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S,

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

INTRODUCTION

This study analyzes the outcomes of recent (1966-1978) U.S. and Soviet
crises, focusing upon outcomes as defined in terms of goal achievement
(or nonacﬁievement). To establish a backdrop for the analysis of the
crisis outcomes, the report begins with a survey of the attributes of re-
cent U.S. and Soviet crises, including incidents that were of concern to
both superpowers during the postwar period and the attributes of the most
recent crises.

The remainder of the analysis focuses on crisis outcomes. Logically it
can be divided into two parts. The first (consisting of Chapters 3, 4,
and 5) develops the methodology used to assess outcomes. This strategy
places primary emphasis upon the evaluation of outcomes in terms of Soviet
and U.S. policy goals and their relative achievement at one and five year

intervals after each incident.

Policy goals are identified through an analysis of primary source materi-
als, both U.S. and Soviet. While no classified sources were employed, a
very good case can be made that the general contours of policy objectives
can be identified "rom open source materials, if only because they are
used by each superpower as a communications medium. Chapters 4 and 5
present the sources used and the lists of goals derived (approximately 50
international policy aims potentially applicable during crises were iden—
tified for each superpower). While these goals span a variety of func-
tional (for example, military-security, ideological, or economic) and
regional categories, each could be sought during crises by the dem nstra-

tion or application of military force.
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The second portion of the study (Chapters 6, 7, and 8) applies the method-

ology to assess the outcomes of 100 U.S. and 157 Soviet political-
military crises occurring from 1966 through 1978. The different crisis
lists analyzed for the two superpowers reflect their differing concerns.
The Soviet Union, for example, has had border crises involving China that
have not been crises for the United States. In order to reflect the
actual concerns of the superpowers, only the outcomes of crisis—relevant
goals (of the total sets of approximately 50 aims identified for each
superpower) are assessed. Had all aims been assessed in all crises, less
meaningful results would have been produced (for example, the outcomes of

economic goals in crises where economic factors were not at issue).

Throughout the analysis, care is taken to avoid over-interpreting the
results. Given the complexity of the subject, and the differing aims of
the two superpowers, it is not possible to produce a simple outcome score
on the order of: "U.S. Eagles 24; Soviet Bears 21." At the same time,
however, it is well within the limits of the data to identify some general
trends and patterns that reflect the course (and relative sucesses and
failures) of crisis management policy for both superpowers since the mid-
1960's.

Moreover, care is taken in making causal inferences regarding the impact
of the crises upon the outcomes. No a priori causal assumptions are made.
Instead, separate analyses are conducted to evaluate the impact that the
crises appeared to have upon the achievement (or nonachievement) of
crisis-relevant goals. One of the findings produced by these analyses
(based on correlations of moderate strength, which necessarily admit ex-
ceptions to the general case) is that the goals of the United States were
more likely to be achieved when the impact of the crises upon the goals
was minor, whereas the policy goals of the Soviet Union were more likely
to be realized when the crises had a strong impact on the outcomes. With-
out overgeneralizing, this suggests that U.S. aims are more readily ac-
complished in noncrisis contexts and/or that the goals sought by the

T
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United States are reinforced by other, noncrisis, influences upon the
outcomes, while Soviet goals are more likely to be accomplished as a
result of Soviet concern with, and engagement in, crises. This profile
is consistent with the common depiction of the United States and the
Soviet Union as pro and anti-status quo powers.

SELECTED FINDINGS

Superpower Crisis Goals

e Both the United States and the Soviet Union pursued a wide
variety of aims during crises. Approximately 2.5 Soviet
goals and 4 U.S. aims were, on the average, relevant during
the crises. The larger average for the United States
could be due to either of two (nonexclusive) factors: the
greater openness of U.S. society, which facilitates the
identification of aims and interests, or the more complex
policy interests of the United States, the more truly global
of the two superpowers.

e Crisis goals (and their associated outcomes) were widely
dispersed. In no case was any single goal relevant in even
a third of the crises. Most goals were pertinent in 10
percent or fewer of the incidents. Superpower crisis
interests are complex, and vary widely across crises.

e Not surprisingly, given that international political-military
crises were being examined, the most common categories of
goals for both superpowers were military aims. Both super—
powers tended to have relatively positive outcomes associated
with their crisis-relevant military aims in comparison to
other categories of goals over at least the short term (one
year postcrisis). This, in turn, leads into the next point.

e U.S. and Soviet crisis interests are far from being a zero
sum game, in which the victories of one superpower (achieve-
ment of goals) correspond to the losses of the other. The
aims pursued by the superpowers are far from being mirror
images of one another.

e The differing characters of the aims pursued by the United
States and the Soviet Union during crises are confirmed by
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the use of a clustering methodology known as factor
analysis. The leading factors for the United States (which
account for the greatest proportions of variance in U.S.
goals) are: contaimment of Communism, support for indus-
trial democracies, and defense of strategic LDC's and U.S.
access. The corresponding leading factors in the Soviet
case are: support progressive regimes and movements, main-
tain Soviet/CPSU leadership, and defend fraternal socialist
countries. The divergences in aims are apparent from the
descriptions given to the leading factors.

Homelard security was not a predominant crisis-related goal
for either superpower. With a few exceptions (for example,
the Jordan crisis of 1970 and the Middle East War of 1973),
crises during the period 1966-1978 did not present situations
in which the two superpowers might have escalated into direct
conflict with one another. Homeland security for the
Soviets, to the limited extent it was salient, involved to

a large degree the security of Far Eastern regions of the
USSR bordering on China.

Individual European goals did not have high frequencies (the
highest percentages in this regional category being 11 per—
cent for the United States and 3.8 percent for the Soviets).
This appears to reflect the stablization of relations be-
tween the blocs in Europe, as represented in the accords on
the status of Berlin and other issues which had been the
focus of crises prior to the mid-1960's.

Economic goals had modest salience for the United States

and no apparent bearing on the crisis aims of the Soviet

Union. Apparently international crises are not a common

forum for the pursuit of such interests, apart from other
functional or regional concerns.

Crisis Outcomes

not possible because the superpowers pursue different aims in different

settings. Nevertheless, some significant general patterns of outcomes

As noted, simple numeric comparisons between U.S. and Soviet outcomes are

© )




can be discerned by focusing on goals with high (or low) outcomes rela-
tive to other aims pursued by the same superpower.

“ e In the U.S. case, three goals tended to be achieved at

' : high relative levels over both the short (one year post-

| crisis) and long (five years) term:

L - Assisting LDC's in strengthening themselves militarily,
E = Reducing the chances of war with the Soviet Union, and

= Promoting peace and peaceful resolution to conflict.

Gmas by

While crises are only one of the fora in which superpowers

pursue their aims, the consistency of these successful out-
Y comes with the overall structure of U.S. international

policy since the mid-1960's is, nevertheless, striking:

- The first aim relates directly to the Nixon-Ford

"Doctrine” (subsequently implemented as well by the :

Carter Administration) of assisting friendly LDC's :

® to allow them to meet threats on their own to the 3
maximum extent feasible. 2

= The objective of reducing chances of conflict with
the USSR ties directly to the policy of detente
followed by the United States during this period.

) = The aim of promoting peace and peaceful resolution
to conflict jibes very neatly with the common picture :
of the United States as a nation that attempts to :
maintain a stable, conflict-free world order and i
endeavors to settle conflicts once they do occur.

Y e The most favorable outcomes for the Soviet Union present simi-
larly interpretable patterns. Over both the long and short
term the Soviet Union was successful in:

- Defending fraternal states (for example, those in
Eastern Europe).

o - Assisting Asian Marxist-Leninist allies (principally |
the Democratic Republic of Vietnam).

e i At

- Reducing what the Soviets perceived as an "encircling” 1
NATO/CENTO threat. :

- Deterring China.l \

Here as throughout che analysis, Soviet goals and actions are described
as perceived and presented by the Soviets themselves, rather than in Western
frames of reference.




Again these crisis-relevant goals can be related to 1
broader policy trends. European relations between the

WTO and NATO stabilized during the period since the mid- O
1960's, while CENTO's problems related to events in such

nations as Pakistan, Iran, and Turkey, and not necessari-

ly to the efficacy of Soviet policy actions during crises.

With substantial Soviet aid, the DRV won its war with the

Republic of Vietnam. Finally, the Soviets were success-

ful (from their own vantagepoint) in deterring the threat o
posed by China to the Soviet homeland, some minor border

incidents notwithstanding.

e Although care is taken to avoid generalizations concerning
overall policy achievements of the two superpowers rela-
tive to goal outcomes, findings do suggest that the Soviet O
Union (viewed from its own vantagepoint) tends to be more
satisfied with the outcomes of its policy goals when
compared to similar dynamics of the United States. Func-
tionally, however, the "success-rates” of the two polities
differ widely, again suggesting the non zero-sum nature i
of their international involvement. L

and the Soviet Union brings out the disparateness of their

concerns. While crises are but one arena in which policy

is pursued, the patterns of outcomes found for both super-

powers correspond relatively neatly to broader trends in O |
international affairs since the mid-1960's. In the U.S. |
case, core concerns of detente, strengthening the military
capabilities of Third World allies, and promotion of

peace and peaceful resolution to conflict stand out. The
Soviets, on the other hand, reflect a different set of
concerns, involving the fraternal states, the DRV, and O
events on their borders, including the containment of
China. The superpowers' greatest relative successes
tended to occur in different domains of policy. Relative
victory for one was not necessarily associated with a
corresponding loss on the part of the other.

e Comparison of the favorable outcomes for the United States ’

e Comparison of the least favorable outcomes for the two
superpowers produces similiar conclusions to those
generated by the comparison of the most favorable results.
In each case, the Soviet and U.S. outcomes are far from
being mirror images of one another. Instead, each has
its own characteristic domains of relative successes and O
failures. In the U.S. case, the fall of the Saigon re-
gime, difficulties in interallied relations, and economic
factors tend to predominate among the negative outcomes.
In the Soviet case, the problems encountered by Soviet-
favored regimes and movements in the Third World and
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special ideological status problems involving the
Communist Party of the Soviet Union stand out.

CONCLUSION

This report presents the first systematic analysis of the outcomes of

U.S. and Soviet crises from 1966 through 1978. The analyses presented in
this volume are designed to identify general trends and patterns in these
data. The information developed in this project has been deliberately
structured so that it can be used as a tool by crisis planners and decisiom
makerss To this end, it is embodied in an executive aid for crisis decision—
makers (CACI, 1979d). This aid is a highly user-oriented database manage-
ment system that allows planners to focus upon their own specific concerns.
Moreover, the system is designed so that users can adapt it to incorporate
additional outcomes data (developed from either open or classified sources)
for use in their analyses. While a deliberate attempt has been made in the
development of the database and its analysis to avoid drawing normative
judgments concerning the "correctness” of either U.S. or Soviet goals, the
existence of the outcomes data (which are available to users through DARPA/
CTO's Demonstration and Development Facility) provides a diagnostic base for
the evaluation of various goals' achievement and thereby helps in the pro-

cess of selecting and evaluating crisis action options.
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CHAPTER 1. INTRODUCTION

OVERVIEW

This report analyzes U.S. and Soviet crisis management experiences since
World War II, with particular emphasis upon the outcomes of recent (1966-
1978) Soviet and American crises. It is part of a project sponsored by
the Cybernetics Technology Office of the Defense Advanced Research Pro-
jects Agency (DARPA/CTO) as part of its Crisis Management Program. This
chapter reviews the DARPA/CTO Crisis Management Program and CACI's pre-
vious research within it, summarizes CACI's FY79 contributions to this
program, and outlines the remainder of the volume. A companion volume

(CACI, 1979a) analyzes the Chinese crisis management experience.

THE DARPA CRISIS MANAGEMENT PROGRAM

Four of the major classes of products produced within the DARPA Crisis
Management Program are:

o Computer-based decision aids that can be employed in
national and major command~level operations centers
during crisis management activities to provide better
crisis indications and warning.

e Databases on the changing character of U.S. and Soviet
crisis management operations including crisis charac-
teristics, the actions that the two superpowers have
employed in these incidents, the objectives they have
pursued, and the crisis management problems encountered,
plus information regarding the characteristics of the
crises of concern to the People's Republic of China
since 1949.

‘@ New quantitative methods for crisis advance warning,
monitoring, and management.

1-1
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® Reports summarizing:

= U.S., Soviet, and Chinese crisis management activi-
ties and concerns from 1946 through 1976,

= The typical problems encountered in crisis manage-
ment,

= Current opportunities for improving crisis manage-
ment techniques and decision-making, and

= Research gaps in planning for better national secu-
rity crisis management.

Wide-ranging research has been directed toward each of these areas by
DARPA since 1974. 1Initial work through 1976 was directed toward certain
basic research thewes prerequisite to effective social science technology
development. Chkaracteristic of this type of research were CACI's attempts
to inventory past U.S. crises (CACI, 1975) and to identify the major pat-
terns of problems encountered in past U.S. crises (CAC1I, 1976).

By 1976, however, a corner had been turned in the research needs for
crisis management. Significant new information had been developed direct-
ly applicable to producing user-oriented, computer-based aids to:

® Assist defense operations centers in identifying what
indicator and warning patterns signal the onset of a
crisis, and

e Develop option generation and evaluation aids to
assist crisis managers after the crisis has begun.

CACI'S ROLE IN THE CRISIS MANAGEMENT PROGRAM

CACI's efforts within the Crisis Management Program contribute to four

classes of research products:

® Computer-based decision aids applicable to national

and major command centers during crisis management
activities.

el i
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e Databases on the changing nature of crises, problems
likely to be encountered, the types of objectives
sought, actions taken, and the results achieved.

- e New quantitative methods for analyzing U.S. and for-

eign crisis experiences.

® Substantive reports summarizing the problems of crisis

management, opportunities for improving crisis manage-

ment techniques and decision-making, and research gaps

& in the field of planning for better national security
crisis management.

Figure 1 illustrates the relationships among these classes of products
in DARPA's Crisis Management Program. CACI's initial attempts to recon-

ceptualize crises and develop an inventory of U.S. crises began in
FY75 (CACI, 1975). These efforts were continued and expanded during
FY76 in CACI's major assessment of the background characteristics and
problems encountered in a sample of U.S. crises between 1946 and 1975
(CACI, 1976).

Analysis during FY76 indicated four major directions for additional re-
search. First, one tangent of the research (Shaw, et al., 1976) iden-
tified terrorist-induced crises as a growing area of concern. Subse-
quent analyses have identified research and development gaps in this
area (CACI, 1977a). Second, a need was identified to reduce crisis
management problems by determining the most effective set of actions for
different crisis contexts and policy objectives. Accordingly, CACI's
efforts during early FY77 focused on examining the relationships between
U.S. crisis actions and policy objectives and developing a prototype

computer-aiding system for crisis managers that incorporates these em-
pirical relationihipa (CACI, 1977b). During FY78 this prototype system
was developed into CACI's executive aid for crisis managers (CACI, 1978a).
The executive aid provides national security planners with ready access
to data concerning U.S. crisis characteristics, actions, objectives, and
problems between 1946 and 1976. The design characteristics of this
aiding system (described in CACI, 1978b) allow planners to have ready
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access to these data in the course of searching for precedents when
planning for ongoing or anticipated crises.

