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PREFACE

The task of estimating the {ntentions of both friend and adversary
has always been critical te statecraft and military affairs. The Chinese
strategist, Sun Tzu, wrote long ago that it is forckumuwledge which allows
the statesman or gencral to achieve things beyond che reach of ordinary
Men.

But intention estimation has not been an altogether respect-~ble
occupation, iavolving as it does concerted snooping, prying, and spying ou

the one hand, and the possibility of disasterous blunders if the wrong
estimate is made, on the other. This shady image is often reinforced by
the remarks of journalists and even intelligence agercy leaders which
equate the gathering of information oun intentions with the stereotyped
image of the spy, cloaked ana daggered, subotning and corrupting inforamers
and insinuating his way into the enemy’s secret councils. Nor are
frequent rewmlnders needed that it is easy to go wrong; intelligence
failures are uncomfortably common now as in the past. Since the echoes of
the CTA"s scandals and abuses recently faded rarely has a mouth gome by
without the appearance of an article on the “op-ed” page of a wmajor
newspaper {usually adorned vith an illustration of a suitably shady and
hooded figure) reminding the public that, while gpy satellites may bhe able
to count the Russi{ans” missiles and forces, only the old-fashioned agent,
out fn the Moscow cold or some other hostile capital, can f{nform us what
our advoersaries intend to do wiih theiv forces. Althopgh this equatiug of
intention agtimation with traditional spying {s inaccurate, it sevves to
veinforne the public perception ef fatention estimation and istelligence
gathering and analysis as, if not respectable, certainly ncceasary.

It has uot always been so. As recently as the 1950s military
intelligence analysts were explicitly prohibited Zrom estimating the
intentions of an adversary and required to estimate ouly capabilities
(Stech, 1980b). As ths natuve of silitary and naval conflicts aud the
politieal relations of the world”s nations grew nove coasplex and
gvift-=paced, the requirenments for fntelligence estiwates of intaations
changad, Bxplicit attention to intenrians as well as capabilities is uwow
- vaquived of ailicary analysts (Stech, 1980b) and {t has been sugaested
that ne fatelligence estimate is cowplete which fails to sive atkentien to
intentions and the lotegratien of fntentlons and capadiliriex fats a
decision~naking analysis of the advevsary (Sulliven, iw Godaon, 1980

51).

It i3 nok likely that a wation”s intelligeace ovganizations cen
suddenly shifr fronm s philosophy thae prohibited ianteation setisarion Lo
one that vequifes it and just 4 spddenly begin getting fivst-rate
esticates of intentions. Thate are =many vho bBelieve the Ualted Statesd has
ot vecently hod fovesighiful fatellipgencs estinates of jatentions aad
theve ara even ot who stehr to balfeve foresipght i lavgely fsposaible i
the veals of fatellipenee (see Stech, 1979). deverthelswe, thave have
baga sene tematkabla sudcess stories of ijatention estimation Jordsight
{sae Stech, 1979, aud Stech, 19805 and it seens wall varch the ¢ffove %o
tey ra isprove the process of inteution sstimation by exanining what is
tequived, how it is dons, the aature of the probless, and the woseidle
solutions.

An infrtal step In this direction exasined the phesvacnon
intention estimation, whether it could vt should be done, hww failuves
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came sbout and why successes occurred (see Stech, 1979). An ispottant
part of that survey related the general problem of inteutton estimation to
recent vesearch in cognitive and sccial psychology on human iaformation
processing. The present study takes this reseasrch a step further and
investigates how naval analysts estimate the pescetime naval intentions of
the Soviet Unfon and how this task is affected by our human limits as
fnforaacion processors and problemwsolvers. Io effect, we asked #ad
atteanpted to answer the following questions: What are the essential
processes of naval analysis of intentions? How do the probleme and limits
of human information processtng affect those processes? How do these
problens appear in actual naval estimates? How serious and wide-spread
sre such problems? What eight be done to aid and reinforce human
information processing and problem-golving :o possibly strengtheu naval
estimates of Soviet intentions?

Thiz study was prepaved for the 0ffice of Naval Research uader ONR
contract NOOOL4-78-C~Q727 with Mathematica, Inc. I ax deceply grateful to
Commander Ken Hull and Me. J. R. Simpson for their advice, pguidance, and
support in this research effort. Y am also greatly indebted to wmany
colleagues, frifends, and advisors who guided me to the hearts of the
intention estimation and human cognition probless. %o the extent chat I
kave ained in the right directions, they are due the credit. If I have
wissed the targat, I aw to blane. Drs. Richard Metts, Garry Brower,
Judith A. Daly, Robyn Dawes, Baruch Fisahhoff, Michzel Randel, Edward
Jones, snd Barry Turaer, and Major Generals Doyle Larson and Schlemo Gazit
provided vwe valuable comments on intention estimation, coguition, and

- intelligence analysis. Mr, Richards Heusr shared with pe his many

articles and thoughts oo the psyeholopical elements of intelligence
analysis. Mg, Cynthia ﬁuho ‘provided many fusights iato indicators and
the problem of warning an alloved me to delve fnto her extensive writings
on these subjects. The following fntalligence vetersas and scholags
shaved their experiences and reactions to my efforts: Dorwin Cavtwedghe,

. Ray €liee, Willisw €. Oolby, Hatthew Gallagher, Raymond Garthefi, Arthur

Hulaick, Klaus ¥aoye, Uilldiesm Roplowity, Jamas HeCoune)l, Hichasl

- HeoGuire, Dan Maxie, ¥alter Plovtebetmer, Savve Stevens, and Barton

Whaley. Na. Alma Hall oonce agaia vose above and deyonsd the call of duiy
and produced the typescript, tables and figu:x:s, 1 a0 also geast.eiﬁi to as‘
Swma Davis for her assistance.

Host of the prefatovy guotationy used in thix study can bW famxs
fa Bartlett”s Quotstions or any simdilar guides . Sume 6f the move

- lighthearted aphorisss come frem A. Sloch, Hurphy’s Law: Bosk 11 {1930,

Los Angeles: Pricer, Stesve, Sloane) sod P, Dickson, the affim;si Bulss

{1973, Kev York: bDalsesyre Press).

The viswa expressed here gxe Lhose of the suther and do ms:
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CHAPTER 1. INTRODUCTION AND OVERVIZW

Bafare a war military scfence scems like a real science,
" like astronouy, but after a way {t scems acve like
astrology. '

Rebecea Hest
WHAT THIS STUDY DOES
This rveport exanines a sample of publicly zvaflable estimates of

the peacetime naval intentions of the Soviet Union written by cxperts on
the Sowviet Navy. Xt does not esamine the Soviet Navy iftself, except

- through these sampled estimates, because the objective of this study is to

determine how such estimates are made, where the estimatfon methods might
be wauk (or pavticuiarly stroug), and to make some reconmendstions for the
authors and uysers of suych estimates. Because of this focus on matheds,

the tmages of the Soviet Navy coaveyed here are apt to be misleading -- -

the reader should consult the eriginal estimates for move faithful images.
But the reader seeking a means by which to weigh and judge conflicting
estimates, and the estimator seekiag to improve the crafc, woy find sous
holpful analysis here.

Bealuations of the methods of estimators have beun conducted
before and these prioy efforts have influenced the approach taken here.
For example, Goorge {1959) assessed the mathods and pradictive azcuracy of
propaganda analysts In World War YI. Morve rece.tly Ascher (1978) assessed
the methods sad arcurscy of faracasters predictiag treads in population,
natienal ecenemic data, energy, crassporvatien, 3ud technolegy. Coeklse
(19728), Lee {1927), and Holzman (1980) have assessed the methads and
gecuracy of CIA estimptes of Soviet dofense ewpeadituves. O Leary aund
Coplin (1975) compared the wmedhuds of State Department intellipence
analysts to quantitative techniques addressed to the same igsues. Albert
Hohistettey (19%4a, b, ¢} 1973, b) evaluated the asecuvasey of U.§. Befense
Bapartmeat gestinates of Soviset styatesie eapabliity and esivieized what hs
s#aw a8 the fallscious basie asssumptions of the setismaters. - In addicien,
as ig dowe in thie study, pravious writers have vseonmended sgreater uysa of
systanatic, quantitative, of mathematieal aids te iatelligence sud defense
analysis (o3, Heuer, 1973 O Leavy and Coolin, 1979 Sasty, 1963).

Est{eation Methads

¥har is the point of ssseseing the mathods of 2sticatses or theiy
procesees of judgment, catheyr thag just asgéssim the astisstes sad

judements theeselves? This §8 3 veasonable cusstien buk it yeflests a

beltef that goamshow che fasts speak for chomselves aad that the eethads of
cstimators have ealy an uniasortant ispact on thows estimates {Garthetf,
1978). The tdea that tatelligence ean sonchaw szeien from Fiw §;’;s§§$4
uatauchad by the sellying Tingevs of methed, i3 pary .. vhat Hesseraan

{1960) labaled “ianductioniss™ and Tasive reatfsn” =» beliels that 3l the

facts necd o LUTR into truth IS unblased observaricn, aad that the
“vavataishad” faces will adait ouly ene Interpretation. o _
Bath the analysiz of iatelligeace production, oad the study of

hunaa Judgaeént fa goaetal, have demcustivated that the wuethods (Yo they

o LA,
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’fomnigenee analysis methods, or just the ususl patterns of everyday
" thought) influence the judgmenis (see e.8+, Stech, 1979; Eivhorn and

Hogeeth, 1981). The elfect of such & seemfopgly trivial methodological

- dssue sx hoe o quustion iy askad can have 8 najor iofluence on the auswer.
h veeeri veview of research on how people make decistoaa {Einhora and
Cgarch, 1981} avgues that {emphasis added): A

oo &?n a2 post fuportant empivzinm results in the peria&
Cbader 187504 have shown the sengitivity of judguant and
chofee to ssamiaply uzinor changes o tasks {p. .J).

If winorx, ea&ny«-aveﬁaogﬁd aspects of j\xégmem tasks can
-significantly change judgments, even though no cata are chauged, then it
v seens worthuhile €o exanine the estimation tash and assess which detatla

. of method might Ye reducing the celiabiliey or validity of astimates. 4
. recent conceptual paper on estimates based on um:tain data (&mel; and
- ~numelzt. 13?3 a&-é?) ms&es the velated poioti ,

Man is both an able “fatustive statistician™ ami a prag:at:ie
enle saker depending ow what he iz asked to do with
uncertain information . . . {this) feplies that description
of taak para&&tef& éaaem wove attentiod than it has thus
far veceived. :

© . this study is an in!'d:e;r{a t&a&iwzim of »b& “task uaraneta%s of the

avalyst gatzmting ;hg pem;uiﬁc swea}, m:mim &f thg Ss)ﬁieg &avy.

'an of i&gent ARG

&lvaws pray that your ems;:iae is '&igk&é* In wiskedness -

. thare is a stroog strain teward vstionalicy. ‘Therefore
there is alvays the zassibdilicy, i t&e&:‘y & m&iiag §i,>.%
ﬁigke& By auttbiakiag Ehies.

“Mavion J. iavy, Jr., 1938

Niy stk &t estimates of fateatioss? Tals 48 6ot an essy guesilon
to soswes, aud v sonflicts wizh a2 long eeaditien Jhat has diceuted that

2o wilitary facelligwase should estleate capabilicies, net inteatiens {e.3.,
o eee, Stesh, (804 Cariheff, 1978}, ¥ can Be svgned that lntentions wuse
b estivated along sk ta*‘ﬂbii%iea {Savehoff, 1978), ihat fntentisas gaw
snd should e wscliested (Staeh, i@?*; aaé that atlicavy docteine Ras
Cewglved Fram the traditienel wisw te ane #hiich regulves estimates of

fatentions {Bteed, 1983a). Thate fs ales the problen thet estimstes vhich

. appeat o desl oaly vith capabilicies ofven concea) (oot Iateutioanaily)y an
- fwplieir sstisate of ia&zﬁﬁam, reiafsseiﬁg t&e weed for utﬁa&s shich
. abates Intendion mimﬁ. S

-X’ma cm Liases |

H sae vieve Nx probles closely asou;h he will vecogalzns
Biasdlf a8 pawe of the protisa.

' ‘Ww‘s Axion
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Hhy focus oa estimacion biascs, weaknesses, and fallactes?  The
sparvch fov methodoloenical weakaewses is as old as sclence. ‘The first
scieatific encyclnpedia, Rogor Bacon”s Opuy Majus, delivered co PFepe
Cleamerst IV fn 1268, dovoted the fiest of its seven major pares te fwuman
Eatlings and their causes. Classic examples of analvses of faults are
Thomss Hobbes® Leviathan and Behemoth, narcactons of the foll’ss aud
shortconings of man umm TGwifecs f‘u!lwet Travels aa:tnzed peiicical
faults; Volraire®s Candida, socinl Elaws; Bentham s Bock of Failaries,
histovical and econcmic errors., This voport mkes “noCpratesge v join
these raaks, but they serve to iflusirate a waratang. If Baesa's | & wos
excessively sinful, Hobbes” man a bratish beast, Swift’s men valwv.iovious
kaaves, and Veltatre s wav & fpanorang naif, the pitfall eof th  ~asony
atudy is that 3tv wipht be read as chavacterizing the ngval - .20 a3 a
claver byt self-befuddled foel. 7Yhis is 3¢ far froo the atm .- this siudy
that its opposite ig far cleoscer to the rruth:r $r % oy opinion
(subjective and blased perhaps) that naval amslysts are -3 gavaful and
suphisticated that any problems remaiuing with thelvr estimstes aye
gxtremely subtle and nonobvious.

It is a very great mistake, a oistake Beathan and others have
pade, te believe that errors of logic oy reagsoning, fallacies of wmethod,
oy failures of forecasting accuracy ave prima facie evidence that the
ustimate iz falze fu all respects aad wtterly useless. ft &s for this
very resson, the need for analysis which can chop astimatiou leglc inko

the weak and streag pavts, that this study was uadertaken. If naval

afalysts wéré fonls, this study would be unascesssary, and 3 scheslbey

eould do far auv 31 analysis what Baeos and his nefrs have dune faor other

vealas. It is because naval and iacelligence analysts tend te do theix
sark so mall ii V& ? I sssesseears of their mstheds are geeded o

deteraine any su subtle and nonobvisus blases that way t.@gm,

Paacerine Intentions
Uhy focus on estinates of peacetisme Sevier naval intentisms? Is
it teally necesgary Lo asgess Soviet pasest & intestioat Sheuld
aat the neval saalyst conceatdate o Bhe sugions of the Seviet
Bavy? Yo eacil sbaet 1983, iy was quits § asy wad¥ esalagt
betuees the B3, oy Hestera ¥Flects aad ¥ 7 would sevsar duriag
guEvey, & (e Sgvist aad Yestegn

3 sa¥. Sisce wéé. hehtE
YO LT ) ape L& ogeu ia evisiz
; = mli ‘;F.
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: cangerh ave? the Parward deplopment s sl
3 B3 u@@cm%z-eeﬁ@a B¢ Q&e ﬁw&et Yavy begas in 1987, Wwa a Ressian "bive
water™ ¢adability had Be¢nnd a ovedible vaalfivy. fu 19867 the Soviels
lavaghed the §ivsd Y-elade muglesy Ballisgie ofscile mebwagises {5330},
i’vi& 16 tubaz for 1300-nautical mijs SS-N<8 Balidmyde missiles. TS Fifst
va-clase hellcoptet dneviet bocaue operatisval, cateying the fi¥
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Soviet naval avaiation units afloat. In May and June, 1967, during the
Arab-Israell War, the Soviets deployed two anticarrier task forces to the
Eastern Mediterranear, matching the two U.S. carrier task groups, marking
the beginning of an expanded Soviet permanent presence in the
Mediterranean. Between 19565 and 1976 Soviet Mediterranean warship

_operating days quadrupled from 4 500 to 18,600, with the largest jump

coming in 1967. 1In October 19€7, during the Arab-Israeli War, Egyptian
forces manning a Soviet-built Komar-class missile patrol boat sunk the
Israeli destroyer Eilat with a surface~to-surface Styx cruis: missile.
These events had an immediate and continuing impact on Western
appreciations of the goals of the Soviet Navy. They also seemed to many
analysts to reflect a sharp change in Soviet intentions and led to various
interpretations (as we shall show in Chapter 3) of why the Soviets had
altered their naval policies, of what they could and would do with their
new forces and forward deployments, of the risks the Soviets might run in
these activities, and how they would employ these capabilities in
peacetime and crises. Furthermore, a variety of methods were developed by

" analysts and employed to investigate these intention questions.

Despite the differences of opinion on long-rum Soviet naval
intentions, there was considerable agreement on the short-run significance
of these events among Western observers. For example, the Y~class/SS-N-6
submarine, roughly comparable to the U.S. Ethan Allan-class/Polaris SSBNs,
allowed the Soviets to begin closing the margin in offensive sea~based
strategic missiles which the United States had enjoyed from 1961 to 1970.

The Moskva-class represented a significant departure from a Soviet
policy dating from the post-Stalin era which deprecated the survivability
and utility of aircraft carriers in nuclear war and stressed the
superiority of the Soviet anticarrier ocefensive task forces. While some
Western analysts quickly pointed out that "the Soviets (never) questioned
the value of diversified carrier capabilities in a variety of situations
short of (nuclear) war" (Wolfe, 1972: 37), others (e.g., Herrick, 1968;
‘Smolansky, 1977) note that the Soviets have still to launch their first
fleet aircraft carrier. Still others have noted the Soviets act as if
their anticarrier warfare task forces are a significant hindrance on
Western use of carriers in crises (Dismukes and MoConmnell, 1979: 22},
implying a continued vulunerability of carriers. Analysts agree that the
new Soviet naval aviation capability poses 2 new dimension to the probiem
of estimating Soviet naval capabilities and intentions, but disagree on
jJust what these developments portend.

The expanded Soviet out-of-area deployments to the East
Mediterranean foreshadowed the commencement in 1968 of regular deployuents
to the Indian Ocean, and ended what McConnel) and Dismukes (1979: 16)
noted was "a full decade (1957-1967) (in which) no recognized instances of
Soviet coercive diplomacy based on forces in the forward area occurred "
The Eilat sinking demonstrated that conventional gun~armed ships could be
outranged and sunk by much smaller missile-armed craft. Wolfe (1972:
23-24) asserts that this event "served perhaps wore than auything eclse to
sensitize Western naval circles to the threat implicit in the Soviet
Navy’s adoption of anti-ship missile armament . . . the Soviet potential
to challenge Western surface supremacy came to be taken far more geriously
than hicherto." Analysts agree that these developments are pevceived in
the West as “coercive diplomacy” and a potential challenge to Westera
surface supremacy, but they disagree on how realistic these porceptions
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are and whether these are the reasons the Soviets have undertaken forward
deployment and adapted missile and rocket technology to naval weaponty.

The combination of these events made scveral conclusions about
Soviet naval intentions falrly widespread. The explansion of the Soviet
strategic offensive capability represented in the Y-class program, it was
reasoned, would "draw" other Soviet units into blue water aveas,
especially ASW forces to protect the Y-class boats from Western
hunter-killer submarine and surface forces. The Mogkvio-class ASW
heliocopter carriers could serve this function, could operate against U.S.
Polaris boats, or could be adapted to other roles, for example, as a
vertical envelopment platform to support amphibious landing operatioms.
Any of these missions could be expected to draw Soviet forces out of home
waters into arecas previously dominated exclusively by Western navies. The
equipping of Soviet surface and submarine units with long-range
surface-to-surface missiles gave the Soviet blue water task forces a
credible capability previously lacking against Western forces that were
out of range of Soviet air power.

The Soviet Navy, without increasing its forces (indeed in some
respects, e.g., cruisers and destroyers, with fewer forces) had been
transformed, in the eyes of the West, by its construction program and its
expanded deployments, from a coastal auxiliary, into a potemt competitor
of the West on the high seas.

Furthermore, the Western pevception of an upiwing of Soviet
‘ecurceive diplomacy” (McConnell and Diswukes, 1979: 14; Dismukes and
McConnell, 1979) using these transformed cavabilities was compared to
pronouncements (made in 1967) by Admiral Sergey Gorshkov,
Commander-in—chief of the Soviet Navy, that in the mid-1930s Moscow had
embarked on a new naval policy "aimed at building up capabilities not auly
for nuclear (world) wars, but also for conventional (local) wars and the

~ “protection of state interests”® abroad in peacetime”™ (McGonnell and

Dismukes, 1979: 15). The fruits of this new poliey, the naval units which
appeared in the late 1960s, were seomingly put to use projecting Soviet
power and “protecting Soviet state intevests,” beginning in 1967 and
continuing up to the present.

In addition to this supposition that tt: Soviets have
intentionally desigued their ferces for traditional diplematic power
projection and the capability te influeace ov aungage in limited
convent {onal wavs (as well as to undertake other missions, e.g., sttategie
offence or defonse), Westevn analysts bave reachud othev conglusions that
make the Soviets”® intontions for these forees of great intevest. These
capabiiities make Soviet involvoment in Thied World erigses nmove likely awd
more froquent than would supucpower crizes betuwca the USSR ond the United
States alone. Siatlavly, cthe Yalted Staces, as a eonsequence of Seviet
inducemont , is more likely to become ifovelved in smallew erises thaan i
bigger ones which force it to divectly confront the Soviets. This strong
and fncreasing possidility that local eedses .aap deav together both
supocpovers (as happeacd i the Niddle Bast {n 1956, 1967, sad 1373, and
in the fadian Ocean in 1971) wmakes any Soviet {otentiown vegavdiag local
favolvomants, power projection, coeraive diplosacy, or eotveatfional
capabilities of iaterest to the United States, both Ia the political sense
that Soviet iafluence may therveby be ompanding, and in the conventional
and stratepis ailitary scuze beganse U S. wilitavy forcss (eapeclally
naval ‘ones) may become énmeshed io conflict with Soviet uvaits. In
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addition, the Soviet Navy“s expanded forward presence increases its daily
interaction with Western fleets since both sides detall units to cbserve
each other’s exercises and operations. In the past, harrassments were not
uancommon. Although the 1972 U.S.~Soviet naval agreeuent to prevent naval
incidents reduced the dangers of accidents and conflict by mishap, the
frequent intermingling of forces in the various areas where large
deployments overlap (the Mediterranean, Noswegian Sea, the Baltic and
North Seas) made interactions with the Soviet Navy common and unavoidable
a8 Soviet out-of-area deployments increased. Thus, with respect to Soviet
world influence, to strategic deterrence, to Third World crisee, and *o
daily peacetime noncrises contacts, the Soviat peacetime intentions for
its naval forces are of great military and political significanca to tle
West.

WHAT THIS STUDY COVERS

This study examines in detail the methods of naval analysts as
these relate to different steps of intention estimation. Although the
main purpose of this study is to assess methods, some analysis of the
characteriastics of intention estimates is necessary. In Chapter 2 the
varfous means of prediction are described along with their requirements,
the issues of specificity and precision are discussed, and the possibility
of sssessing the complexity and logic of estimates is suggested.

: In Ghapter 3 nine cases are reviewed which reveal differences in
- analyste” conclusions on important fssues regarding the peacetinme
intentions of the Soviet Navy. These cases provide a mini-review of the
- wethods and conclusions of many of the naval analysts in our sawple,
provide a ehort survey of some critical issues, and intcoduce thy nonnaval
snalyrt tc some important controversies. The wvain purpose of this
chapter, however, is to demonstrate the range of possible error in current

naval es¢inates. '

Chapter & contains the maan analysis of this atudy, a dissection
~of estimation into component paris and an sssessment of these parts from
the perspective of coganitive psychology, loglc, and informatien
processing. This assessuoent is fundependent of the content of the
estinstes and aivs at a deener understanding of the estimation process.

Chaptar 5 provides & variety of recomnendations for strengthening
the estination process and offsetting sany of the inforpmation processing
problens noted in Chapter 3. Many of the gerhods cecouwsended have alveady
been tiied of tested in other aveas of latelligence satiwstion.

Sources

' The snalysis fn this study iz based oo a rample of naval estimstes

widely available to the public. These sources ave liated f{a Yable V.
¢Table 1 aleo notes the abbruvistions used in this study for the eore
frequently used volumes ia lieuw of the regulag vefevencing fovmat.)

Selectlon markod. These estimates were seolected in the following
ménaet. A literature surve¥ was oade of veovent papers diractly oy
pevipherally velsted to the peacutise inteéntions of the Soviet MNavy. This
led to & list of twenty-plus volumes and papete. Haay of these overlapped
and eliminating duplications led to a list of thirteen titles, very




Table 1. Sources of Naval Estimatey Assessed and Consulted. (Abbreviations
used in this study in parentheses.)

‘Ai__l; iy

K7

Estimates Assessed:

BLECHMAN, B. (1973) The Changing Soviet Navy. Washington, D.C.: The
Brookings lustitution.

BOOTH, K. (1974) The Military Instrument in Soviet Foreipn Policy 1917-1972,
London: RUSI.

DISMUKES, B. and J. McCONNELL (eds.) (1979) Soviet Naval Diplomacy. New
York: Pergamon,

HERRICK, R. W. (1968) Soviet Naval Strategy. Annapolis, MD: Naval
Institute Press.

HUDSON, G. E. (1976) "Soviet naval doctrine and Soviet politics: 1953-1975"
World Politics, 29, 1, 90-113.

MeCONNRLL, J. M., and B. DISMUKES {1979) "Soviet diplomacy of force in the
third world" Problems of Communism (Jan.~Feb. 1979) 14~27.

MccGWIRE, M. (ed.) (1973) Soviet Naval Devulnpmeuts Capability and Context
(SND). New York: Praeger.

wmeer=(1973a) “Naval power and Soviet global strategy® International
Se-urity, 3, 4, 134-189.

mmee=(1979b) "Cammuncary' Soviet iutentions” international Security, 3,
%, 139-143. S '

M2eGWIRE, M., K. BOOTH and J. McRONNELL (cds.) (1975) Soviet Naval Poliecy
Objective and Coustraints (SNP). New York: Praegor,

MecGWIRE, M. and .J. McDONNELL {eds ) (1977) Sowviet Naval Influencc: Domestic
and Foieign Diwencions (SHI). New York: Praeger
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'é ! MUREHY, P. J. (od.) (1978) Naval Pover in Soviet Policy (NPSP}.

f: o washingtan. ‘PGt ULS, Goveranment Printing Otfice.

_i.: NITZE, P. H., L, SULLIVAN, et al. (eds.) (Atlantic Couneil Working Group)

f 4 (1979) Securing the Seas: 7Tha Soviet Naval Challenge and Western

% - &L Alliance Ontions (515). Houlder, CO: Westview.

T RUBINSTEIN, A. 2. (ed.) (1975) Soviet and Chinese Influence in the Third
% Waegld. ¥ow fork: Preoeger.
i wewe { 900) “The gvolution ~f Soviet strategy in the Niddie Bast” Qrbis,

25 (2), 323-337.

.

Sauyees Ceusvlted

* BATHUR ST, R. 8. (1979) Undeystindine the Scilet Navy A handbosok. Hewport,
¥ 8.1.0 Naval tar Ollcge Press. :
- PATRHALL, B {1971) Ruasia looks to the fea A Study ln the Expansion of
” Sevics Wavieins T wg®. Loadon: Andre Teutachs
i HUSAANE, § ¥, (1979) Goviet pereeptisns of U.%. positiong-of-strength
o ﬁ&ﬁiﬂﬁu@&“ Hacld Palietes, 31 €4), 495-517,

JONES, €. B. {187%) ~Just wars and Mlafted wavs: rasteaints on the use of
?’ the Soviet armed ¥arees™ Morld Polfties, 28 (1), 24-88, »
. ~=—==(1977) “Soviet hagewany I Lastern turepar  the dyasaice of polttieal

autgnun? Avé a’!xtafy intet%entiah' hn?lﬁ :@Iitic& 9 {’). 2&6«2&&.

nuyiear wae™ Cg&wentaﬁz. & {&). &»3&
POLMAR,, N. (1972) Sowvibr Navan)l Paser: Challeoge for the 1970, New York
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similar to that shown in Table 1. This tentative list of titles was shown
to two leading figures in naval analysis, Michael MccGwire of Dalhousie
University and James McConnell of the Center for Naval Analysis (CNA), as
vell as to technical officers in the Office of Naval Research. The list
was also discussed informally t lth naval analysts at CNA, CIA, and in DoD.
In all cases we asked i{f there were titles or papers not on the list that
should be, or titles on the list that could be dropped. The resulting
recommendations led us to add several papers and to consult, but not
analyze several more.

Types. It is not likely that this list of estimates is highly
representative of any one school or type of naval analysis. Both

‘quantitative and qualitative papers from a variety of disciplines other
than naval analysis are included. Analysts from government and academia

are aleo included. Not all the papers in these collections received equal
attention; the major emphasis was put on those most clearly related to
peacetime naval intentions.

WHAT THIS STUDY DOES ROT COVER

Several important issues regarding the methods of naval analysts
are not treated in this study. These are all important dimensions of
paval analysis methodology and deserve detailed assessment, but such
assessments require resources that exceed those of this study.

Accuraez

Ve do not attempt to comment extensively on the accuracy of the
content of the sampled estimates of Soviet intentions. While it is
possible to demgnstrate occasional instances wvhere an analyst has been
proved right or urong by events, in general, naval estimates are too vague
or fmprecise to allow us to assemble a useful track record of acsuracy
In many cases accuracy could only be appraised by resorting to classified
satecial. A partial recoyd of “"hits” and “misses” would be highly
wnisleading. Some analysts, for exaumple, may handle only the hardest
topics {in the seunse of predictions), and have a large number of obvious
anisses and an unmeasutable nusber of hits. It would be inappropriate to
cospate these analysts with those predicting other issues. ‘

Sociel Effects

Each estivate is assused {n this study to be the product of its
authoes, This assuaption neglects the social facts that shape the
planaing, conduct, and desfoing of intelligence products. Analysts ave
wot imaune feon social pressuves or iafluences duving these stapes, and
theae docial effects can perhaps be detected in the fiatghed estivative
produces. To assess this social fofluence adeguacely, hovever, would
veauite either a pavticipant-observer orx divect obmervation of the
analysts at vork. These are both feasible methods but were lapracticable
ia the preseat study. :
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Organizational Lffects

This study makes no effort to determine whether naval estimates
tend to reflect the organiza.ional interests of the institutions that
gporsor them. Lacking any clear metric for prediction accuracy we cannot
meaningfully determine if analysts for one organization typically over=- or
underestimate the Soviet Navy Nor can we meaningfully assess what an
organizational bias might be through simply examining the estimates of
analysts from that organization. Even if they all "sang the same song,"”
it could simply be that they were all accurately perceiving the same data.
It is also possible that analysts in an organization came to the same
conclusions because of information processing biases. That is, the
organization may predispose the analysts to use certain methods (not to
reach certain counclusions), these methods may tend to bias information
processing in certain directions, and analysts come to share coaclusions
because they share methods., While these are intriguing possibilities,
_they could wnot be .\ddressed here.

Motivational Effects

The common undevstandiug of the term "bias"” gives it a motivation
meaning: “I am biased toward a particular viewpoint becanse that is how I
want things to come out.” An alternative to this "wishful thinking”
definition is one which sees bias as serving instrumental eads: "I an
blased toward a particular viewpoint because it will suit my eads to have
that view accepted.”

Note that these meanings do not imply any conscicus deceptive
intent on the part of the analyst. Deception might be a hoax, or a lie,
but it cannct be a bias. These motivational biases are uncouscious
self~deceptions.

This study does not deal with motivational biases for two reasons;
philoaophical and psychological. A motivational bias implies that the
analyst teads to think (is biased) toward a conclusion that somohow he or
she could know is uwet accurate. It implies that the analyst could control
the effects of motivations on perceptions and thinking 1f he iried hard
enough or strugglad to romain objective. In effect, motive one (wishful
fulfillment) struggles with nmotive two (objectivity) and {f it wins, the
analyst is biased becawse motive one thea struggles with perception ond
again wins. This logic introduces several layers of regress from what can
be wmeaningfully observed ond saasuved.

