÀLFW��7KLV�YDULDEOH�ZLOO�UHTXLUH�D�TXDQWL¿FDWLRQ�RI�³ORZ�´�³PHGLXP´�RU�³KLJK´�OHYHOV�

RI�VWDWH�VWUHQJWK��)LQDOO\��WKH�GHSHQGHQW�YDULDEOH�LV�ZKHWKHU�WKH�VWDWH�RULJLQDWHG�WKH�FRQÀLFW��(VVHQ-

WLDOO\��WKLV�GHVFULEHV�ZKHWKHU�WKH�VWDWH�VWDUWHG�WKH�FRQÀLFW�RU�PHUHO\�HQWHUHG�WKH�FRQÀLFW�DIWHU�LW�ZDV�

LQLWLDWHG��6LQFH�HDFK�GDWD�HQWU\�UHSUHVHQWV�D�VWDWH�SDUWLFLSDQW�LQ�D�FRQÀLFW��HDFK�VWDWH�LQFOXGHG�LQ�WKH�

VWXG\�ZDV�LQYROYHG�DV�HLWKHU�DQ�RULJLQDWRU�RU�D�MRLQHU��7KLV�DOORZV�WKH�VWXG\�WR�GHWHUPLQH�ZKLFK�VWDWHV�

ZLWKLQ�D�GHIHQVLYH�DOOLDQFH�DUH�PRUH�OLNHO\�WR�MRLQ�D�FRQÀLFW�ZKLFK�KDV�DOUHDG\�EHHQ�LQLWLDWHG�E\�DQ�DOOL-

ance partner. These three variables will help to determine whether or not the hypothesis is supported 

by historical examples.

,I�WKH�DUJXPHQW�LV�SURYHQ�WR�EH�YDOLG��WKH�GDWD�VKRXOG�VKRZ�WKDW�VWDWHV�ZLWK�³ORZ´�RU�³PHGLXP´�
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VWUHQJWK�DUH�PRUH�OLNHO\�WR�MRLQ�LQ�D�FRQÀLFW�RULJLQDWHG�E\�DQ�DOOLDQFH�PHPEHU��6WDWHV�ZLWK�VPDOO�

populations, less military funding, and fewer available troops depend more on their alliance part-

ners to send a credible threat to potential adversaries, so it is more likely that these states will act to 

SUHYHQW�RWKHU�DOOLDQFH�SDUWQHUV�IURP�ORVLQJ�VWUHQJWK�DV�D�UHVXOW�RI�HQWU\�LQWR�D�FRQÀLFW��,Q�RUGHU�IRU�WKH�

alliance to send a valid deterrent signal, each state within the alliance must maintain a certain level 

of strength. Thus, states of low or medium power will be unwilling to risk the potential for a partner 

to lose and decrease the value of the alliance’s deterrent signal. However, state of high power or great 

powers are less reliant on their alliance partner’s strength to protect them from potential adversaries. 

These states have large militaries and are able to spend large amounts of money on military purchas-

es. This means that the military in each of these states is capable of sending a deterrent signal that 

is not dependent on the strength of alliance partners. Therefore, great powers are less tied to their 

alliance partners and rely on them less to bolster their own strength. According to this logic, the data 

RXJKW�WR�GHPRQVWUDWH�WKDW�ORZ�DQG�PHGLXP�SRZHUV�DUH�PRUH�OLNHO\�WR�MRLQ�LQWR�D�FRQÀLFW�RULJLQDWHG�E\�

an alliance member, where high power states are able to behave more independently. 

However, if the evidence demonstrates that alliance members are equally likely to enter into a 

FRQÀLFW�RULJLQDWHG�E\�DQRWKHU�DOOLDQFH�PHPEHU��ZKHWKHU�ZHDN�RU�VWURQJ��WKHQ�WKH�DUJXPHQW�ZRXOG�QRW�

be supported. This evidence would contribute to the validity of the Rubicon theory because it argues 

that once a state has entered into a defensive alliance, it has crossed a Rubicon, having committed to 

KHOSLQJ�WKH�DOOLDQFH�PHPEHU�UHJDUGOHVV�RI�WKH�VLWXDWLRQ��6R��WKH�VWDWH�ZRXOG�SDUWLFLSDWH�LQ�DQ\�FRQÀLFW�

originated by any alliance partner, regardless of its relative strength or weakness. Alternatively, 

VKRXOG�WKH�GDWD�GHPRQVWUDWH�WKDW�IHZ�RU�QRQH�RI�WKH�ZHDNHU�GHIHQVLYH�DOOLDQFH�SDUWQHUV�MRLQHG�LQ�D�

FRQÀLFW�RULJLQDWHG�E\�DQ�DOOLDQFH�PHPEHU��WKHQ�WKDW�FRXOG�EH�VHHQ�DV�VXSSRUW�IRU�WKH�JULHYDQFH�PRGHO��

7KH�ZHDNHU�VWDWH�NQHZ�WKDW�WKH�FRVW�RI�FRQÀLFW�ZRXOG�EH�WRR�KLJK��VR�LW�ZRXOG�EH�XQZLOOLQJ�WR�HQWHU�

LQWR�D�FRQÀLFW�WKDW�LV�WHFKQLFDOO\�RXWVLGH�RI�WKH�VFRSH�RI�WKH�DOOLDQFH�DW�WKH�ULVN�RI�GLPLQLVKLQJ�LWV�RZQ�

security. 