During FY78, significant research progress was made oa two fronts. The
Crisis Problem Analyzer project (CACI, 1978c, 1978d) expanded the data-
base of cases coded for U.S. crisis management problems to 101 crises.
This provided a richer set of precedents for crisis planners. Taking
advantage of the more reliable statistical base provided by the expanded
dataset, CACI analyses focused on the relationships between the charac-
teristics of the crisis events and the types of crisis management prob—
lems most often encountered by U.S. decision-makers. A new executive aid
module was developed that allowed users to examine the historical associa-
tions between types of crises (defined in terms of user-specified sets

of descriptive attributes) and crisis management problems.

Crisis management is not a game of solitaire. At least one other actor is
involved in every crisis. Accordingly, the second thrust of CACI's Crisis
Management Prdgram-sponsored research during FY78 (CACI, 1978e, 1978f)
focused on the Soviet Union's crisis management experience, 1946-1975. In
this research, Soviet sources were used to identify the political-military
crisis events that were of concern to the Soviet leadership during the
postwar period. Using a combination of Soviet and Western sources, the
basic characteristics of 386 crisis events were coded; crisis problems,
actions, and apparent objectives were coded for a sample of 101 crises.
Analyses of these data revealed trends and patterns in Soviet crisis
concerns and behaviors. Incorporation of these data into executive aid
programs comparable to those previously produced for the U.S. allowed U.S.
planners and decision-makers to have access to these data as inputs into

their assessments of likely Soviet responses to crisis situationms.

As shown in Figure 1, during FY79, CACI's Crisis Management Program

research involves several related tasks:

e Updating the U.S. and Soviet databases through 1978,
to provide planners with up-to-date information.




® Analysis of U.S. and Soviet crisis outcomes (1966-
1978), focusing on outcomes defined in terms of goal
achievement.

e Development of the executive aids for crisis managers
into the aiding system, including incorporation of
the results of the other research thrusts being con-
ducted during the fiscal year.

® Analysis of Chinese crises and their characteristics
from the founding of the People's Republic of China
(PRC) on October 1, 1949 through 1978.

This volume deals with the first three tasks (analyses of Chinese crises
and their characteristics are presented in CACI, 1979a). Of these three,
the assessment of crisis outcomes is the core, the first task feeds into
it, and the third in large part follows from it.

OUTLINE

Chapter 2 establishes a framework of reference for the remainder of the
analysis by treating two topics: the characteristics of recent Soviet and
U.S. crises and comparative analysis of those crises of concern to both
the United States and the Soviet Union during the postwar period. Chapter
3 introduces the core concern of the report by presenting the methodology
employed to measure and evaluate the outcomes of recent (1966-1978) Soviet
and American crises. The arguments presented in this section, notably the
technical approach of defining outcomes in terms of goal achievement, set
the limits for the remainder of the analysis. Chapters 4 and 5 present
U.S. and Soviet policy goals. Chapters 6 and 7 analyze the outcomes of

U.S. and Soviet crises, while Chapter 8 presents a comparative analysis cf
the two.

Q
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CHAPTER 2. OVERVIEW OF TRENDS AND RECENT PATTERNS IN U.S. AND SOVIET

CRISES

INTRODUCTION

This chapter focuses on two issues: the attributes of recent Soviet and
American crises and the evolving characteristics of those crises of
concern to both superpowers since 1946. In addition to their obvious
substantive importance for an understanding of postwar superpower crisis
management behavior, these analyses also form a backdrop for the analysis
of recent (1966-1978) Soviet and American crisis outcomes to be presented
in the remaining chapters of the volume.

RECENT U.S. AND SOVIET CRISES

Defining and Identifying U.S. and Soviet Crises

Analysts attempting to identify and contrast the crisis management ex-
periences of the two superpowers encounter an immediate problem: U.S.
and Soviet decision-makers and analysts define and approach crises in
markedly different ways. In comparision to common U.S. cr other Western
practices, for example, Soviet commentators are likely to focus on
events that take place over longer periods of time and are invariably
political-military, rather than simply military, in character.! As a
consequence, in order to approach crises from the vantagepoint of each
superpower (in the hope of identifying perceptions that correlate with
and prompt crisis actions) it is necessary to tailor the methodologies
used to reflect these differences while still retaining enough

A Differences between Soviet and Western approaches to crises and crisis
management are analyzed in detail in CACI (1978e), which also presents
the methodological strategy outlined in this section.

2-1
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elements in common across the two to allow for comparisons. While this
is a challenging task, previous analyses of Soviet (CACI, 1978e) and
Chinese (CACI, 1979a) crises have demonstrated that it can be success-
fully done.

If only due to cultural familiarity, the U.S. case is the simpler one.
CACI's technical approach (1976) focuses on organizational processes

within the U.S. Government to identify those events which the United

2

States treated as crises. The formal definition employed was:

A period of increased military management activity at the
national level that is carried on in a sustained manner
under conditions of rapid action and response resulting
from unexpected events or incidents that have occurred
internationally, internally in a foreign country, or in
the domestic United States and that have inflicted or
threatened to inflict violence or significant damage to
U.S. interests, personnel, or facilities.

Each incident identified as a crisis met at least one of the following
criteria:

e Direct involvement of U.S. military forces in the inci-
dent.

e A military decision on the incident required or made.

® Subsequent military involvement of U.S. forces.

e An exi ng threat of violence or significant damage to
the U interests, personnel, or facilities.

@ The need for rapid military action and response.

. An alternative approach to the definition and identification of crises
commonly found in the political science literature involves the use of
properties of events (intra- or interactor) to define incidents as
"crises.” The advantage of an organizational process approach is tunat it
mirrors the policy processes of concern.




Instances of humanitarian assistance or military action during a war
(such as Korea or Vietnam) occurring after the commitment of U.S. forces
were not included in the crisis listing. Once these criteria were estab-
lished, an inventory of incidents since 1946 that met the definition was
developed, using a wide variety of open source materials.

When attention is turned to the Soviet: cases, however, the problem of
crisis definition and identification is considerably more complex. When
dealing with Soviet crises, Westerners are “outsiders” facing a policy
system that has far fewer "leaks" than that of the United States. Even
more importantly, the Soviets (as noted previously) define the term
differently from common Western practice, focusing on political-military
rather than military events. Finally, the policy style adopted by the
Soviet Union since World War II in reacting to what it defines as "crises"
differs significantly from that practiced by the United States and other
major Western powers. Out of a mixture of choice and necessity, in some
instances the Soviets do not even conduct a token, symbolic military

operation in response to events that are of obvious concern to them.

The analytical solution adopted in response to these problems involves

the use of Soviet sources to identify Western-style crisis events,

structuring Soviet perceptions and concerns within Western analytical
frameworks. The Soviets are very well aware of the importance of com-
munication before, during, and after crises. It is quite plausible to
believe that they use their open~source literature to communicate their
concerns to a.wide variety of audiences, ranging from U.S. leaders to
Communist parties in the Third World. The strategy adopted uses a review
of Soviet materials to identify the basic cases (crises) involved in the
analysis. Once identified, the attributes of these events are coded,
using both Soviet and Western materials, to produce data comparable for

that generated for U.S. crises.>

3 The credence that can be placed on Soviet communications is discussed

at greater length in Chapter 3 and in CACI (1978e).
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Like all compromises, this research strategy is by no means perfect.
While comparable in form; the Soviet and U.S. crisis databases differ in
focus, with the U.S. information dealing with more overt forms of extra-
ordinary military management operations and the Soviet data reflecting

crisis concerns (as opposed to operations alone). Given the nature of

the problem, plus previous successful applications of this strategy, it
appears, however; to be the best technical strategy available.

Given the character of the definition used, identification of U.S. crises
was relatively straightforward. A wide variety of materials, ranging
from official publications such as the Department of State Bulletin

through the public press were examined to identify incidents and code
their basic attributes.

As might be expected, the Soviet case was somewhat more complex. In the
previous application of this strategy (CACI, 1978), extensive use had been
made of Soviet books and pamphlets dealing with international affairs,
including a number of works that specifically dealt with international
political-military crises. Given publication delays, however, events
during the years being updated (1976-1978) are under-reported in such
media. As a result, heavy reliance was placed on two sources: Pravda

the official Soviet party newspaper (using the invaluable Index to Pravda)
4

and the Current Digest of the Soviet Press. In searching through these

sources, particular emphasis was given to events of the type that had
been previously identified as being of concern to the Soviets during the
periods of the most recent Party Congresses (the 24th Congress of 1971
and the 25th of 1975). These events included incidencts involving:

¢ The security of the Soviet homeland and political
system,

@ Soviet influence in Eastern Europe and Mongolia,

’ The Current Digest is a Western source that provides a reasonably
comprehensive survey of important Soviet media. The Index to Pravda
is a reliable Western index that is only available since the late
1970's.

2-4




e U.S. and Chinese "imperialist” and "social imperialist”
operations, particularly when occurring in critical
regions such as the periphery of the Soviet Union itself
or the Middle East, and

e Those instances in which the Soviets, through aid,
demonstrations of force, or other nonverbal geans,
expressed particular concern with incidents.

Soviet Crises 3

This section briefly describes the Soviet crisis data collected for 1976,
1977, and 1978 (Table 1) and compares these incidents with data for ' ?
previous Soviet crises (CACI, 1978e). ’

Geographic Distribution. One of the most common assumptions by Western 3

analysts about Soviet foreign pclicy has been that Soviet concerns are

dominated by defense of the homeland, security of the Warsaw Pact states,

and the stability of other bordering countries in Europe and Asia. The

geographic distribution of 1946-1975 crises, reported in an earlier |
study (CACI, 1978e), showed that, in fact, most crises of concern to the i
Soviets were located in the Pacific/East Asia and Middle East/South Asia |
regions (see Table 2). The 1976-1978 data set is very similar in its

geographic distribution.

There are, however, a number of interesting changes:

e There was a notable decline between 1976 and 1978 in
events that occurred in the Americas and Europe
(according to JCS categories),

The problem encountered here was similar to that faced by CACI |
researchers in their analysis of the Chinese crisis management experience
‘ (CACI, 1979a), which relied heavily upon a weekly publication: Peking
i Review. Whenever weekly or daily sources are employed, literally

thousands of "events” can be identified. Hence, some sorting criteria

3 need to be employed to render the data collection process manageable. In
‘ previous research on Soviet crises using this methodology (CACI, 1978a)
Soviet books, statements at the United Nations, and other media served |
in this "sorting” role).




Crisis
Busber

387

$§%8

391
392
393
394

395

396

397
398

400
401
402
403
404

405
406
407
408
409
410
411
412
413
414
415

Crisis

TABLE 1
Summary List of Soviet Crises
1976-1978
Crisis
Nane

Date

760101-780615
760225

760228

760314-760415
760405-771113
760618-760620
760723-760830
760906-761115

770310-770521
770318-770319

770324-780709
770400-770613

770527-770601
770500-999999
770724-770727
771003-771020
771120-771209
780105-999999

780110-999999
780412-999999
780427-999999
780511-780517
780513-780616
780610-999999
780621

780626-780706
780813

780907-999999
781215-790101

Lebanese civil war.

U.S. planes bomb Siem Reap, Cambodia.
U.S., Thai forces attack Laos.

Egypt abrogates treaty with USSR.
Chinese succession crisis.

Cyprus: U.S. Marines land.

Aegean Sea crisis.

Lieutenant Belenko lands in Japan, is
maltreated.

Revolt in South Zaire, foreign
intervention.

Greece: Mass antigovernment/NATO
protest.

Ethiopia battles for survival.

Anti-Soviet agitation in Japan re:
Kuriles.

Attempted coup in Angola.

PRC continues war preparations.
Egyptian-Libyan border clashes.
Attempted coup in Bangladesh.
Sadat visits Israel.

Border clashes lead to fall of Pol
Pot regime.

Civil war in Nicaragua.

Mongolia resists PRC pressure.
Afghanistan: Coup, insurgency.
Soviet soldiers violate PRC border.
Second Zaire invasion, intervention.
Sino-Vietnam conflict.

Iranian helicopters enter USSR.
Coups, clashes in the two Yemens.
Japan, PRC sign treaty; USSR unhappy.
Iran: Massive unrest, martial law.
U.S., PRC establish ties.
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TABLE 2
Geographic Breaskdown of Soviet Crises

(percentages®)
< b b New Data
386 Cases 101 Cases 29 Cases
JCS Regional Categories (1946-1975) (1946-1975) (1976-1978)
North America 1 P ! 0
Central, South America 16 8 3
= Western Europe, Mediterranean, 13 16 10
Atlantic
Eastern Europe, Soviet Union 11 15 7
Middle East, Northern Africa 21 23 21
‘ ’ Southern Asia, Indian Ocean, 13 12 21
Sub-Saharan Africa
Pacific, Eastern Asia (includes 24 24 38
China)
Other, Multiple Regions, World 1 2 0
(at the United Nations)
[+]
Geopolitical Areas (Soviet Perspective)
Soviet Homeland 6 4 3
Germany/Berlin (East or West) 6 11 0
Primary Buffer Zone (Warsaw Pact 4 4 0
[ States)
People's Republic of China 11 13 21
Border States 3 8 21
Middle East 21 26 21
k4 Other 48 34 34
# Because of rounding, percentages do not necessarily add up to exactly
100 percent.
» Based on Table 2, Chapter 5, in Analysis of the Soviet Crisis Management
Experience: Technical Report (CACI, is sample o cases was
2 selected for more intensive codin

and interest as illustrations of
probl

godue to their greater relative importance
viet crisis actions, objectives, and




® There was a similar decline in events for the Soviet
homeland, Germany, and the East European buffer states
(according to Soviet geopolitical perspective),

® There was a dramatic increase in the relative number
of events for South Asia/Indian Ocean/Sub~Saharan Africa
and Pacific/East Asia (JCS categories), and

® There was a similar increase in events related to the
People’s Republic of China and states bordering Soviet
Union other than China and the Warsaw Pact buffer
states (Soviet geopolitical categories).

General Crisis Descriptors. Table 3 compares general descriptors of 1976-

1978 crises with those from previous data sets reported in CACI (1978).
Although a three year period is not adequate for determining the stability
of trends, comparing the 1976-1978 crises to the earlier period indexes
several interesting potential trends:

e Domestic crises with dangerous implications for Soviet
interests have increased in relative -number whereas
wars of national liberation, major uprisings, revolts,
and insurgencies, which are not necessarily contrary
to Soviet interests, have greatly decreased,

® An increasing percentage of crises were of international
(rather than domestic) scope, however, the proportion in-
volving actual (or potential) strategic confrontation
greatly diminished,

® As a result of the steady growth of the projection capa-
bilities of Soviet general purpose forces, the Soviet
Union had moderate to substantial in<theater military
capabilities for crisis management in an overwhelming
proportion of the 1976~1978 crises (93 percent of
cases compared to only 33 percent of the cases for
1946-1975),

® Perhaps as a result of its more or less established
equality with the United States as a superpower, the
Soviet tendency during 1976-1978 crises was increasing
to restore or preserve the status quo ante rather than
to change the status quo ante.