Psychologically ve can demonstrate several means by shich bias in
analysis can oceur siwply through information precessing mechanisus
{Chapter 4) without recourse to motivational sechanisms. These biases are
strong and porvasive, aad can be assessod dircetly. Uhile we camnet deny
that wmotivatisonal blases ecxist, it scemed worte profitable to assess the
mote accessible cognitive biases. Since these are less {ntuicrively
obvious than motivational biases, they are probably wore ilusidious and
difficult to puard against. In face, wost people arve vawilling to accept
that, without explicis help, they cammot logically think through complex
problens.

Polirical Rifocts

This study doca not address the charpe that fatelliponce estisates
are often wrong bocause they ave political creations with ifttle xelation
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to reality. While some estimates have sufficient policy import to become
political footballs (e.g., the Team A~Team B episode regarding Soviet
strategic intentions in the mid- to late~1970s), most estimates probably
never reach important politicians and are protected from political
pressures by sheer neglect. Political pressures may be brought to bear on
any forecasting or estimative effort that has potential policy relevance,
but in a pluralistic society with a highly decentralized bureaucracy, ss
in the United States, a variety of differing political viewpoints are
likely to be represented in any pressures that are brought to bear.

This does not mean that political competition can substitute for
estimation objectivity. The interaction of these two tendencies is an
important component of the analysis of intelligence production but beyond
the scope and competence of this study.

HOW TO USE THIS STUDY

The follawing remarks suggest how various readers amight peruse
this study other than reading it cover to cover.

Naval Analysgs

Chapter 4 describes a variety of nonobvious problems with
estimation logic and narrative logic. The examples demonstrate how these
information processing problems can occur in naval analysis. Naval

. analysts may find reasons to ceflect on their own wethods in this chapter,

and many new ways to question and challenge the conclusions of rival
analysts. This chapter provides an objective means of assassing the
uwethodological validity and logic, and the cognitive process, of intention
cetimation, independent of data or conclusions.

Chapter 5 revievs a variety of mothods and techniques which have
been tried in other intelligence fields and which might iwprove naval
snalysis aud f{atention estimation. while not a handbook or cookbock of
methods, it suggests ideas for nev methods in naval estimation.

Chapter 3 briefly revieus some aajor controversies among naval
avalysts regparding the future peacetise iatentious of the Soviet Navy.

Soviet Analvats

Chapter ) briefly suaparizes diffeving opivions on the future
directione of the Soviet Navy, These open gquestions suggest some
fsportant gaps in our understanding of the past, present, and futuve of
this {ncreasingly faportant Soviet iustitutica and the need for wonnaval
pecapectiven.

Chapter & suggests hov some of these diffsrences of spinton avise
from the way asnalysts process fafovamation on the Sowiet Navy. These
blaser may affect any analysis. They also suggest some possible
divections to go for remedies. These directions ave outlined in Chapter

3.

Congunsra of Naval Eslimatas

The problematic charactevistics of cutrent naval estiustes

{Chapter 2) make them less useful than sore preciee, specific, aand

s
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predictive estimates would be. But precision and predictivencss nust be
teaded off for uncevtalaty. At present, uncertalinty is not handled
expiicicly or quantitatively by naval analysts. fThey are well aware of
uncertainty but scem not to know what to do with {t except acknowledge it
and skirve fe. This lcads to many blases in the processing of uncertain
information {(Chapter 4). Naval analysts, like most people, scem largely
unaware of these biases. Problems with the centent of estimates may
actually be due to the methods used to process information rather than to
problems with the analysts” data, perspective, or conclusions.

While a range of aualytic opinfon probably exists on any subject
of policy importance, this range itself can be an important gauge of
analytic error and uncevi:fiaty (Chapter 3), and a sign that (1) the
differences ace due to wethods as well as oplafons, (2) other methods nay
be useful (Chapter 5).

Cognitive Psychologists

Bxamples of cognitive and information processing biases are
usually the product of laboratory demonstrations. Many “real world”
exanples from naval analysis are presented and assessed in Chapter 4.
Chapter 3 suggests many methads for improving estimation and judgment,
wast of which have had field tests in intelligence analysis, but which
desetve greater investigation in controlled laboratory settings.

Students and Managers of Iutelligence

Serious scholars of iutelligence may find the gnalysis of the
characteristics of estimates in Chapter 2 of iaterest; ip particular the
discussion of prediction, specificity, and precision.

The biases desceibed in Chapter 4 ave not unique to naval analysis
or intention estimation and may weaken intelligence analysis of all fores.
Stmilacly, the suggested wothods for laprovement (Chaptec 3} have had some
favavable veception in intelligence production aad deserve further
investigation and application. ‘

it




CHAPTER 2. CHARACTERISTICS OF ESTIMATES
METHODS OF PREDICTION

The prediction of the future behavior of another actor, such as
the Soviet Navy can rely on three modes or methods of analysis, which
Scheibe (1979) has labeled sagacity, control, and acumen.

Slsacit!

Sagacity depends on the understanding of an analyst or estimator of
relationships between subtle cues and behaviors. A simpie example would
be the analyst who uses the number of subuarines now in various stages of
coupletion in Soviet yards as an indicator of future Soviet submarine
strength. A more subtle exawple is the relationship analysts perceive
between a few mirker words and Soviet military doctrine (McConnell, SNI:
605-614; Dismukes and McConnell, 1979: 314; Gallagher, SEP, ch. 3;
MceGwire, SNI, c¢h. 2; it is sometimes argued that these perceived
relattonships are, in fact, fllusory). By observing which features are
correlated with a behavior, or precede a behavior regularly, the analyst
becomes able to forecast the behavior by watching the indicator cues, much
like a doctor can forecast the future course of an illness by making an
appropriate diagnosis and using it for prognosis. The key to this
prediction process is association, either immediate, or distant.
Iusediate association occurs when the indicator cues are perceived as
closely related to the behavior to be predicted, for exauple, when the
indicators occur just hefore the behavior. An important class of these
sssociations are those the analyst vieus as causal -= the occurrence of
fndicator cues are perceived as necessary and sufficient for the
sccurrence Of the behavior, For example, the analyst sight perceive a
strategic threat to the Soviet homeland as the cauie of a Soviet Navy
£leet sttack on Western forces, btelieving that such an attack would occur
only when such & threat vas perceived by the Soviets.

Distant associations amight depend on dats that are diagnostic
gather than femediate ov causal. The fact that & particular Sovier tagk
group facludes ships vith surface~to=surface wissiles way suggest a
tendency for that task group to behave in pavticular vaye that it would
ast If it vere, say, composed of surface=to=air or antisubmstine wvavtare
ships. In another example, Peteesen {in Dismikes aund HcCounell, 1979: 46,
948) has noted that the age of Soviet aurface ships is favevsely relagted to
their ouvt-of-ates deployment aad tha freguency of thatr pott calls in the
Third World == the Soviets tind to call with theler novest ships. Age is
this somevtiat diaguostic of alssion, and hance, futuve bahaviov.

Obvicuely, vhether on capivical relation botween ifadicator aad
Behsvior 19 Lfasmediate or digtant depinds oa factovs othey than causalivy
and diagrosticity, aad is fn par: subjective. Furthevaore, sh asxocistion
way be very stvong but Aot very peadictive. Fot example, the probabiliey
thet & Soviet ehip waking 3 porkt 2all will de wodevn is guite high, il
the prolability that any given aodevn Sovist warship will asks a poer call
ie pfobudly quite wodast. FPore call predicts age better tham age predicts
pore call,

~ 1a eddition to an observed cwpieical assoctation between indicatod
aind belavior, the snalyst may tely upoo & theoretical telatiocaihip ot
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association between indicator and behavior. This theoretical association
may reasult from some funsight of the amalyst into the dynamics of the

“behavior, as when the analyst notes that the increased strategic radius of

U.S. Navy units created by tha A-3 strike aircraft and the Polaris system
would "draw out" the Soviet Navy into a forward deployment. Predicting
such a relation between indicator (increased range of strategic threat)
and behavior (forward defeuse) could not be deduced from empirical
observation, except in hindsight. It could be inducted, in foresight,
from a theoretical analysis of the causes of the dynamics in Soviet naval
defensive stratagy. '

Control
Al

The second predictive method Scheibe noted depends upon contrel of
behavior. By controlling situations, or rewards and punishments, it is
often possible to acecurately predict behavior. Amalysts of the Soviet
Navy rarely exercise any meaningful control over the subject of their
study. Such control is not impossible however. The "intelligence
experirent”™ can provide predictive information by controlliang the
information available to an adversary. An historical example of an
intelligence experiment occuvred in World War 1] wken U.S. naval
{ntailigence hai nessages sent in the clear about Midway Island being
short of water. .lapanese iatercept stations monitoved this traffic and
0.5, internept stations in turn monitovel Japanese traffic that revealed
that the target of the forthcoming Japanese attack was shert of water.
Through this experimentsl control the U.S. analysts confirmed the ldeatity
of the Japanesa target.

Uhiles the analyst may not control the gsituatlon or the veward
structure, e or she may be able to praedict the behavior of an agrrt ha
doas have such gonkrol. It may be possible to predict the » -~ svi.
Admiral Gorshkow, and since he exercises contrel over certalw i
the Soviet davy, predict what those aspects will be fa tus ° “wris,
Similarly, by assessing the state of the art of Soviet hydroscoustics the

. 2

snalyst may be able to predicy future Soviet acoustic ASH capabilities and |

tagtics. AL timas the apant of control i3 the analyst”s own gountyy. The
analyst who was awars rhat the Polaris systew would impose new defense
requirenments on Soviet naval fatees could. pradiet the Soviets would veasst
to this re&et:eaéag‘ thite it is wot always easjsv to predict the Future
agtions of one’s own countsy than those of an alvavsary, the patteras of
astion=raactlion that ofceq charactevize silitary moves provids the asalyst
a useful cootrel predictioa teol, at second haud as it wave.

Acumen
L

rhe thied eetiwnd af we§é§c:;ug nﬂ;ch athéibé (léis) dascribes i3
Zouagn, of psychological penstratisa:

« s . #R apptecistion of the other’s poiud of view In a
specifie place and tdme . . @ pavtisulavized act of
fdeont dficanion with the sthet « . . penatvation to the

speciftes thoughts :né iateations af A sp@eific povsoa (ps
40} . :
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Recently an historian recommendad such acumen as a major element of
effective intelligence analysis. Richard Pipes (in Godson, 1980) argues
(p. 177) that historical scholarship wzs one of the “keys to political
intelligence analysis” and that the othar was

o« + o & decp knowledge of the country, of its general
culture and its political culture in partisular, from what
the Germans call Fingerspritzenggfuhl the feeling “on the
tips of your fiangers‘ for a given culture where you know
that some things are more probable and others less so.

In mauy respects acumen is the result of pure reasoning,
developing an appreciation of the other”s options ana accurately assessing

‘the probablility that a particular option will be chosen. Janmes March

(1678) characterized rational choice in these terms: “a guess about

"uncertain future congsequences and a guess about uncertain future

preferences” (p. 587). Decision analysis (which is just appliied rational
choice) offers one means by which an analyst might clarify his. or her
thinking about how the adversary is making these guesses. “A player with
greater acumen,” Scheibe wrote (p. 52), "will be able to penetrates a game
tree more deeply by accurately elininating from consideration the range of
moves which the opponent s not likely to exevcise." Decision analysis
could help the apalyst outline the gume tree and enumerate uncertain
future consgquences and uncertain fucure preferences of an adversary.

Prediction Requirements

Given these three methods of prediction, what are their
requirements; what must the analyst be able to do to effectively employ
then? _

: Sagacity. At a winimum sagacity requires the analyst to (1)
categorize the behavior and the {ndicaior: and measurs chem, (2) detect
corvelations between the two sets of categories, (3) distinguish causal
from noncavsal rzlivicaships, (4) detect diagnostic information in the
categories, (5) fovmuiate thecretic relationships betwsen categorvies. (6)
inductively aud deductively reaitn froum the indiocatoer categories to &
peediction of the behavioral categeszies, (7) adjust veasoning in the wake
of confirming or disconfirming experiences {e~e¢ R[inhova, 1974, for
comparable avalvseis of the psychometric criteria for experiise).

Contrel. Yo ewploy contrel for prediction the analyst sust (1)
charaareriza the celatiouships of the conteal sitvation {i.e., know vhat
in coantrolling what), {2) be able to iofluwmnce the countrolling agent
{divectiy o through guile, as in the lautelligence experiment), or (3) be
able to use sagacity of acumen to prediat the comtrolling agont.

Acymen. The requirements for insight ave by uo weans clear (see,
&g, a:‘astzetm 1577y lsagieation and em:hy ave undoubtedly useful in
eresting a veptesentation of the other’s decision process. Historieal
scholavehip, cultucal sxperience, snd decislon analysis ave probdably
useful in validating vhas weprodentation although varninge abound foX uwach

-enterprise (e.g., see Flacher, 1970, or Flschhotf, lé&ﬁa, on histary).
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But the problem of acumen {8 an extremely difffcult one to solve even when
the decision-maker is oneself (e g., loward, 1280; Fischhoff, 1977, 1980;
March, 1978). For example, what is “optimal® is highly subjective
(Einhorn and Hogarth, 1981), {nfluenced by the context (or framing) of the
problem (Tversky and Kahueman, 1981), and unstable (March, 1978). Each of
these difficulties 1s even greater when the subject of acumen analysis is
not oneself or an accessible client, but a remote and possibly wary
adversary, also capable of acumens

Scientists have Just begun to understand how people develop
insights iato such problems as physics and chess (e.g., Larkin, et al.,
1980). For example, people wio have “physical intuition.” or fnsight into
the means of solving physics problems {“experts”) tend to have a greater
body of knomledgc about physics than do these with fcecw insights
("novices"). 1In addition, experts have that kunowledge efficiently iandexed
by patterns that, when rccognized, guide the export to the relovant parts
of his or her storcl knowledge. Larkin, et al. (1980: 1336) characterize
“physical intuition™ as knowledge aerganized inte complex schemes that
guide a problem”s lntevpretation and selution. Similar conclusions have
been reached shout mathematical and ecungiuneceving problems (e.g.,
Wickelgren, 1974).

It should be neted, however, that physical and matheamatical
preblens have optimal solutfons. It is easy te determine whcther the
problem~selver chose the corract answer or took the right steps towards
the selution. There i{s ne uncevtainty associated with these judgments
gither. Many decisions that ave of interest to the naval analyst are uot
g0 easily scoved, Oune reasen for this is that the Soviexs, like others,
must nake "trade=off” decisions ~~ heunefits wmust be welghad apgsinst costs
and one “good” weighted againsl anothar. Rather than the best desiafon,
the problem-selver or decision-maker secks the best within consztraiuts,
and such decisions dre made in an uncertain envivonnen: where future
values and eutcome gaa, at bast, be knoun only probabilistieally.

The story is ofr %egaateé that Soviet Navy commander Cershkov has
in his office 2 large siga %o the effect that “better is euncwmy of gaod
eneugh” (Kehoo, JHL, p. 386}. Evidance Fron Soviet shipbutlding is
entively vonsietent with the notien thar the Soviets ara vary pood ship
eagiceers and eake vatienal tradeofis betwoen ship agealivies assd coszs
(o g, Heder, BNI, eh, 20). It ig lews sisa® uhy they purceive varisus
agpacts of ahxgs as gualivies or give thes the waight they do ée.g.,
Rehoe, SHE, ¢h. 19§ Thovpe, WPSE, b, 8).

TDaspita :he&g ﬁi§58P§ﬁ§§$; decisgian fnsighes, like physieal ox

Cmathenatical fetuirion, probabiv vely on cenplax schemas of ksowladpa

which the “expert™ uvsas to vesogaize types of problass. - The saval
intelitgonce snalyst attespiing to use azusen te predict BSovise behaviow
raeds to sonstyesat, 1f only teplicinly {%at prefesably, c??iisi‘i?};

‘aﬁ*éi o¥ Sevigt aé@isianhtakiﬁg gohionas.

S?ﬁﬁi?!ﬁiTY'§§,§h?§3§*63§

Intentions invalve fouvr dfffevent sismonrs: # agtisa, the

Eareel at which the actisa 5 divested, the sibusties in wﬁi¢&'§§§ A6t fon
13 to take place, and the wtisp at which the sstiom is Lo be gotrformed.
Bach of those clesents varies along ¢ Hoousion of specificley. At che

@8t specifte ievei ig the plag, & detailed seb of fustructions desctidieg




all phases cf actiou, target, situation, snd time. Even a very specific
plan may fail to foresee every contingency in the situation, or provide
all the details needed to effectively accomplish the action. At the most
global ‘least specific) level intentions may lack detail on each of the
four elements and may reflect only the general orientation of one aztor
toward another. 7The following diagram follows the outline of Fishbein and
Ajzen (1975: 296) and uses entvries from McCoanell (in Dismukes aand
HeCounell, 1979) to demonstrate the spectficity of inrention.

Ls Figure 2,1 suggests, estimates of Soviet naval peacetime
fntentions may %e highly speeific. On the othar hand, many estimates
provide no more “han a global intentfon and a cluster of acticus, and fail
to nredict sy ‘ic¢ actioas, situations, and times these gencral actions
will occur.

Specificity aud Preci lon

The specificity of an intention estimate is closaly tied to the
possihle precision of that estimate, Yt is impossible for a vague, global

fotentfon estimate to he precise. The sfulmum level of specificity for

intention estimates ie specifjc asction. This at least permits precise
veasures of behaviors. This lavel lacks precision on when, wheve, or in
vhat circumstances the specific sction wil} accut. An estimate limited to
intontions for speciffc actions may have great vwtility ucnetheless,
especially for such tasks as eagiu seping covurertactics.

Fovecasts and Predictions

- Batigpatos of I«tentions may be efther highly precise {i.e.
predictions) or less precise (1 e, forecasts). the distinction betuees
€ovecast and prediutlony fs by no means a gextled fzsue (e.3., see
Fraeman and Job, 1979: 118 €1}, dut we w»iil take predictian to meas ga
ssticate of @il four specificy of ifatuittop: the sction, the rarget of
the actium, the sizvatisn fo which the asction is to take plate, and the
gime at whish the actlien will be perfoesmed. 1f any of these four

#pecitics is opttred, we ramn the estimate & forecast o long as at least
- one spasific elomeat temaing

Sevevral veaders will take exception to these defianirions,
sspeciaily that of forscese. Othevs {e.g., Frecman and Job, 1979: 117}
define pradiction aunh 48 wa 4o, but defiee 2 forscast as a prediction
uwitheut specifisscion of situation. This seeus ¥ao precise to us. Sowe
aftinates g0 &y further than sayieg, “Fheve is 3 s23l} 1ikelibood ehat the
Arshe will sdumt a deanatic iairdiqtive wgatlast Israel in whe acxt few
"""" wonths © f.#., ouly the tive aad rgavget facta& ave specifisd {ﬁhis sad
eﬁh& exanpies ar2 foon State Oeparta:eas intelligence teports, see 0 Leasy
snd Copiin, 1975: 173). This vaguesess 13 aot unusual in seeual
estisstos, aad shauld be labeled as somerMing orhev than prodictioas,
u&ic%s iaaii#e taiiéat‘m ot f;isif%ééﬁim. ‘hﬁy !‘aégi!amce fgtesasts

iﬁSﬁm, ng‘ s

- Progressive Jatariovailion of the sltuanion avet tiae could
lead to major bostlizties. (Specifies sizvatian,)
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Nasser may decide that some sort of military actionm,
regardless of the consequences, is the least risky course
left to him. (Specifies action.)

Egyptian suspicion/hostility toward Israel is unlikely to
diminish under Nasser or his successors. (Specifies

target.)

Despite being specific on one factor, the lack of specificity on any other
factors prevents any useful disproof of thesn estimates (e.g., can anyone
actually determine if “Egyptian suspicion/hostility toward Israel” has or
has not "dim. ‘lshed"?).

Time Horizon

The expressions short-range, short run, or short-term and
long-range, long run, or long-term are often used by estimators. Rarely
do estimators specify what chronological periods are meant by these
expressions. This vagueness is not uncommon:

Rarely, if ever, do [forecasters] specify where the boundary
between short-range and long-range lies or what exactly is
meant by short and iong. While there is a traditional
requirement in science to replace qualities by quantities

this tradition, apparently, Is not applied to the realm of
prediction and forecasting (Taschdjian, 1977: 41).

Both historical .xplanations and future predictions have time
horigons. This horizom is the boundary which separates what can be
explained (iu the past) or foreseem (in the future) from what cannot. An
historical explanation can be extended into the past only so far before
4ts iwmportant variables become anachronisms (e.g., nuclear deterrence
cannot be applied to explain events prior to 1945).

Historians sometimes do attempt to explain history in terms of
First Causes, just as some analysts of the Soviet Union resort to an image
of primal Russidn man as an explanatory device, Such explanations are
hardly worthwhile since they usually fail to link events with proximate
causes and they offer feeble links between events and distant causes. The
greater the distance in the past the lower the relevance of the
connections, because the number of contributory causes increases
tremendously as the explanation reaches farther into the past.,

When estimators use the recent past and the present for
predictions and forecasts they assume past trends will stay valid thraugh
the time horizon of the forecast., As that horizon extends theve is less
probability that the ceteris will remain paribus, i e., the present and
past trends, extended ilnto the future, are more likely to changae. The
immediate past and the immediate future are approximately related in a
straight, linear fashion. The multitude of starting points in the distant
past converge on the present. The possible courses of futuve evenis
diverge from the present. As events bacome more distant from the present,

. elther in the past or the future, they are less likely to be related in a

straight, linear manner to present events.
_ For example, Aacher (1978) has found, for a variety of lorecasts
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(energy, population, economics, transportation), that thie mwore distant the
period forecast, the greater the error, although the relationship between
digtance and cerror is by uo mcaus linear.

In contrast to the forecasters Ascher studied, naval analysts
rarely specify the date for which they are making a prediction. 1Instead,
naval analysts, when they consider a time horizon at all, usually do so
within a situatiou-~contingent context. That is, they tend to estimate how

rapnidly or slowly the Soviet Navy might act within the context of a.

specific situation, e.g., crisis. This form of contingent time prediction
impli«s that time predictions are only accurate {f situatiomns can. be
correctly identified, and thelr onset accurately marked.

It is interesting that naval analysis of Soviet capabilities has
highly specific time horizons, but that analysis of Soviet naval
intentions does not. That is, analysts of capabiliti{es realize that, for
example, ships must be planned, designed, constructed, and delivered on

.schedules, and that the “physics” of these schedules allows the analysts

to project when systems will pass various stages. However, even those
naval analysts who believe Soviet naval behavior is planned seem not to
find evidence of the time factor in those plans. In fact, such analysts
tend to explicitly avoid the concept of a Soviet timetable. This implies
that the Soviets have ounly flexible, contingent plansi, although the
Soviets may have a general framework for coercive naval diplomacy, for
example. While an estimate of capabilities wihich lacked an explicit time
liorizon would be automatically judged incomplete, estimates of Soviet Navy
plans for future peacetime behavior that ircluded an axplicit
consideracion of time would probably be judged highly as improbable by
other analysts. On the face of it, however, there is no less reason why
the Soviets should not change their planned capabilities than they should
their planned bshaviors.

Situvation Prediction

DRSS S

The situation, ov context, in which action takes place tands to be
the framowork of mauy naval estimates. The two most common and general
situations considered arve wartime aund peacetime missions. Wartime
missiens are generally subdivided into nuelear, general couwventional, and
limiced war. Peacetim: naval tasks include such subdivisions as strategic
detecvence, diplomakic praseance, power projection, crisis iufluence,
alient support, demonstrations, exercises. Specification of situvatiouns
dictate the conditions and clvenastances under whieh the Soviet Navy would
take or avold a partieular action.

Two weans of specifying peacetime situvatious seom to be used by
naval analysts in our sample: ecenavios and "rules of the pome.”™ The
authors of Secuping the Seas, for enauple, outline sevaral scenavios which
olght lead te a U.5.~UNSE navel confrontatiot. Scenarios vsually specifiy
a particulap peographic vegion {e.g., the Hiddle Bast), specific actots
Ce.g+, Persion Culf naval states, the U.$. aand 3oviec Navies), aad
partleulay acctiong {e.p., atteupts by Persian Gulf states supported by the
Soviets to blook the flow of Western oil). Ia contrast, Hclananell {in
Dismukes and MeConnell, 1979, eh, 7) atteapts to specify the various
diplomatic sccurity oissions the Sovier Navy aight eadevtake tn a variety
of tegions, for differont Thipd Horld acters, and which atght leavelve
gseveral different actious. Clearly, HeConunell®s “rules” ave far wore
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flexible and able to cover more situations, but are much less precise, s
than particular scenarios. On the other hand, a particular scenario 1is
not likely to occur, i.e., it ieg likely to be wrong in one or more
particulars. McConnell’s “"rules,” by attempting to specify future
relationships, rather than specific future events, are less empirically
testable, but porhaps more theoretically heuristic as a result. That is,
his ruvles do not specify which particular actions, actors, or targets will
be present in any given situation (although the rules restrict the range
somewhat for each situation). Instead, the rules genarate a limited
number of situation types which are loose enough to include most or all
anticipated Soviet naval diplomatic activity. The “rules" do not predict
intentions so much as suggest the likely bounds on various situations
(e.g., the Soviet Navy would not risk confrontation with the West in a
particular situation, but may risk lncreasing temsion, etc.).

Yarget and Action Specification

Naval analysts are often quite precise in specifying the .targets
and actions of the Sovie: Navy {a certain elaborated scenarios. For
example, the frequent contacts between Soviet Navy anti-carrier warfare
(ACW) ships and U.S. ajrcraft carrier task groups during Middle Eastern
crises (e.g., 1967, 1970, i973) have led to fairly precise estimates of
how the Soviets will orgenize and deploy their ACR forces against the
carrier targeta. In general, to the degree that the targats are naval
eysteus and capabilities (e.g., airxcraft carriers and task groups), or
naval actiona (e g., amphiblous fntexveution aghore), naval analysts seem
able co estimate mspecific Soviet naval actions and tarvgets of action. As
the targets become leus naval i nature the estimates become leus
specific and differ more frou each other. For exawple, when the general
target is Thivd Werld client states, naval estimators sre nuch lass
precige in specifying the naval artions and specific tacrgeta of Soviet
aaval action. Analysta tend to differ on which actions the Soviet Navy
will try, on the targots the Soviets will try to influence, and the goals
the Soviets aeem to be ttying to achieve. When targets are more ns .1 in
usture {e.g , U.5. careier groups) analyst disagreemeats on Soviet actions
; and gosls diminish (but do not altogether disappaar).

Scoxing Predictions and Fovecasts

It i» quice straightfotvard to svaluate the sccuracy sand validity
of & prediction; one siaply compaves St te veality. If che action,
target, situstion and tice coincide with svents, the prediction vas
confirmed. It is far sore di¢ficult to score foracmete. aa analyse, fov
example, forecasts an increase in allirary sction but fally to specify the
time hocizon., How does onue svaluwte this opeoasnded #tateamsnt -~ tha
forecast becomes tvue just as suon aa nhe projected actica takas place,
and stays open until it bacoses true. Some forecasts can be sove easily
scored than others, e.g., those that spucify action and tise: For
exanple, projections of Soviet naval capabilities may only specify what
thi Soviets will build and the dates, withour refevence ko tavgets of
titutica. 'rhese ;)mjectiﬁni can be imred sti‘i!ghtfotuafﬂiy. }éréeaeta
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Table 2,1, Charoctervistios of Complex and doncomplex Analysis

1.

2.

3.

4.

5.

6.

7.

&,
9

10.

1.

i,

Roncomplen Analysis

Vague pgoals for analysis and no
clear critersa for specificity
of conclusions.

Limited or wonexistent plan of
analysis, no schemotic blueprint
for sequencing the inference aud
deduction process,

No clear velation between
(a) metheds and data, and (b)
conclusions or recouxendatlons,

Little connideration of fdynamic
processes in time; primary focus
on the status quo.

Repeated use of same analytic
rcthod, or soane data base, with
little increase in new daformation.

Minimal critizal veflection on
rethaods employed, no use of devil's
advocacy, multiple methodology,
hypotheses discoufirmation.

.

licavy relisnce on unproven
hypotheses, assumptions, con-
veptional wisdom, sterocotypes,
doctrinal Ygivens.®

Tocus on small datails.,

Use of highly=plabal, single-factor
theories for large scale plenotena.

Teaving to confive hypethoses
(fortifying aud sntrenching).

thematic vagsbondiog: vapidd, supsye
ficial shifting from genceps te
ontept iesuiiielent develapient
of gvauks or explanaticas,

Explanatives fo tetes of sanmal
gerten, sleple causes and sivgle
etfocts,

Surnpieiag, larne, oF sudden
chispges obe not voloted Lo che passs

Unieibifngnose eo veath denlaions,
wake pradietions of fuvecants,

atd teadutiy o deav contradlctory
conciusioisg.
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1.

2.

" 3.

4,

S

6.

8.
9.

10,

i

b

i3

.

Complex Annlysis

Explicit goals and criterla for
speciiying content of conclusion,

Clear methodological outline, ex-
plicit statemenc of relationy
between methods and inferences.

Explicit criteria for weighing
methods and evidence agaiust
conclus’ sny,

Attempt. to account for past trends
and tendencies and relote them to
the status quo,

‘Progression from conclusions, to

new data, to methods, to new
conclusions, to new dota...ete,

Explicit consideration of method
strenpths and weaknesses, attenpts
to of fset biases and veaknesses
through wultipie wethods, use of
disproof as well as confirming’
cvidence.

Felfance on aupivical testing,
rargivony, and Ocean's Kazor rather
shan convention.

Emphasie on majev procosses.

Use of vultiple hypotkeses, wmultiple
dita souvcew, tultiple evthoda to i
buildicg blocks of theory, s

Testing to disprove hypotheses
{process of eliuinatisn).

Explicit links betuesa avente acd
oxplanations, with esusual enplavge
tione of input-process=cutput
velationshipe:

Explanations in tevem of vuleipln
vauges, eaveal petuorke and sultiple
effocrn (both wola effccre 2ud vide
sttacts).

Explanntions ia the past dvg scoughd
fot dvamatic o¥ ewpobeutial chanics.

Pifawe to Covscase snd prodiee,
stevoipts mule o verify prediecione,
fareinal connistousy of concluatons.
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the situational specifications are vague or loose. Furthermore,
situational forecasts are contingent predictions (i.e., the Soviets will
do X if conditions A, B, C obtain, but not otherwise) which may require
complex scoring rules for cases which approach but do not actually reach
the exact specifications.

COMPLEX AND NONCOMPLEX ANALYSES

Doerner’s (1980) study of decision-making in complex environments
provides a list of characteristics for what might be termed "complex
analysis,” or estimates of complex systems. These characteristics can be
contrasted to noncomplex, or simple, analysis, which will be inappropriate
for the estimation of complex problems. The fact that an analysis is
complex does not imply that the conclusions that emerge must also be
complex -~ the conclusions may be simple. As the list of characteristics
tends to reflect, it {s the analytic process and method which is complex.

These two lists cannot be used to assess estimates” accuracy or
logic. They are only guidelines to evaluate the appropriateness of an
estimate given the suhject of the estimate. In general, good estimates of
complex phenomena will tend to have many of the characteristics found
under “complex.” Characteristics listed under “noncomplex"” are those
Doerner obgserved when individuals were unsuccessful in coping with complex
problems.

If an estimate of something complex does not have many of these
“complex” characteristics, it may still be accurate, logical, and
appropriate. For example, scientists often employ an analytic process
much like thst labeled "complex™ here. This may lead to discovery of a
very etrong, lawful relationship. In veporting a scisntific law,
gcientists traditionally resort to a style whose character is somewhat
1fke what we have labeled “noncomplex.” Because the scientist has
succeeded in turning a highly complex subject into a simple law, the

" noncomplex report is accurate, logical, and appropriate (but perhaps

nisleading as to the real requirements for that discovery). If the
nevly-discoverad law is challenged, the scientist may resort to a full
“complex® report on its discovery, detalling the analytic process.