This research will add to the academic debates about defensive alliances by examining a variable 

which has been understudied in the literature to date. The idea that state strength is an intervening 

YDULDEOH�WKDW�GHWHUPLQHV�ZKHWKHU�D�VWDWH�ZLOO�MRLQ�ZKHQ�D�GHIHQVLYH�DOOLDQFH�PHPEHU�RULJLQDWHV�D�FRQ-

ÀLFW�LV�RQH�WKDW�KDV�QRW�EHHQ�WHVWHG��$GGLWLRQDOO\��WKLV�UHVHDUFK�FRXOG�KDYH�VHYHUDO�LPSRUWDQW�LPSOLFD-

tions for policy-making. Should the hypothesis be supported, it would perhaps indicate that entering 

LQWR�D�FRQÀLFW�ZLWK�ZHDNHU�VWDWHV�LV�QRW�QHFHVVDULO\�LQ�WKH�EHVW�LQWHUHVW�RI�WKH�VWDWH�EHFDXVH�ZHDNHU�

states would be more likely to band together in support of an alliance partner. Previously, states have 

used defensive alliances to protect weaker states, but if the hypothesis were true, then entering into 

these alliances would actually decrease the security of the weaker state because they would be increas-

LQJO\�GUDZQ�LQWR�FRQÀLFWV�RULJLQDWHG�E\�DOOLDQFH�SDUWQHUV��7KXV��ZHDN�VWDWHV�ZRXOG�EH�PXFK�OHVV�ZLOO-

ing to enter into defensive alliances in the future.

Research Design

In order to test the claims made in the hypothesis, three datasets from the Correlates of War 

3URMHFW�ZLOO�EH�XVHG�WR�RSHUDWLRQDOL]H�WKH�WKUHH�PDLQ�YDULDEOHV�H[DPLQHG�LQ�WKLV�SDSHU��7KH�GHSHQGHQW�

YDULDEOH�LQ�WKLV�H[DPLQDWLRQ�LV�ZKHWKHU�RU�QRW�D�VWDWH�RULJLQDWHG�D�FRQÀLFW��7KH�&RUUHODWHV�RI�:DU�

3URMHFW¶V�0LOLWDUL]HG�,QWHUVWDWH�'LVSXWH��0,'��GDWDVHW�ZDV�XVHG�WR�GHWHUPLQH�ZKLFK�VWDWHV�RULJLQDWHG�
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D�FRQÀLFW�YHUVXV�PHUHO\�SDUWLFLSDWLQJ�RU�MRLQLQJ��*KRVQ��������7KLV�GDWDVHW�FRQWDLQV�RQH�HQWU\�SHU�

SDUWLFLSDQW�LQ�HDFK�FRQÀLFW�IRU�DQ\�JLYHQ�VHW�RI�\HDUV��,Q�RUGHU�WR�PDNH�WKH�GDWDVHW�PRUH�PDQDJHDEOH��

WKLV�VWXG\�ZDV�OLPLWHG�WR�FDVHV�LQ�WKH�PRVW�UHFHQW�¿YH�\HDU�SHULRG�DYDLODEOH�������WR�������:KLOH�WKLV�

VWXG\�ZLOO�RQO\�FRYHU�D�SHULRG�RI�¿YH�\HDUV��WKH�PHWKRGV�RI�VWDWLVWLFDO�DQDO\VLV�ZLOO�VWLOO�EH�DSSURSUL-

DWH�EHFDXVH�RI�WKH�ODUJH�QXPEHU�RI�FDVHV��ZKLFK�QXPEHU������,W�LV�WUXH�WKDW�WKHUH�DUH�PDQ\�HYHQWV�

outside of this timeframe that would prove interesting to examine in light of the hypotheses, but the 

nature of this paper meant that a larger statistical analysis was not possible within the time allotted. 

,Q�DGGLWLRQ��WKH�GHFLVLRQ�WR�XWLOL]H�WKH�PRVW�UHFHQW�¿YH�\HDU�SHULRG�ZDV�LQ�DQ�HIIRUW�WR�DYRLG�VHOHFWLRQ�

bias. Rather than choosing a period of time with heavy NATO activity, like the period of the Cold War, 

utilizing the most recent time period available meant that I was not able to skew the results by pick-

LQJ�D�VSHFL¿F�WLPHIUDPH�WKDW�ZRXOG�FRQIRUP�WR�WKH�K\SRWKHVLV��7KLV�YDULDEOH�ZDV�FRGHG�DV�D�QRPLQDO�

YDULDEOH�ZKHUH�VWDWHV�WKDW�RULJLQDWHG�WKH�FRQÀLFW�KDG�D�YDOXH�RI���DQG�VWDWHV�WKDW�GLG�QRW�RULJLQDWH�WKH�

FRQÀLFW�KDG�D�YDOXH�RI����

The independent variable in this study is whether or not a state is in a defensive alliance with a 

FRQÀLFW�RULJLQDWRU��0HPEHUVKLS�LV�GH¿QHG�DV�KDYLQJ�D�VLJQHG�WUHDW\�ZLWK�RQH�RU�PRUH�RWKHU�QDWLRQV��

which obligates the state to defend its alliance partners should they be attacked by states outside of 

the alliance. The Formal Alliances dataset compiled for the Correlates of War database was used to 