Ssboid, s




Ganeral Descriptors for Sovie: Crises
(percentoges)®

New Data
396 Cases 101 Caves 29 Cases
£1966-1973)  (1946-1973)  (1976-1978)

- Erists Chavacteristice
D Trends/E [ 9 1)
Riot, Other Civil Disorder 9 2 7
og, Revelc, a2 [} 3
War of Nationsl Lideratiea 4 1 0
Coup d'Etac 12 10 10
Structural Change/Dangerows later- 0 5 1%
sational Trend/Events
Bordar Incident/Te 12 L] 1
M‘tn Intervention, Coaflict Shert 29 » 28
Var
Var 3 [ §] 10
O
Seope of Crists
4 Domestic (emcludiag Soviet Untom) » 1 1
Iaternationsl [ [} (3]
Coaf tien?
Yonae [ 3] n ”
[} Potential 16 2% 3
o Actesl 2 s L]
t_to CP, CP t, or CP Regime?
o Threat 36 43 2 §
Well-Seing, Activities Threstened n & 38 3
Survival Threatened 12 ” 10 ke
lavel of Violence p
Honviolent Evente 36 &2 % ?
o Violent Events o se o
det In-Theater Military Crisis Manage-
4lied
Substantial % 33 28
Moderate 9 2 43
Minor/Segligtble o7 Q n
%ﬂ‘&"ﬁ.‘&ﬂ&&‘
o Thestet Suppocted actors
Uncodable/NA 13 n b1l ‘
Presecve Status Quo Ante » L3 L
Restore Status Quo Ante 18 20 " o
Change Status Quo Ante n 27 21 3
Indifference (Both Ante) 2 [ L]
fet Objectives vith Respect to In-Theater -
Actor:
‘ Uncodable/indtfferent n 10 20
Oppose Efforts te Preserve Status Quo 30 16 2%
Ante
Oppose Efforts to Restore Status Quo 3 Y ° 4
Ante -
Oppose Efforts to Change Status Quo % [1) $1]
Ante
Crisls Outcome for Soviet Untom
Uncodable/indifferent 16 bl 26
Favorable 22 Eil 2
. Rined * I3} N
Unfavoradle 26 2% %
i
1318 Outcome for Soviet Alltles i
Uncodable/ind1fferent % a2 (1] |
Pavoradle n 15 10 |
Mized 1 23 1 i
Unfavoredle is 19 “”

. Y on Table 2, Chapter 3, In Anelval

e Roniet QXtsts Warsies
sent Fycorfency:  Teclateal Rerort.

s
=
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Crisis Actions and Objectives. As shown in Table 4, during 1976-1978
there was a continuation of previously established trends for many Soviet
crisis actions. Most notably, there were continuing declines in actions

that involved:

e Drawing down military equipment from Soviet depots,
o Undertaking a new military mission, and

e Involving other nations in multilateral actions.
In contrast, there were continuing increases in actions that involved:

® Unilateral action by the Soviet Union, and

® Providing supplies from nonmilitary sources.

Also, some Soviet crisis activities, which had greatly diminished during
the late 1960's and early 1970's, began to increase during 1976-1978.
These include:

Reaffirming existing political/military commitments,

Fairly direct use of military forces to support political
goals,

Changing alert status of nonnuclear forces,

Repositioning land forces, undertaking "show of force,"
military maneuvers, and military training, and

Improving force readiness.

Between 1976 and 1978, several Soviet crisis objectives continuously
declined in importance (see Table 5):

e Concern with restoring Soviet prestige,
e Restoring territorial integrity, and

e Denying military access.




TABLE 4
High Frequency Soviet Actions by Phase
(percent)
g
(&) L Phase I Phase II_ Phase III  New Data
Soviet Actions 1946-1965* 1966-1970" 1971-1975° 1976-1978
Employ diplomacy 9% 89 81 79
Provide political/propaganda 82 71 88 72
support :
Draw down military equipment 62 60 53 48
from Soviet depots
Q Lodge protest(s) 79 80 44 48
Support existing regime 56 57 66 34
Provide supplies from Soviet 62 69 47 52
depots
Reaffirm existing political/ 68 40 44 48
military commitment
Provide crisis-related military 59 43 41 41
aid
o Use of WP, CMEA to support 44 46 44 28
political goals
U.N.-associated actions 62 3l 31 28
Fairly direct use of military 59 3k 19 31
forces to support political
goals
Accept a new military cost 56 29 13 14
Change nonnuclear alert status 53 37 6 10
O Undertake a new military 50 17 13 10
mission
Reposition land forces 47 9 6 10
Show of military force 47 29 9 21
Provide miltary maintenance 47 31 28 45
assistance
Provide other military logis- 47 29 22 41
tics assistance
L) Military maneuvers or exercises 4i 17 6 17
Airlift personnel and/or sup- 41 31 38 31
plies and equipment
Support antiregime CP or CP/ 41 23 50 14
movement
Improve, maintain force readi- 68 40 9 14
ness
USSR acts with two or more 50 46 31 24
© nations
Provide military advisory 44 40 38 41
assistance
Provide supplies from non- 41 40 38 48
military sources
Take no military action 32 43 69 66
Provide economic assistance 27 29 50 48
Provide other military training 38 29 44 45
8 ‘USSR acts alone 29 3 41 52
Total number of crises 35 35 32 29

a
Based on Table 1, Chapter 7, in Analysis of the Soviet Crisis Manage-
ment Experience: Technical Report ACT, I978¢). Phases are bascd on

. Saviet party congresses.




TABLE 5
High Frequency Soviet Objectives by Phase
(percent)
Phase 1 Phase II? Phase III® New Data
Soviet Objectives 1946-1965 1966-1970 1971-1975 1976-1978
Contain cpponents 85 74 97 79
‘ Maximize Soviet prestige 85 77 84 79
E Confirm or reestablish prestige 85 91 72 62
2 Support shift in correlation of 79 66 84 41
E forces in favor of Communism
1% Deny military access 77 63 66 55
1 Preserve regime from external 68 60 67 59
L threat
i Deny political access 74 46 78 62
g Alter balance of power favor- 68 63 53 69
7 able to USSR, allies, clients
k- Preserve secrecy 44 63 72 72
E Avoid direct involvement 47 54 63 66
Preserve territory and/or 53 31 25 48
facilities
Discover intentions or actions 53 34 59 21
Prevent spread of capitalism 50 29 88 55
Restore territorial integrity 44 23 16 10
Preserve, restore, improve 44 29 44 28
alliance
Preserve buffer states 41 23 16 28
Restore prestige 53 40 31 28
Dissuade from a new policy 41 49 22 21 s
Protect legal and political 38 51 38 5% . (,
‘ rights ¥,
[ Induce adoption of a nmew policy 27 57 41 17
P Neutralize/eliminate Western 38 54 78 52 i
influence in Third World
Achieve recognition, equal 38 14 59 28 _
status with United States as e
superpower
Support insurgency 15 23 41 34
Total number of crises 34 35 32 29
a D,

Based on Table 2, Chapter 7, in Analysis of the Soviet Crisis Manage-
ment Experience: Technical Report (CACI, 1978e).
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These trends are consistent with growing Soviet military prestige and
equality with the United States. At the same time, there was a con-
tinuing increase in a number of Soviet crisis objectives such as avoiding
o direct involvement in crises. The above trends cogreapond with the hy-
pothesis that as Soviet power has increased the Soviet leadership has

become more cautious and responsible in some of its international policy
behavior (Adomeit, 1973).

Soviet Crisis Management Problems. Table 6 presents data on Soviet Crisis
problems and compares the 1976-1978 set to the earlier data for the 1946

to 1975 period. The most interesting trends in the data are those that

o reflect the steady growth in Soviet crisis management capabilities as
represented by the growth of the projection capabilities of Soviet general
purpose forces. In particular, this development is reflected by the
continuing decline of:

e Fear of encirclement by Western states,
e Concern for lack of military experience in crisis theaters,
e Inadequacy of action to solve crises,

e Constraints that limit action to friendly countries/
environments, and

e Constraints imposed by the need for consideration of
international relations.

Increasing Soviet capabilities and international responsibilities are also

reflected by two crisis problems that increasingly concerned the Soviet !
Union:

e Involvement in multicrises, and

Ty

e Crisis actions being affected by.enotional issues.

L 2-13
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*? TABLE 6
2 High Frequency Soviet Problems by Phase
X (percent)
i Phase 1 Phase II  Phase III New Data
3 Soviet Problems 1966~1965% 1966-1970% 1971-1975% 1976-1978
= Consideration of interna- 100 80 69 38
4 tional relations
Interests of other M-L states n 60 78 59
i involved
§ Prolonged crisis with inter- 62 60 72 48
E mittent peaks
E Multicrises 59 63 72 97
Action {n hostile country (area) 53 54 75 69
Action in friendly country 6> 54 53 34
(srea)
] Crisis actions affected by 77 40 63 45
3 ideological issues
3 Soviet political/military 53 5! 59 59
involvement at outset
Crisis actions affected by 41 46 47 52
emotional issues
Action inadequate to prevent 59 37 38 21
crisis ¥
Threat to other key regions 50 3% 19 21
: perceived (e.g. East Europe)
: Action inadequate to solve 44 29 28 10
i crisis
5 Late Soviet political/military 41 31 25 31
‘ involvement
1 Fear of encirclement by Western 41 20 13 10
{ states
: Local CP's and movements 41 23 53 31
threatened :
Soviets have little military 41 11 9 0
experience in crisis theater
Proposed action produces foreign 82 63 16 48
policy conflict
Situation develops over time but 71 51 22 45
crisis is sudden
Sudden crisis with prolonged 56 43 22 17
action/solution
Constraints on military action 50 46 25 52
Sensitivity to criticism from 29 51 72 59
other CP's, CP states
Situation develops over time 29 43 69 55
before crisis level reached
Unique logistics/communications 27 23 47 7
requirements
Total number of crises 3 35 32 29
Based on Table 3, Chapter 7, in Analysis of the Soviet Crisis Manage-
ment Experience: Technical Report ZC.\E%. 1978e).
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U.S. Crises
10 The purpose of this section is to briefly present the U.S. crisis data col-
’ lected for 1977 and 1978 (see Table 7) and compare them to the data for
earlier years. Since there were only a total of 10 crises for these two
years, the data cannot be considered a reliable indication of long :erm
i
1o trends.
3
Geographic Distribution. The 1977-1978 U.S. crises were primarily concen-
trated in two JCS regions, the Middle East/North Africa and South Asia/
£y Sub-Saharan Africa (see Table 8). This represents a considerable shift
in the distribution of recent crises as compared to those of 1946-1976,
which were predominantly concentrated in the East Asia/Pacific and
European areas.
3 :
_ General Crisis Descriptors. Tables 9 through 11 present general descrip-
: tors for the 1977-1978 U.S. crises as well as for the two other sets of
: data that were collected in the earlier phases of the DARPA crisis manage-
8 ment programe. A number of trends stand out over time when the most recent
data (1977-1978) are contrasted to the earlier data sets:
e The United States has continued to be directly involved
in most crises,
L
® At the same time, however, the impact of the crises on
U.S. interests have become increasingly neutral,
e There has been a bifurcation in the speed of crisis
‘ resolution: crises are most likely to be resolved in
B either over 30 days or within 7 days with very few cases
falling in between (8 to 30 days),
e The rapidity of threat development in crises has increased,
° e An increasing proportion of crises involve both political

and military issues, and

# The number of crises requiring rapid reaction has declined.

L 2-15




TABLE 7
E Summary List of U.S. Crises
: 1977-1978
E Crisis Cficin
k Number Date Crisis Name
1 315 770225~770227 Uganda: USN responds to Amin threats. O
316 770307-770526 First Zaire invasion, Western inter—- |
vention. i
A
317 770424 Ethiopia closes U.S. bases, ends aid {
A program. ok
318 770714 North Korea shoots down U.S. heli-
copter.
319 770723-780324 Somali-Ethicpian war.
320 780509-781227 Iran: Massive unrest, martial law.
321 780511-780616 Second Zaire invasion, intervention.
322 780516-781129 Ethiopian drive against Eritrea.
323 780910-780922 Nicaraguan civil war.
324 781118-781127 U.S. Congressman slain; Jonestown
iucident.
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TABLE 8

Geographic Breakdown of U.S. Crises®
(percentages of crises in the period)

! b New Data
290 Cases 101 Cases® 10 Cases
1946-1975 1946-1976 1977-1978

East Asia and Pacific Area 27 25 10
Eastern Europe-Soviet Union 16 11 0
Western Europe, Mediter- 13 17 0
ranean Atlantic
Central and South America 12 18 20
Middle East and North Africa 10 12 40
North America 10 0 0
South Asia and Sub-Saharan 9 15 30
Africa
Multiple Regions 2 2 10
Polar 1 0 0
Space 1 1 0
a

Breakdowns using JCS regional classification.

b Based on Table 1 in Planning for Problems in Crisis Management (CACI,
1976).

c

Based on Table 2 in Crisis Problem Analyzer for Crisis Management
(CACI, 1978c). This sample of cases was selected in earlier analyses
because it contains those incidents of greatest policy interest for an
understanding of U.S. crisis management problems. In this sense, these
are relatively more "important” or "interesting” cases.

d

Code used where the crisis overlapped existing regions.
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| TABLE 9
General Descriptors for U.S. Crises: i
Crises Response Characteristics Op
(percent)
b New Data
290 Cases® 101 Cases 10 Cases
Variables and Categories 1946-1975 1946-1976 1977-1978 o
U.S. Objectives
Noninvolvement 8 5 10
Maintain/restore g:atus quo 74 74 70
Change previous status 18 21 20
S
U.S. Response
Noninvolvement 14 10 10
Mediation 4 5 10
Assistance 13 15 40
Direct participation 38 37 10
Confrontation 31 34 30 U
Speed of Crisis Resolution
Within 7 days 34 23 20
Within 8-30 days 20 16 10
Over 30 days 46 61 70 o
Crisis Outcome
U.S. objectives/interests advanced 33 41 0
U.S. objectives/interests unaffected 26 20 70
U.S. influence lessened 41 40 30
o
2 Based on Table 2 » Chapter 2, in Planning for Problems in Crisis Manage-
ment (CACI, 1976).
b Based on Table 4, Chapter 6, in Crisis Problem Analyzer for Crisis
Management (CACI, 1978c).
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TABLE 10
General Descriptors for U.S. Crises:
! Leading Indicators and Warning Variables
] (percent)
3
, New Data
290 Cases? 101 Cases® 10 Cases
h' Variables and Categories 1946-1975 1946-1976 1977-1978
Precrisis Activity
Routine 29 26 20
Tense 47 43 60
: Increased readiness 24 32 20
P :
Duration of Precrisis Activity
No warning 37 32 20
Less than 30 days 24 20 40
More than 30 days 39 49 40
X <] Awareness of Crisis Possibility
Anticipated 38 38 30
Uncertainty 26 28 40
Surprise 35 35 30
Speed of Threat Development
(-] Less than 7 days 57 47 80
More than 7 days 43 54 20
® Based on Table 3, Chapter 2, in Planning for Problems in Crisis Manage-
ment (CACI, 1976).
£
v Based on Table 1, Chapter 6, in Crisis Problem Analyzer for Crisis
Management (CACI, 1978c).




TABLE 11

General Descriptors for U.S.
Crises: Crises Involvement Variables

(percent)
New Data
290 Cases? 101 Cases 10 Cases
Variables and Categories 1946-1975 1946-1976 1977-1978
Between Two or More Large Powers® A
United States is a party 36 0
United States is not a party 2 0
Not applicable® 63 100
Between Two or More Countries,
Including at Least One Large
Country Other Than the United States
At least one party vital to U.S. 4 0
interests
None of the parties vital to U.S. 3 0
interests No
Not applicable® 92 Data 100
Between the United States and One or
More Small Powers
Where another large power has vital 12 30
interests
No othér large power has vital 12 10
interests
Not applicable€ 75 60
Between Two or More Small Powers
At least one party vital to U.S. 6 Y 0
interests
No parties vital to U.S. interests 2 o]
Not applicable® 91 160

Based on Table 4, Chapter 2, in Planning for Problems in Crisis Manage-
ment (CACI, 1976).