Aithough these chavacteristics are only loosely diagnostic of
whoether an estimate is sufficlently cowplex for its subject matter, taken
together they offer an additional useful assessment test for estimates.
If & large nusber of the “noncomplex™ charactevistics ave noted in an
estinate, 1t wmay fuoply that the estigator, like Doerner®s decision-makers,
has uot sdjusted his or hee thinking to the complexity of the problea.

THE LOGCIC OF ANALATVICAL PROCESSES

While complexity may be disgnostic of analytic appropriateness, it
§8 & poor tndex of analytic predictive success. Probably the best
$udicatoe of predictive success is the analyst®s tvsck vesovd; f.¢., has
this acalyst {of rthis analytic techniqu.) successfully p:edicted sintlac
evénte fn the past? Such a track recotd can only be asaniagful forv
precinse predictions, and slace most naval analysts aake {otecasts rathec
than predtctions, euch & track tecord scovriag exércise is lavgely
Lapossible or umelean.

For éxample, 10 our sample of cavsl estinmates we found some
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forecasts and predictions about Soviet behavior vis-a-vis Afghanistan
which turned out quite wrong, e g.,

¢ ¢ « the USSR has never been in a position of overwhelming
military strength vis-a~vis the rest of the world; and this
point alone induced caution. 1In other words, although the

~ Soviet Armed Forces are obviously capable of winning a swift
and convincing victory over, for example, Afghanistan, the
repercussions in the rest of the world would be such as to
more than counteract the kinds of gain that, in the
foreseeable future, the USSR might win from such an invasion
(Vigor, SND: 19).

Without a means of scoring an analyst”s overall successes, as well as
failures, the existence of a stray miss, or a stray hit, serves no purpose
in assessing the analyst”s estimation methods. In short, the best means
of assessing the methods of naval analysts, i.e., exanination of their
prediction track records, is unavailable because the forecasts and
predictions of naval analysis of Soviet intentions are far too imprecise
and unspecific to be scored meaningfully or consistently.

How then can we assess these analytic methoda? Although the
procedure adopted in this study is inferior to assessing prediction track
records, it may be the best possible given the nature of current
estimates. This study dissects the intention estimation process iato
distinct elements; the separate mental and logical actions typically taken
in the course of un estimate. Each of these elements is then cvaluated
from the perspective of cognitive psychology, logic, and information
processing. That is, we ask how well do people genarally perform such
mental and logical steps? Are there widespread weaknesses or biages in
information processing at that stage in estimation? Csn we demongtrate
that naval analysts actually experience these problems?! In other words,
we chop up the estimation effort into its necesgsary picees and assess the
likely wecaknesses of each piece. Problems that are invisible from the
perspective of the entire estimation process becomo visible in these
individual pieces.

Having found that variocus pleces of the estimation process may be
weak, we cannot argue that any pacticular estimate is weak. However, the
possibility of woakness should wmotivat: avalysts and the consunevs of
esticates to look very closely at the methodological components of
gstimates, aof a4t just the estimate’s contents. 1Lf such examination
reveals a bias actually presant, this suggests at least some groater
wzasure of uncettainty togarding the estimate’s conclusious. It rmay faply
the conclusion is iwnvalid. Thus, while we connot in this general study
pass judsmonts on individual estieates, we do outline a procedure for
assessiag latentioca 2etivation nethods, and thersby assess the logic of
their conclusiouss Xilogical sothods can praduce valld predictiens, but
otly by shance. Valid sethods stand a better chaace fa the loag fun of
successfully predicting future actions.,

The acin result of this study s to demonstrate that analysts and
consumars of estisatew can evaluate dnalytic sethods objectively, i.e.,
independently of the contents of the estimates, by focusing on the
individual logieal steps in the estination prodess. Thete is, however, a
mach guicker ncats of assessfng analytical predfctive accutacy for a group
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of estimates. That is, if several analysis make forecasts or predictions
about an event that differ significantl: from each other, they cannot all
be correct, and it may turn out that they are all wrong. But the fact
that the predictions or forecasts differ significantly implies some (maybe
all) of the analysts are going to be wroug, and that ‘the group of
estimates probably contains considerable error.

In the next chaptur, several case studies cffer “mini-reviews" of
the estimates by our sampled naval analysts ou signifizant questions
regarding the future peacetime intentions of the Soviet Navy. Wide
differences of opinion exist on these issues, implying some of these
estimates will turn out incorrect in some particular. These cases serve
to demonstrate this range of difference (and thus the inherent range of
error), as well as introducing the nonnavsl analyst to some major
controversies in this field.

In Chapter &, the estimation process is dissected and evaluated.
Examples of 1n£orma:ion processing bilases and methodological weaknesges
are taken from the sampled naval estimates to demonstrate some problems in
methodology and logic. Estimation is viewed from two perspectives, as a
process of judgment and decision, and as a process of historical
raconstruction and narration. In both cases the procedure is the same, to
separate the process into ateps and evaluate the strengths and weaknesses

of these separate pieces. The main characteristic of estimates with which

ve concern ourselves is the logic of the wethods. First, however, we must
Jock at the content of some estimates. '
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CHAPIER 3. CONFLICTS IN ESTIMATES

I cannot forecast to you the action of Russia., It is a
riddle wrapped in a wystery inside an enipma; but perhaps
there is a key. That key is Russian national interest.

Winston Churchill, 1 October 1939

There’s a lot of wish fulfillment involved in our view of
Soviet political intentiomns.

Richard Helms, 1978

One means of appraising estimates is to assess the dispersion of
(or differences between) estimates regarding a particelar event. For
example, suppose differcnt predictions of the number of Soviet subnarines
of a certain type in the year 1990 varied from eighty to one hundred. The
minimum cxror in this set of predictions is 10 which occurs if the 1990
tigure Is exactly 90. That is, we know now that our set of cstimates in
1990 will have an error factor of more than ten percent, with the
possibility that the erroy may be much greater. If the 1990 figure was
70, or 110, for example, the preseunt estimates are in srvor by 30 units.
If the dispersion of current estimates were made greater, say 73 to 1035,
the minimum ervor increases fram 10 to 13 units. The dispersion of a
present set of astimates thus provides an iundex of the minimun error (or
maximum accuracy) possible in the future, but gives no indicatioen of the
maximum error that is possible. The wider the dispevsion of curreat
estimates, the greater the futuve errov.

Estimates of Sovie: naval events rely oa explaunations of past
events, interpretations of cuvrent operatious, snd expectations regavding
future operatiouns. 1In this chapter we exanine gome diffecences betuween
gstivates of varvious Soviet naval events in each of these poriods. The
difforences between (or dispursion of ) these estimates provides a rough
neasure of the minimum ervor in these examples. Since each case of

differing estimates was arbitvarily sampled from a much larvger sat, and aa

effort was made to seloct thege cstimates which differ sost, the rangs of
dispsrsion, and hanes the aioleun error, would increase as wovy extiaw

estimates were added to the cuvreat set. _
As this selection of different estimstes will indiegee, in gach of

the three perieds, aund for eash issue, the dispersion of the saapled

estimates is considorable, but owing to the uaiversal lack of spesificity .

in all the estimates ¢vaniued, £1 i3 possidle te reach only a gualitative
estiaate of the aintloua ervor fn fach case. In Bost cases, houwsved, even
thise gqualitative asscueneats reflect vhat seem to ba serious alaiaue
errorss it i3 beyoead tha cospstence of thie study te judge how seficus.

Finally, the eanpied cascs ate by o asaar the only issues for
which theve sees to ba lavpge Jifforonces botueon estlsstora. Wevro fsduen
rogarding wattise Soviet naval iatedtfoans intluded {n thia study, ihe
nuabet of coses of sevious ditforoncas hetvosn estioites sight sasily
double. EBven ta the veala of these estisaates of peacetiag tntgocioas,
thevre ate few itsSues fur which the taage of citiawates 18 aot
considerable.
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To summarize, just as differences between cstimates betoken
differences in data bases, and methodologies, they also reflect minimum
exnected error of estimation. The consumer of estimates can reduce
sirvimum expected error only by narrowing the range of estimates; i.e., by
disregarding extreme estimates. The criteria for selecting cstimates to
disregard should include the potential wesknesses in the estimation
wethods. This analysis of estimation errors and fallacies allows the
consuner of estimates to judge which estimates rely on vulnerable methods,
and thus to disregard those extreme estimates which are most probably
weakest. The estimate consumer can thus reduce the digpersion of
estimates in a sensible manner aud thereby reduce minimum ervor.

DIFFERENCES BETWEEN ESTIMATES - PAST SOVIEI NAVAL EVENTS

Cage 1: Soviet Attitudes Toward Surface Ships, 1953-1961

Estimators differ regarding Soviet attitudes towards the surface
fleet in the decade following Stalin”s death. On the one hand, the
statements of party leaders, the building program, and the abolition of
the naval minfstry and change of vnaval coumander are used as evidence of a
shift from Stalin’s vision of a well-balanced, acean-going fleet of large
surface vessels (including aircraft carriets) to a fleet based heavily on
subnarines, smsll ships and land-based alrcraft (e.g., MccGwire, SND:
189-92, 203). Gn the other hand, the statemenis of Admiral Gorshkov, the
deployment of naval units in forward areas (e.g., the Mediterranean), and
Gorahkov’s “ealvaging™ of the Soviet cruiser prograam are used as evidence
that Sovict plans for & balanced fleet of surface vessels for forward
deployment can be traced back to 193 {e.g., Herzog, MPSP: 39; Hervick,
19683 71-2; Jameson, SIS: 41; Dismukes and McCounell, 1973: 14).

‘Ihis difference is neither superficial nor overely histovical. The
former viev suggeats that the structure of the Soviet fleet was determined
ia lsrge pavt by econosic stringencies and the mission requicement to keep
Heatern siveraft carviers and amphibious task forces from Soviet coasts.
Ia nther words, the wajer causes of Soviet decisions were tntevnasl
wconoaice and defensive needs in tesction to Western thrests. The latter
wisv iuplies execution of a long-tevw, vell-coovdinated plan for forwaed
duploysment laid wmove than a decade prior to vealization, and folloved
conslstently sfter Stalin”e death. Obvicusly, vhether treated as rrends,
or a® theavetical models of velationships, these tvs vievpolats offew
widely diffevant explanatious of the coutss and detevalnants of Soviet
surface fleet developavats.

Afrar Stalin’s death fo Maveh 1953, the naval winistry vas
#bollehed, and Stalin’e vision of & big, baleunced fleel wvar sbridged to a
plan to BWuild sudmetines, land dascd afvavafs, aod 1ight, fast sueface
forcan (Hersick, 1968: 62-66). idmival Euznetsov, who &hated Stalis’s
dutlook, was feplaced $a 1953 by adsivel Gorshkov, who was notad fov his
Sutgcast o navel alesile techaclogy and his World Wae ! leadevsdip of
Block See nuval oparations in supsore of the Red Aray. Heerick {p. 1)
cradite Corsbhkov with siviag the suvface fleet, tn2ludiang the heavy
c¥uisers, f¥ou Ehtuehchav’s aad the 20th Party Congiess™t woves to cut
these constructioa plans drasticaily. Heveick (p. 71) wiltes:
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To prevail on Khrushchev not to carry out his
publicly-announced intentlons of scrapping 90 percent of the
Soviet Navy“s cruisers, Admirsl Gorshkov conducted a
vell-conceived and adrott but cautlous, step-by-step
campaign over a perlod of more than two years. Gorshikov s
poal, politically speaking, was an ambitious and audaclous
one ~= not just to complete and retain a large percentage of
the cruigsers but to gain practical, 1if rot theoretical,
acceptance of the continuing inportance of large warships in
thie nuclear era.

McConnell (in Dismukes and McCounell, 1979: p. 2) argues that
“naval diplomacy had no secure home in Stalinist Russia” (a judgment
Herriek, 1968, ch. 4 and 6, seems not te share) and that naval diplomacy
bears the marks of long-term Soviet commitment cowmencing with Khrushchev
and Gorshkove He writes (p. 10)

v + » by the mid=1950s, Moscow appreciated the neced for
coercive naval diplomacy in the Third World, that it
perceived its curvent capabilities to be fnadequate for this
role, and had alveady adopted a loug term construction
prograw that would create credible capabilities.

In support of this ludament McConnell cites Gorshkov’s 1967
retraspective comnentary that the decision for a diplomacy of naval force
was made in 1954 and aired at creating 3 balanced, ccean-going fleet
capable of nuclear and nen-nuclear wavs, and protecting state faterests
abroad in peacetdme. MeConnell then observas

Gorashkou®s clafms of 2 consciously planned davelopount, of
course, may have been a rationalization after the faet %o
ghow the party”s srescience and coutrol gver events,

HeConnell neveecheless Yejedrs this possibhility, dnstead aeguing that by

- 19389 all the fogredients, except coercive anaval diplsaagy, of preseat

Soviet Third Weorld poliey were in a¢tien. {(This judgment seoems
fnconsistens with several lines of evidenge, such as the Soviet waval
censtroction program in the 19908 and che Soviet’s wveliaquishing du 1953
of its only two naval bases abraad.}
fanediastely sfter sustering evidence in support of forshkav’s
claim that 1959 wavked the deciston for 4 patient swd cvestrained wove
tosard g navy of open=occan surfate vessels, MaCeannell tugas (p. 15} e
the 19% decteion, vevealed by “Rhvushahey hiwzalf,” to “shifs Ironm
gutface ships as the aaln arm of the fleet to a savy based grisacily o
suhmariads and secondarily on laond=based aviation and light suvfase
ships.” WeGosnell explsins {p. 18) the discropancy Betvaen Gorshkev's
clatas and Rhrushehev’s decislon as dus te the Sovier’s having “afead
developaentally at o Thivd tleyid diplunacy sof fovrse fover the deeade
1955=63), ibuel chey wave @?é§§§§§ ast yet operacticaally cousinted.” As
iaze a8 1900-83, he wrr o {p. I0), “theve wag still @0 desizlon in Favox
a diplomaay sf naval foree” and cely ia 1208, <ith the Pagey sdoptica
of a lacal war docerine; and the 1987 fawslvenual of the Soviet Nawy ia
the Six-Day Wae crists, dods Neloanell finally sue posicive evidenade of g
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real changz of policy” built on the 1954 decision to “"create credible
capabilities," such as surface vessels, for coercive naval diplomacy.

Khrushchev®s frequent, strong deprecations of surface ships, in
addition 0 the 1954 plan to cut their construction, are obviously
eubarrassments for McConnell’s (and Gorshkov’s) thesis that the 1954 plan
envigsaged balanced, ocean-gzoing surface vessels. McConnell asserts (p
13} that "in general, toc much has been made of Khrushchev’s deprecation
of surface ships."” To minimize this probiem, McCounell argues first that
the surface ships Khrushchev criticized were “gun cruisers and
desctroyers,” not the surface ships now used in Soviet anticarrier task
groups, which rely on surface~to-surface and surface~to-air missiles, and
which, by implication, Khrushchev would not find so objectionable.
Second, he argues that the modern surface vessels were "the result of a
production decision made under either Khrushchev or his predecessors."”
Herzog (NPSP: 39) echoes this assessment.

It Is hard to reconcile McConnell’s judgment that Khrushchev had a
well-hidden tolerance for large surface ships with efther his statements
or Soviet naval construction under hin. McConnell”s first argument
implies that the anticarrier task forces used by the Soviets in crises
during their coercive naval diplomacy period (circa 1967 to the present
according to Dismukes and McConnell, 1979) “"typically” do not include the
gun cruisers and destroyers Khrushchev saw as outmoded., This is not the
cate, however; gun cruisers and destroyers are often components of Soviet
anti-carrier warfare (ACW) task groups (Dismukes and McConnell, 1979:
173-3, 179, 211-12). The fact that ships, which even McConnell seems to
grant wevr= labeled by Khrushchev as obsolate, are still to bea found in
service alongside more modern vessels, hardly seems compelling evidence
that Khrushchev’s frequent caustic remarks on surface ships were
exclusively deceptive propaganda. If the core of Moscow”s Third World

. diplomacy of fovce lies in the Soviet”s sunticarrier task groups, as

NcConnell assexts {p. 21}, the continued presence of gun vessels can ouly
be an embarrassment, given Khrushchev’s statements; an embarrassment the

Soviets sesm to have aminimized by vetiring Rhrushchev more quickly than
‘they have retired the gun cruisers and destrovers he deprecated.

HecOwixn"s (SND: 201) assessment of Sowiet construction suggests
that very large cutbacke in surface ship building ware made as a
consequence of decistons fn 1954-35 and 1958-53, which he interprets es

-wajor steps avav from *he goal of a well-balanced fleet with world-wide

cgnatiiitiés — the § goai GorstiRov in 1967 {and Yclonnell later) assert vas
the basis of the 1954 decisions Nocbuive argues that not until 196) were
constyuction shifts aiiié thas fefleat a wvove toward forward deployment

{SNIn 189-91), aud & concerted butld-up of surface fleat units. This

ehife lie links to the deploymuat by the United States of the A=) attack
aivorafe on aivcraft carriers asd the ?fﬂii"iﬁ euhaatine and missiln
conbination. These tuo systems pave the U.5. Nawy the capability of
attackiang the USSR from over 1200 miles at soa, and this “decu™ the Soviet
Havy out Eo @ forvard defenses
Meeluire laterprats these sutfave ship building patterns ae
im&icating fitkle Soviet iatetest ia sucface vessele until the defensive
wiesion requivred aav suvface capabiiiries to deal with the Vestaen rhveat.
Hochuwice hag coted {8D: 139-41) that oae of thé w3 jor consequences on
ship duilding of tha T19% declsian was 2o ahife shigbutléfag capaeliy (eon
asval surface capability to the constructiou of metchant, £ishing, aad
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other civilian-oriented shipping. He characterizes (SND: 190-1) the 1954
decision as follows:

What is perhaps less well known, and is certainly not made
clear by Gorshkov”s [1967] arcvicle, is that the 1954
decisions « . « involved wholesale cancellations of bullding
programs and a new concept of operaticns that tied the fleet
even more closcly to the range of shore-based air support .
+ « To the extent that the Soviet Union can claim to have a
"balanced fleet,” this stems from . . . about 1961 . . .
These 1954 decisions . . . had the effect of taking the
Soviet Navy several steps further away from baing a
well-balanced fleet with a world-wide capability.

Even the 1961 decisions, which MccGwire sees as directly related

‘to the U.8. Navy carrier and Polaris threats, he labels (SND: 191) as

“exploratory and making do with what was av.ilable, r ather than the

culmination of some loug-planned and well-prepared policy." The cvidence

. of Soviet shipbuilding, MccGwire writes (SND: 194), "argues against the

contention that between 1956 and 1962 Gorshkov fought a skillful and

partially successful rearguard action to save the surface ship for ths
Soviet Navy."”

Case 2. Attitudes Toward Forward Naval Deployments in the 1930s

As was discussed im Case 1, McConnell (in Disnukes and McConnell,

1979) accepts Gorshkov’s claim that the policy of protection nf state

intezests was formulated in 1954, McConnell arpues that this decislon

. formed the basis for the gradual development of a capability for coercive

= naval diplomacy by 1967.

‘ R McConnell links €p. 28) the forward deployment of Soviet naval

i - forces in the 1960s to an overall pattern of "diplomacy of force” which

28 includes trade, economic and miliiavy aid, cooperative naval diplomacy as

3 well as coercive naval diplomacy. MHe argues (p. 3) that diplomacy of

o ¥ favece plays s greater role in Soviet than in Western calcularions.,
., . McCounell describes {p. 28) the intentions behind this diplomacy as

S

*e ¢ « » the credible iatention is not to prevent U.S,
intorvvontion [in the Third Yorld} entirely ~- Hoscou would
3 nat have the strangth of will Ffoe that == duc to confine
- 1 U.5. ftuvorvention to defeusive cads. The atm 19 not to
3 doter, but to itnit == a itwitiag show of foroe.

E . 2 ' fleczop (NBSP: 39) also sugpests that emerting Anfluence fn avaess

§ i of uarest through naval power was a Soviet goul of the ald-1%30s, which

3 was hindered by fasdequate suvface ships. The denision to deploy fovivapd
based, open~ocetan naval forves he attributed to a Sowiet desive to
influance events in the Thivd World through evapowar. Hervgzeg (p. 39}
dates the forvaation of ehis objective as wo loted than tha 1956 Suez -
etisis aad chavactevizes it as falious:

The Soviet Uaioe uadoubtediy sav in this uarest tha
opportunity to extend its infloeude southMard and pethaps
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eventually realize a drcam that has becn held by Russians
since Peter I and Catherine II, the extension of Russian
control over the Near East and the acquisition of warm-water
portﬁ. ’

This is not to say that tle strategic function of these forward
deployments {s neglected. McCownell, for example, writes (p. 28):

To be sure, the focal point of the Soviet naval presence is
within the arc of strategic concern often drawn at Polaris
or carrier-air range around the USSR, but it is also on the
water’s edge of a charmed political arc; in crisis after
erigis in the Middle East and on the Indian subcontinent,
Moacow has reiterated that it cannot be "indiffereant” ...

MccGwire (SNP: 506, SND: 191) traces the Soviet policy of forward
naval deployments to the evolving Western strategic threats of the late
1950s and early 19608 -~ in the naval case carrier air threat and Polaris.
On the one hand, to counter these threats the Sovie: fleet would have to
ventuyre out of home waters in strategic defense. On the other hand, the
success of Polaris highlighted the potential of a Soviet SSBN force, and
the Yankee program was set in train. The short-term requirewents, to
vhich MccGuire sees ({ND: 508-310) the 1958-59 and 13960-61 decisions
responding, were the need for counterforce strikes against carriers and
U.S. 58BNs befors these uaits couid complete launching their strategic
strikeg. One estimator, who is otherwise an advocate of a ccercive naval
diplomacy interpretation of Soviet forward deployment, writes (Weinland,

SNP: 380)

-

The Soviato appear to have adopted a "forward deployment™
posture for . . . atrategic defensive purposes ~= to ba in
position to “counter™ U.S, and NATO sca-based strategic
offensive capabilities . . . This prohably resains the
principle vraison d"etre of the deployments., Since the late
19608, however, deployed forees have beesn utilized in an
addirional capacity; as active instruments of Soviet foreiga
policy, protecting snd promoting Sovist oOverseas folerests,

Casn 3: Sovist Naval Objestives in Eovot

Assessuente of Soviet tacrpios fn the Hiddle Bast vange fvoe
“1aeveaniagly bdold” e “cautious”™ to “prudeant.” Evaluations of igs
behavior vary from “ruoaing hishev visks ™ to “low rvisk ™ te
“eivousspect.” Estisares of Soviet goals tange from “slaveing strategic
oubreach” to “a velatively cafrow agenda.” Since these extvewes velsted
to passy Soviet behavior (for which historical data sve avatladle) and o
present sad future avents {for vhich sove hypothetical bases sra vequived
for estimating); it is not unressonadle to eugges: that the range of
minidue e¥Eor way be letge 1o estinites of Soviet aaval behavior s the
Hiddle Rasr.

Tha difterendes smong snalvate” explanations of Soviet ohjlecrives
in Egypt offer an exvampie of the range i estlaates fot a cade ia ihe
past.
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Rubinstein (SNP: 156) suggests that the raturis the Soviets
received for two decades ef cconoinic and wilitary aild isvested in Egypt
botween 1955 aud 197% were lavgely stestegle: naval facttitdisg and aiv
bases useful in couatering the U.S., Sixth Fleet. Souwe years later,
Rubfnstein (L980) concluded that Hoseow had broadened its militavy probes
beyond {ts 2ssential sccurity bele (which mighet fnclude the eastern
Hediterranean) and now domonstrates "alarming strategle eutveach™ (p.
323). Rubianstein fa 1973 assessad Egypt as having coasidevably wore
influence over the USSR thaw vice versa, and judpged Sovier effoves as
afmed at ohtalning neaded strategle support facilities in the eastern
Heditereanean., In 1980 Hubinstein lists five Seviel objectives fn the
Middle Bast: 1) undermining U.S. alliances, 2) weakening Westeru
influence and position, 3) cxpand USSR influenca and position, &) ebtaln

miltitary privileges in grdey te support projection of Soviet power on

behalf of frieadly states and in pursuit of strategle advantages, and 5)

thwart a regicnal Pax Americana, In hig 1980 article Rublustels notes the

“stunning strategic sethack. NMoscow experienced in Egypt but ggatast this
he observes (p. 334} tha changes stace, Getober 1973 $n Soviet behavieyw
“an increasingly bold and confident fotward palicy . . . [awd] ability ami
raadiness to project pw;t into avsas of oppoc zunity ¥ He percecives
Mosvow as mrauing 4 “more venturasene policy” and “runuing higher visks
for regional gain.” He concludes chet Moscow's "military prowess has
encouraged diplomatic sssertiveness:”™ an asssrtivensss Rublasteln sees (p.
338) as incrisasiagly unchedked by the Hest:

In no erisis o the Hiddle Bast singe 1967 has the Soviet
Ynion deferred to Anerican preferences. Increasingly

T Moscodw deterniads the qouree and outcome of regionsl
grises.

Tt is Aifficulc to sse the Soviet reasties to the t.§. strategie alerr fe

 Betobar 1973 as snything but dafevance to Asericen praferentes. It is

alseo difficule to degesn Moscev™s hand in the Ivau-leay awnd
&S*i%}”%*iﬂi’éﬁﬁia&; igt atgma the ;aﬁtiming Af’gﬁ*tweei rts-.,s, oY T

w*&;a bt ?a‘;t?zdtzs £ has kgg;t 184 imtb&i wgt% wédga 3
These tWo anslyses be Rublaevein, sepacazed by flve yoars, clesrly
vaflary an fmage of Sseist éiaim%«g gad &iiﬁ@w peiley in dramacie fluw,
Baviigr Soviet sctlions Meve £3¢ =mere cauticus and direetly tied ts
stratepic oilitary végquivesmeats. This gave the daviers lievle fiewibilsey
or laverses witgh clienta gush a3 Seypt. Now, Bubinstein avgues, ihs
fovier »ilizary veguivescals ate laveely satistied, aod the Reviets sia
¢he pholy oy tests of influsuce 7faid, teade, azval diplamaey, ete.) for
Wi naln geepolivteal ?e?gasé, $a8qy Qiiminaﬁiﬁ“ aay Amsricun csle fa
Middle Basteve soew¥iny affaive, snd gamaneiwng the Saviet wele.
ta marked costfase ta Bublastelas sstisate of shaugtag Sewtet
objectives in Havpr and :&@ Fear Basx, Hius !55 g: é*%'@?} @f"f’é‘l‘éﬁ 3 esw 3
wore pegainistic ¥or the Nowists., Gisehuys
ingluenge iw agde¥ 18 @@ YREE Bt fats “Ealed aﬂ ea&n”““ @;M&
iugtallioviony, scevies #a §:§i§?§e$ oF Dases. Bacause of & varicly of
limizg on thely behaviar and saoseds, Cisebur ) E»e& a¥es The ovipts "Wiil,
fow, 428 ia the fovedvsable Fuluds, nuvsud & relatively datedw sgeads aad
dizect thaly attensios o 4 few ¢balud lodatiess issyead of sw@aéiag
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themselves thinly” (p. 446). He argues that the Soviets will “gravitate
toward low risk projects" and adhere to a cautious search for military
installations. Ginsburg sees (p. 458) Third World state: turning to the
Soviets if they are rebuffed by others and if the Soviets can provide
needed services, but any Soviet "success" today may be easily undone
tomorrow. In other words, the Soviet-Egyptian and Soviet-Sfomalian
episodes may easily reoccur.

Both the Ginsburg chapter and Rubinstein®s 1975 (SNP) chapter
analyzed the interaction between the Soviet Union and client states. Both
examined the various limitations that clients are able to place on Soviet
action, and the degree to which such limfts circumscribe Soviet
flexibility and influence. The analyses highlighted Soviet dependence
upon clients for strategic bases -- bases in Egypt (to replace those lost
ia 1961 in Albania) to meet the strategic threat in the Mediterranean, and
in the Indian Ocean to forestall a strategic threat from that area,
Rubinstein”s later (1980) paper implies that the Soviets are far 1less
dependent on foreign basing. He seems to imply that improved Soviet

. military capabilties, by reducing Soviet reliance on foreign bases, have

reduced the degree to which client states can hold Soviet strategic
capability (represented in foreign bases) ransom.

Dragdich (SNP, ch. 13) focuses on the Soviet’s efforts to secure
naval facilities in Egypt, until recently the centerpiece of Soviet
influence in the Middle East. He notes the relation between, on the one
nand, Soviet naval visits, diplomacy, and strateglc needs, and, on the
other hand, Egyptian interests. Up until 1967 the Soviet strategic need
was growing for air and naval bases in the eastern Mediterranean but
Soviet efforts to acquire them were completely unsuccessful. Only Egypt’s
disastrous loss in the 1967 war, and the destructfon of Egypt”s armed

- forces opened the way for a quid pro quo with the Soviet Union: Soviet

arms for Egyptian bases.

.Dragnich rejects the hypothesis that political and diplomatic
influence-seeking motivated Soviet aid before and after the 1967 war.
Rather, defensive strategic deployments against Mediterrannean Polaris znd
carrier~borne nuclear weapons were "sufficient” (p. 268) to justify a swap
of ald for bases. Forward basing of naval Jdefenses against the U.S.
strategic deployments oifered the Soviets, according to Dragnich (p. 269),
“a make-shift alternative to a larger and more capable navy."”

Ra“anan (8NP, ch. 11) offers a novel account of Soviet
decision-making in the Middle fast. Za”anan argues that Soviet military
personnel do not come and go at the demand of client states, and Soviet
presence in client countries is a consequence of Soviet decisions. With
respect to Soviet bases in Egypt, Ra“anan rejects (p. 187) any notion that
Egyptian inftiatives governed Soviet presence. In particular, he reasons
that the Soviets foresaw an Egyptian defeat at Israel”s hands in the
1970°s and initiated withdrawal to avold a second embarrassment. The
swltch in Soviet policy from pro-interventien in 1970 to withdrawal In
1972 Ra“anan attributed (p. 199) to waxing and waning influence of two
opposed Kremlin factions. He gives Egyptian actors virtually no role in
these events. Ra“anan outlines (p. 205-6) a Soviet "plan" for the 1973
Middle East War, which he suggests was formulated by Moscow in 1972 and
carried out by Egypt and Syria.

Ra“anan acknowledges (p. 26) that his “reconstruction of
developments” is “"speculative.” One commentator labeled his analysis “one
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of the best short stories of the year” (Kerre, 1975: 99). Ra’anan
disregards the role played by the Egyptians in, first, seeking Soviet aid
and advisors, and second, expellinp the Soviets {n 1972. He also
attributes remarkable foresight to Soviet leaders. For example,
“Brezhnev”s plan,"” according to Ra”anan (ps 205), included foreseeing in
1972 all of the following: the coincidence of the Arab attack in October
1973 and a "domestic or other crisi{s"” which would distract the United
States; the Israeli false alerts of 1973; the Egyptian—-Syrian surprise;
Isracli counterattack successes} U.S. reactions to Soviet moves toward
intervention; Egyptian territorial pains in the Suez; and American
post=-war diplomatic moves. It is doubtful that this clarity of foresight
existed in the Kremlin or for Kremlin scholars. These elemeuts of
“Srezhnev’s scenario” are barely plausible even in hindsight.

Kerr (1975) disagrees with Ra“anan”s analysis of the Soviets”
influence on Egypt. Kerr notes that, like the United States, the Soviets

-have difficulties tryiag to translate aid into fnfluence. The Egyptian

conflict with Israel gave the Soviets a powerful tool for influence in the
form of military aid and assistance. In the wake of the 1973 war Egypt
turned to the United States for diplomatic aid which Moscow could not
deliver. Kerr says virtually nothing about the role of strategic defense
or Mediterranean bases in shaping Soviet policy toward Egypt. The primary
Soviet goal in Egypt, according to Kerr, was to maintain their presence
and influence in the region.