RSHUDWLRQDOL]H�WKLV�YDULDEOH��*LEOHU��������7KLV�GDWDVHW�SURYLGHV�D�OLVW�RI�GHIHQVLYH�DOOLDQFHV�LQ�WKH�

form of a dyadic list of states in an alliance with an entry for each year. Thus, each entry in the MID 

dataset was examined to determine which states were in an alliance with an originator in the year of 

WKH�FRQÀLFW��$�YDULDEOH�ZDV�FUHDWHG�IRU�HDFK�RI�WKH�����FDVHV�WKDW�GHVFULEHG�ZKHWKHU�WKH�VWDWH�ZDV�LQ�

D�GHIHQVLYH�DOOLDQFH�ZLWK�WKH�RULJLQDWRU�RI�WKDW�VSHFL¿F�FRQÀLFW�ZKHQ�LW�EHJDQ��2I�FRXUVH��WKLV�PHDQV�

WKDW�WKH�VWDWH�WKDW�RULJLQDWHG�WKH�FRQÀLFW�LV�DOVR�RIWHQ�LQFOXGHG�DV�DQ�DOOLDQFH�PHPEHU�VLQFH�LQ�PDQ\�

situations, there were multiple originators in an alliance with each other. Obviously, there are other 

IDFWRUV�WKDQ�DOOLDQFH�PHPEHUVKLS�ZKLFK�GHWHUPLQH�ZKHWKHU�D�VWDWH�ZLOO�HQWHU�LQWR�D�FRQÀLFW��+RZHYHU��

WKH�JRDO�RI�WKLV�SDSHU�LV�WR�GHWHUPLQH�ZKHWKHU�D�VWDWH¶V�DOOLDQFH�PHPEHUVKLS�LV�VWDWLVWLFDOO\�VLJQL¿FDQW�

WR�WKHLU�GHFLVLRQ�WR�HQWHU�LQWR�D�JLYHQ�FRQÀLFW��

Finally, state strength is operationalized using the National Material Capabilities dataset from 

&RUUHODWHV�RI�:DU��6LQJHU��������,Q�RUGHU�WR�JDLQ�D�PRUH�FRPSOH[�YLHZ�RI�VWDWH�VWUHQJWK��WKH�&RP-

SRVLWH�,QGH[�RI�1DWLRQDO�&DSDELOLW\��&,1&��VFRUHV�ZHUH�XVHG��7KLV�VFRUH�LV�D�FRPELQDWLRQ�RI�VL[�

GLIIHUHQW�YDULDEOHV�WKDW�LQÀXHQFH�VWDWH�VWUHQJWK��LURQ�DQG�VWHHO�SURGXFWLRQ��PLOLWDU\�H[SHQGLWXUH��

military personnel, energy consumption, total population, and urban population. These factors are 

E\�QR�PHDQV�H[KDXVWLYH�DQG�WKHUH�DUH�RWKHU�IDFWRUV�WKDW�FRXOG�LQÀXHQFH�VWDWH�VWUHQJWK��+RZHYHU��WKLV�

RSHUDWLRQDOL]DWLRQ�LV�GHIHQGHG�E\�WKH�&RUUHODWHV�RI�:DU�'DWDEDVH��ZKLFK�LV�ZHOO�UHVSHFWHG�LQ�WKH�¿HOG�

of international relations and does include some non-military factors, including energy consumption, 

total population, and urban population. This makes the operationalization of state strength fairly 

LQFOXVLYH��7KH�SUHVHQW�VWXG\�GH¿QHV�ZHDN�VWDWHV�DV�WKRVH�ZLWK�ORZ�QXPEHUV�LQ�HDFK�RI�WKHVH�FDWHJRULHV�

�6LQJHU�������������&RQYHUVHO\��VWURQJ�VWDWHV�ZRXOG�KDYH�KLJK�OHYHOV�RI�WKHVH�GLIIHUHQW�IDFWRUV��6LQFH�

UDWLRQDO�GHWHUUHQFH�UHTXLUHV�D�VWDWH�WR�VHQG�D�VLJQDO�RI�VWUHQJWK�WR�RWKHU�VWDWHV��WKH�GH¿QLWLRQ�RI�ZHDN�

and strong is based on factors which would increase the cost of attack to an aggressor state like the 

strength of the military, i.e. factors that demonstrate the relative credibility of the state’s deterrent 

threat. This control variable was organized into an ordinal level variable with three different catego-
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ries: low, medium, and high. In order to determine the cut-off points for each of these categories, a 

KLVWRJUDP�RI�WKH�GDWD�ZDV�H[DPLQHG��$SSHQGL[�����6WDWHV�FKDUDFWHUL]HG�DV�KDYLQJ�ORZ�VWDWH�VWUHQJWK�

had CINC scores of less than .004, medium states had scores of .004-.016, and high states had scores 

of higher than .016. The histogram of cases clearly demonstrates a distinct group of high power states 

that is separate from the medium and low states, so it is clear that states within that group should be 

FRQVLGHUHG�DV�KLJK�SRZHUHG�VWDWHV��+RZHYHU��LW�ZDV�PRUH�GLI¿FXOW�WR�GLVWLQJXLVK�WKH�PHGLXP�SRZHUV�

IURP�ORZ��8OWLPDWHO\��,�FRGHG�WKH�ORZHVW�WZR�JURXSV�RQ�WKH�KLVWRJUDP������FDVHV��DV�ZHDN�SRZHUV�DQG�

those between the strong and weak groups as medium. While this differentiation may seem somewhat 

arbitrary, separating the cases using these numbers allowed for a roughly equal distribution of states 

between medium and high, with a slightly larger base of weak states. In addition, separating the cases 

based in these criteria would seem to provide an accurate representation of state strength around the 

world. There are more weak states than medium states and more medium states than strong states. 