» The United States, the Soviet Union, China, Japan, United Kingdom,
France, and the North Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO) are considered
"large powers” in this research.

A number of the crises are domestic activities; others refer to only
one type of involvement. Hence, a "not applicable” category has been
included. Domestic incidents are not recorded. Thus, the totals excluding
"not applicable"” do not equal 100 percent even when summed across the
different involvement types.
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TABLE 12

General Descriptors for U.S.
Crises: Scope, Nature, and Timing

o (percent)
3
3 New Data
3 290 Cases® 101 Cases® 10 Cases
% o Variables and Categories 1946-1975 1946-1976 1977-1978
:
: Crisis Activity ;
Domestic 18 11 20
International 82 89 80
1l o Nature of Crisis
b Political 22 8 30
Military 37 33 0
Both 42 59 70
Threat to U.S. Interests
0 No significant threat 31 24 30
Some threat 56 52 60
Severe threat 13 25 10
Strategic Implications
Nonnuclear 98 95 100
O Nuclear 2 5 0
Decision Time
Rapid reaction required 64 58 30
36 42 70
(] Duration of Crisis Activity
Less than 7 days 36 23 20
Between 8-30 days : 20 19 10
Over 30 days 44 58 70
(s ) 2 Based on Table 5, Chapter 2, Planning for Problems in Crisis Management
(CACI, 1976).
b Based on Tables 2 and 3, Chapter 6, in Crisis Problem Analyzer for
Crisis Management (CACI, 1978c).
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Crisis Actions and Objectives. The recent data on U.S. crisis actions

are similar in distribution to the data for earlier years (see Table

13)c The most commonly employed action during crises continues to be
diplomacy. Other crisis actions that have continued to be frequently
used are:

e Reaffirming existing political/military commitments,
e Repositioning sea forces,
e Providing other military assistance, and

e Providing supplies from U.S. depots.

There were no commitments of forces to combat and redeployment of non-
nuclear forces was infrequent during 1977-1978.

As shown in Table 14, between 1977 and 1978 the most common U.S. crisis

objectives were:

e Preventing the spread of Communist influence,
e Protecting legal and political rights,
e Restoring peace, and

e Containing opponents.

Among these, the first trend experienced the most dramatic increase from
32 to 70 percent. This could indicate either a resurgence of concern
with anti-Communism, perceptions of a possible recent Communist political/
military offensive, or both. Among conspicuously absent or infrequent
actions between 1977 and 1978 are:

® Restoring the military balance of power,
® Preserving or restoring readiness,

e Detering imminent attacks, and

e Improving/rectifying deterrence posture.
2-22
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TABLE 13
Selected U.S. Crisis Actions
(percent)
Q
New Data
U.S. Actions 1956-1965%  1966-19762  1977-1978
Commit land forces to combat 9 0 0
8) Commit sea forces to combat 4 2 0
i Commit air forces to combat 4 4 0
: Commit land support 19 15 10
Commit sea support 13 21 0
Commit air support 22 15 30
~ Reposition land forces 7 19 10
i O Reposition sea forces 24 15 30
Reposition air forces 17 23 10
Threaten nuclear forces 4 0 0
Redeploy nuclear forces 2 15 0
Change nuclear alert status 0 4 0
Threaten nonnuclear forces 19 11 0
() Redeploy nonnuclear forces 31 30 10
Change nonnuclear alert status 13 6 10
Provide military advisory assistance 19 9 30
Provide training for combat troops 13 2 0
3 Provide other military training 6 6 30
Draw down equipmeant from U.S. units 0 4 0
(8] Provide supplies from U.S. depots 31 26 50 i
Provide supplies from nonmilitary 7 11 50 ?
sources ‘
Provide military maintenance assistance 6 2 40 :
Provide other military logistic support 19 11 40 4
| Provide other military assistance 28 32 20
(8] Employ diplomacy 70 i 90
Mediate a dispute 4 11 0
Threaten to or withdraw support 2 4 20
Advocate/support peacekeeping efforts 9 13 30
Improve scientific/technical capabili- 2 6 0
ties b
(] Reaffirm existing political/military 33 28 40 ‘
commi tment
Lodge protests 24 21 20
Other U.S. actions 7 6 0
Total number of crises 54 47 10 j
e

" Based on Table 8, Chapter 4, in Executive Aid for Crisis Management:

Technical Report (CACI, 1978a)

. |
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B TABLE 14
E Selected U.S. Crisis Objectives
?g (percent) o
%
E New Data
U.S. Objectives 1956-1965"  1966-1976%  1977-1978
£
E Deter imminent attack 15 11 0 -
E Improve or rectify deterrence posture 28 21 0
i Put down a rebellion 11 6 20
Restore a regime 2 0 0
Regain access to economic resources 2 9 10
Restore peace i3 21 60 ;
Restore territorial integrity 15 13 20 -
: Restore military balance of power 17 26 0
| Restore readiness 4 6 10
| Preserve readiness 15 34 0
{ Preserve peace 24 32 20
Confirm or reestablish prestige 26 38 30 o
Preserve territory or facilities 35 26 40
Preserve regime from external threat 41 26 50
Pregerve regime from internal threat 30 17 30
Preserve, restore, or improve alliance 28 26 50
Protect legal and political rights 52 47 70
Induce maintenance of current policy 30 11 0 o
Dissuade from a new policy 20 26 20
Protect a military asset 44 34 20
Assure continued economic access 20 17 30
Preserve or regain control of sea 9 9 0
Preserve or regain control of air 6 11 0
Contain opponents 15 17 60 o
Prevent spread of war 20 19 20
Preserve lines of communication 11 15 20
Preserve balance of power 20 38 30
Prevent spread of Communist influence 31 32 70
Prevent nuclear proliferation 4 2 0
Insure self-sufficiency 4 0 0 o
Total number of crises 54 47 10
2 Based on Table 2, Chapter 8, in Executive Aid for Crisis Management:
Technical Report (CACI, 1978a). :
O
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This pattern may reflect a 'stabilized' deterrence/balance relationship, at
least insofar as crisis behavior is concerned.

Crisis Management Problems. Based on 1946-1976 data, CACI (1978a) con-
cluded that the most common problems in U.S. crisis management are:

e Problems in crisis timing,
e System/procedural constraints on actions,
e Problems in crisis handling, and

e System—related delays in decision-making/actions.

As can be discerned from Tables 15 through 17, these problems persisted
during 1977-1978 as well. Other frequent problems during this period,
however, also 1nc1uded:

e Problems in the operating environment,

e Emotional/ideological issues involved in decision-
making, and

e System/procedural constraints on actions.

COMMON U.S. AND SOVIET CRISES

Defining and Identifying Common Crises

As was noted in the preceding section of the chapter, some subtle differ—
ences exist between the data set of U.S. crisis operations and Soviet
crisis concerns. At the same time, however, both focus on events of
gufficient similarity to allow for meaningful comparison. The analyses
in this section compare those crisis events that occurred in both the
Soviet and U.S. datafiles. Where (as occurred in a number of instances)

more than one U.S. "crisis” corresponded to a single Soviet "crisis" (or

the reverse) cases were merged to produce a one-to-one mapping.




TABLE 15

U.S. Crisis Management Problems:
Watlonal~Level Decisioa-tiaking Problems
(percent)

1946-1976°  1946-1953"  1954-1965"  1966-1976° mpr 1:::;-

s lays
Action
Delayed deciston on action » [ 47 » 30
Delayed transmission of ) 0 2 L] 10
dectsions/orders
Ex 1 % s 6 3 ) 5 10
tion required for action
Co legally ived 1 1 10 12 10
for action
Referral to internmatiomsl » n %) % 30
agencies required
President iovolved as » 6 8% n 70
decision-aaker
2. Eﬁm«uul Constraints
Security/sensitivity issues 18 1 12 26 10
Constraints on military sction 6 4 76 38 50
Co fon of U.S. i L1 25 30 »
impact C
Const of donsl (3 44 90 8 30
t
Pro action p fored 48 » 35 42 20
policy coaflicc
2. _Legal Tesues lInvoived
Lagality of proposed actioa e 2 1n 38 » 10
issue
Presidencial approval legally 12 22 10 12 30
required
4. es for Decision-Msking/
Action
Inadequate communications 7 1n 4 9 0
facilities
Inability to reinforce local 14 n 14 16 [}
mits ia time
Inabtiicy to provide sdditional 1 ] 1 6 ’ 0
logistical support
s __Intell e Failures st
sion-Making Level
intelligence input 2 22 22 23 20
Dalay in securing adequate facts 29 33 27 30 60
Pailure to recognize import of 23 » 3 19 20
iaformacion received
tional/ldeclogical lssues
nve. in 84 ing
Crists actions affected by tdeo- 43 % 7} 23 ®
logical lssues
Crisis actions affected by emo- & 6 43 4 60
tional {ssues
1. Interpersonal Factors in
iston-Making
Muleilingual problems [} o f | 2 30
Press relations/publi= ‘wlormso ) » 45 56 60
tioa sre significart fuctors
Delay In contacting proper persons ) ] (] 7 30
Distracted attention due to multi- 10 0 ] " 0
ple ccises
8. Prolonged Crisis Problems o
Boredon L] [ [} ] 0
Pat (gue ] (] () 0 o
Frustration 10 1n (] 14 0
Turnover of Key Personnel S n 2 7 (']
!-_;';_“_L-.l-_Sme_t.m
rsonne |
Cholce of commander and staffl 0 1n 12 ? 0
Sudden czll=up/dispateh of troops 28 2 b 3 40
Intermediate herdquarters/chala % [] ' 7 0
of command problens ( 4
Mo clear lines of responsibility 4 ['] . s 0 -~
to a single commander
Loss or trensfer of key personnel & 1n 4 2 0
§ Based on Tt e 4, CHaprer 3, 10 A Criate Poolle: Acaleaee far Criets tanyees,re
TR {2 Aat 24 ) > - - - - e ——




J{ traints on rations
op ion with languag 16 & 20 S
barrier
Action in friendly country/ares S5 67 S 36
Action im hostile country/avea 26 1 31 23
Delay in receipt of decisons/ 10 1 [ 14
orders
Public relations/press censorship 17 2 10 23
Inad: ions for n » 8 9
operating forces
. iologis Prodlems for
Tat orces
Fatigue 1 0 0 2
Lack of activity (boredom) i o 2 0
12. ’aformation Failures by
Operating Forces
Pail to acquire adequate informa- 16 33 ] 21
tion in time
Act on inadequate/incorrect infor~ 6 » 4 2
_mation
Delay/fail in transaission of 9 1 6 12
information
13. hl%uul in Taking Appropriate/
Y Action
Action inad to p 2% 33 25 21
crisis
Action inadequate to solve crisis 17 11 20 16
Porces inadequate to solve crisis 19 3 12 23
Pail to execute action in time 6 11 6 5
Inadequate local logistic support 20 22 22 16
to accomplich objectives
Inadeq 1 of locsl ¢ 3 1 4 [}
14. PORSTAT Problems
Readiness of forces 32 u 27 42
Avatlability of forces (priority) 30 11 22 &2
Cholce of units 31 0 b1} 40
Availability of equipment 21 11 18 26
Availabilicy of 1ifc (sea/atir) 17 i 18 16
Consideration of replacement 5 0 L) 7
requirements in deploying units
15. Problems in the Operating
vironment
Geography/terrain/climate 42 » 33 56
Distance to crisis area 39 » 27 54
Unique logisctics/communications 24 1 18 33
requiremencim.
Need for addit special 32 1 3 37
intelligence
Security/sensitiv a factor n ] 27 36
o ® Mased on Table 5, Chapter 3, in A Crlsis Problem Analyzer for Crisis Management

TABLE 16

(percent)

U.8. Crisis Mansgement
Problems: Operational-Level Problems

(cact, 1978¢c).
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TABLE 17
U.S. Crisis Management -
Problems: General Problems
(percent)
é a - = g New Data
1 1946-1976 1946-1953 1954~1965' 1966-1976 1977-1978
8 2
2 16. General Problems in Crisis
é‘ Planning
-
| No appropriate plans ready for 46 56 39 51 30
3 crisis contingency
| Contingency plans exist but are 21 0 29 16 10
inadequate
3 Contingency plans exist but are 14 0 10 21 0
; not followed
‘;’ 17. General Problems in Crisis
e Handling
4
f Situation not recognized initial- 7 0 12 2 20
ly; action not timely

i Situation recognized; actions 18 22 16 18 0
? inadequate
3 Crisis develops despite adequate 24 11 29 21 30
b actions
: Overreaction to crisis 5 g 0 i2 (]
5 Late U.S. military involvement 41 44 53 26 50
1 U.S. military involvement at onset 51 © 56 41 61 20
R
2 18. General Problems in Crisis
Timing
; Situation develops over time 39 22 39 42 20
: before crisis level is reached

Situation develops over time but 45 33 45 47 60

crisis is sudden

Crisis occurs without warning 37 44 i8 56 20
E Sudden crisis with prelonged 26 33 16 35 30
; action/solution
¥ Prolonged crisis with intermic- 28 44 33 19 30
4 tent peaks
4 Multiple simultaneous crises 45 22 - | 42 100

2 Based on Table 6, Chapter 3, in A Crisis Problem Analyzer for Crisis Management

(CACI, 1978¢).
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: List of Common Crises

Table 18 presents the list of 90 crises of concern to both superpowers.
In order to make the task of describing the attributes of these crises
more manageable, for the remainder of this chapter these crises are
divided into three time periods:

® e 1946-1955: a period that corresponds to the first phase
of the Cold War (and the Stalin era) and includes xany
of the highly intense U.S.-Soviet crises such as Iran
(1946), China (1946), Czechoslovakia (1948), Berlin
(1948), Korea (1950), and Taiwan (1954).

e 1956-1965: a period that coincides with the second
phase of the Cold War (Krushchev era) and includes many
intense crises such as the Middle East (1956), Hungary
(1956), Taiwan (1958), Berlin (1958), U-2 incident
(1960), Congo (1960), Cuba (1961), Cuba (1962), Sino-

® Indian War (1962), Laos (1963), Tonkin Gulf (1964),

Congo (1964), and the Dominican Republic (1965). This

period alsc included the U.S.-Soviet missile race and

competition in space exploration.

e 1966-1978: a period of relatively low superpower ten-

P sion and few intense crises (Brezhnev period). In
this period the Soviet Union overcame its great
nuclear strategic inferiority to the United States and
greatly increased its force projection capabilities
through expansion and modernizatisn of its genmeral
purpose forces. The major superpower crises of this

& period include the Middle East (1967), Czechcilovakia
(1968), the Pueblo incideat (1968), Sino-Soviet clashes
{i%69), Jordam (1970), the Indo-Pakistan War (1971),
the Middle East (1973), Cyprus (1974), Angola (1975),
Ethiopia (1977), aad Iran (1978). With the excep~
tion of the 1973 Middle East War and, to some extent,

*® the Jordan crisis of 1970, the crises of this period
were generally far less dangerous (in terms of like-
lihood for a U.S.~Soviet war) than many of the
incidents in the two earlier periods.