Kerr rejects Ra“aznan”s thesis that the Soviets foresaw the events
and outcones of the October 1973 war and benefited from the war”s results,
In contrast, Kerr argues (p. 107) "it is clear that the Soviets badly
miscalculated in supposing they stood to gain anything from it . . . their
client”s relative success redounded not to their benefit but to that of
the United States." S8ince war with Israel stood as the primary basis for
Fgypt’s relationship with the USSR, Sadat’s shift from war fouting to
peace offensive in the wake of the October War undid the Soviets”
long-~term effort to preveat an Amevican-backed status quo.

Freedman”s (SNP, ch. 12) analysis of the Soviet Union and Egypt
addvesses the role of both Egypt and the United States ia altering the
influence and presence of the Soviets. Freadman assesses (p. 215) Soviet
reluctance to aid Sadat before the 1973 war as due to unwillingoess to
“leot themselves be furthor exploited” or to be dragged inte confrontation
with the Unitod States. Soviet preferences were to walatain its presence
in Rgypt but to prevent its Egyptian hosts from seeking a wmilitary
“gplution” to the Arab-Israeli problem. The "no-war, no-peace” situatien
which the Egyptians found so vepellent was vespoasihle for the Soviets”
military presence and naval bases in Egypt. It was a sitvation veey
favorable for the Seovicts as well as Isracl and the United States, but not
Egypt, The Soviat expulsion by the Egyptians was 3 heavy strategic loss
to the Sovicts, aceovding to Froodman (p. 218), Freedman concludes (p.
230) that "All im all, thoe Seviet colationship with Sadat’s Rgypt haw aat
been a pleasant or profitable one fov the Soviet leadevship.™ Like
Rubinstein (S¥P: L79), Frevdeman obaseeves {p. 230) that Hgypt iafluenced
aud explotted the Sovicts more than the revefsﬁ.

Weinland (NPSP, eh. 15) argues that “thete i8 litcle doubt™ that
the Soviers” imuediate objoctive in the Mediteeransan was to laprove its
wilitary capabilicies ia that tfegion. But beyoud that, Helaland writes

{p. 260)
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Why they wanted that force in the Mediterranean, and what
they planned to do with it, cannot be specified with any
certainty.

Weinland prafers the explanation (SND: 292-305) that the Soviet forces in
the area were needed for strategic defense of the USSR against seaborne
NATO nuclear weapons, and could also serve secondariiy tc¢ protect Soviet
interests in the region.

With respect to the Soviet Navy and Egypt, Weinland (NPSP: 267 f£f)
offers what amounts to the converse of Ra“azan”s thesis: a description of
Sadat’s long-term campaign to improve Egypt“s strategic and geopolitical
power in the region. Rather than a “Brezhnev Plan,” as Ra“anan offers,
Weinland outlines the Sadat Plan for manipulating the Soviet presence to
achieve Egyptian goals. Weinland describes Sadat as using “carrot and
stick” tactics on the Soviets to obtain the military aid and independence
from Soviet diplomatic restraints that he needed to reopen the
Arab~Israell war. For exauple, the offer in December 1972 to renew the

- 1968 naval support agreement, waich allowed the Soviet Navy extensive
access to Egyptian support and repair facilities was a "carrot.” The

- ejection of Soviet advisors and air defemse personnel in July 1972 was a
demonstration of the “stick.”

In Weinlands account, the Soviets” Mediterranean squadron was a
Soviet vulnerability with respect to Egypt-Soviet relations. Its reliance
on shore support enabled Sadat to “"hold it hostage™ and threaten to reduce
or eliminate that support if the USSR failed to meet Egyptian demands. 1In
terms of wmaking poiats with the Egyptians by usiag the squadron to protect
Egypt from the intervention of the U.S. Sixth Fleet, W-inland suggests (p.
269) the effort failed: “Egypt was digsatisfied with Soviet perforaance
during the wvar.”

There is litetle question that after 1973 Soviet influence in Egypt
declined precipitously. Weinland®s (NPSP) analysis shows that the loss of
Egyptian ahore support facilities had a drawatic impact on the Soviet
Mediterranean squadron: the squadron®s strength declined, trausits of the
Turkish straits declined (although transits of naval suxiliaries vemained
constaat), ship day totals loveled off and then decliuned, Soviet naval
port calls increased to possible alterratives to Epypt (Libys, Syria,
Yugoslavia).

At least with vespect to the Nediterranesn littoral states of the
Hiddle East, Weinland”s enalysis suggests char Soviet defensive wissions
led to the need for influence ashore because the fleet needed support
sshore. When this support was vemoved {(as in Albania and Egypt), one
isportant couponent of Swviet influency, the Sovieta” Neditervanean naval
présence, contracted airkelly. Why the Egyptiaune vesoved thar suepport
involved far move than the sstions of the Sovist Squadesn, but Welnlaund
sesmé Lo argue that the Syvedron”s preszence did 1iitle to facilitate
Soviet fnfluedce fn the fivit place, offered a point of vulnevadilicy shen
that iaflucace vas veakeaed, aad was a sigaificant early vietiae vhen the
Lnflusace vas lost.

Using the case of Soviet-Epystian telatlioas Lo deav infareaces
about Soviet-Niddle Esstern affsivs, suggest several coaclusioans about
catinttess -

1. Estisacors who emphasize the fnflucace Of Egypt on the Soviets




(Dragnich; Rubinctein, 1975; Freedman; Kerr) all note the Soviets
defensive strategic uneceds for Mediterrancan navail and ate bases as major
motivations for Soviet efforts at influence. Those estimators who
enphasize only the Soviet influence (Ra“anan, Rubinstein, 1980) find
Soviet naval needs only a minor factor in cither involving the Soviats
with the Egyptians or shaping Soviet influerce. These latter estimators
enphasize the Soviet objective of acquiring influence in the Arab world.

2., The assessment of whether the Soviets exercise influence on
client states through thoir naval presence, or at all, varies with the
degree to which the estimator focuses on the iunfluence of the client
state: the greater the focus on the actions and goals of the client
state, the less the perceived influence of the Soviets or their navy; the
greater the focus on the Soviets” goals and efforts, the greater the
influence role perceived of the Soviet Navy and other diplomatic or
military instruments. That is, influence follows a simple hydraulic
‘relationship; if one party has more, the other Ias less. All estimators
scem to w.ew influence as somchow copstant and variously divided.

3. Estimators who focus on the Soviets tend to perceive the
Soviet Navy as having posed an effective counter te the U.3. Navy in the
1973 Middle East war. Estimators who focus on the client states
(especiaily Egypt) raise the possibility that cliente saw the Sovict Navy
as having ounly limited influence on the 1973 crisis, and as playing a
minor role in the crisis despite its dramatically expanded presence in the
Heditercranean.

Case 4. Interpretations of the Gorshkov Scries

Few bodies of Soviet naval literature have genersted as much
dissgreement as have Admiral Sergey Gorshkov’s unique publicariouns (see
MeConnell, SNI, ch. 29 for a summavy of the publications and the debate).
There seems to be agreament that writings with these details and scope by
the serving Comnander—in-Chief of a Soviet armed service are
unprecadanted, that they are extremely fmportant for understanding both
Gorshkov and the Soviet Navy, and that the debage over the weaning and
significance of these unique writings shows no s#ign of abating., The
differencas among intecpreters of the Gorshkow articles and book ave
extensive and can only be briefly suggested havet thoe analysis of the
Gorshkov lltevature ‘has every indication of becowniung a uajor brauch of
U.§, naval inteiligance on the Soviet Bavy.

Commontators on the Gorshhkew weitlaps ineluéa Herriok (SHD, c¢h.
23), Hibbites (RPEP, che 1), Hudson (SND, che 1, 1976), Jancson (STS ahs
2}, HeConnell (5NI, ch. 29}, Heetuire (swg, th; 3,38 Sup, chps.2 TIE, W,
S8Y, ohs 30D, thasnson (upse, chp. 2), Vigov (58P, chs. %%, 32), Haxnlaﬂd
{5\?, ehe 293, ﬁiﬁf?téﬂ@@g “betwaen coawentate¥s rahge ff@a global issues,
guch as tha authovitativeness of the Sorshkow series as Seviet naval
docteine {o.g., HecOuwive, SNI, eh. 30; RHeConuell, S8L, ch. 29); to
tnteeptetations of pattieulaf pheases snd expressions (v.g., Vigor, SHF,
chs 32; Hoclhuwire, SNP, chs 33).

Naval analvysts Jo not sven ssea ageveed on as stoplea aad
steajghtforward an isste az the froguency of Lorshkov®s publicatiens
{e:g., “Adniral Gorshkov publishes fofvequeatly,” Welaland, SHP: 547,
"Govshkoy has publishied one o¢ more arziclex fn a Soviat silftary joutaal
aleosc every yea® siate at least 1963, Hibbitts, KESP: 1. Jamsson, 318
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31, characterizes Gorshkov’s writings as “volumitious™).

Sevaral commentators assert the hypothesis that the Corshkov book,
The Sea Power of the State, reflects Soviet naval doctrine (Hibbitte,
Jameson, McConnell, Vigor) while others interpret Corshkov as advocating a
new doctrine (Herrick, Hudson, MceGwire, Thompson, Weinland). Some
conmentators see parts of Corshkov’s writings as doctrinsl and other parts
as advocacy (e.g., KRibbitts, NPSP: 4, 21). The latter analysts suggest
Corahkov is espousing his side of an ongoing debate within the highest
Soviet military and political councils on the mission and role of the
Soviet Navy. The former analysts suggest the debate has been resolved,
Corshkov. won his pointa, and his series is an authoritative "concrete
exprassion of doctrine” (McConnell, SNI: 566).

While both sides on this issue use an internal analysis of
Gorghkov’s writings, the authoritative doctrine school emphasizes his use
of “doctrinal authenticators“: key words that tend to be associated in
Soviet writings with military policy and expressions of military doctrine
(McConnell, SNI: 566, 604-612)., For example, McConnell (p. 605)
emphasizes the importance of the words “unity of views” in the editors”
iantrodugtion to the Gorshkov series of articles, and that “this expression

-is a telltale indicator of military doctrine (or military policy) . . .“,

Hibbitts (NPSP: 4) concurs in this interpretation of “unity of views."
McConnell notes several of these telltals fundicators at critical poiuts
(e.8., introductions of Gorshkov”s writings).

Analysts supporting the view of Gorshkov as advacate or lobbyist
for naval i{nterests rather than as doctrinal spokesman tend to point to
the context of Gorshkov’s remarks as against the content, freguently
noting the discrepancies between what Gorshkov obviously wants (e.g.,
*balanced fleet™) and what he has been able to get in his 25 years as head
of the Soviet Navy.

Since all readevs of Gorshkov agree that he strougly supports a
balanced fleet, and most agree that the Soviet Navy has not been balanced
in the past, the different interpretations of Gorshkov have different
implicationg for Soviet shipbuilding, If Gorshkov is a spokesman for
doctrine, the Soviet fleet should be tending toward a balanced fleet. 1If
Gorshkov is wmavely an advocate, the Soviet £leet may remain unbalanced
into the future. Or one might agree with Gallagher (SNP: 56) that
wilitary doctrine, while authoritative, is highly genecalized and
subiguous and 2 poor key to Soviet strategie policy. In this case,
whether Gorshkov is doctrinal spokesman or advocate has little to do with
Soviet naval declitong.

The intetvpretation of Gorshkov’s views on specific soncepts way
heva jmportent .splicatfona for estimating Soviet naval peacetine
intentions, For exawsple, Gorshkov’s concept of “command of the 263" has
been viewad fn wireow terss by HoComnell {8RI: 599-601) ax 'cveating 3
favorablie opevitional regioe” for warbine 2 otvatagic naval offensive oad
defense {o.g., SLBN and anti-ASW opevations). Vigow (*W?z 605) gives tha
exprasaion hrosd wewaing: cosplete vemoval of the enany’s flaet from the
naval theaters «f war. Vigor specifically interprets Govshkov as usiag
this expresslion to mean the Soviet Navy “aust ale to acquite supecioviey
of foece over ins enemy in the principle thearev of operations aad be
strong cnough in decondary sreas o prevent him from iatecferiag.”™ Vigos
seer this usaje as “a valuadle clue to somd likely paths of £utu:a
develiopment of Soviet navai stcategy.™

%




MccGwire (SNP: 631-635) rejects these interpretations of Gorshlov
since the phrase is rarely usgsed, used in a context that suggests Gorshkov
is defending himself frowm charges of beling a Mahandist (i.e., advocate of
bourgeois doctrine), and irrelevant to the Soviet Navy, which historically
has always been concerned with the problem of how to conduct naval
operations without command of the sea. The concept of sca demial holds a
more central role in both Soviet naval capabilitics and doctrine as well
as in Gorshkov, according to MccCwire (p. 634). It has greater relevance
to future Soviet naval strategy than sea command as well, because the sea
denial strategy “"relies on the use of overseas bases to discharge « + &
war-related tasks in peacetime,”

PRESENT SOVIET NAVAL EVENTS

Case 5. Readiness for and Purposes of Forward Deployment

Two related questions deal with Soviet Navy forward deployment:
how ready were the Soviets to deploy forward when they did, and what
purposes were served by forward deployment? The first is largely an
historical issue while the second involves past as well as presemt events
(i.e., the Soviet Navy is still deployed forward, and th. question caun be
raised as to how the purposecs of that deployment have shifted or remained
constant). _

The various explanations of why the Soviet Navy deployed forward
also bear on whether the Sovists prepared for forward deployment (and were
veady to do so), or whether they were unready for any of sevexal reasons
(unprepared and unwilling, prepared but unwilling, prepared and willing
but unraady through chance circumstances == e.g., loss of bases, etc.),
Oriffiths (sun, ch. 1) categorizes these explanations iato three schools.
The first sees Soviet forward naval deployment as a bid for control of the
seas and the result of an ovevall plan for global projection and
intarvention capablility. This school helds an image of Soviet foreiga
policy behavior as wotivated by militant territorial expansionism almed at
world rule.

the second schoeol Geiffiths pevceives explaing forward expansion
as an eaerging inteysst in a limited capability for projectiung Soviet
influence in the Third World, which developed along with the defensive
forward deployment aimed 3t countering Nescern sea-basad strategle strike
foress. As the Soviet Navy ecmarged frob home waters te akbtewpt the latter
task, the utilicy of the former fask grev appavent and capabilities wete
Eivst veoriented and thea pethaps specifically developed to deal with the
peotection of Soviet state intarests in the YThird Werld., Thiz gasl of
limited projection Griffichs assoclates with a sorive of limited polivical
{vather thaa territorial) expansienisy -~ "Hescow can be expecied to
advance it powaer and influonce vhenever plven the upportunity; but when
Eﬁé agp@rtuaicy is denied, the Soviets ave likely ¢o bohawe with prudence”
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The thivd sclivol Ceiffithy tevas “protuctive raaction™ -~ Soviet
forward deploymant is seen 23 an esseatfally defensive tesponse ko the
. Westérn sea=based suteategle forces:. This school seds nefther a Soviet
;3 faterest iv aaY any considerable capability for an offenslive palitical use
. of seapover. The Soviet sotive Iz veluctant expauxionisie, the result of
strategic insecutity aud fear tather thaa smbitious for powet and
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influence. Western moves force the Soviets to take reluctant and cautious
moves in self-defense.

Bach of these schools is excessively unarrow and simplistic,
according to Griffith, and each is insdequate to explain Soviet forward
deployment. Oriffiths believes this is particularly so of the first
school. In lleu of any one school, Sriffiths suggests Soviet foreign
policy (and naval forward deployment) rasults from the competition within
the Soviet Union of “limited projection” and “protective reaction”
interests. These “conflicting trends in Soviet behavior” (p. 14) as well
as situational (i.c., non-Soviet) variables irnfluence Soviet foreign
policy and forward deployment.

The first school implies a readiness for forward deployment: as
part of the overall plan for contrel, the Soviet Navy would be prepared
for its role. The Navy would not move Forward until ready because of the
possibility that a lack of capability or will on the naval front might
upset the overall plan. Inasmuch as this viewpoint envisages no presgures
on the Soviets to deploy before they are ready, and since premature
deployment might produce penalities for the overall plan, it {s likely
that this schoal would require that the Soviet Navy be fully ready for all
wa jor missions when it emerged on thz high seas. Any reflections of major
unreadiness to execute essential missions would be inconsistent with a
Soviet overall plam for contyol of the seas. Inasmuch as the Soviet Navy
could (perhaps) be optimally designed against the existing Western fleets
now in heing on the world seas, as U.S. Chief of Naval Qperations Zumwalt
once hypothesized, there would be little reason, given the first school

argument, for the Soviet Navy to wove forward before it was ready.
‘ "In neither the “limited projection” naor “protective reaction™
schools is it necessacy thet the Soviet Navy be ready prior to forward
deployment or even now. Both schools presuppose the requitement for
forward deploymeat was imposed by the Western strategic threat to the
USSR, and requived some demunstrati{on by the Soviets even {f they wecre
untesdy to fulfill sll the necessary wvissions.

Disnukes and McConnell (1970, ch. 8) offer a variant of the first
sud second schools outlined by Criffiths. While Dismukes and McConnell do
aot mee Soviet sobitioas as extending to world ses control, they do
attribute Soviet forvard naval deploysment to aw overall plan alweed at
¢oardinating Soviet foreign policy instruments (trade, aid, diplomacy,
etc ) for expanded Soaviet influsnce ian the Third WorYd. This plan {ov
“davelopment stratepgize for long-term goals® as Dismukes and HcConnell
charsctesizse them), formulated betvaen 19%1 and 1955, laid down the
guideltnes for "basfc voantianuicties of policy,” includiang naval
construction and operations, that extead up thisugh todey. The decisions
fov coastruction of an “ucean~golng” fleat veve wade in 1934 to provide
the capablilitien for costcive militacy and naval diplesacy. The iaftial
tazget of this plan wvae to davelop & counter to the U.§. attack alvcvafe
cavrievs, vhich posed both a strategic threat as well as a counter to
Soviet activisza fa the Thivd World.

Gismukes and Noloanedl goew Lo have ta aind @ hydrid of ehe Eicst
tvo schools GetEfithe outitned: They see forward daployment a3z patt of &
jopg~-tevam Sovie: strategy (fivst school) rathed than as en iatecest that
enecged with experlence {secord school). Oa the othes haad, they sée the
Soviets as faterestsd fu projection of pover fa the Third World (sacond
echool) ratherd than wrld-wide sea coatrol (firet school)s Finally, Ehey




sce the Soviets as iantercsted in expanding, defending, and prescrving
“state interests” abread (second school) rather than aimed at territorial
expansion and world rule (first school).

They also argue that the Soviets werc quite unprepared for their
first foray into coercive naval diplomacy, exercised on behalf of Syria in
1957 (Dismukes and McConnell: 7-10, 282). 7The Soviets quickly recognized
their unreadiness, according to this account, and foresook any subsequent
attempts at coercive naval diplomacy until the mid-1960s, when the surface
ship capabilities dictated by the 1954 decisiens emerged from the
long=~term counstruction programs.

Obviously, Dismukes and McConnell”s case for a long-term plan for
a coercive naval diplomacy in the Third Horld rests in part on the exact
nature of the 1954 naval ship-building decisions. The differences of
opinion on this issue are discussed above uader Case 1. It is even more
important to their argument, however, that the Soviet Navy be veady in the
nid-1960s for forward deploymeut. Since this forward wove is seen as part
of the long~term plan, it would be inconsistent for the Soviets to make
the mistake twice of deploying forward for coercive naval diplouwacy
without having the necessary capahflitfes. The first test of the Soviet
Navy“s readiness for this long-planned role cawme in June 1967 with the
Six-Day War.

Were the Soviets ready in 1967 to counter the Sixth Fleet”s task
groups and prevent them from intervening in the Six-Day War (as the
Soviets and their friends consistently claimed after this intarpretation
was raised in the West jn the aftermach of the war)? Digmukes and
McConnell (pp. *58-168) make the case that the Seviet deployments were
significantly different in the crisis period than in the previous three
years of Soviet Meditevranean opperations in the following faur ways: the
size of the Mediterranean squadron increased dramatically (ship days and
datly average strength in 1962 were nearly double the 1966 levels,
Weinland, NPSP: 262); for the first time Soviet combatants (destroyers)
wars giueu the “"tattletale” wmission of observing aed following ¥.5. attack
carriers (this task had heretofore baen the duty of slewer, noncounbatant
intelligence auxiliaries); the Soviets wounted an air sud sealift to the
Avab states; sud they indicsted they were considering dirvect nilitacy
fatervention {(probably with Alcdorae Treops) if the Arab capitals wete
threatened by Istaeli ground forces.

Althaugh this evidesce svakes an excellent casa for a change in
Soviet naval crisis behavior, it does not teflect g readiness to agtually
counter the B.5. $ixth Flest, Several pleces of evidonca suggest the
Soviet Meditervancan units were not teady or capable of pravestiag
fategveation by the U.5. carveiers.

Alzhough Joviot ships eclscvhere fa the wovld wers intensively
harcassing U.5. Navy ships {e.g.. in the Sea of Jasan en Hay 10 aud
1967) the Soviet ships svolded say accisas of thiz type in the
Meditereanesn during the evisis. The goabataants on gattletale duty tvended
to stay beyoud thely waapueas® ranges froo the careiers, aund 9aly ense did
a Soviee deskroyer taks up a pavallel {i.e., fivlag course) neat a
carplevr. Sovier wsvel contast with Usstera naval forvees was lislted
almast eatifely to those prudent and clvcunspact tattletald opsratieons.
Nost of the Savict cacbatants tensined snchoted well auway fvoa the Uestexan
carclecs ot the arabeletaeli fightfaug, The Seviet zquadfon in the
tediteccandan throughout the celsis was sdaall relative to the black Sea
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Fleet (e.g., the Soviets never had more than two surface to surface
misesile [SSM) destroyers cr one cruise missile submarine in the
Mediterxanean during the crisis, although there were four SSM destroyers
in the Black Sea Fleet and the Fleet”s one SSM sruiser did not leave the
Black Sea during the crisis (Dissukes and McConnell: 161-2). In the wake
of Soviet threats of 1 June to intervene, President Johngon sent U.S.
carriers toward the Syrian coast. Soviet tattletales followed but no
action was taken to interpose Soviet warships between this ifantervention
threat and the Soviets” clients.

pismukes and McConnell {p. 167) conclude of this initial trial of
Soviet coercive naval diplomacy that “"The Soviets probably came away from
the 1967 war with opinions confirmed about how to deploy effectively to
the Mediterranean during crises.” In contrast to this favorable (to the
Soviets) assessment, MccGwire (SND: 344) concludes the Soviets were
unveady for this forward deployment to the Mediterraneaun:

« ¢« o it is by no means clear that the political gains frono
thig Soviet presence outweigh the various unfavorable
reactions to the introduction of a superpower confrontation
to the area, to shortfalls in the support of client states,
or to the imperialist overtones of naval power. Meanwhile,
the esrly deployments were dangerously exposed, and in
hostage to the West.

1€ Disaukes and McConnell represent a hybvid of Grifficths” first

tvo schocels, MccGwive (SND, ch. 25) represents a “pure version™ of the

- gecondg school. He perceives (p. 350) the Soviet Mavy as drawn out iante

forward deploywent by initially the increased vange of U.S. carviev~borne
strike forces and secondarily by the Polaris deployments:

Thie generated the thivd and most far-reaching change in
Soviet paval policy, fuvelving the extension of waritive
defense sones and a shift to forward deployment.

Nefther the use of Soviet naval presence to influence Third World events,

por the use of naval capsbilities to inbibit ifatetventfen by the Sixch
Fleet wvere sufficliently laportant, or gusranteed of success to have been

ms for causes of the shift to forward deployment im the Meditervsnesa,

sccovrding to MeaGwire {p. 351). He argues that the 1954 decisions did
gothing to echance capabilicties for these nmissions, and favorable

oppottunities for adopting these policter were neglected in 1954-1960. He

stes the Hedirevvanean deploysent, when it came in 1963-64, as placing a

considerable stzaio on Soviet raval resources just to acconplish the
strategic defensive wlasions and leaving little or a0 suvplus for naval

-diplanatic aissions. As the nuebars of ynite on forward deployment

jacreased in 1967-63 “the opportunities for the political exploitation of

thefe presence” zlso lacreased.

) HeeGuire views the Sovier Havy a8 having desloyed forwapd
basically vaready to éxacute {1t steategic defensive misston: The rsed ro

counter the Western threat forced the Soviets o “fofegs . « . the basic

teval cteguivensars of survivabilisy™ and the oaly ecunter the Soviet Nawy

posed for Uasteva steategic systems in this inicial phase of forvard

deployasnt required the protection of peacetime. The Soviet Navy wai
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incapable of surviving war beyond the first salvo during this first
forward deployment. 3

The thesis that the Soviet Navy was drawn into the Mediterrguncan :
by the carrier and Polaris threat is also advanced by Smolansky and Joynt
(SED: 364). The colncidence of the loss of submarine facilities in
Albandia (1961) and the deployment of U.S. $SBNs (1960) posed a severe
problem for the Soviets. The initial Pelaris deploysent {a the
Mediterrancan in 1963 was followed by Sovict proposals to make the arvea a
auclear-free zona and, fn 1964, by the first continuous deployment of
Soviet naval ships ta the Mediterranean. In Juae 1963 the Soviets
upgraded thelr six~year old military ald agreement with Fgypt and began
deliveries, for the first time, of modern first-line equipment., Betuween
1963 and 1967 the Soviots brought Inteuse diplomatic pressure on Bgypt to
allow Soviet naval ship access to Egyptian facilitfes. Smolansky and
Joyut conclude (p. 364} that Khrushehev™s 1964 tour of Bgypt was “prompted
fia part by his determinatlien to obtain a asval buse for use of the Soviet
Yediterranaan squadron.”™

Khrushchev s ifovolvement {n the Middle Bast despite difficulties
and setbacks (e.g., loss of support facllities in Albania, Egyptian
vawillingness to graat wide access to factilities) is seen by Swmolaasky and
Joyut as responding to “the imperative of U.S. naval deployment ifn the
Mediterranean.” The “local war doctrine” adapted by Grezhnmev and Kosygin
represented a continuation of Khrushchev’s policy, perhaps ia a lower key
in the Hediterranesn, but in a more wigorous form elscwhere (e.g., the
greatly expanded Sovier aid to North Vietnan fan 19635).

Khrushechev™s actions are consistent with che thesis that he was
forcad into forwsrd deployment by the Wesgern strategic threat and was
vnwilling to comumit the Soviet Navy to tho wissien of supporting Third
Warld clients because of its unteadiness. Khrushehev turned dowa such a
tequest from Nasser duving the 1953 erisis follewing the fraql rawelution
with the explicit estplanation that the Soviets weve ot ready for a clash
with the West (see Digsmukes and McConnaell: p. 11-12). As late as 1967 che
legaey of Khrushichev®™s poligy could be seen in the failure of Soviet naval
units to do move than follow 1.8, carrievs and patvel the supply lines
that delivered Soviet wquipseat after the fighring to geplace the Arad
logges. Tha Sovier explougtlon that thefr aaval units fahibited Hestera

Y TSt

' intervention o 1967 way construcked post hos ia the wvake of Westers
- reactions to Soviet forvard deployment (cf. Mocouwive, SHD: 193, 200-s§,
1 539303, o _ ==
FUTURE SOVIEY NAVAL EVEBSIS

Cage &, Trende in Anti-Carvier Wavfave {ACH) Capabiilties and Opevarions

Prook g p " fsid ik e fpiaed

The acalysis of Sovier savel diplosary by Dlasukes and Neloanell
{1979) viewa the Soviet Savy a3z faeveasiagly eapaged s coective powet
projestion fa the Thied Vorld., AL the geater of this stcategy §9 ¢he nesd
to prasent an sffgctive geagetiae Counter te U.85. alrevale cavrriecs.

:&‘mw&! s ‘

ReCounell (in Dismukes and NoCoamells 21) weiees:
§ The core of Hoscow s Third World Jiploarty of force lies in
e its capabiliszies for couatering U.S. caveler task groups
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These ACW forces, according to several writers, are comprised of &
cruise-nissile submarine, several torpedo subma:ines, a surface-to-surface
wnigsile (SSM) ship and a surface~to-air missile (SAM) ship. McConnell
views (p. 13) surface ships, fn particular SS4 and SAM ships, as “integral
parts of Soviet anticarrier task groups.” 1In fact, as noted above, gun
cruisers and destroyers are also found in ACW t~gk groups.

During crises, the Soviet Navy appear. to deploy a number of ACW
task groups equal to the number of Western carrier groups in the area.
Those deployments seem to be otfented more ' to crisis than wart e.g.,
vhile ACW units are introduced to the crisis avea, on occasion ASW units
heve withdrawn (Dismules and McConnell: 29.). The ships the Soviets
futroduce to the crisis area are usually those designed for the
anti-carrier task, according to Dismukes and McCoonell (p. 294) and

« + » are intended to counter the carriers” psychological
impact aud to reduce U.S. €reedom of action in employing its
carcier forces.

Soviet naval authorities make sfwilar claims for their intentions during
crigces.

An extrene case of this deterrent rola for Soviet ACW ogcurred
during the Angolan crisis, argue Dismukes and McConaell (pp. 148-50, 239),
when a Soviet ACW task group in the Socuth Atlantic aaticipated a pessible
move southwsrd of a U.S. carrier group and woved to interposec ftself on
the carrier’s route to the crisis area. Disuukes and McCounell view this
as a unique fustance of the Soviets® use of an ACH group to discourage
deployment of USY forces in anticipation of U.S. mcves (Hevzog, NPSE: 41,
concurs in this agsessme~t).

Disamykes and McGonnell acknowledge (p. 244} that ACW units arte now
sone of the older elements in the Soviet fleet, but view chis as e vittue,
making them cheap counters to the carviers in erises, and expendable units
for the wavtime ujission of éestt@y&ng the cseriers in the opening salvoe.
The A0W task groups ave still the “cove of Mescow®s Thicd World diplomacy
»f force” (p. 21

Other naval analysts seem ty apree that vhile the Soviet suvface
utits formerly plaved the ACW fole ocutlined by Disuskes and MeConnell, the
wartime antl-carrier task now i3 perfovmed By a coordinated
submarine=afroraft team. The use of suyface ships fn the ACY role in the
eatly 19603 provided Sowvist designers and shipbullders the breathing space
needed to develop space-bo¥ne surveiilance and cobeusicatious platictes.
Soviet Naval Avistloa {SNA) aivervafr, and auclest submaviaes for the AQW
eask, while surface desipn and construction conseatrated oa upgrading the
ASW agihiiikié; in nav sojor types (Herzog, NPSP: &3=-49). Nhile Hetzog
aprees that the Xotlias, Eyndaw, ond ¥resta 1 13 vers dusigaed for the ACH

vole, he writes {(p. 29) that Ls the wld-to-late-1960s

Tha Goviet Mavy had effected the tvansfer of the antiship
aission fiaciudfag ACM) . -  to the suwiatioe forces

The heatt of the aev ACW team is the O-class nuclesd sudaaving with the
55-0-7 ceulee uissile spd the Backiize boaber. A1} of the Soviet Naovy“w
aev ®a for Sufface units cﬁs?éﬁta 1is, &aras. Krivaka) ave ASW rethet than
4CW shipe, and veites Uerzog (p- 53), ~designed to operate uadst tha
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umbrella of SNA, i.e., in the [Soviet] SSBN sanctuaries.” (Herrick, NPSP,
ch. 9, advances a similar concept.)

Analysts of Soviet warshifp construction tyends ane designs concur
in Hlerzog”s assessment of thoe shift of the ACW missfon from the surface
units to u submarine~SHA~sutellite team (e.g., MceGwire, NPSP: ch. 3).
Por exanple, MecCuwire notes (p. 98) the tncreasiang clear separation of
Soviet naval construction into those units designed for distasnt water
operations and those fntended to operate within the home fleet areas.
From 1966 oawards the surface progrsas "have been tailored to the
antisubuarine role” (p. 100).