Thus, it seemed that separating the variables according to these numbers would provide the best 

statistical observations. These distinctions should allow for meaningful statistical observations about 

each of the three groups. 

7KLV�VWXG\�ZLOO�XWLOL]H�WKH�GDWD�JDWKHUHG�IURP�WKH�&RUUHODWHV�RI�:DU�3URMHFW¶V�GDWDEDVH�WR�SHUIRUP�

D�TXDQWLWDWLYH�DQDO\VLV�RI�����FDVHV�RI�VWDWHV�HQWHULQJ�LQWR�FRQÀLFW�IURP�WKH�SHULRG�RI������WR�������

The independent variable for this study is whether the state is in an alliance with the originator of the 

FRQÀLFW��7KH�GHSHQGHQW�YDULDEOH�LV�ZKHWKHU�WKH�VWDWH�RULJLQDWHG�WKH�FRQÀLFW�RU�QRW��%RWK�WKH�GHSHQ-

dent and independent variables are nominal level variables. The control variable is state strength, 

which has been broken into three discrete categories, making it an ordinal level variable because the 

responses can be ordered into a scale. Since both the independent and dependent variables are nomi-

nal, three chi-square tests with proportional reduction of error measures will be utilized to analyze the 

data. These tests will determine whether alliance membership makes a difference in the decision of a 

VWDWH�WKDW�GLG�QRW�RULJLQDWH�D�FRQÀLFW�WR�HQWHU�LQWR�FRQÀLFW��7KH�SURSRUWLRQDO�UHGXFWLRQ�RI�HUURU�PHD-

sures will demonstrate the strength of the relationship, if it exists. This analysis will make it possible 

WR�GHWHUPLQH�ZKDW�HIIHFW�GHIHQVLYH�DOOLDQFH�PHPEHUVKLS�KDV�RQ�WKH�GHFLVLRQ�WR�HQWHU�D�FRQÀLFW��

Analysis

7KH�¿UVW�VWHS�LQ�GHWHUPLQLQJ�ZKHWKHU�WKH�WZR�K\SRWKHVHV�DUH�VXSSRUWHG�E\�WKH�GDWD�LV�WR�GHWHU-

PLQH�ZKHWKHU�DOOLDQFH�PHPEHUVKLS�KDV�DQ\�LPSDFW�RQ�ZKHWKHU�D�VWDWH�HQWHUV�LQWR�D�FRQÀLFW�WKDW�WKH\�

did not initiate. Thus, it is necessary to run a chi-square test to determine whether the null hypothesis 

FDQ�EH�UHMHFWHG��,Q�WKLV�FDVH��WKH�QXOO�K\SRWKHVLV�ZRXOG�EH�WKDW�DOOLDQFH�PHPEHUVKLS�ZLWK�D�FRQÀLFW�

RULJLQDWRU�KDV�QR�LPSDFW�RQ�WKH�GHFLVLRQ�RI�D�VWDWH�WR�HQWHU�LQWR�D�FRQÀLFW��,I��KRZHYHU��WKH�FKL�VTXDUH�

WHVW�UHVXOWV�LQ�VWDWLVWLFDOO\�VLJQL¿FDQW�¿QGLQJV��WKHQ�LW�LV�SRVVLEOH�WR�VD\�WKDW�DOOLDQFH�PHPEHUVKLS�GRHV�

KDYH�VRPH�LPSDFW�RQ�WKH�GHFLVLRQ�RI�D�VWDWH�WR�HQWHU�LQWR�D�FRQÀLFW��

7KUHH�FKL�VTXDUH�WHVWV�ZHUH�UXQ�WR�GHWHUPLQH�VLJQL¿FDQFH��RQH�IRU�ORZ�SRZHUHG�VWDWHV��RQH�IRU�

medium powered states, and one for high powered states. Statistically speaking, a p-value that is less 

WKDQ�����LV�JHQHUDOO\�FRQVLGHUHG�WR�EH�D�VLJQL¿FDQW�UHVXOW��)RU�WKH�ORZ�SRZHUHG�VWDWHV��WKH�S�YDOXH�

was .000, which indicates that the null hypothesis is not accurate in the case of these states. The 

FKL�VTXDUH�WHVW�RI�WKH�PHGLXP�SRZHUHG�VWDWHV�UHVXOWHG�LQ�D�S�YDOXH�RI�������ZKLFK�LV�DOVR�D�VLJQL¿FDQW�

UHVXOW��)LQDOO\��WKH�S�YDOXH�RI�WKH�FKL�VTXDUH�WHVW�IRU�KLJK�SRZHUHG�VWDWHV�ZDV�������$SSHQGL[�����7KLV�
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UHVXOW�LV�QRW�VWDWLVWLFDOO\�VLJQL¿FDQW��7KHVH�UHVXOWV�DUH�SDUWLFXODUO\�LQWHUHVWLQJ�EHFDXVH�WKH\�ZRXOG�VHHP�

WR�FRQ¿UP�ERWK�RI�WKH�K\SRWKHVHV�SXW�IRUZDUG�LQ�WKLV�SDSHU��7KH�ORZ�DQG�PHGLXP�SRZHUHG�VWDWHV�HQ-

WHUHG�LQWR�FRQÀLFWV�WKDW�WKH\�GLG�QRW�LQLWLDWH�EDVHG�RQ�ZKHWKHU�RU�QRW�WKH\�ZHUH�LQ�DQ�DOOLDQFH�ZLWK�WKH�

FRQÀLFW�RULJLQDWRU��+RZHYHU��WKH�WHVW�RI�WKH�KLJK�SRZHUHG�VWDWHV�UHVXOWHG�LQ�D�VWDWLVWLFDOO\�LQVLJQL¿FDQW�

result, which means that in this case, the null hypothesis is supported. The high powered states did 

QRW�HQWHU�LQWR�FRQÀLFWV�EDVHG�RQ�WKHLU�DOOLDQFH�SDUWQHUVKLSV�ZLWK�FRQÀLFW�RULJLQDWRUV��

While this would seem to support the hypotheses on face value, it is also important to examine 

WKH�SURSRUWLRQDO�UHGXFWLRQ�RI�HUURU��35(��PHDVXUHPHQW�WR�GHWHUPLQH�WKH�VWUHQJWK�RI�WKH�DVVRFLDWLRQ��

The Cramer’s V statistic gives us a measure of the strength of the association between the two vari-

DEOHV�IRU�HDFK�RI�WKH�VHSDUDWH�JURXSV��)RU�WKH�ORZ�SRZHUHG�VWDWHV�JURXS��WKH�&UDPHU¶V�9�ZDV�������RU�D�

VWURQJ�DVVRFLDWLRQ��7KLV�PHDQV�WKDW�NQRZLQJ�LI�D�VWDWH�LV�LQ�DQ�DOOLDQFH�ZLWK�D�FRQÀLFW�RULJLQDWRU�DOORZV�

D�������PRUH�DFFXUDWH�SUHGLFWLRQ�RI�ZKHWKHU�WKH�VWDWH�ZLOO�KDYH�HQWHUHG�LQWR�D�FRQÀLFW��)RU�WKH�PH-

GLXP�SRZHUHG�VWDWHV�JURXS��WKH�&UDPHU¶V�9�ZDV�������RU�D�PRGHUDWHO\�VWURQJ�DVVRFLDWLRQ��7KLV�PHDQV�

WKDW�NQRZLQJ�WKH�DOOLDQFH�VWDWXV�RI�D�VWDWH�LQFUHDVHV�RXU�SUHGLFWLRQ�SRZHU�E\��������6LQFH�WKH�WHVW�IRU�

the high powered states group returned results indicating there was no association between the two 

variables, it is meaningless to measure the strength of the association with the Cramer’s V test. The 

PRE measure indicates that for both the low and medium powered states, there is a strong association 

between the two variables being examined. 

The directionality of the relationship between membership in an alliance with an originator and 

RULJLQDWLQJ�D�FRQÀLFW�LV�DOVR�YLWDO�LQ�GHWHUPLQLQJ�ZKHWKHU�WKH�K\SRWKHVHV�KDYH�EHHQ�VXSSRUWHG��,Q�

order to do this, it is important to examine the percentages of cases where a state that did not initiate 