Y General Crisis Descriptors

Tables 19 and 20 present two series of general crisis descriptors for the
common U.S.-Soviet crises. Table 19 is based on Soviet descriptors whereas
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TABLE 18 : o
List of Common Crises® -- Crises in Which

Both Superpowers Were Participants, 1946-1978
- Crisis Crisis
Number Date Crisis Name
1 1946 Soviet-Iranian disputes o
2 1946 Greek civil war
3 1946 Chinese civil war
4 1946 Turkey rejects USSR demands to join in Dardanelles
defense b
5 1946 Status of Trieste
6 1946 Palestine -- Establishment of State of Israel
7 1947 Italian CP ousted from Government role == riots 3]
8 1948 CP assumes power in Czechoslovakia
9 1948 Costa Rica invaded by Nicaraguan based rebels
10 1948 Berlin blockade
11 1948 First Arab-Israeli war
12 1948 Cominform expels Yugoslovia z
13 1949 Federal Republic of Germany created, Germany divided
14 1950 USSR downs U.S. bomber over USSR airspace - Latvia
15 1950 U.S. backs France in Indochina P
16 1950 Korean war <
17 1950 U.S. 7th fleet moves to Taiwan straits
18 1950 Puerto Rico nationalist uprising
19 1950 Yugoslovia tensions
20 1952 Burmese operations against KMT forces
21 1953 Workers riot in East Berlin
22 1954 Taiwan straits crisis
23 1955 Egyptian-Israeli tensions >
2% 1955 Costa Rica fights Nicaraguan based rebels o
25 1956 Jordanian crisis -- continued Arab-Israeli conflict
26 1956 Mideast war; Suez canal crisis
27 1956 Gomulka assumes power in Poland
=~ 28 1956 Hungarian revolution
29 1957 Jordan survives dismemberment, ousts Egyptians
30 1957 Syria-Turkey dispute -- USSR supports Syria
31 1958 U.S.~Venezuela tensions (Nixon visit) ~
32 1958 Members of French military join Algerian revolt -- e
deGaulle returns
33 . 1958 Civil disorders in Lebanon -- U.S. Marines sent
34 1958 PRC shells Quemoy-Matsu-Taiwan straits
35 1958 Berlin crisis
36 1959 Sino-Indian border clashes
37 1960 U-2 incident E
38 1960 Turkish military coup o ;
39 1960 Congo crisis O
40 1960 Cuba-U.S. tensions
41 1961 Bay of Pigs
42 1961 Dominican Republic crisis
43 1961 Berlin border crisis
44 1962 U.S. Cuban tensions
45 1962 U.S. sends troops to Thailand
46 1962 Cuban missile crisis
47 1962 PRC-India border war O
48 1963 Civil war in Laos; U.S. 7th Fleet to Gulf of Siam {
49 1963 Haitian crisis; conflict in Dominican Republic
50 1963 Cyprus troubles; Greece-Turkey war threat
51 1964 Panama Canal zone flag riots
52 1964 British put down African mutinies
53 1964 Coup in Brazil
54 1964 Tonkin Gulf incidents g
55 1964 Congo: U.S. airlifts Belgian forces to Stanleyville o |
56 1965 Indonesia-Malaysia border conflicts
57 1965 India-Pakistan war 1
58 1965 Southern Rhodesian independence 3
59 1965 Dominican revolt; U.S. intervention
60 1965 New border incidents between Israel, Jordan, and
Syria
(®)
(Continued)
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Table 18
List of Common Crises
Continued
Q 61 1967 Sino-Soviet border clash on Ussuri Island
62 1967 Six day war
63 1968 Czech crisis
64 1968 Seizure of USS Pueblo by North Koreans
65 1968 B=52 with four H-Bombs crashes near Thule Greenland
66 1968 FRG~GDR tension
(#] 67 1969 PRC-USSR border clashes
68 1969 Libyan coup
69 1970 Israeli-UAR conflict
70 1970 Jordan-Palestine guerrillas—-Syria conflict
71 1970 U.S. general officers accidently land in Armenia
72 1971 Indo-Pakistani conflict; Bangladesh formed
(@ 73 1972 Sadat expels Soviet advisors
74 1973 October Middle East war
75 1974 Ethiopian emperor overthrown
76 1974 Military coup in Portugal
77 1974 Cyprus civil war; Turkish invasion
78 1975 USSR rejects U.S. trade deal
O 79 1975 U.S. ends aid; Turkey closes U.S. bases
80 1975 U.S. Mayaguez operation
81 1975 Civil war in Angola
82 1976 Lebanese civil war
83 1976 U.S. accused of bombing Siem Riap
84 1976 Egypt abrogates Soviet treaty
o 85 1976 The Aegean crisis
86 1977 First Zaire invasion, western intervention
87 1977 Ethiopian war
88 1978 Nicaraguan civil war
89 1978 ‘Second Zaire invasion, Western intervention
90 1978 Unrest in Iran
O
Selected from 415 Soviet crises and 324 U.S. Crises for 1946-1978 (see
also Tables 1 and 7).
e
O
@) |
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TABLE 19

3 Frequency of Soviet General Descriptors for
Crisis Involving Both Superpowers,® 1946-1978

Period 1 Period 2 Period 3
24 Crises 36 Crises 30 Crises
1946-1955 1956-1965 1966-1978
Crisis Location
North America 0 0 oy
Central and South America 3 11 1
Western Europe, Mediterranean, Atlantic 5 2 4
Soviet Union and East Europe 6 5 6
Middle East and North Africa 3 7 9
South Asia, Indian Ocean, Sub-Saharan 1 6 6
Africa
Pacific and East Asia 6 5 3
Crisis Characteristics
Dangerous Domestic Trends/Events 2 2 1
Riot, Other Civil Disorders 1 2 1
Uprising, Revolt, Insurgency 3 4 2
War of National Liberation 2 1 0
Coup d'Etat 2 3 2
3 Structural Change, Dangerous Trends/ 3 0 3
: Events
f Border Incident/Territorial Dispute 2 S 4
Foreign Intervention, Conflict Short 7 17 8
; of War '
f War 2 2 8
5 Scope
3 Domesfic 6 9 4
% International 18 27 26
Strategic Confrontation
None 16 28 23
Potential 7 ¥ 6
Actual 1 1 1
¢ (Continued)
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Table 19
Frequency of Soview General Descriptors
Continued
Threat to CP, CP/Movement, or CP Regime
None 9 22 17
Well-Being, Activities Threatened 9 7 12
Survival Threatened 6 7 1
Level of Violence
Nonviolent Event 13 10 7
Violent Event 11 26 23
Soviet In-Theater Crisis Management
Capabilities
Substantial 12 6 7
Moderate 0 1 15
Minor/Negligi.le 12 29 7
Soviet Objectives with Respect to In-
Theater Supported Actors
Preserve Status Quo Ante 5 12 8
Restore Status Quo Ante 3 7 6
Change i 13 12 10
Soviet Objectives with Respect to In-
Theater Opposed Actors
Oppose Efforts to Preserve Status Quo 8 11 8
Ante
Oppose Efforts to Restore Status Quo 1 1 1
Ante
Oppose Efforts to Change Status Quo 11 21 15
: Ante
l. :
3 Crisis Outcome for the Soviet Union
Favorable 5 11 9
Mixed 9 14 13
Unfavorable 4 7 3
®
Crisis descriptors were coded for all 90 crises.
w
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TABLE 20
Frequency of U.S. General Descriptors for

2-34

Crises Involving Both Superpowers,® 1946-1978
Period 1 Period 2 Period 3
24 Crises 36 Crises 30 Crises
1946-1955 1956-1965 1966-1978
Precrisis Activity
Routine =- not focused on ensuing or - 8 8 8
related events
Tense -~ gradual escalation of focused 12 16 15
activity .
Increased Readiness —~- activities 4 12 7
focused on crisis
Duration of Pre-Crisis Activity
None, Crisis occurs without warning 5 5 9
Short (<30 days) 11 12 7
Extended (>»30 days) 8 19 14
Scope
Internal or domestic 6 5 5
International 18 31 25
Nature of the Crisis
Political 7 4 3
Military 10 9 8
Both 7 23 19
Duration of the Crisis Activity
Short (<7 days) 3 7 6
Moderate (7-30 days) 10 3 S
Extended (>30 days) 11 26 19
Crisis Resolution
] Quick (within 7 days after peak) 2 6 7
Moderate (within 30 days after peak) 9 4 2
Extended (over 30 days) 13 26 21
(Continued)
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Table 20

Frequency of U.S. General Descriptors
Continued

Crisis Qutcome

Favorable to U.S. objectives and
interests

No Change

Unfavorable to U.S. objectives and
interests

Awareness of Crisis Possibility

Anticipated = on basis of indicatioms
monitoring

Uncertain =- abnormal activity seen;
meaning not clear

Surprise ~- no forewarning of crisis

Threat to U.S. Interests

Low threat to U.S. interests
Moderate threat to U.S. interests
High threat to U.S. interests

Threat Timing

Rapid (<7 days)
Extended (>7 days)

Decision Time

Short =— rapid response required
Extended -- attention demanded but not
quick response

U.S. Response, Participation

Noninvolvement

Mediation

Providing assistance (military or
political)

Direct (U.S. personnel beyond advisor
level involved)

Direct confrontation with other nation

(Continued)
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Table 20 .
Frequency of U.S. General Descriptors
Continued

U.S. Objectives in Crisis Resolution

None 3 6 2
Maintain/restore status quo ante 15 24 21
Change previous status 6 6 7

Strategic Implications

Nonnuclear 24 34 28
Nuclear 0 2 2

Crisis descriptors were coded for all 90 crises.
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Table 20 is based on U.S. descriptors. Since the two sets were coded
separately from each superpower's vantagepoint, they may indicate

different frequencies even when the crisis categories are the same des- s
eriptor..6 : '3
Comparing the frequency of crisis descriptors for the three periods -~

1946-1955, 1956-1965, and 1966-1978 -~ reveals several interesting poten- T
tial trends: ’

@ Crisis locations have shifted and become concen-
trated primarily in the Middle East/North Africa, and
South Asia/Indian Ocean/Sub-Saharan Africa,

o

e An increasing proportion of crises were of inter-
national (rather than domestic) scope, however, the
proportion involving actual and potential strategic
confrontation was very small over all three periods,

o ot

Q e Both superpowers have become predominantly interested
in preserving or restoring the status quo ante rather

E than changing it,

e For both superpowers, the outcome of most crises con—
tinues to either unfavorable or mixed rather than
o favorable,

@ For the Soviet Union, an increasing proportion of
crises were in locations where its in-theater crisis

! management capabilities were either moderate or sub-
stantial (rather than negligible),

o
e For the United States, an increasing number of crises
occurred with little or no precrisis activity and,
correspondingly, most crises were not anticipated.
g . Missing data codes also have the same effect.
! Here, as throughout this section, it is important to recall that
conclusions genmeralize only over the set of 90 common crises —- there
are more than 300 crises in both the U.S. and Soviet databases.
&
E
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Crisis

Actions

Tables
crises
during

Whereas, the six most common U.S. actions were:

As can

in common. A significant difference is the greater U.S. tendency for

unilateral actions, the incidence of which, however, declined from 42
percent during 1956-1965 to 36 percent during 1966-1978.

21 and 22 present frequencies of Soviet and U.S. actions during Q}f
that involved both countries. The six most common Soviet actions i
crises were:

Employing diplomacy,

Lodging protests,

Providing economic assistance,

Drawing down military equipment from Soviet depots,
Providing supplies from Soviet depots, and

Acting with two or more nations.

Employing diplomacy,

Unilateral actionms,

Military intelligence collection,

U.S. acting with two or more countries,
Improving/maintaining force readiness, and

Providing supplies from U.S. depots.

be seen, the crisis activites of both superpowers have a great deal




TABLE 21

Frequency of Soviet Actions During
Crises Involving Both Superpowers, 1946-1978

Period 1 Period 2 Period 3
8/24 Crises® 13/36 Crises® 30/30 Crises®
Soviet Action Categories 1946-1955 1956-1965 1966-1978
Commit land forces to combat 2 1 3
Commit sea forces to ‘combat 0 0 0
Commit air forces to combat 2 2 3
Commit support services (land) 2 3 5
Commit support services (sea) 0 3 0
Commit support services (air) 2 4 3
Reposition land forces 6 6 4
Reposition sea forces 2 4 9
Reposition air forces 5 5 8
Threaten nuclear forces as a deterrent O 1 0
Redeploy nuclear forces as a deterrent 1 0 1
Change alert status of nuclear forces 2 0 0
Threaten nonnuclear forces as-a 0 7 3
deterrent
Redeploy nonnuclear forces as a 4 5 5
deterrent
Change alert status of nonnuclear 6 8 11
forces
Redeploy peacekeeping forces 0 0 0
Show of military force 6 6 12
Military blockade or quarantine 2 2 1
Isolated military contact 3 2 4
Military forces used in search and 1 1 0
rescue
Military intelligence collection 0 0 0
Military intelligence dissemination 0 0 0
to an ally
Military intelligence provided to an 0 0 0
antagonist
Military maneuvers or training 6 4 3
exercises
Improve, maintain force readiness 7 9 7
Covert military operation 2 2 5
Military intervention between combat- 1 1 0
ants
Airlift personnel and/or supplies 4 6 10
and equipment
Provide military advisory assistance 3 7 13
(Continued)
2-39




2 N S AR s o N G N Tl s

(]
Table 21
Frequency of Soviet Actions
Continued (&
Provide military training for combat 3 6 7
troops
Provide other military training 3 5 9
Drawdown military equipment from USSR 5 10 18
: units O
4 Provide supplies from USSR depots 9 17
;: Provide supplies from non-military 4 7 10
P sources
k- Provide military maintenance assistance 4 6 11
# Provide other military logistics 3 7 10
b assistance )
3 Provide other mlitary assistance 3 6 4
. Make POL/ECO commitment implying new 0 1 2
: military mission
3 Undertake a new military mission 6 8 6
: Accept a new military cost 6 7 10
2 Modify an existing defense treaty 1 1 5 Q
- Modify an existing base rights treaty 0 0 2
3 Modify an existing status of forces 0 0 4
3 agreement
Seek assistance in decision-making 2 3 2
Take no military action 2 1 14
Employ diplomacy 7 11 25 O
" Mediate a dispute 0 2 6
Threaten to, or actually, withdraw 2 0 6
support
Advocate/support peacekeeping efforts 1 S 4
Improve scientific/technical capabili- 0 0 2 :
ties O
Reaffirm existing political/military 4 10 14
& commi tment
Lodge protest(s) 7 11 18
Other 0 0 2
USSR acts alone 1 4 11 3
USSR acts with one other nation 1 5 3 2
3 USSR acts with two or more other 5 4 16
g nations
g United Nations involved 6 7 11
Military intervention in a Marxist- 1 2 3
Leninist state _
Cooperative intervention in a Third 0 3 8 &%
World state
Joint operation with other Marxist- 3 0 3
Leninist state
U.N. Veto 3 2 b
U.N. resolution and/or amendments 4 5 6 .
U.N. speeches and/or letters 6 8 12 o
(Continued)
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Table 21 ¢
Frequency of Soviet Actions
Continued

Support existing regime

Support anti-regime insurgent move-
ment

Support anti-regime CP or CP movement

Provide political/propaganda support

~ Provide economic assistance

Provide crisis-related military aid

Fairly direct use of military forces

Use of WP, CMEA to support political
goals

Use of international other organiza-
tions

T A X T PR T

& WS WwND> NW

s The numerator indicates number of crises for which actions were coded and

the denominator indicates the total number of crises that could have been
coded. ]

o A AR YR B 20 504 He R

A e R NGRS A AN B Ll % . N e




TABLE 22

Frequency of U.S. Actions
During Crises lavolving Both Suparpowers, 1946-1978

Period 1
0/24 Crises®
L. 8. on_Cate 1946-195%

Coamit land forces to combat

Coamit sea forces to combat

Commit air forces to combdat

Commit support services (land)
(

Reposition land forces

Reposition sea forces

Reposition air forces

Threaten nucleae forces as o
deterrent

Redeploy nuclear forces as a
deterrent

Change

t status of nuclear

forces as a deterveat
Threaten nonnuclear forces as a
deterrent
Redeploy nonnuclear forces as a
deterrent

Redeploy peacekesping forces

Show of military force

Military blockade or quarantine

Isolated military contact

Military forces used in sesrch and
rescue operation

Milicary intelligence collection

Military intelligence disseainacion
to sn ally

Military intelligence provided to an
antagonist

Milicary saneuvers or training NO
exercises DATA

Isprove, maintain force readiness CODED

Covert military operation

Military intesvention between com-
batants

Afrlifc personnel and/or supplies
and equipoent

Provide military advisory assistance

Provide military training for combat
troops

Provide other militacy training

Drawdown military equipment from
U.S. units

Provide supplies from U.S. depots

Provide supplies from nonm!litary
sources

Provide mtlitacy salntenance assls-
tance

Provide other aflitary logistics
an nce .