These shifes leave the Soviets” “corc” waval forces for peacetime
power projection in an anosalous positfon. On the one hand the older
Kotlins, Kyndas, and Kresta Is, ave desigaed for ACH and still effective,
but are aging counters to U.S. carriers. On the other hand, the new
Soviet surface uaits are less effective counters to carciers fn combat,
-belng desigued for ASH and raquiring SNA afr cover, but these ace the most
cffective new Soviet surface ships for distant deploymasts. Hiile these
units way have been designed with Thivd World polttical aissions in miad
(cf. Herzog, NPSP: 33), theiv capability as ACW forcas (s probably wore
psychalogical than tastical; possibly ifumpressiag the naive, bhut otherwise
wore hostages than counters to Y.8. carciers. The fact wpat the Joviers
withidraw these newar forces funto sanctuaries as crigses evolve, and veplace
them with older ACH uaits, ifmplies that the Scviets thumselves ave aware
of these anomalies.

Friedwan (NPSP, ch. 11} pofats out that the evelution of the
Soviet Navy“s sea denial doctrine Alctates the eventaal asstigament of the
ACY task to more otficienz and mobile aty aud subuwarine forees. The
drawvback of this strategy is that, for apblicazion at great disztances from
the Soviet homeland, foreign air and subnacine bases ave regulired.
Foraign bases, howaver, pose probleus of sea contrel which ave not easily
solved with a sea denial farce., 5sa deatal doctrine aslye prohibics
gurface concentration of fovees: any geographical concemtratien provides
a teopting tavget for a preewptive strike:. "As tension lastvesses,”
Feiedman writas {p. 219) “the (Seviet}] ships eust disperse: they canaot
preseat neutrals with ga i@gge of iuereasingly concentrated serength.” Ao
fepressive “erisis presancge” is Tncousistent with a sea denjal dostrine,
viskiag tos wany forsces in one ated to a precapiive blow.

The analysis of Soviet gpen-ocean naval exevelsss By Baalel {HPSP,
eh. 12) atze tends to veflect the shifting role of the sucface units from
ACH vo ASM tasks. Up m‘ni 1971 ACW srrike acuivities vers the saler
povrtion of these exeveise Stage 1971 the cephasis shifeed fvas the AGW
gteike phase to 5&?&&:@ &wgémg:i@q and frae 1974 en, Zo the
raconnsligeante and seevetliaace phases and 2 graster coneentoatisn &4 &
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;}%“ “suiidup of tensiens” sesmaris. I8 the ag 1 7S exereise, AEWN stvikes
- we¥e ¢onducted primarily by siwvecafy, po biv atded by subssviacs. 1o
5973 ASH becane the dalo theae of safov S@vieé naval oweveiseg, and séess
i to have figured as the a3fn Themd siece. Dandsl councludes {p. 331) thaz
3 3 “Sovict comgiiment o ke XS problee in just as stvess if nel sitonger
# * thas aopaituent o 3BV ©  Sioge 3ha Soviets take as zpeeisl paisg te
Yo conceal the suvfaca 3ad ALY agpedte of Lhelr =8 }9¢ open-s0ean eNzveises,
Py 30d even dfuw world sttention ta thewm, 1t gdn M sspyisd that they St 2o
P . nded Yo conteal the shHify of the wattise ALN sissies feai the sutface
forces. Whave ethis leaves the Soviet Havy's Thivd Uoeld diplomaey of
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force capsbility relative U.S. carriers is still an open qucéuon.

Case 7: Sovict Naval Support for Third World Coups

Naval analyscs differ sigaificantly on the vole played by the
Soviet Navy in Third World coups: some seeing the Soviets as behaving
very circumspectly, aiding only the status quo povers; while others see
the Soviet Navy as haviag actively assisted fn the overthrow of incumbent
regimes. One example of such differences involves the role of the Sovict
Navy iu the 1969 Libyan coup.

Janason (in STS: 68) clafued a central vole for the Soviet Navy in
that coup: '

The [Soviet] Mediterranean Squadron was notably employed in
an exercise of Soviet diplomaric support {or so it appeavred)
« « « during the . « . coup agsinst Kiag Idris. Soviet,
Syrian, and Egyptian military units vere engaged {m
maneuvers lavolving a practice landing on the Egyptian coast
¢lose to the Libyan border. The Hediterranean Squadcon was
strung out batween the Egyptian coast ~= very close to the
Libyan border =- and the Island of Crate tn a digposition
apparently aimed at preventing the penetration from the
Western Meditevrancan of a hypothetical Y.8. earvier task
force. The precise velation of thy timing of this exercise
to the coup is impossible to identify, but it seams highly
likely that some sort of coordination toek place. The most
signi{ficant force in Libya to protect the King®s goveramect
s+« wWas a British tank detachmest. . . The ~rews of these
tanks, however, were in Cyprus. To £1ly then to Libys wruld
have required that the tvansport aircraft overfly a
- subgtantial part of the Soviet squadtos, which was beistling
vith sutface=to=air anissiles.

On Septesber 28, 1969, Radio Catrc commented oo the Lidyas
coup as followst “The pregsence of the Soviet fleet it this

of the Sixth Pleet and deterring it froe cavrryivg out new
taperialis: adventures.”

Blechaan (197): 23} nuggests that Sovict laterveantiosn fo tbis coup
existed ooly fa the aves of the \vadss

Whether the United Stases and ies slifes we€e actuaily
conprrataad asy be less faportant than vhethey ather adutlions
believed thet to have besn &0 haxpeved. For example, Radio
Tripoll clifmed thar Soviecr aaval opecations Jdetuerwed
British Intervention followieg rhe coup detat fa Libya &a
$969. 3o polav »f Fack, Reieata aad the United States
contvolisd 1% baces Ian Likys 3¢ the tlee and would aet
aecossavily hive Bad to latefwens B¥ £ea &vea tf the Soviet
Uotoa bad iatetposed a forca. Noveoved, the Soviet Ualoa
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fteelf kas not clatwwed cvedic for this “defcat” of the
faperialists,

McConnell and bisaukes (1979, 24) reject ast only & Sovict unavail
favoiveaeat ia the Libyaa coup but in aay coup:

The USSR has never made a stow of force in support of a
successful coup agalast an established goverament before
time hus proven the aew replwe’s coatrol and thus the
epergence of a wew status quo.

Degpive charge. to the opposite effect, we find ao evidance
of a Sevier show of ferece on the morrow of the overthrow of
King Ldris in Libys in 1969, wor duriug the same year’s
successful coup detat in Somaltia.

In their book on Soviet naval diplonacy, Dismukes asnd ¥eConnell
(1979) ieclude a special case study by Roberts of the "non-case” of Seviet
coercive diplomacy in the Libyan coup. Roberis reviews the evideace for
the case that the fovler navsl presence off Libyan shores was coup relsced
and the evidence that these activivies were fondependent of the coup: VFor
example, the ezarcise planning precedad the coup by weaths; the coup
ttself oecuvred during a standdown In the exereise; there werge wno
political connecrions between the Libyan plotters aud the Soviets; Lidbyan
aad Soviet relations rematned coel after the coup.

neﬁerﬁs grapasgs tﬁ% g@uﬂu‘.r’ﬁy?@thesqs tt«xat i:he Libyaa ;‘;tatters
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£rf:m pg*&iﬁie iaterveneion bg c*ixg ttu;ceé Msdz:tqs ar Grgcaiu. rhis
eounterhypothesis aslso dapends, however, on the motiorn that Sowiet ships
posed an effective SAN bsyvier betweesn Libya end a Hritish aivlift ov the
¥.5. Sinth Plest. The British and Ausrican ajvfield fovces isn Libya could
have agssisted the King, however, with ao iaterventlion frow the ssa.
?arthgr, tﬁg S&vief “éxefsisé“ strgen u@gzé ha?e SE§§>g§ 8 &?izigh airzift
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arguing that the Ssviets had @ i &i ﬁg of tha peun, it i incvedible that

cing ai exereise Seviet fovees wyuld destroy Brinish alvevaiy or ¥.8.
fos.  Ia any event, Rebaves aag& asts the plotmete way not have sven baean
asarg of the Sovier savel zenivities E@%@yé the coup. Quddafi’s group wmay
have e&gi@i&e@ the Suviet presence only after the facy, as Sleghoan

sugsested.

Bisnukes and MeSemmell (1979) seview sawsval epizedes in uhich
Soviat asval fovces appatestly adted in fuppefy of postwgoup regimes
{g-8., Sesmalis, 198%; Guines, 1970; steeva Leewna, 1971). Theio iz as
coavingiag svidente of Sovict nawal intevvaatiss prist 18 & doup In the
Third Yarld. However, the aetive vele of tha Soviet Mrmp in the 1278 and
L1¥79 afghanistan goups say iuadidste 3 chaage that will affest Sowist sawsl

agzions $s the futute. -
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Vittuaily alkl asval asalysts adatlion pslijnlesl, scomsele. sad
diplogatic factods as amotivatisg the Sovich phescace 18 ihe ladien Ocean.
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However, analysts give sharply different emphases to these factors, and
include different behaviors in these broad categories. For example, some
analysts stress strategic military defense as the primary reason for the
Soviets” entry and presence (Jukes, SNP, ch. 16; MccGwire, SND, ch. 30;
Smolansky, SND, ch. 29; SNP, ch. 14), Other analysts stress diplomatic
and political factors (Calhoun and Petersen, NPS5P, ch. 13; Dismukes and
McCounell, 1979; Graham, NPSP, ch. 16; Kelly, SNP, ch. 15; McConnell, SND,
ch, 28; McConnell and Kelly, | SND, ‘¢ch. 31). Most analysts mention trade

and economics.
Differences among analysts include such basic questions as whether

" the Soviets” move into the Indian Ocean is a "drive for warm water ports”

(Graham, NPSP: 275; Herzog, NPSP: 39). Herrick, (1968: 143), in contrast,
claims: .

+ « « no evidence has been uncovered to support (but much to
controvert) allegations that the Soviet Russians, like their
Tsarist predecessors, are subject to an historic and
lemming~like urge to the sea to obtain warm water ports.

Jukes, MccGwire, and Smolansky all emphasize the military purposes
served¢ by the Soviet Navy in the Indian Ocean, espscially with respect to
the strategic ASW and ACW missions. The Polaris submarines, with the A3
missile introduced in 1964, can strike most of the Soviet Union from the
Arabian Sea in the Northwest Indian Ocean. Similarly, the possibility of
strikes from U.S. alrcraft carriers in the Persian Gulf against Soviet

~ central Aeia poses a strateglc defensive problem.

Jukes and MccGwire also note the role of Soviet space systems in
motivating a Soviet presence in the region. Jukes (SNP: 315-16) raises
the connection between the Soviets” SS~9 and $5~18 heavy intercontinental
ballistic missiles, which can attack the United States by flying the
“long=-way,"” i.e., around the South Pole. Accuracy along this trajectory
would require some form of mid~course guidance. This might be supplied
from a well-surveyed ground station in the Indian Ocean area. MccGwire
(SND: 427, 436) notes that the polar orbit from the Soviets” space center
passes over the Indian Ocean and Soviet space support ships have been
frequent visitors tu the region.

The primary factor behind the Soviet presence in their views,
however, is the threit of Polaris operatioms. MccGwire (SND: 441)

writes:

All the available evidence « + . points to the high priority
accorded by the Soviet Union to the threat from U.S.
ballistic-missile submarines and weasures toward countering
it . . . it 1s hard to escape the conclusion that the very
clear indication that the United States was developing the
capability to operate ballistic-missile, submarines in the
Indian Ocean, must have been a major (and pezhaps the
determining factor) in deciding the Soviet Union that she,
in turn, must embark on the costly process « + o oOf
developing the capability to operate in the area.

Jukes writes (SNP: 313) that the two Soviet purposes in the rvegion are
“arvea familiarization with the Arabian Sca agaiunst a postulated future
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Polaris/Poseidon deployment,” and maintaining a position to continue
influence on Arab and Middle East developments. With respect to the
latter he writes (p. 316):

But from “"protection of state interests in time of peace” ag
a by-product of a combat role to installation of forces
primarily in the interest of such a peacetime funciion is a
long step . . « this step has not bezen taken yet in geneval
termg, and the Indian Ocean deployment presents no evidence
with which to contradict this interpretation.

Smolansky (SND: 421) views Russian entry as motivated by several
factors, but primarily by

Western actions (specifically the introduction of the
Polaris/Poseidon fleet into the Indian Ocean) have been a
ma jor consideration impelling the establishment of a Soviet
naval presence in the area. Thus, far from the aggressive
intent so frequently ascribed to these recent Russian moves,
Moscow’s main concern seems to have been military defeusa.

Smolansky sees thc Soviets as having no vital interests in the region with
te exception of the strategic defenaive mission of preventing SLBM strikes
from the Arabian Sea. While Soviet interests are important, they are unot
vital to the USSR°s security.

Nevertheless, Smolansky predicts the Soviets will continue to
conduct a contest for influence in the region while attempting to
neutralize the U.S. ocean~borne strategic threat. This contes: is likely
to accelerate snd intensify, he predicts (p. 422). Swmolansky (SNP, ch.
14) does not foresee any significant Soviet influence developing in the
Persian Gulf, nor does he view domination of the Gulf as a Soviet goal.
Nor is interference with the shipments of Persian Gulf oil to the West a
likely Soviet move in the future, since any interference would prompt a
confrontation with the United States, something the Soviets have
consistently aveided. Moscow will pursue "low risk" opportunities but the
Soviets” general lack of influence and inability to control events will
yield only marginal chances for lmproving their diplomatic and political
presence.

In contrast to Jukes, MccGwire, and Swolansky, several naval
analysus disagree that the Soviets” foremost purpose in the Indian Ocean
is strategic defense. McConnell (SND: 390) explicitly disputes the
Polaris threat as a major motivation for the Soviet Indian Ocean presonca.
He notes that the United States has never announced a Polaris deploynent
to the Arbian Sea oz the Indian Ocean. The submarine tenders that
typically support G.S. ballistic missile submarines have not appeared in
the Indian Ogean. MecConnell also claims there i no need for a U.S.
deployment of SLBEMs to thils area since the targets are otherwissz in range,
and the tvansit time to the Avabian Sea would be inefficient and atypical
in comparisen to koown deployawents frowm the U.S. submariane bases at Guan
in the Pacific, Holy Lock in tha North Sea, and Rota ia the Mediterrancan.
HeConnell notes the lack of any cowpavable facility to service U.S.
deployments in the Indian Ocean. He argues (p. 391) that a U.S. ‘olaxis
deploynent would be counterproductive since .
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There is probably no easier way to get Russian ships
steaming all over the Indian Ocean than to introduce a
strategic threat.

Nevertheless, Soviet ships are "steaming all over the Indian
Ocean,” especially in the northwest quadrant that would serve best as an
SLEM launching point. McCounell says mnothing about the U.S. naval
communications station that was conatructed on Australia”s Northwestern
Cape in the 1960s and 70s, the communications faciiity that was formerly
maintained at Asmara, Ethiopla, or the U.S.-British naval facility
developed at Diego Garcia, at tne southern margins of the Arabian Sea.
MccGwire (SND) argues that the capability provided by these facilities to
support U.S. Polaris operations are sufficient to produce a Soviet
defensive reaccion, even if the Polaris submarines themselves do not
practice deployment. McConnell acknowledges that this threat may be taken
serious by the Soviets and he quotes a Pravda reporter as saying the
Americang intend to expand Polaris combat patrols to the northern Indian
QOcean.

McConnell concurs (p. 391) with Smeolansky that a Soviet blockade
of Persian Gulf oil is "scarcely credible” since it would harm the Arabs,
whose favor the Soviets court, but more importantly, it would lead to war
with NATC. Nor does McComnell see Russian planners as much concerned with
protection of sea lines of communication through the Indian Ocean, aince
their main concern is general nuclear war, and such logistics would be
unimportant. Consequently, McConnell writes (p. 391), "the evidence more
and more suggests peacetime rather than wartime missions for the Soviet
Indian Qcean detachment."” The peacetime protection of state interests, of
which Admiral Gorshkov writes, includeg, in the Indian Ocean, protection
of Russian shipping, fishing, and sclientific activities;
influence-peddling through goodwill visits; and protection of client
states.

In the last role, McConnell sees Soviet ships as providing a
deterent to Western intervention and a maintenance of the status quo,
rather than commitment to violent offensive action or confrontations. He
does not view (p. 400) the Soviet Navy as likely to contest issues which
were impovtant to Western interests, McConnell suggests the Soviets”
long-range objective in the region is the negotiated mutual withdrawal of
U.S5. and Soviet naviest

Bagic to Soviet reasoning would be the calculation that

there is more to be gained by the removal of a Western naval

presence than the maintenance of a competing Soviet
. presence.

Calhoun and Petersen”s (NPSP, ch.13) analysis of Soviet views on
naval arms limitation reiterates the strong Soviet concern over U.S.
ballistic missile submarine deployment in the Indian Ocean and the Diego
Garcia base. However, they note changes in Soviet naval operations in the
Indian Ocean that are not merely defensive and which suggest the Soviet
Navy may secek a limitation only on strategic naval capabilities in the
Indian Ocean, leaving the Soviet general purpose ships free to conduct
naval diplomacy. Namely, Scviet naval forces were involved in four cases
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of naval diplomatic initiative between 1973 and 1975: nuine sweeping in
. Bangladesh, supporting Iraq”s attack on Kuwalit, patrolling the Strait of

3; Hormuz, and development .f naval facilities at Berbera, Somalia, and Adem,
" in South Yemen, astride the Bab el Mandeb straits to the Suez Canal.
. Calhoun and Petersen seec (p. 242) these as {nstaunces of “direct

! intervention to shift the balance (rather than to maintain the status

b quo) militarily and politically in favor of the preferred gide and ~- more

slgnificantly -~ away from the West (and China).” Calhoun and Petersen
view (p. 240) these changes as revealing “something about Soviet
intentions:” (a) a capability and willingness to match the increased
force levels deployed to the regicon, and (b) a heavier comanitment of
Soviet military power to nations in the reglon.

Graham (NPSP: 287) also seems to see no Soviet interest inm
withdrawal from the Indian Oceant

%:W}

S

What Moscow pursues is the chance to exploit any weakness,
any possibility that offers itself a chance to inerease its
influence, to bring adversaries into disarray, and o create
a clientele awmong the Indian Ocean regional states.

g

Graham categorizes these as political, economic, and military efforta
aimed at an "outflanking strategy” and a "chokepoint strategy.” With
vrespect to the first, Graham writes (p. 261-2) "the Soviets perceive a
need . . « for naval capabilities in order to outflank from the sea both
China and NATO . . .. The prospect of being able to deny [Persian Gulf]

St B o

,,4,, mesarioul

- oil to the West may be major impetus to Soviet global strategy.” The

_ 1 Soviet naval forces in the Indian Qcean are seen as achieving these ends
i " as well as protecting Russia®s seca lines from the Black Sea to the Soviet
.i: - Far East. Graham does not note that Soviet forces are insufficient for
%f i any of these missions in elther war or peace.
4 R Graham describes (p. 282) the "chokepoint strategy:"

3
o 3” Soviet strategy in the Indian Ocean is to establish a naval
| - I presence .+ . .« through which Moscow can influence the

policies of the Indian Ocean littoral states as well as
control the approaches . . . should the nced arise, such asg

? in wartiwme.
This strategy is aimed at depriving the West of strategic materials and
%" oil, Again, the Soviet Navy, lacking any air capability afloat, could not
i execute this strategy, a major weakness in Graham®s thesis. Furthetmore,
the Soviets have exparienced repeated setbazks from Indian Ocean littoral
» states (e.g.,, Somalia, Indonesia). Nonethelass, Grahawm sees (p, 298) the
Soviets as persisting in the pursuit of iunfluence and facilities to
= achiieve these strategic and political wissions.

Graham scoms to sce fewer probleoms in stove for the Soviets in
sceking these objectives than actually exist, The Soviet Navy®s inabilicy
- : to close off chokepoints or cutflank both NATO and China has already deen
noted. Graham sees Ethlopia as ample compensation for the Soviet naval
facilitics lost in Somalia. This overlooks the Eritrean robels, who are
fighting tha Soviet-backed Menglistu-regime, control much of the coastline,
and have prevented any extensive Soviet development of bases to veplace
those lost in Somalia at Berbera and Mogadisclo.
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The Atlantic Council review of Soviet naval developments, Securin
the Seas, also asserts some of Graham“s hypotheses. The Soviet quest fo r:'

wvarm water ports is seen (p. 441) as a possible Soviet objective in the
Indian Ocean. Soviet blockades during another Arab-Israecli war or Soviet
support for an Arab dblockade of the Strait of Hormuz are suggested (p.
419) as “"plausible scenarios” of Soviet interpositioning and resistance to
U.S. involvement in the area. However, the STS review does not see (p.
440) direct Soviet harrassment or interruption of Western maritime trade
as likely, even though Soviet naval and political capabilities for such
interference have incrcased, because the Soviets” own maritime units are
as vulnerable (or more so) to interception. The Soviets are more likely
to attempt to stem the flow of resources or trade at the scurce, through
strikes, embargoes, sanctions and other means that do not put the Soviet
merchant fleet in jeopardy.

Case 9: Future Soviet Objectives for Ferward Deployment

Regardless of differences among analysts over the causes of Soviet
naval forward deployment, the level of out~of~area naval activity has
remained high. An fmportant analytic issue is the future use of this
naval force. What are Moscow’s intentions governing the future use of
forward deployed naval forces?

Booth (1977) notes the differences of emphasis between two groups
of analysts on this question. One viewpoint emphasizes the possibilicy
that the Soviet Navy will continue to be and may increasingly act as an
instrument of general Soviet foreign policy. This group of analysts (the
“political school™ will serve as an inaccurate but short appellation) sees
the Soviet Navy as becrming more active, aggressive, and expansive in
peacetime missions. At the extreme Soviet Navy interventions against
Western clients and Seviet deterrence of Western intervention im crises
are seen as possible uses of growing capabilities for power projection.
In effect, the possible use of Soviet naval power and other capabilities
of force projection to upset the status quo and the superpower balance in
the Third World arc no longer viewed as too risky for the Soviets.

On the other hand, a second group of analysts (the “"military
school™) views the forward deploved Soviet Navy as primarily still
concerned with wartime naval missions, with only a secondary emphasis on
enhancing diplomatic influence or prestige. This group views the Soviets
as still not having solved its problems in achieving general war missions.
While political gaiws can be secured as by-products of continued naval
efforts to solve the war mission problems, “the surplus for projecting
pover by military force has been,” Booth writes (p. 58), "at most, small.”
Thus, while the Soviets will exploit opportunities to upset or challenge
the status quo, they cannot afford to risk much to do so.

Booth (1977: 49) observes that both groups agree that the Soviet
Navy requires maritime stability to fulfill its foreign policy tasks,
whether narrow or expansive. A dirvect clash with the West would reuwove
the freedom of the scas and risk escalation to goner . war, which would
eliminate much or all of the Soviet”o capability to project diplomatic
power or influence. Booth writes (p. 49) that “for these reasons the
Soviet Union is unlikely to engage in limited hostilitiecs at sea beyound
occasional maritime truculence.”

The authors of the Atlantic Council Working Group (Nitze,
Sullivan, et al., ST5: 418) scen to question Booth”s assumption:
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Because of the increasing strength of thelr conventional
deep sea forces and the relative decline of Wegtern naval
gtrength, the Soviets may elect to resist U.S. involvement
in some “"local war."

goee)  gowsy ey

They also view the Soviets as having "plainly demonstrated their
intentions” to supply client states with arms and proxy forces in local
wars. This intention to become involved in loecal conflicts could touch
off a direct U.S.-USSR confrontation in their views, and two “plausible
scenarios” are suggested. During another Arab-~Israeli war the Soviets
might attempt a blockade of Israel. Alternatively, if a Mideastern nation
attempted to block the 3trait of Hormuz, the Soviets might resist U.S.
attempts to thwart the blockade.

The Atlantic Council Working Group also viewed (p.421) the Soviet
Navy as increasingly likely to attempt to inhibit “"the free movement and
deployment of Western naval forces"” during Third World crises. This
effort in the past has been "a clearly inhibitory impact” on the West,
and, they imply, this impact will probably become greater. Inasmuch as
they view (p. 423) other elements of Soviet diplomatic projection (e.g.,
the Merchant Marine) extending into traditionally Western areas and
reglons, the geographical realm for U.S.-Soviet naval confrontation may
1 also increase. An important element of Soviet maritime expansion {is
G access to defensihle, warm-water ports for naval forces. The working
group views (p. 410) the Soviets as likely to attempt to gain such access
politically, es,ecially in the Indian Ocean, but by this they imply a

g gusa g
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i 1 major role for the Soviet Navy in t' . effort.

: @n Graham (NP§P, ch. 16) aiso seems to vicw the Sovicts as

4 increasingly willing to rxisk confrontations with the U,S. Navy in the

;* §“ forward area. He writes of an evolving Soviet strategy in the Indian

§ e Ocean of chokepoints, and implies (p. 290) a Soviet willingness to

i interfere with Western oil supplies and sea passage in conventiounal war.
- He writes (p. 289) that the Soviets "recognize that some capahility to
? interdiet Western oil supplies givas [the Soviets] great politiaal
- levarage, even if they never exarcise that capability in an operational

sense,” This clearly implies a Soviet effort to win such control in
_ peacetime as well. The Soviets” goal (p. 288) in the Indian Ocaean is "to
3o become the dominant external power,” aud their major objective (p. 273) is
to sacure warm water ports.

Some members of the “"political school" of analysts see the
acquisition of overscas bases as a major objective of Soviet naval
diplomacy (e.g,, Blechman and Levinson. SNI, ch. 22; Kelly, SNI, ch. 26),
but so0 do some spokesmen of the "military scheol® (e .8+, Booth, 1977: 62;
MceGwire, SNI: 634). The two groups differ in what they consider the

. motivation for these efforts. Kelly (p. 513) views Soviet Navy use of
Third World facilities as increasingly for “practical, direct support for
: specific foreign policy inftiatives and campaigns,” e.g., suppert of local

wars. The military school stresses the econonic and strategic advantages
which bases in the forward area give the Soviat Navy (e.g., MeeGuirve, SND,
chs. 18, 25) and raises the question of whether those bases the Soviets
acquired fn the past, e.g., Egypt, at great expense ylelded sufficient
. political gains (MccGwire, SNI: 634-37) to tempt the Soviets to quickly

rapeat the experience. The strategic milftary nced for bases is another
; watter, one which may justify heavy costs and may vequire diplomacy lun aid
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of military purposes (Booth, 1977: 62). Kelly alio sees (p. 520 ££f) the
Soviets as seeking submarine bases for strategic deterreat purposes and
possible conventional purposes, i.e., near sea lane chokepoints.
Nevertheless, she gives equal emphasis to the Soviet Navy’s diplomatic and
political missions that these bases facilitate. Blechman and Levinson see
(p. 426, 439) the efforts to establish a submarine base in Cuba as "rn
almost textbook case of Soviet political-military tactics” and suggest
that major goal in this effort is to challenge U.S. gecurity politically,
by showing U.5. resolve and credibility are weak, They argue that the
Soviets seek the base primarily as a symbolic demonstration of an American
lack of will. In contrast, MccGwire (SND, ch. 33) outlines several naval
tasks that Soviet submarines could perform more efficiently and
effectively from Cuba, e.g., against U.S. carriers and Polarisc/Poseidon
submarines.

Dismukes and McConnell (1979) offer the most extensive analysis of
the use of the Soviet Navy for diplomatic and political objectives. They
write (p. 295) "political considerations have dominated Soviet motivations
for operating their general-pupose navy in the forward area.” A variety
of “magnets” in the Third World will continue to attract superpower naval
involvement and yield returns to coercive naval diplomacy; “there 1s not
the slightest sign of official [Soviet] disenchantment,” they write (p.
303) “with naval diplomacy.”

Dismukes and McConnell belfeve that a defensive, status quo
principle governs the use of the Soviet Navy for political and diplomatic
purposes and will tend to do so for the future (p. 245~46). Most Soviet
objectives will be obtained without violence, through naval presence or
the augmentation of area forces as needed (pp. 284, 287). Their crisis !
behavior wiil be cautious and restrained and Moscow may vary the risks by
its encouragement to clients, but will be reluctant to ilncrease risks
itself. However, Dismukes and McConnell note (p. 308) that

s « « in general, should the soveraignty of a client be
Joepardized, [they] would expect the Soviet
politico~military instrument to be made available . . .
Nothing else wvould maintain Moscow®s credibility as a
patron,

Seemingly, the scenarios outlined by the Atlantic Council working group
would sconm less plaustible to Dismukes and McGonnell.

In contrast to the favorable outlook for the countinuation and
expangion of Soviat naval diplomacy which Dismukes and McConnell (1979)
parceive, other analysts place greater weight on the limitatlons the
Soviets face in this cause. HeeGulve (1979a) questions Soviet polivical
comaftmont and naval capabilities for this course, Fricdmaon (NPRP, ch. 11)
notes the limitations imposed by the Soviets” “sea denial™ philosophy,
Ginsberpe (SRI, ch. 23) observes the limits imposed by Soviet iofineuce
wmechanisns, and Hevzog (NPSP, ch. 3) describes the lepact of the strategic
mission.

HecCOwire {1979a: 177-182) viows Sovice comwitment to peacetise
naval opersticas as a continuua ranging fron “protecting Soviet lives aad
property” at the low end of conmmitament, to “establishing a stratuepgte
infrastructure to support war-related wisstions” at the high end. HecGuelee
vieus this latter as the primary wotive for Soviet naval iavolvement ia

32




" Third World diplomacy. Because this missi{oen touches directly on the
g sccurity of the Soviet homeland, analysts of the "willtary school” view it
. as the foremost motive for the Soviet Navy“s peacetime actions (cf. Booth,
1977; MceGwire, 1979a: 179), Naval involvemen:z in aid of this goal scrves
other political and diplomatic functious.

In between these extremes MccCwire (1979a) views “increasing
Soviet prestige and influence” and "counteriug imperialist ageresston” as
objectives for which Soviet politicsl commitment is low. He perceives (p.

s

y

el
3 179-80), for example, no evidence of "Soviet rceadiness to actuwally enpage
b Western naval forces, in order to prevent them from intervening apainst a
Sovict client state." MecGwire does see a greater Soviet willingness to
?' supply and support clients during thivd party conflicts and a policy of
= incrementalism and opportunism; probing Western respoenses aund creating
precedents. MccGwire sees the Soviet Navy’s long~term intercsts as only
T - partly served by the foreign policy of increasing influence in the Third
? World, and conversely, Soviet foreign policy is sometimes ill-served by
“ the foreign entanglements and commitments requived by naval security
- concerns and the requirements for a distant strategic infrastructure
§ These conflicts of interst are likely to continue aud remain limits on
- Soviet peacetime naval diplomacy f{n the forward area.
Herzog (NPSP, eh. 3) describes how the Soviet Navy“s strategic
3' peacetime detevrent forces have begun to retreat inte ballistic missile
- submarine (SSBNs) sanctuaries near Soviet coasts. To control these areas
and protect these peacetime strategic deterrceut and wartine strategic
. reserve auclear forces, the Soviet surface fleet is being reconfigurad for
i ASH purpoges, to operate under the land-based air cover of the SNA. Thuse
e nawest sutface ships, howaver, are also those most capable of opevating in
distant waters and exercising peacetime influence missions in the Third
i Warld. In effect, the peacetine wission of SSHBYN sanctuary pretection
- conflicts with the naval influence mission., If newer ships are risked in
Third Horld area crises, they cannot 'efend $S8N# neay Soviet coasts. In
< fact, as crises develop, the Soviets seenm to remove these newar ASW units
é from the danger atea. This means the newer Soviet surface ships wmight
e ghly be coumited to low pisk diplosatic migsions. Herzog writes (p. 5%)
%“ As long as the Waescera fleecs ate butle around the €V {i.e.,
. the attack afrcrafe carvier), theve is ao way the Soviet

gurface unitcs, Kiev lucluded, could assume an offensive
1= PG L

* Under the defensive umbrella of the S58S sanctuaries these uaits can
perforse theiv “strictly stratepic defensive vole,” but this lieits thele
. capability and ceastyains Soviet latontions to ¥visk them in Third Uorld
o naval diplonacy.