D�FRQÀLFW�ZDV�LQ�DQ�DOOLDQFH�ZLWK�WKH�RULJLQDWRU�DQG�MRLQHG�WKH�FRQÀLFW��)RU�WKH�JURXSV�ZLWK�VWDWLVWL-

FDOO\�VLJQL¿FDQW�UHVXOWV��ORZ�DQG�PHGLXP�SRZHUHG�VWDWHV��LW�LV�SRVVLEOH�WR�H[DPLQH�WKH�EUHDNGRZQ�RI�

FDVHV�WR�GHWHUPLQH�WKH�GLUHFWLRQDOLW\�RI�WKH�UHVXOWV��)RU�ORZ�SRZHUHG�VWDWHV��������RI�VWDWHV�WKDW�ZHUH�

LQ�DQ�DOOLDQFH�ZLWK�D�FRQÀLFW�RULJLQDWRU�ZHUH�QRW�RULJLQDWRUV�RI�D�FRQÀLFW��7KLV�LV�FRPSDUHG�WR�WKH����

RI�VWDWHV�QRW�LQ�DQ�DOOLDQFH�ZLWK�WKH�RULJLQDWRUV�WKDW�GLG�QRW�RULJLQDWH�D�FRQÀLFW��$SSHQGL[�����7KXV��

LW�LV�PRUH�OLNHO\�WKDW�ZHDN�VWDWHV�ZLOO�MRLQ�LQ�D�FRQÀLFW�WKDW�WKH\�GLG�QRW�RULJLQDWH�ZKHQ�WKH\�DUH�LQ�DQ�

DOOLDQFH�ZLWK�WKH�LQLWLDWRU��0HGLXP�SRZHUHG�VWDWHV�KDG�D�VLPLODU�EUHDNGRZQ��)RU�WKHVH�VWDWHV��������

RI�DOOLDQFH�PHPEHUV�ZHUH�QRW�RULJLQDWRUV�RI�WKH�FRQÀLFW��ZKHUH������RI�QRQ�DOOLDQFH�PHPEHUV�GLG�

QRW�RULJLQDWH�WKH�FRQÀLFW��*LYHQ�WKH�VLJQL¿FDQFH�RI�WKH�VWDWLVWLFDO�WHVWLQJ��LW�LV�FOHDU�WKDW�PHGLXP�DQG�

ORZ�SRZHUHG�VWDWHV�WKDW�GLG�QRW�RULJLQDWH�D�FRQÀLFW�ZHUH�PRUH�OLNHO\�WR�MRLQ�WKH�FRQÀLFW�LI�WKH\�ZHUH�LQ�

an alliance with an originator. However, it is not possible to make the same claims for high powered 

VWDWHV��DV�WKH�S�YDOXH�ZDV�LQVLJQL¿FDQW�

 These results would generally support the two hypotheses. The low and medium powered states 

DUH�VWDWLVWLFDOO\�PRUH�OLNHO\�WR�HQWHU�LQWR�D�FRQÀLFW�RULJLQDWHG�E\�DQ�DOOLDQFH�SDUWQHU�WKDQ�WKH\�ZRXOG�

be if they were not in an alliance with an originator. In addition, the low states have a stronger as-

sociation than the medium states. This seems to support the logic that the weaker a state is, the more 

likely they are to act to prevent a loss of strength from an alliance partner and therefore preserve the 

FUHGLELOLW\�RI�WKH�DOOLDQFH¶V�GHWHUUHQW�WKUHDW��+RZHYHU��WKHUH�ZDV�QRW�D�VWDWLVWLFDOO\�VLJQL¿FDQW�DVVRFLD-

WLRQ�EHWZHHQ�DOOLDQFH�PHPEHUVKLS�DQG�RULJLQDWLQJ�D�FRQÀLFW�IRU�WKH�KLJK�SRZHUHG�VWDWHV��7KLV�ZRXOG�

LQGLFDWH�WKDW�IRU�KLJK�SRZHUHG�VWDWHV��DOOLDQFH�PHPEHUVKLS�ZLWK�D�FRQÀLFW�RULJLQDWRU�KDV�QR�LPSDFW�RQ�

WKH�GHFLVLRQ�RI�D�VWDWH�WR�HQWHU�LQWR�D�FRQÀLFW��7KLV�GDWD�ZRXOG�VHHP�WR�GLUHFWO\�VXSSRUW�WKH�K\SRWKHVLV�
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WKDW�VWURQJ�VWDWHV�RU�JUHDW�SRZHUV�GR�QRW�LQWHUYHQH�LQ�FRQÀLFWV�EDVHG�RQ�WKHLU�DOOLDQFH�PHPEHUVKLS�

because they are less concerned about a potential reduction in the strength of their alliance partners. 

Conclusion

This paper has attempted to demonstrate the importance of state strength in determining alli-

ance behavior. Rational deterrence theorists have long argued that each state within the international 

V\VWHP�PDNHV�GHFLVLRQV�EDVHG�RQ�D�UDWLRQDO�FRVW�EHQH¿W�DQDO\VLV�WKDW�DLPV�WR�PD[LPL]H�WKH�PDUJLQDO�

utility of the state’s decision to act. Therefore, states can prevent potential aggressors from attacking 

E\�LQFUHDVLQJ�WKH�FRVW�RI�DWWDFNLQJ�DQG�SRWHQWLDOO\�ORVLQJ�LQ�FRPSDULVRQ�WR�WKH�SRWHQWLDO�EHQH¿WV�RI�

expanded territory or wealth. Following this logic, defensive alliances should increase the security of 

the state because they allow states to pool resources and send a stronger deterrent signal to potential 

adversaries than they would be able to alone. This argument has been well documented in the litera-

ture on rational deterrence. However, this paper attempts to add a corollary to this argument. Since 

the strength of the defensive alliance depends on the strength of all of its alliance members, any loss 

of strength for an alliance member represents a decrease in the credibility of the deterrent signal sent 

to other states. For strong states or great powers, this is not of great concern. Even without the back-

ing of the alliance, the strong military capacity of these states allows them to deter potential attackers. 

However, weak or medium powers depend more strongly on the alliance as a deterrent to aggressors. 

Any decrease in the power of an alliance partner decreases the security of the state itself. This means 

that weak or medium powers are more invested in maintaining the strength of an alliance and will 

WKHUHIRUH�LQWHUYHQH�LQ�FRQÀLFWV�WKDW�WKH\�GLG�QRW�RULJLQDWH�LQ�RUGHU�WR�HQVXUH�WKDW�WKHLU�DOOLDQFH�PHP-

bers do not lose. 