Provide other military assistance

Make POL/ECO commitment implying new
allitary sission

Undartake a new ailitary misston

Accept a new silltary cost

Modify an ting defense treaty

Modify an existing base rights treaty

Modify an existing status of forces
agrecment

Seek assistance in declsion-making

Take no eilitary accion

Eaploy diplomacy

Mediat ispute

Threaten to, or actually, vithdrav support

Advocate/suppart peaccekeeping eftorts

laprove sctentific/technical capablliities

Reafliro existing political/etlitary
coanltment

Lodge protest(s)

Other

U.S. acts alone

U.5. acts vith one other nation

U.S. acts with two or more other natlone

Cnited Natlons tavulved

THe awrator (odt
{1 R0 SERR S LA R

awd.
R R R

Pertod 2
36/36 Crises®
19361963 _

-
=N OO0 NLw » WWS ©O O O~ ONNDON W O W O © msEnemwmNN

H re w N

-0~

s om0 ®owsmEoo

Perid 3
30/30 Crises®

1966-19:

-
U W WWO O O SN UNOEN W W N O W DR NsELNEED

-

-t

-
® w ®o

oo wosvolme mumme =&

-
o

of ert-aa far whish actlans wvers ende! and

i agiar e




Crisis Objectives ik

Tables 23 and 24 present frequencies of Soviet and U.S. crisis objectives
_‘3. that were coded for common crises from 1946 to 1978. The 10 most common
: Soviet aims were:

e Contain opponents,
é() e Deny military access,

e Neutralize Western influence in the Third World,

® Alter balance of power in favor of the United States,
(5} e Support shifts in favor of Communism,

e Deny political access,

e Maximize Soviet prestige,
() e Avoid direct involvement, and

e Confirm/reestablish prestige.

The 10 most common U.S. crisis objectives were:

O
e Preserve regime from external threat,
e Protect human life,
O e Discover intentions or actioms,
e Deny military access,
e Deny political access,
) e Restore peace,
e Preserve balance of power, g7
e Prevent spread of Communism, i
(& e Preserve/restore/improve alliance, and |
e Protect legal and political rights.
O
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TABLE 23

Frequency of Soviet Objectives During
Crises Involving Both Superpowers, 1966-1978

Period | Period 2 Period 3
8/24 Crises® 13/36 Crises® 30/30 Crises®
Soviet Objestives 1946~1955 19561965 1966-1978
Deter fmminent attack 2 3
Improve or rectify deterrence posture &
Put down rebellion 1
Restore a regine 1
Regain to € 1
Restore peace 8
Resotre territorial integrity 7
Restore military balance of power 3
Restore readiness (]
Preserve readiness 3
Preserve peace 4
Conf{irn or reestablish prestige ! 19
Preserve territory and/or facilities 12
Preserve regime from external threat 1 14
Preserve regime from internal threat 6
Preserve, restore, or improve alliance 10
Protect legal and political rights 16
Induce maintenance of current policy 2
Dissuade from a new policy 11
Protect a military asset 7
Support a pew government 5
Induce national reorientation 1n
Induce adoption of a new policy 2
Bring about the fall of a regime ¥
Support i{nsurgency 9
Deny political access 20
Deny military access 21
Assure continued economic access 5
Preserve or regain control of the sea 0

Preserve or regain control of the air
Deny success to terrorists or hi jackers
Protect human life

Provide sancuary or asylum

Support critical negotiations

Discaover intentions or actions

Prepare for alternative missions
Suppart efforts by the United Nations

“Contaln opponent(s)

Prevent spread of wvar

Preserve line of comaounications

Regain technical advantage

Restore prestige

Preserve balance of power

Prevent spread of Conmunist influence

Prevent nuclear proliferation

Insure self-sufficiency

Avoid direct involveoent

Presecve secrecy

Preserve elite power systea within the
USSR

Preserve buffer systen

Preserve unity of internatlional
Connuni sm

Prevent reencrgence of Cermany as a
®a jor power

Contain PRC expansion

Avoid isolation

Maxinize Soviet prestige

Support shifts in favor of Conmun{sm

Neutralize Western influence in the
Thicd Vorld

Achieve recognition as a global super-
pover

Prevent U.N. fron taking independent
action

Mégg.hlancc of power favorable to

¥ The nwaerator 1-
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TABLE 24
Frequency of U.S. Objectives During

Q Crises Involving Both Superpowers, 1946-1978
Period 1 Period 2 Period 3
0/24 Crises® 25/36 Crises®  30/30 Crises®
U.S. Crisis Objectives 1946-1955 1956-1965 1966-1978
Deter imminent attack
o i Improve or rectify deterrence poature

Put down rebellion
Restore a regime
Regain to nomic r ces
Restore peace
Restore territorial integrity
Restore military balance of power
: Restore readiness
o Preserve readiness
§ Preserve peace

Confimm or reestablish prestige
Preserve territory/facilities
Preserve regime from external threat
Preserve regime from internal threat
Preserve/restore/improve alliance
Protect legal and political rights

o induce maintenance of current policy
Dissuade from a new policy
Protect a military asset
Support a new government
Induce national reorientation

—
-

—
[

-
[

Induce adoption of a new policy
Bring about the fall cf a regime NO
Support insurgency DATA
o Deny political access 1 1
Deny military access 1

Assure continued economic access
Preserve/regain control of the sea
Preserve/regain control of the air
Deny success to terrorists/hijackers
Protect human life
Provide sanctuary or asylum

Py Support critical negotiations
Discover intentions or actions
Prepare for alternative missions
Support the United Nations
Contain opponent(s)
Prevent spread of war
Preserve line of communications
Regain technical advantage
Restore prestige

. Preserve balance of power
Prevent spread of Communism
Prevent nuclear proliferation
Insure self-sufficiency
Avoid direct involvement '
Preserve secrecy
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Based on their 10 most common crisis objectives, it appears that the
United States is somewhat more reactive than the Soviet Union in crisis
situations. In other words, the Soviet Union appears to try, during
crisis situations, to exploit the opportunities available to it for

the purpose of maximizing its prestige and shifting international

forces in favor of itself and world socialism. This view is consistent
with the Western image of the Soviet Union as an aggressive power.
However, it is also consistent with the Soviet leadership's public inter—
pretations of its foreign policy in international crises. Obviously the
Soviet interpretation is quite different from the Western view. The Soviet
image of their crisis policy is one that sees the capitalist countries

as the initiators of crises but, even so, maintains that the socialist
countries retain the initiative during crises due to their historically

correct foreign policy tactics and strategies. In the Soviet view, even
though the capitalist countries are the aggressors their aggressions are
based partly on the increasingly weak strategic position resulting from
the shift in "correlation of forces" against them. In short, Soviet
commentators see themselves as engaged in a policy of active defemse in
crisis management behavior (Grechko, 1976).

Crisis Problems

Problems encountered by the Soviet Union and the United States during
common international crises are presented in Tables 25 and 26. The most

frequent crisis problems for the Soviet Union were:

® Consideration of international relatioms,
® Simultaneous multiple crises,

® Entanglement in ideological issues,

® Sensitivity to criticism from allies,

® Prolonged crisis with intermittent peaks,

e Soviet political-military involvement at the outset,
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TABLE 25
Frequency of Soviet Problems Encountered
il During Crises Invelving Both Superpowers, 1946-1978
Period 1 Period 2 Pariod 3
8/24 Crises®  14/36 Crises®  30/30 Crises®
@ Soviet Problem Categories 1946-1955 1956-1965 1966-1978

Constraints on military action 2 8 15

Consideration of Soviet domestic 4 3 6
impact

Consi {on of {onal 7 12 26
relations

Proposed action produces foreign 7 12 17
policy conflict

Inability to reinforce local umits in [} 2 2
time

Inability to provide additional 1 2 3
logistic support

Crisis actions affected by fdeological 6 8 18
snues

Crisis actions sffected by emotional 5 4 16
issues

Multilingual problems (1] 1 5

Delay in contacting proper individuals 1 1] ]

Action f{n friendly country (area) [ 9 13

Action in hostile country (avea) 6 5 16

Action inadequate to prevent crisis 3 8 14

Acticn inadequate to solve crisis 4 3 7

Forces inadequate to solve crisis 1 4 2

Failure to execute action in time ] [} 2

Inadequate logistic supporc 0 1 2

Inadequate control of local forces 2 L) 6

Nonavailability of transportation 3 6 4
(sea/air)

Ceography, terrain, climate 2 LS 8

Distance to crisis area 3 6 13

Unique logistice/communication re- 0 4 8
quirements

Crisis develops despite substantial 1 7 4
actions

Overreaction to ¢risis 1 0 1

Late Soviet involvement at outset 2 4 7

Soviet political-military involvement 6 8 17
at outset !

Situation is slow developing 0 3 14

$ituation develops over time; crisis 8 10 14
is sudden

Sudden crisis with prolonged action/ ] 8 ?
solution

Prolonged crisis with lntn-lttln: 7 6 17
peaks

Simultaneous multicrisis 6 7 23

Perceived threat to homeland 2 3 10

Perceived threat to key regions 5 3 1

Fear of Cermany L} 2 1

Fear of encirclement by Western states 5 4 4

Sensitivity to criticism from allies 1 3 18

Other Marxist-Leninist states involved 6 7 14

Opponents include Marxist-Leninist 2 2 7
states

Joint operations with other Marxist~ 3 1 1
Leninist states

Local CP's and movements threatened 4 3 9

Local CP's and movements fail to 1 1 1
follow Soviets

Local CP's and movements oppose 1 [} S
Soviets

Little military experience in crisis 3 6 1
theater

® The numerator indicates the number of crises for which problems were coded

and the denominator indicates the total nunber of crises that could have becn
coded.
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TABLE 26

Frequency of Problems Encountered by the
United States During Crisis Involving Both Superpowers, 1946-1978

Period 1
6/26 Crises®

U.S. Problem Categories 1946-1955

Delayed decision on action

Delayed transmission of decisions/
orders

Extensive interagency coordination
required for action

Concurrence(s) legslly required for
propused action

Referrel to international agencies
(U.N., NATO, OAS) required

President involved as decision-maker

Becurity/sensitivity issues

‘Misperception of constraints

Constraints on military action

Consideration of U.S. domestic impact

Consideration of international
relations

Proposed action prod d ic
policy conflict

Proposed action produces foreign
policy conflict

Legality of proposed action is an
issue

Presidential approval legally required

Inadequate communication facilities

Inability to reinforce local units in
time

Inability to provide additional logis-
tical support

Inadequate intelligence input for
decision-makers

Delay in securing adequate facts

FPailure to recognize import of informa-
tion received .

Crisis actions affected by ideological
{ssues

Crisis actions affected by emotional
issues

Multilingual problema

Press reiacions/public information
significant factors

Delay in contacting proper andividuals

Distracted attention due to multiple
crises

Boredom

Fatigue

Frustration

Turnover of key personrel

Chotce of coomander and staff

Sudden call-up/dispatch of troops

Intermediate headquarters/chain of
command

No clear lines of responsiblity to a
sinzle commander

Loss or transfer of key personnel

Joint operation-language

Action in friendly country (area)

Actton in hostile country (area)

Delay in receipt of decislon/orders

Public rclations/press censorship

Inadequate comaunlcations for oper-
ating forces

Fatigue

(Continued)
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Table 26
Problems Encountered by U.S.
Continued

Period 1 Period 2 Period 3
6/24 Crises®  26/36 Crises®  30/30 Crises®
o U.S. Problem Categories 1946-1955 1956-1965 1966-1978

Lack of Activity-boredom
Fail to acquire adequate information
in time
Act on inadequate/incorrect information
Delay/fail in transmission of informa-
tion
Q Action inadequate tuv prevent crisis
Action inadequate to solve crisis
Forces inadequate to solve crisis
Fail to execute action in time
Inadequate local logistical support
to accomplish objectives
Inadequate control of local forces
Readiness of forces
Q Availabilty of forces (priority)
Choice of units
Availability of equipment
Availability of 1lift (sea/air)
Consideration of replacement require-
ments in deploying units
Geography-terrain-climate
Distance to crisis area
(] Unique logistics/communications
requirements
Need for additional special intel-
ligence
Security/sensitivity a factor 2
No appropriate plans ready for crisis 8
contingency
Contingency plans exist but are 5
[+ ] inadequate
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Contingency plans exist but are not
followed

Situation not recognized initially;
action not timely

Situation recognized; actions
inadequate

Crisis develops despite adequate

3 actions

Overreaction to crisis

Late U.S. miltary involvement

U.S. military involved at onset

Situation develops over time before
crisis level is reached

Situation develops over time but
crisis is sudden

& Crisis occurs without warning 3

Sudden crisis with prolonged action/
solution

Prolonged crisis with intermittent 2 7 7
peaks

Multicrises 1 13 11
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B . The numerator indicates the number of crises for which problems were coded and
the denominator indicates the total number of crises that could have been coded.




Proposed action produces foreign policy conflict,
Crisis actions affected by emotional issues,
Action in hostile country/area, and

Constraints on military action.

The 10 most frequent problems for the United States during common crises

Consideration of international relatioms,
Consideration of press/public relations (domestic),
Presidential involvement in decision-making,
Constraints on military actions,

Situation develops over time but the crisis is sudden,

Situation develops over time before crisis level is
reached,

Crisis action affected by emotional issues,
Need for additional/special intelligence,
Extensive interagency coordination is required, and

Delayed decision on action.

Although there is considerable similarity between these lists of U.S. and
Soviet crisis problems, the differences are notable. The most obvious
differences are consideration of press/public relation for the United
States and ideological considerations for the Soviet Union. Interest-
ingly, both superpowers appear to be greatly constrained by the problem
of consideration of international relations, reflecting the reality that,
for both, crises are but one of the fora in which a multiplicity of objec-
tives are sought.
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CHAPTER 3. RESEARCH METHODOLOGY AND FRAMEWORK FOR ANALYSIS OF CRISIS
QUTCOMES

INTRODUCTION

This chapter sets forth the research methodology employed to identify and
assess the outcomes of recent U.S. and Soviet crises (1966~1978). The re-
maining sections of this volume, and of this component of the project, are
direct reflections of this research strategy.