Friedoun (gggg. chs 11) potats to the incensistencies butveen the
i Soviees” sea denial) philesophy and Soviet need for sea centvol forces,
which ehe Soviets have qever shown any ioterst $n buildieg, asd have spent
such effort attempting to clvcumvent. Sea contrvel demands greatey
capability for flextbility and sustained spetation than the Soviets have
; ver destigaed fnto thefe ships ot supply facilities. SBicher the Soviets
- aust suffer lisited eadurance fvom their units, oc¢ ifwprove afloat
replenishusat and vepalr capabilitiesn, or seek a netwotk of forolpa bases
and facilities. Foreign bases, however, ilamposc sed coattol ruguiltesents.
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Replenishment and repuir ships require fleet concentrations which are
inconsistent with gsea denial dispersal tactics. Greater individual unit
endurance implies greater costs, nuclear propulsion, and violates the
economic and technical bases of the sea denial philosophy. These
inconsistencies pose serious limits on Soviet efforts to project power in
peacetime with naval forces designed for sea demnial.

Ginberge (SNI, ch. 23) observes that the political instruments
available to the Soviets for advaacing Third World diplomacy offer few
assurances of success. Although the Soviets may labor long and hard for
{uafluence, presence, and bases in the Third World, all these can be lost
guickly and suddenly, leaving the Soviets no alternative but to start over
elgevhere. In effect, Moscow cannot count on allies in the Third World.
Consequently, Ginbergs sees (p. 446) the Soviets as following a "narrow
agenda of bases to acquire” in a “"few choice locations,” and tending to
“gravitate toward low-risk projects.” However, Soviet successes will be
confined to a few Third World states with a peculiar constellation of
features: those with home-grown socialism, that have fallen out with the
West, that are in or face wilitary conflicts, or which require Soviet
protection to avoid military defeat. These factors can offer the Soviets
wvorthwhile opportunities, but they cousiderably narrow the choices oun tae
wenu .
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CHAPTER 4. FEVALUATION METHODS AND APPRAISALS

‘ This chapter is divided fnto two main sectious, Estimation Logic,
¥ and Narvative Logic. The first section treats intentfon estimatfon as a
judgment process. It decomposes intention estimation fnto seven main
tasks and examines in detail the analytic processces withio cach task., A
variety of cognitive blases are uoted that tend to digstort or weaken
analytic accuracy. FEramples, takean from our sample of naval estimates,
T are used to show how these cogaitive blases actually occur in the work of
i naval analysts. :

i The se¢cond main section, Narvative Logfe, views intantion
estimation as a form of historical narrvative rather than as a problem of
judgment or decision. This section divides historiecal narration Iinto
- inquiry and explanation, and examines the problem of fallacious historical
reasoning ia these two areas. HMany of the historical fallacles reviewed
in this section are direcetly related to the cogaitive hiases desceribed in
the section on Estimation Logic.

¥
¥
v
B

g: ‘zf«wcg

ESTIMATION LOGIC

gy

There is wo such thing as a classification of tle ways in
which men way arvrive at an ervor: it is wuch to ke doubted
whether there ever can be.

%

A sictwind

Augustus de Horgawn, 1847

3

In apprajsing astimates of Soviet naval intentions one can
exanine an analyst®s argument, compare the analyst”s legic to the data and
to othar analysts” arguments, and evaluate the arguments® logical
atructure, i.e,, how analysts connected together hypetheses, data,
conclusions and theories. 1In this seculon the logicsl pregess of
estimation is broken into parts and the weakunesses of theso parts are
assossed.  Threughout this section an effort is wmade to use exow,;'~s fron
our sawvple of naval estimates. These are usaed to suggest a possible
weakness sad to fllustrate how it may oecur in naval estimation} our goal
{2 not to prove that the particular snalyst”s avgument is logically weak
== £ BaYy or may nat be.

te break down estization loglc into saven procasses:

Aerinttbrav

x

&rime g
v p

F . wu.\%

percoiving deta

e Renoaitly

]

vaighing data
charactoriziog data

L

e

asagessing covariations
assessing causes and effects

¢ o ¢ ¢ ¢ ¢

predistion
o forming, walncaindng and changing theorties
Nog every estinate oxplicivly facludes each process, e.p., sone

estimates studiously avold makiong any predictions. We would avgue,
however, that some form of each of these processes is ifavolved feplicicly

-

RN v e S T R SUS N e ol
oSt DDAt i ety A g S paats 0 e R b et




[ o

Ty

o A7 0 T TR s e e el
. .

in every estirate. This conclusion is based on the plausible notion that

811 judgmencal thinking and reasoning (not just naval estimation) entails

these processes. A recent explication of this genmeral notion abecut
thinking, Nisbett and Ross“s Human Inference: Stratepies and Shortecomings

of Socia)l Judpgment (1980), provided this seven-part taxonomy and reviewed

literature that relates these processes to all forms of inference.

This seven~part breakdown is not immutable, other analyses of
reasoning usc more or less than seven categories to break down the
thinking and judgment processes. For exawple, Einhorn and Hogareh (1981)
use four: 1information acquisition, evaluatiown, action, feedback and
learning. Because their taxonowmy was derived specifically for
decision-making, vather than inference and judgment in general, it differs
fron Nisbett and Ross“s seven-part process in collapsing several of the
latter’s categories (i.e., perceiving, weighing and categorizing data
gencrally equate to information acquisition and, in part, evaluation), and
in putting more stress on action and learning (which in the Nisbett/Ross
scheme are part of the prediction and theory processes).

In this section each of the seven pracesses is described in
general and in terms of naval analysis. The biases and weaknesses which
influence that process are described and related to instances selected
from our sample of naval estimates. If examples could not be found ia the
naval estimates sampled, a hypothetical naval example is described. (The
failure to find a "real” fnstance of a particular bias in no way neans
that that bias is absent in naval estimation -- only that it may be rare
in our sample, or overlooked by me.)

Refore heginning the description of the parts of estimation logic
it is helpful to relate these processes to Scheibe’s (1979)
trichotomization of prediction. Recall that Scheibe sttributed prediction
to sagacity, control and authority, and acumen. Sagacity, or the ahility
to organize perceptions of past behavior and abstract frow these a set of
predictive indicators, is related to the seven~part estimation process
examined in this section. In contrast, Scheibe®s acymen is insight or
enpathy into the actions or reactions of another rather than analysis or
judgment. Acumen can, however, be thought of as an estimation ability,
most commonly found as narration, or explanation. That is, many estimates
are basically coherent narrative explanations of events which attempt to
ocganize the salient facts {nto a wholistic, meaningful story (Pipes,
1980; Sacbia, 1980). 1In a later section estimation-as-narvation is
exanined. In tho prosent section the estiwmation process &s viewed as oune
of logie, judgment, and decision-making.

Pereciving Daca

Ona of the oldest and most telxable genevalizations in psycholagy
s that perception 38 nof mevely the passive veceipt of information but is
instead a process of active interpretation, selective attention,
deduction, and inferonce. The “facts® mnever “spoak for theuselves™ in
forming perceptions and perceptions aréd alvays faflucnced by “knowledge
structures,” ot ponsval infsceation procossing schomes, that people use to
ocganize the stecan of data thoy peveaive. Two of the Better-luowa
knoviadge structures whina affect the perception of data have heea labeled
the “availadiliey” and “represcotativencss” heutistics {or judgment
atratepgies; Kahnomsn and Tvorsky, 1972, 1973; Tversky and Kahnesan, 1971,
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1973, 1974).

These heuristics arve simple, geacrally autoamatic, strateples
people use in a variety of {nferentinl and Judgneat tasks, including data
perception. These strategles ave often effictent and cffective in
organizing data fnto useful perceptions. UBecause they ace ofren applfied
asutomatically (that is, without consctous deliberation) they may he
misapplicd or misused in cases chere more eppropriate heuristics would
yield more accurate perceptions. The vepresentativensss and avallabilicy
heuristics are not always ifnvolved fn perception, and iw cases vhore thelr
application might geaerate errors, peaple sometimes aveld using them. o
other cases, however, they do wot, and tile beuristices lead to errongous
data perception.

The Availability Heuristic

In geuneral, the wmove often and the mcre {roquently cvents are
perceived, the mare easily they are encoded and remembered and the more
Yikely it is that the perceiver will form a standard or stereatyped
congtruction for them. “Availability™ refers to the ease with which
weneries and stereotyped constructlons of events can be rotrieved by awm
individual. The “availability heuristic” occuprs whew an Iiadividual,
attempting te judge the relative frequency of an event, or the likelihaood
of evants, is influenced by the easa eof acqessibility of memory ov
reconstruction (Tversky and Kahaeman, 1973). 1In other words,
meworability, ot case of imaginative reconstruction way iaflueunce the
estimation of frequengy orv likelihood of cvaents. S8ince frequency of
events is corvelated (but not perfegtly) with memorability and
construation, this heurlstic is genavally efficient, move avmerable gvents
aoften are more frequent or more likely. Theve ave, howsver, a variety of
psychalegical factors that influence wemerability that are not associated
with frequency, v.g., vividness, pevsonal or percaptual salience,
conpleteness and ease of eucediang. Te the degree that factevs such as
these, and net Yrequancy, are the basis for veweyability, the use of the
availabiliey hevristic as & guide to estimation of frogueney or iikelihood
will lead €o ervoxs.

This heuristic s disgramed iu Figure 4.1. The iapact of
frequency and ether factors asffecting memovability is shown in part Al In
part 8, when an estisate fo uade, the semerability of cvoats is attvibuted
only te frequeacy and likelthoad (selid arveu), rathes than te salignce,
vividness, oe the athee factovs which might alse have cauvged graater
munotabilicy.  Although the diagrasm decs aet show thiz, cthe availabiliey
heuvistic aay work in convaerse: loss aemovable cvants a¥e judged as lawg
fragquent or lfkely wbaa nove wemavable snex, although several factovs
other than infreguoncy can veduce semovsbhility.

Auwong the factovs kueva e influence semovability other than
frequency of events ave vividoase, zalignce, encoding sase and
opportunicy, and cauvsality. Vivid eveuts, thoge that appear as
distivetive against a unifors bBackground afe wore likely to be remvaboved,
but are sot necessartily wnare froguent.

Saveral aspects of Soviet naval aperations tend to make tham wave
vivid o Woseoth ohbzevvers. The deployvmeat ferwavd of the Soviet Navy ocut
of Russien coasstal waters, cven though inftially vesteicted to swall
nuabers of units, attracted considerable Woytern atteatlion, chietly
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Figure &.1. Schematic Diagram of Availability Heuristic
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the @gh {es noveley. Similarly the dramatie {acrease ila the level of
these out-of~avea deployments attracted attention in part beecausc they
woere atypical of past Saviet naval behavior. The vividoess of these
sudden and dramatic changes in Soviet behavior elictieed sigatfticantly
{ncreased Weseern commeat. Such atrentien was not given to equally
dramatic changes tn the Soviet Navy that occurred against g wmove varied
background or at preater distance, and weve thus less vivid., An example
is the Soviet Maval Avistion (SNA)} which underwant sigoniilcant chaonges at
the sane time the Soviet Havy deploved forward. With & few exceptions
{e-g., Hurphy, PSP, ch. 10} cthese changes recefved very little Western
accention.

A secand aspect of racent Sovier saval eperations which fncresses
vividness is the tactic of “close cuabrace” of U.S. naval ships by Soviet
combatants in crisis aveas. Reuwtinely, U.$. warships are “shadewed” by
Soviet auxfliarias, usually fantelligedce collectors. wWhile this taectic ia
effoctive near ports and chokepainrs or in nartsw waters, in the open
ccean .S, taghk forces can gonerally outrup the fotelligence collectars or
can “flugh™ (sail off io diffeveatr divections) and los¢ thewm, BDuviag
crises, the “tattletale™ vrale of the Soviet auxiliaries {5 zaken over by
warships, some of which seemud to have been equippad with speetal weapous
(e g., vear firiug missile cystiums) for the purpose. The switchover frow
auxiliary toe wavship tattlerales colucideat sith yising cvisis teasioas,
and the close shadowing of U.S. ships all combing to create & particularly
vivid event for Hestavn ohsevvers. (The #.5, Havy adopted & pavullel
stratesy in the 1971 Middle Bast crisis.)

Recause “clese embraee™ tactics asre particularly dangarous and
gould lead ta imadvercsnt escalation of grises, they came uader diplomatic
attention and a U.$.~Spviat -~ qesent was negotiated to prevent,
hapefully, colidsions at sea. ¢ the vividness of closs cobrage events

"33 not correlated with £o ey, it does paraliel the serious

consequances of accidents produced by thess events. On the sther hand,
guch évents are nol comman except in erises, and cves thea, enly one or
two Boviet warships are usually given this wission, sud these ships are
usually elde¥, ACK types, vather than the Soviels” aewer ASH vessels.

A second feature of dats which ean fnfluyence its seserability and
thus (s availabilfry is salisnca. Salience is o broadsr cpncept thae
vividaess asnd tacludes any distiactive, physically prowinanz, sastly
perseived oy vigible festure, usvelty, unlgueness, ov slagulavity. 4a
evenl aay be saliear $¥ it velares zprcifically to seme aspect of the
peresiver, e.g., navasl anslvaes vhio ave alse aviaters would »rabably flad
data en Sevier naval zwiation move salieat thas analysrs with ne aviation

‘bagkgrauved. Sueh data 3ve eove distiactivg and eanily perecived by

seugene with avistion gxpevisuge than $¢ soeeoue with nena. Vield sveoks
afe vabicnt det salient events ate net peeessarily wivid.

Soviet naval activity iz seve saliest te waval stalyits thaa, say
:';wu: merehaat wariae activigies, and haz vegalved the averwhélalag
atzeatian of ecaval anal,sts, asltheugh ssne adval ¢xpevis believe the
Boviet Mevehant Marvine i2 ihe wmofe =ffeqtive =gageing ave ef Savies
dislosacy ia the 'hivd sarld {af. Haslwiee, 197%). Zven though the Sewiet
weychuat fleet is specifically desipaed for the peadctime roles of
susaading Soviet 3af¥lucacs, inereasing Soviet tisy, and eoxporiisg the
Rovicts” gaeds and views, the gyisasy tpzecont of Westeta mawal analyets
ts fa $ts capabilittas for pawsr projectios fe.g., Soviet voll=ea,
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roll-off ships as floating military hardware warehouses). Analysts who
are quite adept at discerning peacetime roles for Soviet warships (which
are designed primarily for wartime missions) spend little time examining
the less salient peacetime missions of the Soviet merchantmen, and
instead, accantuate their more salient wartime and crisis capabilities
(there are some erceptions to this: Ackley, SNI, ch. 14; Davidchik and
Mahoney, Appendix A, in Dismukes and McComnell, 1979; Fairhall, 1971;
Herzog, NPSP: 38)

Naval analysts themselves ackanowledge on occasion that salience
may have an undue influence on their estimates. Dismukes and McConnell
(1979: xv), for example, caution that

The principle research technique employed [in their book
Soviet Naval Diplomacy] is the intensive case study, focused
primarily on politico~military actions. This approach has
inherent risks: principally, the danger that the importance
of naval power as a direct instrument of poiicy will be
unconsciously exaggerated.

A more striking instance of the impact of salience on uaval
analysis 1s the near absence of any treatment of the Chinese in accounts
by U.S. analysts of the peacetime intentions of the Soviet Navy. This is
not true of other U.S. analysts, e.g., political scientists (although some
political scientists can no doubt explain all Soviet behavior withcut
reference tu the Chinese). For examplz, a recent volume on Soviet

. influence in the Third World by nonnaval analysts, i{.e., political

scilentists, (Rubinstein, 1975), explicitly consciders how Soviet lLehavior
is shaped by counsiderations of the Chinese., U S. naval analysats gre
nearly unanimous in ignoring the impact on Soviet naval activity ovr
intentions of the Soviets™ on-again, off-again competition with China in
the Third World. Aun exception is the realization by some analysts (e.g.,
Graham, NPSP: 281-83, 290; Murphy, NPSP: 127,132) that, if the Chinese in
wartime cut the Trans-Siberian rail linas, the Soviets”® snle year-round
supply line to the eagtern half of Russia J¢ through the Indian Ocean.
Thus the Soviet peacetime efforts to estabiish foothalds in that region is
partly a response to China.

The Chinese lack an open-ocean naval capability aud show few signs
of developing any. Soviet raval activity may dircetly aid the Soviet goal
of limiting Chinese ianfluence in the Third World, but that Chinese
influence does not now involve naval forces or sea power. Fer these twe
reasons the "China factor" has extremely low salience for U.§, naval
analysts. This does not mean the Chinese have no ianfluence on peacetine -
Soviet naval intentfons or actions, although that f{nfluence iz genevally
less significant than the U.8. role. In specific cases, however, the
Chinese may be a significant cause of Soviet behavior.

While historical analogics are danperous, {t s tntevesting that
prior to World War IX the Byitish, Duteh, Freach, and Amevicans all teaded
to assess Japanese naval intentions specifically fn tovns of thale own
Pacific and Scutheast Asian interests., With the partial exception of the
French, the Chinese war and the Kovean and Manchuciosn Japanese coloales
had very little place in Western appraisals of the Japanese Navy. The
Japanesc Army s need for petroleum to prosecuté fts war in China provided
a stvong motivation for the southward deployaent of the Japancee Navy.
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While China had virtually no navy, the “China factor” played an important
role in the pre-1941 Iintentions of the Japanese Navy, a role Western

analyste tended to underrate.
A fascinating case gtudy of Soviet and Chinese competition and its

impact on Soviet Navy pracetime intentions could be made using Indonesia
as a focus. Soviet aid to Indonesia in the late 1950s was massi e,
exceeding Soviet aid to Egypt at that time (a case much favored by U S.
naval analysts). Including aid from other communist countries, Indonesia
received more than $1.5 billion by the end of 1961, more than any other
country up to that time, and more than the $1.3 billion which the USSR had
provided China between 1949 and 1957 (van der Kroef, 1975: 55). Since
Soviet aid was concentrated into a brief decade, this investment in
Indonesia is particularly impressive.

Soviet supplied ships gave Indonesia tne largest and most modern
navy in the Indian Ocean in the early 1960s. The Soviets may have run the

- Sverdlov cruiser producticn beyond its planned terminatiom explicitly to

deliver promised ships to Indonesia (MccGwire, SND: 190, 194, 209).

Uprisings and military rebellions by anti-communist, Indonesian
officers and troops in the late 1950s led to near civil war., Soviet arms
aid greatly strengitened the vole of the Communist Party in Indonesian
politics. However, chese arms algo streagtliened the most threatening
anti-communist group in Indonesia, the actmed forces. Evaen more curiously,
Moscow continued the arms supply while Sukarno”“s policies leaned
increasingly towacrd Peking. Peling supported Sukarno’s campaigns agalust
Malaysia and the Philippines diplomatically while Moscow temporized and
supplied the arms. This anomalous state came to an end in the 1965
Chinese-backed coup attempt by leftist officers agajnst the anti-communist
officers. In the aftermath of that unsuceessful attempt hoth Moscow and
Peking lost victually all their gains and Indenesian relations with Moscow
vemained cold until the mid-1970s and even new remain cool.

It is interesting to spoculate on why Mascew, which was beginning
to deploy {ts Navy forward in the Mediterranean in 1964, did not project
ite naval pewer in 1965 and 1966 toward Indonesia to retard the rapid
erpsion of Russlan influence that followed the 1965 coup. Given Moscouw’s
tremandous investment of aid, prestige, and diplomacy, and the strateglc
gignificance of the entrances to the Indian Qecean, the Soviets would seem
te have had more than sufficient motivation to attempt naval diplomacy in
this case. Possibly the Soviets lackad the capabilities (Soviet
doployments to the Indian Ocean did wut begin until 1968); or they lacked
tha will te begla their fiest exareise in coercive naval dislomacy so
close to the ¥ 8. tnvolvament in Southeast Asiay oy perhaps they were not
interested in Third Norld naval diplomacy per se, but only as such eftores
avcomplishod war~related ends (e.g., obraining bases for forces which
couid Jesl with .5, cvaveler and submarine wnuelsav threaty to the USSR).
Ia any evant, the Iadounesian case (or parhaps necacase) has been lavgely
neglected by avalysts of the Seviet Naey,

Cartain avents are easiev 10 ¥euall than othars, or caan be
vecalled move cowvpletely, not hecause of differances in encoding, but
bhocause of dacodiang (o¢ tverviaval) facters. One factar that atds 1w
uenory retriaval fg hindsight; kaouwlag how aventy turnad out. Kaaswledge
of autcomes Fanilitaces veconstruction frem somory of events consistent
vith those outcoumes. EBwents which Waroe not eousistent with cutcomes way
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not be as effectively recalled.

This hindsight bias has been detailed exper.mentally by Fischhoff
and his colleagues (Fischhoff and Beyth, 1975; Fischhoff, 1975a, b, 1977,
1980a; Slovic and Fischhoff, 1977). Knowing how an event turned out
increases the perceived likelihood of the reported outcome and changes the
perceived relevance of event descriptive data. People are largely unaware
of the effect that outcome knowledge has on their perceptions, and they
consequently overestimate what they would have known without outcome
knowledge. They also overestimate what others actually did know without
outcome knowledge.

It is not uncommon for analysts to be unaware of the hindsight
bias, and also to believe that greater knowledge of outcomes will improve
the analysis of how those outcomes came about. In fact, the hindsight
bias may impede the analysis of events by making important daescriptive
data seem inevitable, trivial, or irrevelant. Knowing how events turned
out may make analysis less, rather than more, insightful. Nevertheless,
recommendations by analysts to defer analysis until events fturn out are
occasionally encountered, like the following observation by MccGwire (SNP:
ps viii) on the Gorshkov series of articles:

A definitive assessment of the articles would have to wait
on greater hindsight and more external evidence.

The problem with this is that the "definitive assessment” of the series
will probably perceive a greater degree of coherence and clarity in
Gorshkov”™s writing than actually exists. The analyst”s knowledge of
outcomes and the changes that take place in “external evidence" subsequent
to Gorshkov’s writings will perhaps assist in understanding Gorshkov’s
meanings, but will not make those writings any clenver a key to future
developments, 4s Fischhoff (1980a) observes

<« » o it is generally assumed that the past will readily
reveal the answers it holds . ., . One can explain and
understand any old event if appropriate effort is applied .
+ « we sBhould hold the past in a little more respect when we
attempt to plumb its secrets. While the past entertains
ennobles, and expands quite readily, it enlightens only with
delicate coaxing.

In a later section of this chapter we will describe at some length
a variety of historical fallacies and show how they occur in naval
analysis of Soviet peacetime inteuntions,

The nmore easily dats can be encoded into memory the more readily
it can be vecalled. Similarly more completely encoded data, 1.e., data
that are fitted into an existing mental framework, are more easily
rementoved. Neither case of encoding nor completeness are indicative of
frequency. Yf ecasily encoded or completely encoded data are easily
recollected it is errvoncous to allow this availability to influence
Judgments of freguency or likelibood.

Peychologists have evolved many labels for euncoding processes
vhich aid in the perception and storage of data: echemas, stereotypes,
soripts protolypea, and personas are sowe of the terms used. These
concepts differ elightly from cach other but they all represeant concepts
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familiar to the perceiver which enable the efficlent categorization of an
event or stimulus as the member of a class.

There are several heuristics peculiar to concept formation and
encoding which will be reviewed i1n the section below on characterizing
data; the main point here is that the availability of well-used schemes or
concepts for perceiving and encoding data may facilitate the operation of
the availability heuristic and thus bias frequency or likelihood
judgments.

International crises provide a familiar concept for the analysis .
of peacetime Soviet naval intentions. Soviet naval events during these
periods, especially those which take place in proximity to the crisis
area, may be encoded as crisigs-related. An example of this, reviewed in
Chapter 3, was the proximity of a Soviet naval exercise in 1970 to the
Libyan coup. This was perceived by some analysts as indicating a Soviet
intention to support the coup makers.

Similarly, a Soviet exercise held in proximity to the "Cod War"
between Britain and Iceland in 1973 has been interpreted as related to
that crisis (Dismukes and McConnell, 1979: 355; Dismukes, SNI: 493-4)
even though no Soviet goals for involvement in the crisis were evident,
and the exercise took place in a traditional Soviet exercise area in the
traditional exercise seasan. The exercise had no clear relationship to
the British or the Icelandic activity. During the "second Cod War" the
Soviets conducted no exercises in the area, but this occurred in November
rather than the spring exercise season.

Events which seem to be causes of other events are likely to be
more easily perceived and memorable than events which have no causal
significance. In a later section evidence will be reviewed that suggests
causal scenarios-are readily imagined to explain effects, and are readily
perceived in an array of data., This ease of geunerating causal
explanations may be taken as an index of the aptness or likelihood of such
scenarios as explanations.

The variety of explanatioms proposed by naval analysts for Soviet
peacetime naval developments (Chapter 3) suggests how easily plausible
causes can be perceived in complex data. Many of these proposed
explanations are partially or wholly incomsistent with each other. It
seems- likely that excessive causality is perxceived in the Soviet Navy’s
influence on the U.S. Navy during crises (e.g., the 1967 or 1973 Middle
Fast Wars)., There is a strong tendency by some naval analysts to accept
the Soviets” own claims that Soviet naval presence prevents U.S. naval
intervention during these crises. Some analysts even suggest that Soviet
naval forces off Angola in 1975 anticipated a U.S. naval intervention and
forestalled it before it was even attempted. To be sure, the Soviet Navy
may be the "cause" for U,S. nonintervention, or it may make
nonintervention (decided on for other reasons) an easier policy to follow
(i.e., the Soviet presence facilitates, but does not cause,
nonintervention). But the Soviet presance may have no effect on the
decision not to intervene, or even a nepgative effect (i.e., some may see
the Soviet presence as an unjustified prohibition that should be
challenged to dewonstrate U.8. resolve and freedom of action), It cannot
be demonstrated on the evidence to date that the Soviet Navy has caused
U.5. nonintervention in any crisis, yet this perception persists.
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The Representativeness Heuristic

This second judgment strategy described by Kahneman and Tversky

. (1972, 1973; Tversky and Kahneman, 1974) involves the use of salient

features of a sample of data to infer its membership in some data

category., This strategy is a relatively simple application of resemblance

r “goodness of fit" criteria to categorization judgments. A particular

case is examined for salient features, which are used to infer the
membership class of that case.

The use of the representative heuristic leads to a~ncurate
judgments so long as the salient features of the sample are true
reflections of the population from which it was drawn. However, many
samples from a population will be atypical on the salient features, and
virtually all samples will be atypical on at least one feature (i.e., the
sauple case that is exactly average on all dimensions; like the "average"
scientist who is 33.3 years old, married to .95 of a wife, with 2.1
children, is an extremely improbable, if not impossible, case).

The problem with the use of the representativeness heuristic is
the tendency it produces to overlook sample information that is unrelated
to sample features, but is related to the base-rate of that sample, i.e.,
the likelihood of that particular sample in the population. For example,
the salient features of iron pyrite are quite similar to those of gold.
People who mistake "fool”s gold" for the real thing are placing too great
a weight on the specific features of the sample (its representative gleam,
color, shape, etc.) and too little welight on the base-rate data (the
relative abundance of iron pyrites and the scarcity of gold) which is
unrelated to the sample features. The representative heuristic applied in
this case leads to the conclusion that "what glitters is gold.” Sometimes
this is true, but as the wise know, not often -- appearances can be
deceiving.

An example of the representative heuristic can be found in Vigor~s
(SNP' ch. 32) analysis of Admiral Gorshkov’s discussion of "command of the
sea" [gospodstvo na more}. Vigor writes (p. 619)

« ++ the way in which he elaborates it . . . seem(s) to me
to provide a valuable clue to some likely paths of future
development of Soviet naval strategy.

In other words, the sallent features of Gorshkov”s elaboration of “command
of the sea" appear (to Vigor) representative of future Soviet naval
strategy, Vigor assesses Gorshkov as rupporting “command of the sea" forx
the Soviet Navy and advocating command over principle theaters of
operations, and an ability to stop the encmy”s navy frow cairylug out
operations.

MccGuwire (SNP, ch. 33: 633-34) questions Vigor’s reading of
Gorahkov primarily on base-rate grounds.

The term is used relatively infrequently [by Gorxshkov and
others) and almost wholly in its prejorative (Mahanist)
sense, or else descriptively . +» .+ 1In Soviet usage,
“command of the seca" does not carry the cmotive baggage that
it has in the English language. . . the Soviet Navy is more
likely to speak in terms of "defending the country”’s
maritime frontiers,” “concentration of forces,” or “coumbat
stability."
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MceGwire concludes (p. 632 33) that the Soviets fail to see any practical
relevance to modern warfare in the concept of command of the sea. Nor do
they see it as realistic given modern weapons that can create a vast "no
command” zone. Since command of the sea “is not a major factor in Soviet
naval strategy,” according to McecGwire, there 1is little point to
consulting elaborations on 4t for future Soviet naval strategy
developments. In MccGwire”s view the concept is uncharacteristic of the
Soviets, and Soviet strategy of the future is unlikely to include it. It
appears representative only if one overlooks the general character
(base-rate) of Soviet strategy. )

Naval analysis provides a strong opportunity for the misguided
application of the representative heuristic because of a prevalent
tradition of case study and class analysis. Case studies include detailed
analyses of crises, theaters, client-patron state relations, etc. Class
analysis focuses on Soviet submarines, alrcraft carriers, surface classes,
aviation, etc. The danger is that salient features of a particular case
or class will be taken as indicative of the membership of that case, and
the base-rate likelihood of such membership will be neglected.

Crisis analysis may be extremely susceptible to the representative
bias. Crises are rare and infrequent and have very little in common with
either day-to—day peacetime missious or wartime missions. Naval forces
designed for flexible execution of peacetime and wartime missions way
perform crisis tasks quite well, generating the perception that the forces
were dasigned for crisis purposes. (For example, U.S. helicopters and
aircraft carriers in the South Ching Sca pevformed the evacuation of
Saigon quite well but it would be a mistake to attribute this successful
flexibility to some premeditated design of forces for just such crises.)
Crises always carry a heavy burden of the unknown and unanticipated;
neither of the great powers can be said to have effectively anticipated or
planned for any major Third World crlses.

Since many naval forces never practice their wartime missions
vealistically even in training (e g., only one live warhead has ever been
fired from a U.S. ballistic missile submarine), and since peacetime
missions are often inconspicuous, erises performances may be highly
salient but greatly misleading in the analysis of the inteations guidiag
those naval forces.

It has been argued that surface anticarriev warfare (ACH) is a
diminishing feature of Soviet naval forces, in terms of constructien,
exarcises, and doctrinal writings. The use of surface ACH units still
gegms to occur, howevar, during ccrises. It is unlikely that surfaece AGH
{s veprosentative of the Soviet Navy ia any tactical sense. Surface ACHW
may be unique be great power naval crisis domeastrations and may ao loagar
signify a Sovier resolve to prevent U.S. interveation in crvises (Lf it
evar actually did).

Ropresentatfveness and avatlahilfey, The availability asd
reproseatative heuvistlies way cowbine, as Nisbert and Ross (1980: 26)
writa:

+ + » 0 porson vho 18 requived to account for some observed
action or outvome oay search the list of available
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antecedents for those that seem to be the most
representative “causes” of the known "consequences.”

There is a very strong tendency to match causes with consequences:
motivational causes are given for events with strong motivational or
emotional consequences; complicated, multifaceted causes for complicated
events. The fallacy of identity, that causes must resemble effects, is
describe?! in a later section. This tendency has also been termed “magical
thinking" by Shweder (1977).