7KLV�DUJXPHQW�KDV�EHHQ�VXSSRUWHG�E\�WKH�GDWD�JDWKHUHG�IURP�WKH�&RUUHODWHV�RI�:DU�3URMHFW��7KH�

GDWD�VKRZHG�WKDW�IRU�ERWK�ZHDN�DQG�PHGLXP�SRZHUHG�VWDWHV��DOOLDQFH�PHPEHUVKLS�ZLWK�D�FRQÀLFW�

RULJLQDWRU�KDG�D�VLJQL¿FDQW�LPSDFW�RQ�WKH�GHFLVLRQ�RI�WKH�VWDWH�WR�HQWHU�LQWR�D�FRQÀLFW�WKDW�LW�GLG�QRW�

LQLWLDWH��+RZHYHU��WKH�VDPH�OHYHO�RI�VLJQL¿FDQFH�ZDV�QRW�IRXQG�IRU�KLJK�SRZHUHG�VWDWHV��7KXV��WKH�¿UVW�

K\SRWKHVLV��WKDW�D�JUHDW�SRZHU�RU�VWURQJ�VWDWH�ZLOO�QRW�QHFHVVDULO\�IHHO�FRPSHOOHG�WR�MRLQ�LQ�FRQÀLFWV�

initiated by alliance partners because the state is stable enough that changes in the strength of alliance 

member do not impact the security of the state, has been supported by this study. The second hy-

SRWKHVLV��WKDW�D�ZHDN�RU�PHGLXP�SRZHU�VWDWH�ZLOO�EH�FRPSHOOHG�WR�MRLQ�LQ�FRQÀLFWV�LQLWLDWHG�E\�DOOLDQFH�

SDUWQHUV��HYHQ�ZKHQ�WKH�FRQÀLFW�PD\�JR�DJDLQVW�WKH�VWDWH¶V�GHVLUHV�RU�WKH�PDQGDWH�RI�WKH�DOOLDQFH�KDV�

also been supported by the data. This indicates that the explanation of alliance behavior backed by the 

logic of rational deterrence is more accurate than the explanations provided by the grievance model, 

ZKLFK�SUHGLFWV�WKDW�WKLV�MRLQLQJ�EHKDYLRU�ZRXOG�QRW�RFFXU�DFURVV�DOO�WKUHH�JURXSV��RU�WKH�5XELFRQ�

model, which predicts that it would occur uniformly across the groups.    

However, there were some challenges associated with this study that may have an impact on 

WKH�UHVXOWV��'XH�WR�WLPH�FRQVWUDLQWV��WKH�WHVWV�RI�WKH�K\SRWKHVHV�ZHUH�RQO\�FDUULHG�RXW�RQ�FRQÀLFWV�RF-

FXUULQJ�ZLWKLQ�D�¿YH�\HDU�SHULRG��0RUH�DFFXUDWH�UHVXOWV�PLJKW�EH�REWDLQHG�ZLWK�IXUWKHU�VWXG\�DQG�DQ�

expansion of the dataset to include more cases. In addition, it was impossible to include data for each 

RI�WKH�VWDWHV�WKDW�ZHUH�LQ�DQ�DOOLDQFH�ZLWK�DQ�RULJLQDWRU�EXW�GLG�QRW�GHFLGH�WR�HQWHU�LQWR�WKH�FRQÀLFW��

7KH�GDWDVHW�WKDW�WKLV�VWXG\�ZDV�EDVHG�RQ�GLIIHUHQWLDWHG�RULJLQDWRUV�IURP�MRLQHUV�LQ�FRQÀLFWV��EXW�GLG�

QRW�LGHQWLI\�VWDWHV�WKDW�GLG�QRW�SDUWLFLSDWH�LQ�WKH�FRQÀLFW�DW�DOO��,W�LV�IDLUO\�HDV\�WR�XQGHUVWDQG�ZK\�
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this would be the case. The number of cases would expand exponentially if every single state were 

LQFOXGHG�IRU�HDFK�FRQÀLFW�UHFRUG��+RZHYHU��WKLV�PHDQV�WKDW�WKH�GDWD�XVHG�IRU�WKLV�VWXG\�FDQQRW�WDNH�

LQWR�DFFRXQW�WKH�GHFLVLRQ�RI�VWDWHV�QRW�WR�MRLQ�DQG�FDQ�RQO\�WHVW�ZKHWKHU�WKH�VWDWH�LV�PRUH�OLNHO\�WR�MRLQ�

when they are in an alliance with the originator or not. A more comprehensive study would have to 

LQFOXGH�VWDWHV�LQ�DQ�DOOLDQFH�ZLWK�DQ�RULJLQDWRU�WKDW�GHFLGHG�QRW�WR�MRLQ�DW�DOO���

'HVSLWH�WKHVH�GUDZEDFNV��WKH�¿QGLQJV�RI�WKLV�VWXG\�DOORZ�IRU�DQ�LQWHUHVWLQJ�GLVFXVVLRQ�RI�GHWHU-

UHQFH�DQG�EHKDYLRU�ZLWKLQ�DOOLDQFHV��'HWHUUHQFH�LV�VXSSRVHG�WR�SUHYHQW�FRQÀLFW�E\�DOORZLQJ�VWDWHV�WR�

signal the potential costs of an attack to an aggressor. Defensive alliances are supposed to give states 

a larger base of power with which to warn a potential aggressor. However, if states view the power of 

each state within an alliance as vital to their ability to send a credible signal, then states may engage in 