It is not surprising that most crisie research to date (as shown in the
review of Parker, 1976) has focused on the characteristics of crisis sit-
uations and the processes by which nations engage in crisis management
(for example, actions undertaken and problems encountered).1 Moving from
the objective attributes of crises to an assessment of their outcomes in-
troduces a range of analytical questions that are intrinsically much more
difficult.

The assessment of crisis outcomes involves much more than simply determin-
ing if nations achieved one or a limited set of goals in a single crisis.
Nations pursue a multiplicity of short- and long-term goals in crises.

Only a fraction of these aims are represented in their goals in any single
incident. At the same time, the outcome of a crisis can affect a wide
variety of national goals and interests, over both the long- and short-term,
including interests that might not have been regarded as being at stake
during the opening crisis phase. An additional difficulty is that it is
never easy to identify organizational goals, much less assess their achieve-
ment, when dealing with very complex organizations such as the policy
apparatuses of the United States and the Soviet Union. Furthermore, the
policy goals pursued by states often resist clarifying analysis because

L' See Daly (1978) for a review of DARPA's Crisis Management Program and
associated research projects.




they are not easily recognizable. Hence, goals must often be inferred.
Analysts, as a result, must employ precise and explicit methods. If they
do not, they risk "proving” whatever they are predisposed to believe as
data potentially evidential of goals are so abundant and extensive that
they can be structured to yield virtually any interpretation (Rosenau,
1969: 169).

Despite the obvious difficulties posed by question of crisis goals and
outcomes, it is important to assess them in an objective and systematic
manner. Without rigorous outcome assessments it is impossible to move
beyond descriptive analyses of crisis situations, actions, and problems
to determine what types of actions are efficacious in particular contexts.
Outcome assessments are prerequisites for the development of more effec-
tive types of crisis nanagenent.2 Moreover, such analyses have potential
diagnostic payoffs for policy makers in that they can reveal the "success
rate” of various goals' achievement and thus help meet the challenges

of exploring alternative crisis policy objectives.

The three sections of this chapter develop the research strategy used to
assess the outcomes of recent Soviet and U.S. crises. This strategy
emphasizes the assessment of outcomes in terms of goal achievement (or

nonachievement).

The first section provides a base for some of the most distinctive aspects
of the methodology (for example, the emphasis on goal-related outcomes and
the employment of a fairly complex ensemble of potentially relevant goals
for each superpower) by reviewing previous attempts to evaluate nations'
policy performances. The review focuses upon national policy performances
rather than upon the more directly focused topic of policy performance
during crises because of the relative paucity of systematic, data based
analyses dealing with the more narrowly defined issue. There are some

z Additionally, knowledge of outcome assessments will inform an under-
standing of the more "objective” aspects of crises: their characteris-
tics, problems, actions, and so forth. Better knowledge of each part
of a crisis enhances an understanding of the whole.
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striking convergences in the best recent literature that cut across what
would otherwise appear to be divergent bodies of research. These conver-
gences are incorporated in the research strategy employed in this project
for the assessment of crisis outcomes. This portion of the presentation
helps to delineate the nature of the analytical problem being addressed
and shows why a research strategy using a small number of easy to measure,
nonjudgmental variables is not the most effective course.

The second section identifies some of the more general conceptual and
methodological questions involved in any attempt to assess the outcomes
of superpower crises, for instance: What roles do goals play? How can
differences between Soviet and U.S. perspectives be accomodated? What

credence can be attached to open source materials?

The final section, building directly on the preceding two, presents the
research strategy adopted for the assessment of Soviet and American cri-
sis outcomes over the period 1966-1978.

ASSESSMENTS OF NATIONS' POLICY PERFORMANCE

Recent attempts to evaluate nations' policy performances share two fea-
tures: an emphasis on goals as an essential element in the evaluation
process and a recognition of the complexity of the performance outcomes
assessed. This stress on goals and complex outcomes holds both for analy-
ses that attempt to formally evaluate national policy performances as

well as for those that have been based on models of national policy pro-
cesses that incorporate goal achievement outcomes into their explanatory
schemes. Prominent examples include research on artificial intelligence
as applied to international relations (Bennett and Alker, 1977); attempts
to apply cognitive mapping techniques to interpret the perceptual processes
of national decision-makers and analysts (Axelrod, 1976; Bonham, Shapiro,
and Trumble, 1979); analyses of the psychological process that go into
outcome evaluation assessments (Mlotek and Rosen, 1974); and attempts to




develop and apply formal evaluation schemes for the assessment of conflict
situations (Butterworth, 1978; Dowty, 1974; Hannah, 1972; Holsti, 1966),3

A;gif;g;gl ;g;glli.gpce Modgls of International Relations

Emphasis on goals and complexity are two of the hallmarks of the arti-
ficial intelligence modeling approach to the analysis of international
relations and national decision processes (Bennett and Alker, 1977, is a
good recent example of this approach). The cybernetic approach to anal-
ysis found in the artificial intelligence literature is, in part, a
response to the limitations of other approaches to modeling inter- and
intrastate policy processes that, while capable of representing unchang-
ing policies, do not allow the entities modeled to engage in such ele-
mentary processes as learning and adaptation.

One way in which artificial intelligence approaches incorporate adaptive
behaviors into their models of national decision-making processes is by
defining these processes in the terms set by the formal theory of organi-
zations (for example, Cyert and March, 1963). In this theory, a nation/
organization attempting to solve a problem/achieve a goal is postulated to
engage in a number of basic processes:

® Quasiresolution of conflicts: large complex issues are
subdivided into smaller problems, and each of these
smaller problems is assigned to a subcomponent of the
organization specializing in that type of issue, much
as national policy bureaucracies are subdivided into
functional and regional subsections.

e Uncertainty avoidance: decision rules are employed that
stress short-run feedback and avoid attempts to predict
other actors' behaviors.

e Problem#stic search: solutions are sought only when
problems are brought to the organization's attention;
an attempt is made to find solutions as similar as pos-
sible to those used in the recent past.

Only representative example~ of each of the tendencies in the litera-
ture are cited here and examined below.
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e Organizational learning: goals, rules used to guide
perception, and the types of solutions chosen are
altered as a function of experience.

In the actual practice of modeling, these elements are incorporated in
precedent-based models. A simplified representation of how such a model
operates is:

e A policy problem or opportunity is identified, using a
set of rules that identify problems and opportunities
in the modeled nation's environment.

@ Using previously set criteria, the central aspects of
the problem are identified, including the goals whose
achievement are affected.

e Based on the specification of the problem situations'
elements and the relevant goals, the organization's
history is searched to identify previously successful
strategies (What actions achieved these goals in sim-
ilar circumstances?).

e Action is then taken and the results of the action, in
terms of an outcome in which goals are achieved or not
achieved, are recorded. i

® The outcome of the actions then serves as feedback,
which modifies the probability that that particular
mix of actions will be selected to achieve the same
set of goals in similar types of situations in the
future.

Even in this very simplified representation, it is evident that this
approach to modeling is far more complex than many of the more common
multiple regression-based procedures that estimate one unchanging set of
parameters to account for an organization or nation's behaviors over a
broad range of situations and goals. It is also apparent that goals

and goal achievement play a central role in this process (compare
Deutsch, 1966).

Over the next decade, artificial intelligence approaches to modeling
nations' policy performances are likely to become increasingly common for




two reasons. The first is the intrinsic analytical attractiveness of the
modeling assumptions employed, which stand out even in the brief sketch
given above. Put simply, it is reasonable to assume that national leaders
draw upon precedents in their definition of probléns and selection of
actions to achieve goals (May, 1973) and that these leaders modify their
actions, at least in part, as a function of their success or failure in
achieving goals in specific types of situations.4 Because they are capable
of capturing these types of adaptive behaviors, artificial intelligence
models are especially suited for the analysis of policy outcomes. Second,
experience to date suggests that such models do a fairly good job of re-
producing the performance of nations (Bennett and Alker's (1973) analysis
of the Latin American nations involved in the 19th century War of the Pa-
cific is, once again, a case in po:lnt).5

Cognitive Mapping

The cognitive mapping approach to the analysis of decision-making shares
with artificial intelligence modeling an emphasis on goals and complexity
as central elements in the explanation of national policy performances.
Cognitive mapping (Axelrod, 1976) is based on a set of fairly simple

assumptions:

e National policies are selected and implemented by
leaders.

s Deutsch (1966: 182) reminds us that the word "government” is derived
from the Greek root meaning the art of steersmanship. Put simply, the
same underlying concept is reflected in the double meaning of the word
“governor” as a person with political administrative control and as a
mechanical device controlling the operation of an engine. Each implies
the importance of guiding the "unit" toward a goal based on past and
present performance.

. The current limitations on the use of these techniques are in large
part technical -~ there is no SPSS for the AI community. Validation prob-
lems posed by the sheer complexity of the models are another limitation.
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e Like all other people, leaders act on the basis of
perceptions, assumptions, and objectives.

@ Leaders' belief systems encompass immediate and
longer-term policy objectives, beliefs concerning
events in the international environment, and policy
options (alternative courses of actions).

e In order to produce comsistent policies, leaders' be-
lief systems have linkages. Cognitive maps attempt
to elucidate these linkages to show how leaders re-
late events to policy alternatives and goals.

In research conducted to date, leaders' cognitive maps have been iden-
tified in two ways: documentary analysis (for example, Axelrod's (1976)
analysis of British decision-makers' discussions of the Persian question
following the First World War) or through open-ended interviews (for
example, Bonham, Shapiro, and Trumble's (1979) interviews with U.S. Mid-
dle Eastern policy advisors on the National Security Council, and within
the Departments of Defense and State).

For our present purposes, three findings from this body of research are
of particular relevance. The first is that when applied in practice,

the procedures of cognitive mapping appear to work on a wide variety of
leaders and problem situations. Furthermore, the cognitive maps produced
provide plausible reconstructions for the mixes of actions selected by

leaders.

A second point, exemplified in the research of Bonham, Shapiro, and
Trumble (1979) on the impact of the 1973 Middle East war on the belief
systems of U.S. policy analysts, is that belief systems tend to be resil-
ient. As might be expected given cognitive psychology (compare, the re-
view of Steimbrunner, 1974), planners tend not to make major alterations
in their world-views, even in response to seemingly dramatic events.
Rather, such officials react to new information by fitting it into pre-
existing cognitive structures with little or no adjustments. This
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suggests that leaders' goals may have considerable stability over reason-
ably short periods of time, such as the 13-year horizon involved in the
present project's assessment of national goals and crisis outcomes.

Finally, analysis to date suggests that planners and leaders have ex-~
tremely complex sets of beliefs. Instead of having “"neat” belief systems
with strong hierarchical structures, in many instances their conceptual
orders have a proliferation of elements without strongly perceived inter-
connections, (for example, Axelrod, 1976). This’'is not a surprising
finding. It is, for example, consistent with Cyret and March's (1963)
concept of quasiresolution of conflicts presented in the preceding review
of artificial intelligence models, in that problems (belief system ele-
ments) are highly decomposed. It does, however, sﬁggest that any realis-
tic picture of a national leaderships' ensemble of goals is likely to
contain a relatively large number of elements (goals) with few intercon-
nections among them and that the elements (goals) of relevance are likely

to vary widely across crises.

Anaiysis of the Psychological Process of Performance Evaluation

Mlotek and Rosen (1974) have produced a highly innovative analysis of the
psychological factors that enter into assessments of national policies.
While their subjects were undergraduate college students rather than
national leaders, their results provide some of the best insights avail-

able concerning the dynamics of the assessment process.

Mlotek and Rosen were concerned with students' assessment of the costs

of the Vietnam war. Cost-tolerance (the dependent variable) was computed
as the summed total of subjects' scores on five scales assessing cost-
tolerance in terms of the cost of the war to the hation in money; combat
deaths; policy costs (for instance, unpopular stances in the United Nations
that lose international support for the U.S.); costs to each individual in

terme of additional taxes, inflation, and wage controls; and costs in terms
of personal commitment (being drafted and sent to Vietnam, and so forth).
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Three independent variables were employed. An evaluation dimension dealt
with attitudes pertaining to the Saigon regime, the Vietcong, the ration-
ale for U.S. involvement in the war, American national interests, and
other salient aspects of the conflict situation. A cost dimension ad-
dressed both the real and opportunity costs of the involvement, once again
as expressed in subjects' telponses'to attitude survey questions. The
final dimension concerned expectations of policy outcomes and the sub-
Jects' evaluations of the likelihood of a U.S. victory in the conflict.

These three predictors ——- evaluations, costs, and expectations of policy
outcomes -—- were related to cost-tolerance assessments in two ways. The
first was a standard multiple regression equation, in which the three
accounted for 30 percent of the variance in cost-tolerance. The second
was a more complex equation in which the three predictors were combined
in a utility calculation ((evaluations x expected outcomes) - costs).
When regressed on the utility score produced by this formula, 58 percent

of the variance in cost-tolerance could be accounted for.

The importance of Mlotek and Rosen's research for present purposes con-
cerns less the actual beliefs of American undergraduates in 1971 as the
general processes involved in the evaluation of policy outcomes. What
stands out in their analysis is the complexity of the students' assess-
ments of the Vietnam war. No fewer than five cost-tolerance dimensions
and three dimensions of predictors were identified and differentiated.
Moreover, the three predictor factors were best related to the criterion
of cost-tolerance when combined in a utility formula rather than when

treated independently. When students dealing with a classroom problem
treat policy performances in such a complex manner, one can begin to
gain some insights into the even greater levels of complexity that are
likely to be involved in the deliberations of national leaders and plan-
ners faced with a multiplicity of complex issues.

3-9
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Formal Evaluation Schemes for the Assessment of Conflict Outcomes

There have been three major recent attempts to analyze the outcomes of
international conflicts:

@ Holsti's (1966) pioneering investigation of the resol-
ution of conflicts from 1919-1965,

e Dowty's (1974) study of the efficacy of great power
guarantees in peace settlements since 1815, and

@ Butterworth's (1978) analysis of the post-World War II
experience of five international organizations in the
management of international disputes.

Since these studies deal with crises, along with wars and other types of
interstate conflicts, they provide some of the best methodclogical guid-
ance available for the present attempt to evaluate the outcomes of recent

Soviet and American crises.

The first study in the series (Holsti, 1966) in many ways exemplifies the
ma jor methodological attributes of the set. In his analysis, Holsti was
concerned with a very narrow type of outcome: the ways in which inter-
national conflicts involving the threat or use of force ended since 1919.
Six categories of conflict outcomes were developed and differentiated by
Holsti in his theoretical argument:

® Avoidance: voluntary withdrawal by one or more parties
from the bargaining/conflict situation,
e Conquest: victory through decisive use of force,

e Submission-Withdrawal: one party yields to another's
threats,

e Compromise: both sides to the dispute agree to a par-
tial withdrawal of their initial objectives, positions,
demands, or actions,

e Award: use of third parties to arbitrate or adjudicate
the conflict, and
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e Passive Settlement: while there is no immediate resolu~
tion to the conflict, over time the parties attribute
at least partial legitimacy to the status quo.

These categories proved sufficiently robust to support Holsti's analysis
of the types of settlement procedures used in the set of conflicts ana-
lyzed and also served the same role in Hannah's (1972) analysis of war
termination from 1914-1965.