The combination of these two heuristics may arouse mental theories
and schemas to help organize perceptions. Theories are fairly explicit
propositions about objects and classes (e.g., Soviet forward deployments
are part of Soviet naval diplomacy). Schemas are less propositional and
nore schematic (e.g., the meaning of “defensive“). Perceptions are
readily assimilated into pre-existing impressions, beliefs, and theories.
In later sections we discuss the impact of these preconceptions oun
estimates of covariation, causality, and prediction. At the stage of
perception, the assimilation effects of theories and schomas means that
data that do not fit the theory may not even be perceived, and are thus
unavailable at later estimation stages. The lack of much analysis by the
U.S. naval analysts of the Indonesian case and the impact of China on the
Soviet Navy is consistent with the lack of theories or schemas that
eacompass these data.

The arguments among naval analysts on whether Khrushchev secretly
favotred surface ships and whether Admiral Gorshkov saved surface ships
from the breakers” yards seem to reflect the combination of availabilicy
and represcatativeness. heuristics evoking a causal theory which affects
the perception of data. As discussed in Chapter 3, Casa 1, the clainm was
wade in 1967 by Gorshk v that the Soviets decided in 1934 to create a
balenced “ocean=going” fleet capable of protecting state interests abroad
in peacetime. This “theory” serves Herrick (1968: 71) as an explanatian
for Gorshkov®s cautious campaign to save the surface ships despite
Khrushchev’s distaste for them. The same theory serves McConnell (in
Rismukes and ¥eConnell, 1979: 13) as a hasis for the thesis that
Khrushchev was less deprecating of surface ships than ha appesred to be,
and that in 1954 Moscow set in train the plan for power projection fin the
Third World through naval diplomacy (i.e., Gorshkov caa be taken at his
ﬂotd) s

HeeGuirve (SHD: 189-194) challenges both Herrick’s and HceConeell™s
conclusions, citing inconsistent data ~- the Soviets stopped lacge surface
ghip progeans fa 19354 and did not vesusme than for sone years, The
decisions fov forwsrd deploymeot were made for strategle purpases, oot a3
patt of a naval diplomawy plan. Gorshkov had litele visible influange
ovet the Pavty’s decisions to cut back surface ships and even eoday he s
6h11) ateampting to cveate & balanced; ocean-goling fleet. HNeeGwire
incecprets Cotshhkov” s 1967 remarks a3 hiadsightful, post hoe
rationalizations desipned to domonsteate Communist wisdoa in foresecing
the futuve, and to pat a favorvable face on the ¢pea-octan wmissions thiust
on the Soviets by Hestovn stratepic ecapabilivies. Ia offect, HeeOwirve is
arguiag that the pevcegtion of Govehkov as the savior of the surfage
ahips, and Rhrushechev ss 2 syypto-supportet of thewn, fs dus to Gorshkov’s
conveniently providiang {1a 1967, afcer the Adafital kaow how ewonts tuvadd
out) an available and teéprescatative axplanatica that sseacd to fif cveats

86




gy

(as they appeared in 1967) but which is actually incomsistent with the
course of cvents from 1954 through the early 1960s.

et

Assigning Weights to Data

Analysts and estimators not only perceive data, they must decide

% which data are significant and important, and which to ignore. As was
u noted earlier in this chapter, a major source of error in forecasting,
R perhaps the major source, is the set of key assumptions made by the
; forecaster (Ascher, 1978: 199). Key assumptions can be thought of, in

. part, as decisions the forecaster makes about important dimensions or
variables. OQnce the key variables are decided, the forecaster collects
data on these variables, and not on others. Ascher writes (p. 199)

The core assumptions underlying a forecast, which represent
the forecaster”s basic outlook on the context within which

% the specific forecasted trend develops, are the major

s determinants of forecast accuracy.

1 There is more to the concept of “core assumptions” than just weighing

§~ data; e.g., the forecaster wst also decide whick variables are related to
each other and in what ways. But weighlng data and deciding on which

.- variables and dimensions to attend are ioportant ele¢ments of the key

i assumptions analysts and estimators make.

As our "mini-~reviews™ in chapter 3 suggested, naval enalysts woigh
variables diffevently. Some analysts (e.g, MceGuwire) emphasize the
P Soviat Navy“s ship coustruction practices and use the size, shape, and
[ capabilicies of the vessels as «lues te Seviet plans and purpesus. Te tha

dagree that Sovigt zhips, submariaes, and alveraft aw coustructed for
1= narrowly defined tasks, and have limited aisgion Flexibiliwy, thess
% patterns and trends provide a useful indicater of at least the major
e anticipated wartime wmissions of the Soviet fleet. The “hardware” method
. is less predictive whem the Seviets use their ships te acgouplish wissions
i for which they wera net designed, or for missioas that were not
- anticipated when tha ships were built. Similarly, {f the Soviets engineer
wgre ships Yur greater migsion flexibility (e.g., the Kiev elass), the
= hardware uethodology will ba less suceessful in helping “rule out pagsible
3 missions.
= In contvast te the “hardwave”™ analyst, who puts geeat waight en
- the physical stuff of the Soviet Navy, "seoftvare™ acalysts (e.g., Hudzon,
i SND: ehye 21, 1976) examine the verbal behavier of she Soviet Nawy’s
x spokeseen, anaamely their naval dectvine, fov indicaters of tuture naval
eprvations. Whage statemenis avtually cesstitute decteine is a ®3 jor
I asalyeie guestion, az the debate ever the avthovitativenvss of Admival
I Gaeshikov’s writlags deronstrates {gee chapter ), ¢age ¥ for & veview).
Analysts who have dealded Covrshkov is expressing &acerine tend to take him
. at hig wurd with feepest to the futuve diveetisax of the Soviet Navy.
% Estiaaters wno taad Gorehkov as ab adverate take the view that Gorshkov’s
B4 prophecies and iatications can be eXpected to oceuy oniy §§ ke wins his
case with the UsSk’'s defenne and politfeal leadedship. ln other words,
i actions and avents, nor Covkhkev’s stateseuts, will deteraine whether the
is statedents vete predictiva, Seme atalyses (e:.g., Gatlagher, SHI: eoh. 3)
view doutriae as & veey siippery guide to the futute, even whea it is
: 67 .
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known to be authentic. Gallagher (p. 56) sums up the problems with
weighing doctrine too heavily as an indicator of future Soviet naval
behavior:

{doctrine] is a charter attesting the military“s right to
participate in policy formation and general authorization
for a broad and comprehensive development of the armed
forces. To interpret it as a key to Soviet strategic policy
would be both to misread the doctrine and to underestimate
the dynamics of the Soviet decision-making process.

There are a variety of nonobvious psychological problems that may
occur when analysts assign weights to data. Analysts may believe they
weight heavily data which they actually attend to very little. Analysts
may over-weight data which are (a) from small samples; (b) apparently
relevant (e.g., causal), vivid or highly salient; (c) based on a case
(rather than on a base-rate); (d) from certain evaluative (e g., good-bad)
dimensions; or (e) single dimensional. In this section we review these
problems and examine how they apply to Soviet naval analysis.

Knowing more than you can know —-- introspection on data weights.
People who solve problems, make judgments or decisions, or form estimates
can be asked to report what factors or data dimensions most influenced
them. Alternatively, while people are solving a problem, making a
decision, or forming an estimate, they can be asked to “think out loud,"
and thus provide a record of the factors they counsidered. These
tecliniques are known as "process tracing."™ Psychologists have also
developed the technique of presenting people with a problem, decision, or
estivation task with carefully coutrolled variations i~ input data. Fox
exapple, judges may be asked to evaluate the nutritional quality of
bragkfast corveals with cavefuily varied levels of vitamias, minevals,
calories, fats, etc. By couparing the judgmental ocutputs with the data
inputs, psychologists can determine the degree to whic.. judges weighed the
data, without asking the judges. This technique is terwed "policy
capturing,” “"decision 2odeling,” or "linear wvegression” (after the
mathenmatical technique used to determine how the data relate to the
Judguents).

A significant difference emerges from studies of judgment when the
process-tracing technique is wsed and when linecar regression techniques
ave snployed. The data that the linear regression method shows are most
heavily welghted are scmetimes not the data people teport as most heavily
veipghted, In fact, people occasionally report being influenced by data
which ste mathematicelly uneelated to thelr decisions, or, alternatively,
people report ignoviag a set of data that, in facet, can be shown
mathemstically to ba the most isportant cowponent of thelr judgments. In
other words, people may have puor lasighes into thelr own problem-selving,
Judgment, ot estisativa procasses. This preblesm becomes sritical when the
petson atteapts to lwprove these processes. Exactly vhen and how thesa
discrepadcies betwaen {a) judpnents and (b) veports on judpacnts oceur ate
a0t ¥et vcll kaowa (Elanhotn and Hogavth, 1978) although they are under
intensive discussion and investigatian by pasychologists {o.2., Higbett and
Wilsoa, 1977a, b; Satth and Nillee, 1978; Wclght aad Rip, 1980).

Hany studies have found discrejyancies betweea “objective” oy
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“computed” weights given to data by judges (as determined by linear
regression), and the "subjective” welights reported by the judges when
asked to describe the data they used in the task (see Slovic and
Lichtenstein, 1971: 683-84 for a review). Judges strongly overestimate
the importance they place on minor variables (in terms of computed
weights) and underestimate their reliance on a few major data dimensions.
People are generally quite unaware that their Jjudgments in many multi-cue
estimation and decision~making tasks can be predicted using only a few
dimensions of the input data. Slovic and Lichtenstein (1971: 684)
report! ‘

Across a number of studies, varying in the ovumber of cues
that were available, three cues usually sufficed to account
for more than 80% of the predictable variance in the judges”
responses. The most important cue usually accounted for
more thax 40% of this variance.

The tendency to believe that more data dimensions or cues were
used than actually were to make an estimate or judgment may contribute to
overconfidence, a phenomenon discussed later in this chapter under theory
maintenance and change.

An interesting sidelight on the lack of self-insiiht om data
weighting policies was provided in a study of 13 stockbrokers (Slovic,
Fleissner, and Bauman, 1972). The accuracy of these brokers”
self-insights into their policies for recommending investments was
measured by correclating a broker”s subjective weights with his computed
welghts across elght cue factors. The correlation between this
self~insight accuracy score and stockbroker experience (number of years)
wag ~.43; i.e., brokers with greater experleance had less insight. 3lovic,
et al., suggest that less experienced brokers may be following the
evaluation strategles they were taught more self-consciously, and giving
greater attention to the mechanics of Jjudgment. With more experience,
these skills become more automatic, demand less attention, and may beceme
harder to describe accurately. On the other hand, experience should also
increase the availability of plausible decisfon strategies which the
brokers may veport (inaccurately) as their gwn.

Nisbett and Wilson (1977a) labeled this lack of self=-insight on
judgment policies "telling more than we can know." They suggest that
there may be little or no diveet {ntrospective access to higher erder
cognitive processes: vpeople may be unawave that cevtain data have aa
important iunfluence on estimates. Instead of veperting what actaally
influonces judgments, they may veport a priori, implicit ecausal theovies
or judgments about the extent te which a particular fact {8 plausible
evidonee for a given estimate. tWhile people may hava o divect acness to
theiv estiwation copnition, they may nsverthelest accutately report about
thenm whan the “secial theory® confotwms to the “coegaitive process.” As
Nisbett and Wilson wrote (p- 231):

Aceurate veports will occuy whewn tnfluvential stiaall acs
salient and ate plausible causes of the vesponnes they
produce, aud will uet ocoud whea sticull ave wot salient ot
are aat plauvsible causes.

69

e A mps




b o g

e

(We will have more to say about salience and data weighting later.)

Nisbett and his colleagues (Nisbett and Bellows, 1977; Nisbett and
Wilson, 1977a, b) reported a variety of psychological experiments that
demonstrate how people”s judgments can be influenced significantly by data
without their awareness of this influence. In some cases the direction of
influence wmay be opposite to that believed by the person making the
Judgments. Clearly, if people do not accurately know why they reach an
estimate it will be difffcult for them to change or improve their
estimation process.

The Nisbett and Wilson (1977a) thesis remains controversial (e.g.,
Smith and Miller, 1978) and seems only to occur sometimes, i.e., sometimes
people do seem to report more thcn merely a “soclal theory” fe.g., Wright
and Rip, 1980). Psychologists who utilize the process~tracing method are
particularly reluctant to accept the idea that they are investigating
social theories rather than studying estimation or judgment processes
(e.g., Svenson, 1979: 97-8).

A second factor determines the ability of process-tracing to
capture the actual cognitive process of the judge: the ability of the
process—~tracing experimenter to adequately translate the judge”s verbal
reports into a process-trace (Einhorn, Kleinmuntz, and Kleinmuntz, 1979:
476). The task of process~tracing itself involves judgment and possible
ervor, and while the judge”s reports may faithfully reflect mental
processes (contrary to Nishett and Wilson”s thesis) experimenters may be

~unable to translate these statements into a process wmodel that accurately

predicts judgments. Einhorn, et al., note that highly predictive
process-tracing models of a judge”s estimation process will occur only if
the judge”s insight is accurate and the process-tracing experimeanter is
able to accurately capture that iansight. If eithevr iasight or
praocess—tracing ability are low, the process-trace will have only partial
predictive success. If both are low the process~trace will not predict
Judgmenta.

Nevertheless, the cencept of inaccurate self-insights into data
waighting has experimental support and serves as 2 pavtial explanation for
gouflicts in naval estimates. That iag, aaval sualyets vhe sxamine similaw
or identical data dimensions (e.g., Admiral Gorshkov’s writings, or Soviet
deployments in the Indian Ocean) may veach very different conclusiors and

-predictions as we s3aw in Chapter 3}, A partial reason for these

disagrecements may be the analysts” fnability to datermine exactly which
cues they weighted most heavily in thetre estimates. Two apnalysts, whe
both belicve they gave the same veights to the sase cues, asy reach
differant esticates because their self-insights ifato cue weightiags ave
fuaccurate.

in addition, a Soviet Navy analyst way be iafluenced by the
increased salfence of a cue that provleusly secmad unisportant, but may he
unasare of Wis new atvtentivenczs and seasitivigy eo the gue. The analyst
say thus perceive a “chaage” ian Sovier behavior vhete aone ia fact
exists. '

The stiucture of the data an analyst uses to amske an ostimate way
lafluence how thove data are weliphted; even when thexe steugtural
chavacteristics should be irvelevant to cue utiifzacion they seen o have
strong effects oo cue weipghis. These stvustural aspects of data inglude
correlations between cues, cue vartabliliry, auabar of cues, and
cue-ragpoRse compatibility (see $3ovic aad Lichteastein, 1971; 655-688 for
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experimental studies and references).

Redundant cues. When people have important cues which agree, they
tend to welight them equally and use both. When the cues disagree people
tend to focus on only one or to use other cues to resolve the conflict.
High agrecment between cues is a major factor in increasing confidence in
predictions based on these inputs. For cxample, people express more
confidence in predicting the grade point average of a student who received
all B7s than in predicting the average of o student whose record included
many A°s and C”s (Kahneman and Tversky, 1973). However, highly consistent
data patterns are wost often observed when the data Lnput variables are
highly redundant or correlated. 1If two data variables are perfectly
correlated they are totally redundant and knowledge of one is sufficleut.
1f two perfectly redundant variables are weighted equally and are both
used in making predictions, the estimator has, in effect, counted a single
piece of information twice. People tend to have great confidence in
predictions based or redundant varlables. However, a prediction based on
several variables can achieve higher accuracy when the data variables are
independent of each other than when they are redundant and correlated.
Redundancy among data cues decreases accuyracy as it increases estiwmator
coufidence (Tversky and Kahneman, 1974),

Relying on highly c~rrelated cues seems to be a widespread problem
in Soviet Navy analysis. We have already referred to the tendency of
estimators to rely heavily on a particular set of cuee, e.g., Soviet
“hardware” construction. Such reliance is necessary, to some degree,
because of the perception and coding of any set of cues (hardware,
software, crisis behavior, etc.) requires speci=lized data gathering and
recording, interpretation and analytic expertise, and so on. The
advantage of this specialization is that the estimator gains a firm
undarsranding of the wmeaning of the data set, and of i35 streagths and
weakneszes. The danger of the specialization is that the estimator is
likely to develop o pgrest degree of ceonfidensae in judgments which rest on
higzhly ecoarvelatsd and redundant data cues. That is, data en various
dimenssons of Soviat naval congiruekien, for exarple, ape likely te B
highly corvrelated and consistent {u.g., they may be lavgely determined by
cconenic fagters), and the aunalyst will tend te give these cuvas equal
wolghts and use then all in aaking predictions. This coufidence in
prediceion i3 inappropriate, howevetr, since the uze of iandependently
genevated data sets would lead te wore accutate predictions (e.g., if
“harduware” factors rusting e a single gencrating factor such as ccenseies
were integrated with evisis behaviet vesting oa & geaecating factor such
as diplamacy),

Analypsts take tuo sajey steps to effsae thiz shefteeaming., Figze,
they often go outslds zholv gpaclaliztes and examing fedepeadent data sets
Ci.e., the spacialist fa crisés behavier will venstder evoaztewetion
patteras). Thiz can {and does) lead vo accusatieng that the iatevlager is
tassnsisive to the auadges of data outside hiz speetalivy. 1t ¢aa alse
tead o the followiag judgment ovocdss: a tentative hypothesis 1S forsed
based aa 80e’s own epedtality, and then fadépeondent dala setg ave
epnsulied for contifming svidenge. tThe shariganiags af this proacess age
discusged litey in move detalil; the majsr preblen Being that the
tadependent data have uwot weon appropriatély inlesgrated.
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The cecond step naval analysts take to offset the limitations of
specialization is to exchange work and to comment on each other’s data,
wethods, and connlusions. This exchange seems e¢xceptionally high for a
field of intelligence {which is often characterized by tight
compartmentation) and sesms to produce a remarkable level of technical
sophistication among naval analysts. The shortcoming »f this step is that
much of the exchange focuses on conclusions rather than on mcthods and
data. Even here, however, there is a high level of sophistication; naval
analysts are unot unwilling to undertake a complete replication of
another”s analysis and to announce contrary findings as a result (e.g.,
McConnell, SNI: 612~13; and Weinland, SNP: S547€£).

[Y do not mean to suggest the sophistication implied in the above
is unique to naval intelligence. 1In part, this observation is due to the
biased sample of estimates examined. Most of the authors and all of the
editors of these estimates have close ties or direct affiliations to the
Center for Naval Analysis or to Dalhousie University's Centre for Foreign
Policy Studies. These two institutions in turn are closely connected
through personal and semi~offiecial ties, leading to a2 close-knit community
of analysts, who have frequent and strong disagreements, aad who undertake
careful aund scholarly debates. This situation and process are undoubtedly
the best antidotes for overconfidence in improperly weighted data, as well
as many of the other biases discussed here.)

A simple step which analysts should take but rarely do, is to
estimate data set correlations, either mathematically in the case of
quantitative data and data that can be scaled, ranked, or rated; or
impressionistically far qualitative data. These correlations offer an
indax of the redundancy in the data sets, and provide a signal that
excessive canfidence in pvwedictions way be inappropriate. [There arve
problems with impressionistic correlation astimation that ave discussed
later.}

For cusmple, ship days {u a resion, port visits, aumber of ships
in regioa, trangits through straits, support ship days, are dat: sets
rolated to “showing the £lap™ and unaval diplomacy. These variables ofeen
tend to be covrelated (e.g , Weinland, NPSP). ¥For axample, the pattera of
correlations in Table 4.1 shows that, for the Indian Cceas, the three data
sets ere highly corvelatad (ond bhenes vedundani}:  povt visit length and
suiabar sfe vedundant, asd the wore tozal ship days ehe fever and shertey
the port wisits. Half of the twelve variable pairs ia Petersea’s Table
ave statistically cerrelazed.

This should net be taken to sugpest that Petevsen erys inm
vepovting covevelated data zecg, only that ga &xplicit avavensss of
vedundaney would help sffuer inoppropriste data weipghtings. For exaampils
Petovsen weites (Dissakes aud Welousell, 1999 9)) shas

« » . ev¥en though . « 5 Iadiasn Jeeasn deployzeots (as
aeasured jo ship days) baw bogn consistently swaller than
those Lo the Madirevesnean, the effovt devotad te diplamatie
sisdin . . o hae, just 3% coaslstently, béen propevtisaately
Bigher. The telative Letensity of the Iadiss Oze2e offogt
s+ . wouid appesy ta denfiva the prociagsnce of pelitical
condetns 1a the 1adias fécoan squadeon’s alssion structure.

This cbeervation $$ abk consistent vith Potevsen’s data, vhich shaw shat
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the more total ship days spent by the Soviet naval squadron in the Indian
Ocean, the fewer the diplomatic port visits it made and the shorter these
visits were. As the Soviet Navy spends more time and effort maintaining a
presence in the Indian Ocean, it spends less time aud effort on diplomatic
missions. In the other three oceans, and overall, Soviet total ship days
are positively related to port visits.

[It 1s interesting that this pattern is unique to the Indian
Ocean, although Petersen implies that similar patterns are observed in the
Atantic, *the TUndian Ocean, and the Mediterradean. In the Atlantic, more
Soviet ship days are positively related to longer port visits. In the
Mediterranean greater total ship days arc related to shorter port visits,
but total ship days has a weak positive relation to number of port visits.
Acruss all cceans, there is a strong negative relationship (r = ~.7§)
between total ship days and ship days in port, and a weak positive
relation between number of visits .d total ship days (r = .49).]

Cue variabllity. Cues which vary more tend tu be weighted more,
relative to less variable cues. Similarly, an increase in the variance in
a salient cue tends to produce a heavier weighting of that cue. This
increased weighting of the cue may persist even in subsets of data for
waleh the (1~ was not varying in any unusual way. Cue variation is an
excellent b-eis €or making differential predictions, but if carried over
to subsets which no such variation is present, comnstitutes a serious

bias.

There 1s a strong tendency for raval analysts to emphasize
out-of-area depioyments by rhe Soviet Navy (e.g., Pctersen in Dismuke and
McConnell, 1979; Murphy, N2SP: ch. 6) as evidence of Soviet naval
diplomacy (e.g., i.cConnell and Dismukes, 1979; Dismukes and McConmnell,
1979). Between 1964, when this forward deployment tegan, and 1974 these
out-of-area ship days increased more than 3.5 times (from 13,758 to 50,700
ship days; Petersen in Dismukes and MaConnell 1979: 92). Siace 1974,
‘thowever, the total number of out-of-area shin days worldwide has remained
constant and the totel in each of the four ocean areas (Atlantic, Pacific,
Indian, Mediterranean) has also stayed roughly constant (Murphy, NPSP:
127-134), This cue is still highly salient and while it demonstrated high
variability from 1964-1974, the lack of variability since 1974 has not
reduced the weight given this cue by many naval aaalysts.

Number of cues. Increasing the number of cues available to people
tends to increase their ccnfidence in the accuracy of their predictions,
with no corresponding increase in actual accuracy. For example, Oskamp
(1965) had 32 clinical judges .ecad tackground inf .rmation on a
psychologlcal patient. The information was divided into four pavis and,
after reading cach part, the judpes answered 25 questions about the
attitudes and beliefs of the patient. Thuey also gave a confidence rating
with each aiswer. The correct answers were known ¢ the exparimentev. "As
the amount of inforwation on the patient increased, accuvacy or the
questions remained constant, while confidence increased dramaticully and
out of all proportion to accuracy.

We have no means to judge the confidence of naval avalysts iun
their estimates, short of a content anaiysis of their use of “probably”
and “maybe" versus their use of "certainly” and “surely,” a questionable
technique at bosi. We can observe, however, that naval analysts in our

%




PRI
v .

& - orament
\

[ PSR
»

sample use a very large number of variables in making their judgments. As
we noted in Chapter 3, the minlmum error in their estimates on several
crucial issues is large (i.e., wide disagreements imply that some of the
analysts must be wrong, and, of course, they may all be wrong). Analyst
confidence in judgments should not be based on the amount of information
related in the estimate, but on the probative value of the information
used. Neither should an estimate consumer take the amount of Information
to be an index of the estimate”s accuracy.

Cuc-response compatibility. The greater the compatibility between
a cue and the required reponse (e.g., estimate or prediction), the more
important that cue is likely to be in determining the response (see, e g.,
tiamil€on and Fallot, 1974). Cues which require complex transformations to
be useful will be less heavily weighted than cues which are readily
related to the estimation respouse. This tendency reinforces the
operation of representativeness heuristic, since cues will bhe weizhted
heavily which are representative of the estimation regponse. For example,

_if the estimation required is to predict the future number and tacties of

Soviet attack submarines, the cues that will be most heavily weighted will
tend to be theose most compatible and representative: data on present and
past attack submarine numbers and tactics. In general, this heuristic
will vide adequate, but may lead to significant hiases if cues which
are unrepresentative in character are also important for the estimation
vesponse. For example, space surveillance of submarioes and surface
targets, and real-time retargeting of ballistic migssiles may reduce the
reguivenent for a large fleet of attack submarines; their missions may be
taken over by aircraft and land-based systems. Alternatively, if SNA
aircraft were to become more vulnerable, more attack submarines might be
ragquired. WNeither the space surveillance cue nor the SNA cue are as
compatible with the cstimation response as the more vepresentative
submarine cues. There may be the danger of underweighting the former,
although their predictive value may be high.

Cue salience and vividness. Perhaps the most important
determinants of cues” weights are the vividness and salience of the data
they contain, Repeatedly psychologists have found that vivid, concrate
{information {s weighted more heavily than abstrack, statistical data
(e.g., a single case study i{s more influential than a statistical suwmary
of a large series of cases). This tendency wecans that some types of data
arva almost uever weighted heavily, e.g., nonavents and nonoccurreaces. It
also leads to the over~use of "vepresentatfve" rather than statistieal
sanples, the reliance on too=-small sawples, and the use of iaappropriate
“velevance” criterfa for data woighting (Bav-Hillei, 1978; Twvarsky aund
Kahnewan, 1974), These peoblems all contribute to overweipghting of data
which are less reliable than other data that could be wtilfeed.

Psychologists have only receantly become aware uf the degree to
vhich salience influences the waight gilven data by judpes and astinators
(see Hamilton, 1979 and Taylor and Fiske, 1978, for rveviews of the
psychological literature). Data are salient which acve distinctive,
ohysically promineat, easily perccived or available, highly vistble,
novel, uvafgque, siuwgular or unfamfliar. Noue of these features of the dJata
by thenselves should lead the estimatoy to give thew more uweipght than
other, pallid evidence, yet thore ave strong tendeancies to do so. Salieat
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data is given more attention (this was discussed above under "perceiving
data"), salient events produce more extreme judgments, sclient factors may
be credited with playing a special or causal role in events, and
estimators tend to make confident and extreme inferences on the basis of
salient data (Hamilton, 1979: 59-64).

Nonevents. The use of nonoccurrence and non2vent data is
uncommon, perhaps for two reasons. Fivst, there is the tendency for
behavior to "engulf” the perceiver, as Heider (1958) suggested, so that
nonbehavior is just not as easily perceived, or categorized as behavior,
and is thus not available to the estimator. -Second to use nonbehaviors
and nonoccurrences as inferential data, the observer must have a mental
theory relating event A with event B. That is, only if event A is likely
to occur in conjunction with critical event B (e.g., mobilizations, A
prior to attacks, B), can A by its absence, provide diagnostic data as to
B. However, people are not highly skilled at detecting covariations, as
will be reviewed later, they tend to estimate them on the basis of
positive instances only, thus they will tend not to be aware of the
inferential utility of nonoccurrences, and will not weight them enough.
Nonevents lack salience because they fail to fit inte the estimator”’s
nmental theory of the covariation situation. '

There have been several Soviet nonevents, however, which have
prompted considerable disoussion amoung naval analysts, especially after
the nonevents became events. Three examples are aircraft carriers,
forward deployment, and foreign bases. Each of these aspects of the
Soviet Navy received some attention when they were nonevents, but received
much more attention when the Soviets showed signs of changing their
behaviors, i.e., by building their versions of carriers, by keeping ships
out of home waters, and by seeking and building bases abroad. It is
difficult to judge the degree that naval analyscts as a group neglect
nonevents; some weight nonevents very heavily. For example, Hevrick
(1968) saw the lack of Soviet aircraft carriers in the late 1960s as a
eclear sign that Soviet naval doctrine was highly defensive, with no

presumptions or aspirations of sea control., On the other hand, the decade

of Soviat Navy ronsupport for North Vietnam during its war with the United
States (including the ¥.S. Navy) has prompted relatively little analysis
and mostly puzzlement among naval analysts.

Case cues versus base-rate cues. One implication of the
“representativeness. hcuristic (reviewe. above) {s that estimators may
wveight data on specific cases heavily while paying far less attention to
sbetract statistics walc cover many cases (Bav-Hillel, 1978, 1979;
Kahneman and Tversky, 1973; Nisbett and Ross, 1980; Ross, 1977; Tversky
and Kahneman, 1974).

For example, in outlining the “rules of the game" followed by the
Soviet Navy in peacotinme, Dismukes and McConnell (1979: ch. 7) welghtoed
the Middle East crises of 1967, 1970, and 1973, quite heavily. lLess
heavily weighted 1t scens were the 1968 and 1969 crises off Rorean waters,
and the 1972 noncrisis {n the South China Sca. In the latter cases the
U.8. Navy posed a direct throat to Soviet clieants and allies, but produced
little or no Soviet naval confrontation. The former cases of naval
soufrontation (on behalf of much wore tenuous Sovier clients) secem to bhe
the primacry basis for the “rules” that Disuukes and McConnell suggest the
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Soviet Navy observes., They classify the latter crises as "Support of a
Client against Western Great Powers" (p. 260) and the former as “"Support
of a Client Agai.ist a Western Client” (p. 267). However, their "rules"
clearly place the Middle Eastern crises as cases of superpower
confrentation as well (e.g., ch. 5, p. 288-89), while the Asian crises are
not considered superpower confrontations (e.g., ch. 3). If Dismukes and
McConnel! selected as most representative those crises which are
apparently confrontational (but which wight lack much incentive or
motivation for confrontat on), while tending to weight less heavily crises
where no confrontation occurred (but where the incentives and motivations
to counter a Western threat or attack on a client or ally was much
greatet), as we are suggesting, then their "rules of the game” will tend
to suggest the Soviets are more likely to risk a clash with Western navies

‘than is implied by the total data base on Soviet Navy crisis behavior.

It is impossible to assess quantitatively whether naval analysts
have overweighted specific cases and underweighted the total data base on
Soviet crises. Nor is it possible to determine if it is better to weight
heavily the worst cases (i.e., those most suggestive of U.S.-USSR naval
conflict) which puse the most serious threat, or to weigh all crises more
equally and thus determine the more probable nature of Soviet crisis

" behavior. Since there are significant dangers in either course of action

(e.g., see Wohlstetter, 1979, on the dangers of underestimation of
threats, and Stech, 1980a, on the dangers of overestimation), perhaps
naval analysis would be better served by uwore expllicit attention to the
role of the representa*tiveness heuristic aund the tendency to underweight
base rate, and an explicit assessment of both the worst (but unlikely)
cases and the more likely (and less serious) base rates.

Illusory correlation. One important consequence of these salience
effects 1is "illusory correlation,” an overestimation of the frequency of
co-occurrence of distinctive stimuli (Chapman, 1967; Chapman and Chapman,
1967; Hamilton and Gifford, 1976). Salient and distinctive events may
saeem to co—~occur simply because they are both distinctive, rather than
because they are actually correlated. For example, both laymen and
psychologically sophisticated cliniclians believed that psychiatric
patients who exaggerated or distorted the eyes in drawing were likely to
be paranoid; that those who cmphasize the wouth or drew feminine orvr
childlike figures were dependent; that those who drew muscular, broad
shouldered, manly figures were impotent, aad so forth. In fact, none of
the "symptoms"” noted in the drawings has any valid clinical correlation
with the disorders wentioned. The widely perceived correlations were

empirically invalid.
In researchiug this phenomenon, Hamilton and Gifford (1976) found

that uacommon group members (e.g., minority members) tend to be associated
with uncommon behavior, even when no empirical corvelation was present.
Salient stimuli tended to be psychologically associated and people
overestimated the frequency of their co-oceurrence when no corvelation
existed. Data salieuce wmay generate the perception of illusory
relationships.