EHKDYLRU�WKDW�DFWXDOO\�PDNHV�WKHP�PRUH�FRQÀLFW�SURQH�WKDQ�WKH\�ZRXOG�EH�ZLWKRXW�WKH�DOOLDQFH��6LQFH�

LW�LV�FOHDU�WKDW�ORZ�DQG�PHGLXP�VWUHQJWK�VWDWHV�DUH�PRUH�OLNHO\�WR�HQWHU�LQWR�FRQÀLFWV�WKDW�DOOLDQFH�

SDUWQHUV�RULJLQDWH�WKDQ�VWDWHV�WKDW�DUH�QRW�LQ�D�FRQÀLFW��WKH�UHVXOW�LV�WKDW�ZHDNHU�VWDWHV�DUH�LQYROYHG�LQ�

PRUH�FRQÀLFWV�WKDQ�VWURQJ�VWDWHV��,URQLFDOO\��WKHLU�LQYROYHPHQW�LQ�WKHVH�FRQÀLFWV�PRVW�OLNHO\�FRQWULE-

utes to their weakness in terms of military strength. Thus, it would seem that weaker states would be 

more secure if they were not in defensive alliances at all.

,Q�DGGLWLRQ��WKHVH�¿QGLQJV�KDYH�EURDG�LPSOLFDWLRQV�IRU�IXWXUH�8QLWHG�6WDWHV�SROLF\�DQG�WKH�

understanding of deterrence as a whole. This paper began with a puzzle. The United States intervened 

in Libya seemingly solely at the behest of its alliance partners, but refused to intervene in Rwanda, 

GHVSLWH�SUHVVXUH�IURP�VRPH�RI�WKRVH�VDPH�SDUWQHUV��7KH�¿QGLQJV�RI�WKLV�SDSHU�DUH�DEOH�WR�H[SODLQ�WKLV�

FRQXQGUXP��6WURQJ�VWDWHV�RU�JUHDW�SRZHUV�OLNH�WKH�8QLWHG�6WDWHV�GHFLGH�WR�HQWHU�LQWR�FRQÀLFW�EDVHG�RQ�

factors other than alliance pressure or the potential of an alliance member to weaken the alliance by 

µORVLQJ¶�D�FRQÀLFW�WKDW�WKH\�LQLWLDWHG��7KLV�PHDQV�WKDW�WKH�8QLWHG�6WDWHV�VKRXOG�QRW�EH�FRQFHUQHG�WKDW�

defensive alliance partners will always be able to force the United States into action. Defensive allianc-

es still act to increase the security of the United States overall because they allow access to additional 

VXSSRUW�RU�UHVRXUFHV���7KHVH�DOOLDQFHV�DUH�VWDWLVWLFDOO\�XQOLNHO\�WR�IRUFH�WKH�86�LQWR�DQ\�FRQÀLFW�WKDW�LW�

does not wish to be involved in, despite recent events. It also means that the United States should be 

cautious when intervening in weak or medium strength states that have defensive alliance partners. 

These partners are forced to view any potential loss of strength as a threat and will act to maintain 

WKHLU�VHFXULW\�E\�MRLQLQJ�LQ�WR�DQ\�FRQÀLFW�LQ�ZKLFK�DOOLDQFH�SDUWQHUV�DUH�LQYROYHG��
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Appendix 1: Histogram of State Strength
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Appendix 2: Chi-Square Test Results

State Strength X2 P-Value Cramer’s V

Low ������ .000 ����

Medium ����� .012 ����

High ����� ���� -

Total ������ .000 ����
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Appendix 3: Contingency Table 

 
Are they in an alliance with initiator * Did they originate the conflict * statestrength3 Crosstabulation 

Did they originate the conflict 

statestrength3 No Yes Total 

Count 12 189 201 No Alliance 

% within Are they in an 

alliance with initiator 

6.0% 94.0% 100.0% 

Count 26 42 68 

Are they in an alliance with 

initiator 

Alliance 

% within Are they in an 

alliance with initiator 

38.2% 61.8% 100.0% 

Count 38 231 269 

Low 

Total 

% within Are they in an 

alliance with initiator 

14.1% 85.9% 100.0% 

Count 10 96 106 No Alliance 

% within Are they in an 

alliance with initiator 

9.4% 90.6% 100.0% 

Count 9 25 34 

Are they in an alliance with 

initiator 

Alliance 

% within Are they in an 

alliance with initiator 

26.5% 73.5% 100.0% 

Count 19 121 140 

Medium 

Total 

% within Are they in an 

alliance with initiator 

13.6% 86.4% 100.0% 

Count 12 77 89 No Alliance 

% within Are they in an 

alliance with initiator 

13.5% 86.5% 100.0% 

Count 8 29 37 

Are they in an alliance with 

initiator 

Alliance 

% within Are they in an 

alliance with initiator 

21.6% 78.4% 100.0% 

Count 20 106 126 

High 

Total 

% within Are they in an 

alliance with initiator 

15.9% 84.1% 100.0% 

Count 34 362 396 No Alliance 

% within Are they in an 

alliance with initiator 

8.6% 91.4% 100.0% 

Count 43 96 139 

Are they in an alliance with 

initiator 

Alliance 

% within Are they in an 

alliance with initiator 

30.9% 69.1% 100.0% 

Count 77 458 535 

Total 

Total 

% within Are they in an 

alliance with initiator 

14.4% 85.6% 100.0% 

$SSHQGL[����&RQWLQJHQF\�7DEOH
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