The most striking aspect of these categories for our immediate methodo-
logical purposes is that they require the use of judgment. The analytical
distinction between avoidance and submission, for example, depends latgely
on a coder's assessment of contextual information about the dispute and
the actions and reactions of the parties involved in the conflict. This
employment of judgmental variables is even more striking when we recall
that Holsti is dealing with (quite appropriately for his purposes) a

very narrowly defined outcome likely to represent only a fraction of the
crisis-related goals of either the United States or the Soviet Union.

A similar emphasis on the use of judgmental variables is present in
Dowty's analysis of the effectiveness of great power guarantees and

in Butterworth's (1978) investigation of the crisis management functions
of international organizations. The latter incorporates such judgmental
factors as the likelihood that a conflict would have abated within three
years without any external intervention and the likelihood of the dis-
appearance or spread of a conflict had international organizations not

become involved.

GENERAL CONCEPTUAL AND METHODOLOGICAL QUESTIONS INVOLVED IN THE ASSESSMENT
OF OUTCOMES

Like all other organizations of sufficient interest to warrant serious

6

analysis, national policy bureaucracies are complex.” This complexity

L, The discussion in this section, particularly the components dealing
with complex organizations, are derived in large part from the arguments
developed by Mohr (1973), Simon (e.g., 1969) and Cyret and March .(1963).
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raises a number of issues that need to be resolved before one can develop
reliable and valid assessments of policy outcomes, such as the superpower
crisis outcomes that are the subject of the present project. This section
briefly presents some of the more significant problems. IA most instances
the solutions to these problems are deferred until the next section, which
presents the project's research strategy. For convenience, the conceptual
and methodological questions are grouped under two headings: problems
that foliow from the character of national policy apparatuses as complex
organizations, and those posed by the bureaucratic politics paradigm and
potential value bias.

Complex Organizational Processes

The major analytical problems falling within this category concern the
two different "directions” in which the policy apparatuses of the United
States and Soviet Union constantly face, the variegated sets of goals
sought by both nations, and the interdependencies between goals and out-

comes.

Following Mohr (1973), an argument can be made that any organization al-
ways faces in two "directions.” At the same time it seeks to have an
impact on its external enviromment (for example, transitive goals), and
it seeks to maintain and increase its own capacity to affect external
events in the future (for example, reflexive goals). This dual orienta-
tion has some significant implications for any assessment of the external
policies of nations. In many instances, 'major defense and international
policy goals are likely to be at least p&rtially instrumental in character.
Nations seek to acquire and retain foreign bases, for example, because of
the instrumental value these bases might serve in affecting events abroad
rather than for their own intrinsic value (viewed in and of themselves,
bases are often as much of a liability as an asset). Similar arguments

could be made for a wide variety of other external policy goals pursued

4
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by both cuperpounra.7 In the ongoing course of policy, many "outcomes"”
are both ends in themselves and the means for achieving future ends.

Recognition of this dual orientation has some direct implications for any
attempt to catalog and assess policy outcomes. Given the Janus-faced
character of superpower policy, it is necessary to develop a set of crisis
outcomes that denotes various stages on the chain of ends and means. In
some cases the most important "outcomes” of a crisis (in the eyes of the
evaluating superpower) may lie outside of the immediate crisis theater.8
Indeed, in some cases the most significant outcomes may be internal to the
superpower itself. For example, Jones (1975) has argued that one of the
major factors inhibiting large scale commitments of Soviet forces in dis-
tant conflicts is the Soviet leadership's fear of the domestic political
repercussions that might follow from an unpopular foreign involvement. In
their writings, the Soviets have been quick to point out such repercus~
sions of French involvement in Algeria and U.S. involvement in Vietnam,
presenting analogies that are not likely to be missed by astute Soviet

readers (CACI, 1978e).

The second aspect of the complexity of organizational processes within
both the United States and the Soviet Union that raises difficulties for
analysis is the sheer range of interests pursued by both actors. One
illustration of this range is provided by Blechman and Holt (1971) who,
relying on only one State Department publication, were able to differen—
tiate almost 50 distinct, operationally measurable aspects of U.S. "in-
terests"” abroad. Each of these goals could readily be subdivided using

See Chapters 4 and 5 for discussions of U.S. and Soviet policy goals.

A recent example of such an outcome for U.S. crisis behavior is the
United States' dramatic use of military power during the Mayaguez crisis
which seems to have been designed, in part, to signal to audiences beyond
Phnom Penh U.S. will and military strength after the collapse of Saigon
(Blechman and Kaplan, 1976).
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additional functional or regional criteria. There is no reason to expect
that Soviet goal structures will be any less complex. Indeed, at least
in the realm of ideological goals and interests, the Soviet structure is
likely to be more involved than that of the United States.

Once again the analytical implications of this type of complexity are
fairly direct. Any realistic assessment of crisis outcomes in terms of
goals needs to include a broad sampling of those superpower interests
that might be involved in a crisis.

The third factor that needs to be considered is the interdependency be-
tween goals and outcomes. As Mohr contends (1973), along with intent,
outcome is one of the essential elements involved in organizational goals.9
Outcomes have an obvious relationship, bordering on tautological, to goals

in any assessment of an organization's goal structure and performance.

Less immediately obvious, but essential for later purposes, is the other
side of interdependency. Just as goals are obviously related to outcomes,
so are outcomes (including crisis outcomes) dependent upon goals. Any
attempt to develop performance assessments for nations not taking this
linkage into account would be critically flawed since it would, in effect,
be evaluating a nation's achievement of an outcome where that outcome/
goal set might not have been involved, at least from the vantagepoint

of the nation being assessed.

The Bureaucratic Politics Parad;gg_and the Problem of Value Bias

The analytical problems posed by the bureaucratic politics paradigm and

the problem of value bias can be posed succinctly, leaving their resolution
to the next section. In the case of the bureaucratic poiitics paradigm
(elaborated in Allison and Halperin, 1972) the difficulty has to do with

9 In fact, Mohr (1973: 472) defines a goal as "an intent to achieve some
outcome.”

3-14




the salience, particularly to policy audiences who spend a good deal of
their day to day existences involved in bureaucratic politics, of an ex-
planatory model of national policy that places primary emphasis upon the
interplay of bureaucratic interests and actors as the determinants of na-
tional policy. This model of the policy process stands in direct opposi-
tion to the "unitary rational actor model” of policy, in which decision-
makers have a high degree of latitude to specify and adjust goals and
actions. Given that this project's methodology focuses on goals, a
purposeful form of behavior that fits most naturally (at least at first
glance) into the unitary rational actor model, the problem posed by the
bureaucratic policies paradigm is fairly obvious.

The problem of value bias (Hendricks, 1976) in the identification and
assessment of crisis outcomes is both simple and difficult to overcome.
Its simplest component is the evaluation of outcomes themselves. It is

by no means difficult to avoid drawing normative conclusions in the

course of such evaluations; one can simply focus on the state of affairs
as it exists, postcrisis. More difficult problems to overcome pertain

to the selection of outcomes to measure and the selection of indices for
these outcomes. Given the wide variety of outcomes that could be assessed,
and the existence of multiple (and not necessarily congruent) indicators
for each, it is apparent that bias could easily creep into the analysis

in the form of selective attention to a limited range of outcomes and out-

come measures.

RESEARCH DESIGN

;s This section outlines the research design employed to identify and eval-
uate the outcomes of recent Soviet and American crises. Some of the ma jor
components of this design are developed in succeeding chapters and appen-

I dices, with Chapters 4 and 5 presenting the rationales for the sets of

goals/outcomes selected for the United States and the Soviet Union and
Appendices A and B providing a detailed codebook for each of the outcome
variables. The argument in this section is divided into two parts. The
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first focuses on the advantages of a goal-based approach to the assess—
ment of crisis outcomes. The second presents the research design and the
key assumptions that figure in it.

The Advantages of a Goal-Based Approach to the Assessment of Outcomes

In this project, the outcomes of superpower crises from 1966 through 1978
are assessed in terms of goal achievement -- the extent to which either
the United States or the Soviet Union satisfied those of their self-
defined national interests involved in each of the incidents.

Policy goals were identified by examining primary source materials. 1In
the case of the United States, the sources consulted included the records
of Presidential press conferences, Presidential papers and memoirs, and
publications issued by the Departments of State and Defense.l0 For the
Soviets, Soviet Party Congress materials, books published by the Soviets
dealing with international affairs, and statements in the Soviet press
were employed (Chapters 4 and 5 present both the U.S. and Soviet sources

in greater detul).l1

In the course of reviewing these materials, a deliberate attempt was made
to outline the major dimensions of external policy bearing on national
security interests, as presented in the writings of both superpowers.
Essentially, an attempt was made to identify all of the major external
policy goals that occurred with some frequency in the sources reviewed

and might be affected by international political-military crises.

L In addition, some of the standard American foreign and defense policy
textbooks were also reviewed, for example, Spanier (1977). These texts
are often very close in orientatiorn .o national policy and have the ad-
vantage of presenting detziled depictions of some of the goals, as is
shown in the discussions in Chapter 4.

1 In a few policy arenas, where the Soviets are notoriously reticent

concerning their actions and objectives, supplementary Western materials
were also used, as is detailed in Chapter 5.
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In many cases the source materials also suggested the appropriate indices
to assess goal achievement. Reflecting the structure of policy in both
nations, both functional (for example, ideological, economic, military)
and regional goals were identified for both superpowers. Consistent with
the complex character of superpowers' self-defined national interests, the
goals included some instrumental aims (for example, certain access and
military capability variables) in addition to goals whose outcomes are
most appropriately assessed in terms of events occurring in foreign na-
tions (for example, the survival of friendly regimes and parties).

In other words, the analytical scheme sought to utilize the entire range

of goals expressed by the relevant superpower as a template for comparison

12 Therefore a crisis could be

against actual crisis policy behavior.
assessed relative to its consequences or outcomes in terms of the payoffs
and costs incurred by a state during it. No effort was made to grade or
pass judgment on the actual objectives sought by either the USSR or U.S.
during the crises analyzed, although the frequency of goal achievement
has obvious policy prescriptive value in that it allows for the assess-

ment of goal reinforcement, redirection, and reversal.

The use of a broad ensemble c¢f Soviet and U.S. goals has a number of advan-
tages. The first is that it helps to locate the crisis management activ-
ities and concerns of the superpowers within the broader ranges of Soviet
and American policy and interests. Crises, while important, are only a
part of the picture; the more general goals of the two superpowers cut

across all aspects of it.

12 This strategy is similar to those employed by Cottam (1967, 1977) and
George and Smoke (1974). Also, it is similar to the social psychological
use of "comparison levels” as standards against which actors evaluate the
"attractiveness” and satisfaction level of relationships (Thibaut and

Kelly, 1959: 21).
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Second, the use of a broad range of goals derived from each nation's pub~-
lic statements answers the obvious question of vhy some outcomes are
assessed in preference to others in the course of developing performance
assessments for Soviet and U.S. crises. The value bias problems that
would arise if researchers' judgments, rather than thr. statezents of na-
tional leaders, were used to specify outcomes, are avoided in this manner.
Naturally, one can question whether either superpowers' leadership is
completely forthright in its statements concerning its goals and objec—
tives. Without attempting to settle this question in any final sense, we
think the answer to the question is a qualified yes. Both superpowers
are aware of the importance of public communications, particularly in
crisis management (CACI, 1978e). While neither is likely to say every-
thing that is of concern to it, we believe that it is reasonable to
assume that the core self-defined interests of each state are communi-
cated through the media we have examined.l3 Public signals of the type
examined in this project have significance and import simply by virtue

of being public statements concerning self-defined national 1nterests.14

Focusing on a broad range of goals, any one of which might be involved
in any given crisis, rather than upon a narrower range of interests, also
has a number of analytical advantages. Most obviously, it allows us to
keep "score” from the perspective of the relevant superpower. This is
done by assessing the relevance of each goal in a particular crisis and
evaluating outcomes only for those aims relevant in that specific inci-
dent. By doing this, the outcome assessments match the actual range of
superpower concerns during the incidents instead of evaluating the out-

comes in terms of the set chosen by an outside observer.

& See Chapters 4 and 5 for further discussions of this point for both
the United States and Soviet Union.

1S The Soviets are particulary constrained in this regard, as they attempt
to "sell” their "line" to a host of foreign Marxist-Leninist parties and

movements.
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By the same token, the initial determination of the relevance of each goal
(and attendant outcome assessments for that aim) provides valuable informa-
tion concerning the ways in which different types of superpower interests
vary across crises and various categories of crises. The inclusion of
important values that may not be frequently challenged during recent

crises serves an important role by presenting an opportunity for the
identification of low threshold threats to those values. Finally, a
goal-oriented approach lends itself to subsequent aggregation and disag-
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gregation in analysis (for example, by combining outcomes in given func-
tional categories such as military-economic national security interests).

The data collection phase of this project generated cutcomes data based
on the ensembles of superpower goals identified in Chapters 4 and 5.

These are termed crisis specific outcomes because the subset of situation—
ally relevant superpower goals varies radically across crises. Because
they concern complex policy outcomes, these variables are assessed g~

nentally.15

Because of the importance of these judgments, unusual care
was taken in the codebooks (Appendices A and B) to show how these judg-
ments are generated. The codebook entry for each crisis specific outcome
moves from general to particular, beginning with a generalized statement
of the superpower goal the performance of which the outcome indexes. Next
follows the outcome assessment scale that is used to code the variable,
followed, at the most specific level, with the set of measures or indices
consulted in the course of assessing the outcome. As a reflection of the
primary source materials used to identify the goals, and in order to cap-
ture some of the "flavor"” of each superpower's self-defined interests,
each crisis specific goal 1s discussed from the perspective of the super-

power holding it.

- The reliability, validity, and general analytical utility of judgmental
variables in such roles has been demonstrated in previous DARPA-sponsored

research dealing with crisis behavior (for example, CACI, 1978e), and the

operations of military forces (CACI, 1978g). Appendix C discusses the re-
1iability and validity of these data in greater detail.
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Sequentially, the identification and analysis of crisis outcomes involves
the following stages:

1. The identification of Soviet and U.S. policy geals from
primary source materials.

2. The specification of types of evidence that are to be
used as the basis for judgments concerning the achieve-
ment of each goal (relying upon primary source materials).

3. The development of crisis outcome scales for the assess—
ment of goal achievement.

4. As the first step in the coding process, a determination
of the relevance of each goal/outcome set in each crisis
(once again, relying upon primary source materials to the
extent possible).

5. The coding of the crisis-relevant outcomes plus the gen-
eral outcome variables.

Crisis outcomes are coded at 1l- and 5-year intervals to capture both the
short- and medium-term effects and correlates of the incidents. The 1-
year interval was selected as a commonly used short-term effects interval.
The 5-year interval used for medium term effects is of approximately the
same length as the longest formal policy cycles found in both superpowers
(the 4-year administrations in the United States and the 5-year cycle of
of Congresses of the Communist Party of the Soviet Union).16

Analysis of the crisis outcomes variables focus on both causal and con-

comitant relationships between these outcomes and other factors. Given

et The crisis specific outcomes are also structured to reflect another

type of short term/medium term distinction. For the most part, the goals
and outcomes included in the functional categories (military, economic, and
ideological) tend to have longer periods of validity than those grouped
under regional headings, which are more subject to change in response to
the evolution of events in each region.
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the complexity of international politics, it would be unreasonable to
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