The 1illusory corvrelation bias would be less troublesome {f people
were able to efffciently evaluate the strength of a corrvelation. That {s,
while an estimator might mistakenly pervceive a rvelationship between two
highly salient cvents, no damage woula be done if the estiwator could
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accurately and quickly assess the strength of the relationship. Finding a
low correlation, the estimator could modify his/her perception.
Unfortunately, the estimation of correlation is a highly biased and
difficult task, as is discussed below.

Furthermore, people do not seem to be able to efficiently check
their hypotheses against the available data, and are able to find support
ifor wrong hypotheses in almost «ny set of data, This weak hypothesis
testing ability, also discuss:d in detail below, will tend to allow
perceptions of illusory correlations to persist despite data which would
invalidate themn.

The hypothesis that the Soviet Navy knowingly supported the Libyan
coup, which has been discussed above and in chapter 3, seems to be an
illusory relationship prompted by the proximity of two highly salient
events, a Soviet naval exercise and the successful coup. It is also

- apparently quite resistant to contradictory and inconsistent evidence.

More generally, the perception among Western analysts that the
Soviets actively foster and support coup attempts by socialist,
auti-Western factions seems just as strong as the communist perception
that the United States sponsors coups by rightwing, anti-communist
factions. While this perception may be true in specific instances (e.g.
Afghanistan, 1978; Iran, 1953) it is probably an illusory correlation in
general. The glee and support with which both sides greet coups they
favor does uaot imply, although it is taken to by the other side,
complicity bt=fore the fact.

Vivid cues. Vivid, concrete information, as is commonly found in
case studies, tends to be used to a greater extent and is given greater
weight than statistical or abstract data (Kahneman and Tversky, 1973;
Nisbett, Borgida, Crandall, and Reed, 1976; Nisbett and Ross, 1980). This
bias is dangerous because it amounts to welghting a sample of one heavily
and a sample of many no. at all or only lightly. Only in the rare event
that the case study is a perfect predictor of the entity being estimated
should case data be utilized to the neglect of data based on many cases,

Several characteristics of data can make them more vivid, none of
which add to the diagnostic, predictive, or probative value of the data.
Nisbett and Ross (1980: 45-51) note three: emotional interest,
concreteness and imagery provocativeness, and spacial, temporal or sensory
proximity. Taylor and Fiske (1978: 259-51) note brightness, motion
complexity, and novelty.

The emotional impact of data often influence estimations based on
them. For example, Walster (1966) found people attribute moure
responsibility to a person involved in a serious accident than in a
trivial one, although behavior was identical in both cases.

Case studies of U.S.-Soviet naval confrontations that almost led
to conflict are likely to be far more emotion-laden than cases with
insignificant outcomes. In both instances the naval behaviors may be
quite simllar, and the different outcomes the result of diplomatic
factors, client behaviors, or other aspects of the nonnaval context.

Concreteness refers to the level of detail and specific
information ahout actors, actions, and contexts. Greater detail aids in
the “imaginability,” i.c., the tendency to prompt sensory images. Events
may be highly concrete, while statistical data are far less so, and
nonevents (see above) have virtually no coucreteness at all,
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Information proximity increases its vividness. Firsthand
ohgervation i8 more vivid and weighted more than data from second- or
thirdhand sources. Events which are “close to home” are more vivid than
more peripheral occurrences. Recent events are more vivid than the
“distant past.”

There are several psychological reasons why vivid data receive
more weight, none of which have anything to do with such data being more
diagnostic or predictive. Nisbett and Ross (1980: 51-59) discuss four:
memorability, redundancy, recruitment, and rehearsal.

Concrete and imaginable data are more easily stored and recalled
from memory than abstract information. Imagery in particular seems to
accentuate memorability. More memorable data are more available for
recall, which may facilitate the operation of the availability heuristic.
That 1s, more vivid events should be recalled more easily and judged as
more frequent than less vivid events. This is what has been found in

“studies of the perceived frequencies of causes o: death and lethal events

(Combs and Slovie, 1978; Lichtenstein, Slovic, Fischhoff, Layman and
Combs, 1978). Causes of death which were easy to ilmagine, easy to
remember, well publicized, or contained features which increased their
salience were overestimated (i.e., perceilved to cause more deaths than
they actually did). Less vivid causes were underestimated. Because the
factors increasing vividness of causes were unrelated to the actual
lethality of the causes, the impact of vividness on data weights was to
increase estimation errors.

Carroll (1978) has shown that imagining a specific case in detall
tends to increase the perceived likelihood of the case and way make the
specific case seem more likely than the class from which the case was
drvawn, a mathematical impossibility. That is, imagining an automobile
accident on a nearby street .orner tends to increase the estimated
likelihood of the accident, and may increase that likelihood beyound the
perceived probability of an accident on the entire street.

Vividness implies greater detall and hence more information.
While more facts may be presented in a vivid, concrete case study than in
a statistical a. ‘vact, many of the facts in the former are highly
redundant and add little or nothing to the estimation or prediction task.
Such redundancy, however, facilitates encoding and recall from memory.
Consequently, redundant informution may be more available from memory than
more relevaut facts, but far less useful for estimation and prediction.

Because vivid, concrete Iinformation is stored in memory on a
multitude of dimensions (due to its rich detail), and accessible from
memory via many pathways, on recall it is more likely to recruit mental
theories or schemas, as well as specific detalls. These mental theories
themselves are linked to additional images and stored episodes which can
be readily recalled to reinforce the specific detajls of the vivid case.
These theories may provide a convenlent “"explanation” of the case, further
reinforcing the conception of the case as a valid, confirming instaunce of
the theory. Abstract information is less likely to recruit an organized
mental theory, or fit so readily ianto an explanatory frawmework.

Vivid data are likely to rewain in thought for longer perfods
after it is received. Tesser (1978) has found that the longer a person
thinks about a case, the more extreme the evalustion of the case becomes
(see Taylor and Viske, 1978: 265, for additfonal evidence)., Thus, vivid
cases by remaining in thought longer, will teund to prompt more extreme

79



-
g

£

}.

evaluations, Nisbett and Ross (1980: 55) suggest people may woight vivid
informatinn more heavily simply because they find themselves thinking of
it more: Fif it weren't amportant, why would I keep thinking about it?7'
To the extent that estimators and analysts assume that what occupies their
thoughts must be important for their estimates and predictions, they will
be vulnerable to an overweighting of vivid information.

The impacts of vivid cases on analysts of Soviet peacetime naval
irtentions are present throughout the sampled estimates. For example,
analytic concern with the peacetime role of the Soviet Navy can be dated
fairly precisely; prior to June 1967 there was little concern over the
peacetime functions of the Soviet Navy. After the Six-Day War, and the
Soviet Navy's involvement in the crisis, analytic concern developed and
flourished. In fact, the sinking in that war of an Israell destroyer by a
Soviet antiship cruise wissile fired from aun Egyptian patrol craft can be
viewed as the single, vivid event which jarred Western analysts into
reconsidering the thr-at posad by the Soviet Navy in war and peace, and
the threat of Soviet-¢ iipped client states.

[A 'nonevent' of a similar nature makes an interesting comparigon.
In the 1973 October War, Egyptian and Syrian craft repeatedly fived
Soviet-supplied antiship cruise missiles at Israeli vessels without as
much as a serious hit, much less any sinkings. Israeli missile boats sank
19 Aradb vessels, including ten Soviet-suppiied Arab missile boats, without
a single Israeli loss (Safran, 1978: 166). The Soviet-built weapons
produced no positive effects and this nonevent, lacking the vividness and
emotional saliency of the 1967 sinking, largely escaped attention, at
least in the West. On the other hand, the success in 1973 of Soviet-built
anti-tank missiles against Israeli armor, and of Soviet supplied
surface-to-air missiles against Israeli jets, two extremaly vivid eveni :
provoked even more Western comment than the 1567 sinking.)

Taylor and Fiske (1978: 25)) provide a cogent summary of the
psychological difficulties of weighting data:

« o o fustead of employing base rate . . . information
logically, people are often more influenced by a single
colorful piece of case history evidence .+ « + Instead of
using correlaticnal evidence appropriately, subjects'
subjective estimates of correlation magnitude are oftun
determined largely by positive instances . « « Instead of
reviewing all the evidence that bears upon a particular
problem, people frequently use the information which is most
salient or available to them, that is, that which is wmost
easily brought to mind.

Baving opened this scction with Ascher's observations on the centrality of
core assumptions to the accuracy of forecasts, it is fittiwg to close with
his remarks {1978: 160) on a major source of coasistent inaccuracy in
forecasting:

« « » forecasters believe their assumptions about the future
already incorporate all the data that is pertinent to known
trends. It is another case of forecasters being locked into
a scicentific outlook, which acknowledges only informution
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relating to the phenowena studied rather than information on
the Lehavior of the experts studying them.

Chavacterizing Data

As data are perceived and weighted, they are characterized
perceiving lnvolves an act of categorization, That is, people attach a
description to an individual piece of information to help code it for
memory and later infercutial work (e.g., such a categorization night be
Soviet “"tattletale" shadowing of U.S5. ships). They characterize data

Caggregates or samples (e.g., Soviet naval behavior in the 1973 Middle East
crisis), i.e., grouping facts together. They generalize from samples to
wake inferences about a population (e.g., Soviet naval crisis behavior).
Each of these data characterizing tasks is a nccessary step in inference.
The first two steps are basically desceiptive while the last is
inferential, but all steps in categorizing or characterizing data involves
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; § some Llaferegnee =~ the data uever ‘speak for themselves' even in so simple
e “ a matter as description; some inference ablut categories is also
H - BECUESALY » * .

i 3 berhaps the oldest idea in psychalogy and epistemclegy iz that
é e mental theories (ov preconceptions) influence the coding aund

interpretation of data. One of the commoanest and wmost dangerous
wisconceptions people have is the assumption that they appreoach data
without preconceived notions, without thenries. Wasserman (1360) labeled
this tendancy in intelligence analysis "maive realism.” the belief that
knowledge and intelligence consists of “unvirnished” facts which allow
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§ only oene interpratation. Hilsman's (1956) analysis of strategic
N fntelligence found the widecpread notion that kaowledge was “facts

. ivorcad from thought or interpretation.” There are a varlety of dumaging
1 consequences of this naive faith in “plain facts" (sece Stech, 1979: 54-38

for an analysis of these consequences and iatelligence failures), ane of
which is the vulnerability of believers to their own and others'
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i = preeoncuptions and mental theeries. These who believe the "rvaw"” facts
i speak for themselves will tend not to check carefully how those faets were
w categorized or interpreted. As we will dumonstrate im this sectien, data

can be characterized lvproperly, or organized iuto categories that make
subsequent infereuces difficult to wmake.

¢ Problems causod by chavacterizations., Some of the difticulties
[ that result from characterising data can be demenstrated with Figure 4.2,
: ] Suppose theve is a stromng pesitive welatiouship betweon Hoviet diplonatie
P interests in the Third World and Soviet willingness teo risk a superpowern
: naval confrontation in vrises vhen those intevests avae threatened (as has
}' been suggestad by naval analysts, e.g., Dismukes and MeCoumell, 1979: ch.

da 7). The horizountal axis shows the indicator variable, Soviet {aterests
increasing from left to right. The vavrtical axis shows the pecformance
5- variable, Soviet rick-taking, inerveasiny from wotton to top. The steong
(but not pevfect) velatloenship botween these cwo variables is fndicated by

the ellipsoid shape; all Soviet behaviors fall iwside the ellipse.
Suppose an analyst chavacterizes all fustances te the evight of the

I} vertical ling, X, a8 “vital fnterests at stake * thoze to the lekt as
L. “nonuvital,” aand the analyst proediects that "the Soviees will risk
controntation when vital interests are at stake.” The analyst's
{f pradiction success depends on the charactecization of the poviorvmance
l [ ]
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Figure 4.2. MWypothetical Relation Betwecen Indicator Data
and Performance Data

PERFORMANCE DATA
(sCv/IET WILLINGNESS TO RISK SUPERPOWER CONFRONTATION)
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data. If the criteria 1is set hiph, say at line A, then only extreue
Soviet behavior is characterized as "risking confrontation” (e.g., when
Soviet ships fire on U.$, ships). The implication of this cxtreme
characterization is that the analyst is usually wrong; in most cases in
which Soviet interests ave “vital” (greater than X) the Soviets do not
fire on ¢.S5. ships (the area labeled “"false alarms™ is nuch larger than
the area latcied “"positive hics”). The analyst faced with this state of
aifairs might question the streungth of the relationship (i.e., the
validity of the theory), or may question the characterization of
risk-taking.

Suppoge the analyst redetines risk and characterizes the Soviets
as “willing to risk confrontation” if they merely inerease the total
number of Soviet warships in the crisis area (denoted in the Figure by
line B). HNow the analyst is always correct that when Soviet interests
exceed the X level, the Soviets will move more ships into the crisis area
{i.e., excead the B lcvel)., Now, however, the analyst is plagued by
surprises; «o¢ Sovisty often increase the number of warships in crisis
areas when thelr fntevesty are bhelow the ¥ level (the area labeled

surprises” 4g larger than the area in the ellipse to the right of the X
tine). again tha analyst may question the validity of hig theory, or his
characterization.

This hypothetical exsmple demonstrates the difficulty analysts
tave with verbal chavacterizatioms of data when their theories are stroug
but net perfect. In the absence of a quantitative assessument of the
theory, the analyst avpeats as either an alarmist pessimist (the A line)
or an inefficient eptimist (the P lire), and in both cases, wrong more
often than right., Beecausc of the sensitivity of bis predictions to the
chavacterization of data, the analyst may reject am accurate (but
ieprecise theery) and aceept his experiences as evidence that the tbeory
is wrong, when in faet the ervor is ip the reliance on inaceurate and
inappropriate verbal charaeterizations of a velationship (the theery) that
cannot be specified clearvly in verbal terus.

This exauple assumed taat the analyst is scusitive to surprises
and false alarms as well as to positive hits in asscssing the streageh of
the relationship bepweoen the indicator data and the performanee data. Ia
fact, people are not good judges of corvvelation, prisarily Yeecause they
attend oaly positive hits and ignore surpriszes and raisc slavaes. This
bias ig eovered below under “assessing covariation.” The implication of
this toseunsitivizy is that the analyst aay tetala aa insccurate ctheoty og
not quostion his charvacterizations of data.

Protatypes and schepag aw categzeovies, The traditional view of
catogories and classification schy wes assumes that all asetbars of a
¢ategory pessess a small set of peitical features. This suggests an
all=ot-none critorion for catogety aoshership., If an object has atl the
eritival featurcs, it buleags in the categefy, if wot, it does not. Such
distinet, nccessary and sufficieat ceitical featuier are not cowaocn fu
overyday catogovies, é.g., those applicd to evetits and cowplex ob, véls.
The oxaeple abovwe demgnxtrates how everyday categories tead to be lavated
on a tantinuun of shared tanily tvoseablatce, All meohers 90 @ natugal
categoty (vo., Soviel rishetakiog behavior) Jdo not shave a set ol singly
wedvsgary asd joint ly sufticient features detfining menboeship. Instoead
the scabors of a category shate a pattern of ovevlapping aad crisscressing
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similarities. " Cantor and Mischel (1979) have reviewed how natural
everyday categor.es are used in the perception of pecple. Their analysis
is also relevant for the characterization of complex events, such as those
examined by naval analysts.,

Fuzzy categories. In contrast to the traditional view of
categories as marked by clear boundaries, psychologists have come to view
natural semantic categories as "fuzzy sets” that lack the classical
all-cr-none, either-or characteristic (see Cantor and Mischel, 1979: 8-10,
for the philosophical and psychological roots of this evolution). Rather
than being characterized by necessary and sufficient features, natural
categories seem to be organized around prototypical or focal stimuli;
exemplars that are the best examples of the concept. Less prototypic
members form a continuum away from the more central prototvpic exemplars,
All category members possess some of the critical features of the
category, enough to be judged as wembgrs. But category members may differ
in how well they fi: the abstract concept reprasented by the category
name. That is, they may be more or less "good" cases of the prototypic
exenplar.

Cantor and Mischel (1979) point out that a category comtipuum is
translated into linguistic hedges: “Soviet ships firing on U.S. ships are
a true case of Soviast risk-taking” or “"Soviet expansion of crisis naval
presence may be taken as an instance of risk-taking." REacause

"risk-taking” is an ili-defined concept, membership may be a wmatter of
degree, rather than of sharp logical boundaries.

Probabilistic boundaries. The "fuzzy set” approach suggests that
a categorization decision is probabilistic im natv=e, The hypothetical
analyst in the example above weuld have been better off attempting to
determine the correlation between the members of the two continua rather
than attempting to observe clear boundaries betwacn “"risk-taking" and
"nonrisk-taking” behaviors. Becanse menbers of natural categories wary in
their degree of membership (prototypicality) there are wany ambiguous
bordevline cases and overlapping and fuzzy boundaries botween categories,
Au explicit treatment of this probabilistic character is likely to be sore
realistic than an absclute pigeonholing approach.

The difficulty of categorizing couplex stimuli is suggested by
soveral of the methodologiecal devices developed by naval analysts to
categorize such things as the missions of the Soviet Navy (e.g , Thorpe,
BPSP, ch. 8) or the effectiveness of Soviot ships (e.g., Kehoe, SNI, eh,
19 “Moier, SHI, che 20). These methodologles assume that a oconcept like

1ssion is difficult to define and divide and way have ounly fuzsy
bovadacies. Thus, complex wothods are needad te abstrast judpments ef the
prototypic wdaning of such catepgories as “the actiship mission” so that e
bay sobs wide apftecnent smong analysts. Another analytic techaique i3 the
explication of taxounoaties; cl-ssification schemes to organizc objects
te.g., ship classes and types) of evewty (e.g , superpower cY¥ises versus
local crisecs).

~ Catepories and aonorv. Siance the eatly vork of Bartlet: ia the
i9205 and 1930s, psycholopists have been avave that coaples events are
reconstructed in memoty vather than tecollectied (Novman, 1969). Bartlett
found that accurate roeports wer. the exception whon people attempied to
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recall stories, arguments, or drawinps. What typlecally occurs 1n memory
is a reconstruction from a general prototype or “"schema,” or aa active
characterization, of the original data. This schems depends beavily on
whatever the person perceives to be the isolated, striking, or salient
details in the orfginal data. Consequently, recall of complex data tends
to be shorter than the original, more modern, more coherent and
consequential, and these errors increase with time.

With Increased time there is more "constructive remembering,” or
invention, and people are often more pleased about and certain of those
items they invented than those they accurately recalled. Posuner (1969),
Franks and Bransford (1971) and Bransford and franks (1971) found that
people abstract prototypical or average schema from complex visual stimuld
or sentences and use these for subsequent recoguition judgments. Further,
subjects rated themselves most confident of having scen schemnatic
sentences cven though such sentences were never actually shown the
subjects in the original sessions. Related experiments (Barclay, 1973;
Bransford, Barclay, and Fraprks, 1972) found that suhjects store not oanly
information from complex data but also implications and inferences from
the data. These latter may, however, be recalled as having beeun in the
original data. In other words, schemas arc ahstracted from complex data
and stored in memory, while other details of the stimuli are lost er
stoved less efficiently. During recall, the schema is used to recreate
the stimuli or to decide L{f new stimuli are from the same gategory
(Tsujimoto, 1978). Schemas capture the typical, aversge. ~uaeral
propevties of the complex data and thew biass subsequeut rvecall or
recognition toward the schomas

The debate betwaen Vigor and Meclwire (SHP, ahs. 32 33} on
Admiral Gershkav’s use of the phrase “cormand of the saz® ﬂ‘-‘h‘:}} o a
possible example of bias-tv-schema. ¥igoec™s reading of recent Sevist
doct¥ine and activities allaws him te view the cemcept of command af et
sea as indicative of future Soviet naval strategy. MeebGwire seemingly
acgues that the malne features of “eommand of the wea” ave nef actually
prasent in Gorstkov’s advocscy or in Soviet usval dectyiae, although they
may be in a Western prototypieral view of Garshkov’®s weitings or Soviet
aetions. MNecluive implies that vYiger®s s:hewa is tee abstracted fram
Soviet doctrine aud practice, aund the apparent resemblance vetveen
“corw..d of the 303" gonespte and Seviet dectsiae is due te the ubsence of
datails of that dectrine that wevs lest in the scheaatie abstceaetion.

(1]

When those lest Aetails are considored, MecGwive tmplies, “coamand of the

gaa” wn loager appears representative of Seviet naval doctrine ey sieategy
(see MecGuive, L97%: 161-863, tﬁr further discussion of Gorshkov and
“comsand of the sea”).

Haval analysis, like a:her foras of military iletelligence,
requires exteasive vecall of past ecveats and data. Analysts sees to
develap the ability to rceolloct preat amswatz of iaferwatisan, [t seens
guitec likely that this oxperfence parallels the highly aceutate recall and
rapid wouary steesge feats noted in expert chess playees. Suah experts
can study a chesshpard for enly a fow geconds and recall each plece”s
locatton, and tetain those meonovies fob wecks ot monthe. Such rvecall is
possible, hosever, anly for moaniungfel boavd pogitions] chexy ploces whick
are placed randemly are no wove veadily cesemberted by the expetrts thaa
they ave by novices. Studies of tlwe oye woavedents of the chugs gipetts
show they literally fovcus on the wort important stcatepic relations
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between the pieces (Klatzky, 1975). S:-milarly, the excellent recall of
naval analysts probably results from their abilities to £it data into a
meaningful context, or to determine its promising, potentially relevant
features, so that when a new context is formed they can vecall the eaclier
data hich could now be fit into the new context.

Demonstrations of this context-triggered reorganization of mamovy
and previously stored data abound in naval analysis (indecd in all forums
of rosearch and scholarship). For example, Hervick®s (NPSP, ch. 9)
anatvsis of the USSR's "blue belt of defense”™ concept of a sea arca
defense zone reguired the integration of & variety of comments on the
“blue belr” made by communist spokeswmen in several WJarsaw Pact unations
ovey many vears with indirect evidemce frow Soviet doctrine and exercises.
Digparate data which had in common the mention of the "“blue belt”™ were
integrated with data that fmplicated a systewn of sea ares defense to yield
a concept of a uynified, nulti-service military plan for defense against
seaborns nuclear attack by Western ajvcraft carviers and PolarisfPoseidon
subnarines.

In summary, wemory schiotars {e.g., Klatzky, 1975; Norusas, 1969;
Posner, 1973) find that for material to be stored in long-term memory, it
must be integrated with existiug concepts and fit the jchemas created by
previous dsta. This schema~linked storags may bias vetrigval, however.
For example, Punkbeuser (1265) had people elaesify obiests acsording e
color or shape., Subseguently, they wars better in speed snd socuvacy of
tocall vhoe allowed to use the sriginl] clasgification scheme thaw when
forced to use a aew get of eutegories. In othey vepds, wesory iz sesrched
afforclessly provided that the coutexy at the time of retrisval (preblss
sontext) vatches the organivstienal ciassifications rade at iaput, i.e.,
£f the dats at vetvieval sre “comtext sddressable” (Shiffsin and Atkinsen,
19693, ¥f rhe context at retvisval cvequives o sew clagsification, esovy
gesrch is sore difficulc. Typieally, howevey, the problen ceatext watches
the iaput schema ouly for easy problems., Whea the twa diffev,
inappropriate data wpay be regslied (these with funput schews gintlsyr te the
problen coantext byt aot nesesssvily rvelevaat to the probles), ov
approptiate data may vet b veealled, ot the problem context may be gkowved
to match what sesa €0 be appropriate date in a Jiffevent schesa.

Taxenemy bisues. Twe organizing oeatal stéuyetuves commonly used

in sewory ave ordeved lists aud hiecavchies, f.e., tazmoaosies. thees

gtructuyres cah bias vecali. Houy peescual espovicndes appeatr to be
orgenized in aewory 3% lists, however suitidisensicnal eveats tend ant to
be otdeved in ckusry oa iisis of sevecal dizeunnisar but ¥ather sleag a
single ciwensien. Deleto {(1961) aoted that peoples® igpeessions of others
o a variety of dimansions, such o8 volce quality and intelligence, tend
to be highly voreelated; i.e., those judgad high ia one Guality sve also
judged hizgh oo othsrs, This tendency ¥6 see variovs qualitlew as
co-gecurring has been terwed the “halo effect™ by seacial peycholopists.
The implication is that, for certain discriminativas and judgscnts, pcopls
tend to collapse various dismensions Lato oae, and to geveralide “voa that
oke dimension to otheis.

Théve is a téendency for naval analyses to view Soviet dectiine and
Sovict naval bohavier as weviag in pavallel {e.g., Hudson, SND). VFor
example, Hudson views Navy and Party views on the Sovie¥ £loet as
differivg in the late 1950s and carly §960s oe the role of the Navy in
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nonnuclear wars, with Gorsbkov backlopg a balancsed fleet, and the Arwy aad
Parcty as seclnp ocean~goiug surface ships as obsolute for wwelear war and
too expensive for othor tasks. tHudsea seey the Party views as golong
together with “the foreign policy teitiavives of the Soviet Ualon and the
geaerally relaxed international atmosphere duriag this period [EY53-1957}”
(p. 279). Gorshhkov's views hie perceives as going together with various
paval activicies, eo.g., maintenance of a surface fleect, and developneat of
balanead naval forces. The nsval evelurion since 19%3 is seen as due to
“waremnitting pressure” for change from Soviet Navy officers. A closer
axamivation, however, of the events of the international atmesphere at
that timg might net supggestk that it was relaxed, as Hudson believes. And
the analysis of the Sovier canstruction (MecGuive, $MNO: 187-92) cases
doubts en the “balance” of the fleer or an {asttuutional commitment to
surface ghips. The coervelatiens between Party views gad atwmoesphere and
between Govshkov's statements aﬁé Rival pregraws msy be dus in part o a
“halo etfect.”

Stercotyping. Theve is strong evidence that nmeaery of councepts
has s higrarvchieal structure (e.g.,, Warrea, L972). Heve impertantly,
statewents whiech are net reprasented by hievavchiesl styructures tend to be
altered in qemory so that they can be (Vawes, 1966}, Povr ezample, Dawas
campavred wenary of statemests of the farw “Some X are Y- with these of the
fors "aL)l (o¢ Hea) ¥ sre ¥ and feund thal “soge” 2Latemenls arg move
likelf ta be recailsd as "all™ or "po” statenents than Ehe twverse. f&is
prefnresse For sheuluie and zonsysts conesstr (Tall” ar “ne”) relative te

?qlg iviztic or anhiupus congepts { sewe”) pervanides other angiptin tﬁﬁks
st wall, A furrher chavactecistic of hisvarehical evrzanizatien i3 than
gt@pgtggg § classes ave ofteu represented at higher e wals (2.2, “bivds

rvefes ape then applied to lowey lasuele (e 8., "zagles
3 { ;

£ily"3. This cun g misapplication of sroperties {e.g., “estvichss
§iy~y. Purthevr, properties arve sften assigaed & clase oa the basis of
shoeryatisug 3¢ & swbgiags or single zoaber (e.g., "cagles ave Rilleve,”
gharefere “hivds age iilege®). Sueh thi@smg is tercwed “stederiyping”
and #may be due in pary ﬁ@ the srganizatianal stvvuciute of sesmcvy,. The

i ’ by vical FRRBEY SEtgeﬁﬁre aye thst clase assigasests

Ix
iété. and inferences Yvow pyopertiss of individeals
¢ glasses and vics vegsa a(e wat aiways theught ewnt.
Pesple assune fatugal ecavepsvics have the propeciins &f elassical logieal
categories {¢.g., vigid boundaries) vhen they da soi.

Foy exanple, maval analysts have weted that th= Seviets desligeed
sevaral elasses of surface ships for snti-susface warfare and wsed such
ghipe it task greugs durlieyg ¢eises, xgyaeegtiy to ceunntet U $. atrersit
carticr vash groups. Thets is o tendéncy for analysts o Leeat all Seviex
shipe in ACW gask cesups as being gpecisally donighcd wisgile=~armed Yypes
{e.g., Herzay, WESP: 39-40). For exaufple, Kobetls {in Diswukes and
HeConncll, 1979: 160} writes of the

Nare ar less siandatd anticavtliet Zask gtoups . . . cHapseed

of SSKN and SAN surface utniis and druiscwissile and

toipedo~atfack subaarines.

I fact, oniy some of the ships that uadettale the ALV task ie ctises ate
wissile~armed; others ave oldev, cun-arsed vessels.

8?




Extreme cases. Hecause isolated and striking details of data are
important in creating prototypes and schewa in wemory, thers is a strong
tendency to recall or recognize unique or striking information with little
loss of detail even over long periods of time (Kock and Englestein, 195Y}).
Mrewmonists (individuals with greater than usuval memory capability)
attribute their prodigious memory, in part, to their ability to experience
each particular datum as a unique instance (Luria, 1968). There are
several implications of this characteristic of memory. First,
" nonoccurrences of events and negative instances are rarely as striking or
unique as cccurrences or positive instances, and will tend to be less
well-remembered, ag was noted above. Second, because unique and striking
events tend to be well-remembared, relative wore commonplace events, they
tend te be over influential whon estimates are wade, becsuse of the
availability heuristic. Third, the perception of physical stimuli tends
to ba affected by the so-called "central tendency of judgment," that is,
smaller stimulus values are overestinated and larger ones are
-underestimated. These insccurate sensation judgments are compounded when
psychophysicel sensations are stored in meuwory, i.e., smaller, weaker
values are Euvther ovevestimated sud lavrger, stronger values
underestimated. Since "smallest, least, weakest," and “"stroungest,
Iargiat, most”™ are striking and unique, they tead %o be well-remenmhered in

terms of detsil but not in terwms of actual magnitude. Furthey, the “law

of sepse memory” suggests that the more extreme the stimuli, the move
distorted the wemory of its magnitude velative less extrems stimuli, Im
short, percestion compresses maguitude, menory does so even nere, and
cowpression ia tost sevare for those stimuli mest likely to be vecalled.
¥Yourth, the distinctivensss of striking and uwnigue data tend ve isolate
them from other data, thus fuproving their menorazblility, but alse veducing
the abilicy of the individual te integeate these dats with sthers. In
effoct, the slasaificatien of data as vndque protaety 3t freom fovastring
ot interfevence while in memery, but may alse fsolate it tros furthex
cognitive integration, unlese such lstegration eaplicitly lavelves othez
distinctive caras,
‘ Sothhave and colleayguss {Betbbars, Fulerw, Jessss, Howard and
Bervell, 1978) prevented peopln sith inforveation on iadividusls sad ssked
‘fhes Lo oake judpusut. sbour the chavactevistics of the geoud toupused of
choge ludividuals. I one Rest, the heights ofF tuo groups ef individanals
fwexﬂ givern, and ia both Ewzaty pereent worg over sds fest tall, Howresy,
48 one group these over sis feed were wodarstely tall (6 1” wo 6% &™)

v{-iﬁﬁiiﬁ fudividuals ia the other gooep wave wezy tall {8 3% wo &' UMY

Prople sstinsted the peveantage over uly faot ie The First grovp at shout
twanty pavaent, but at thirey pRYLLLt Eor the second gesup. Siwutlav
Cyesulrg ware obtalaed FAF U¥o Broupd 1of which the gevevity ef orice wue
sagipuloted. 0 other wovds, the {requotclos oF extrand asey see
Ceveipstissted whian those caded wers Bove zslisat.

To sussavize, the following feasures of mawdsy wi%i teuwd ro blas
- dava characterizdiion: :

o Newoey cegonsieuttiong stveamline, coadense, and ma&éfaita
inﬁﬁt éa#a. fivedng 8¢ ta mrowsistiag scheas.

“Constructive remeubreing” {iwvention) lncredses with tiss and
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people are often most pleased with and confident of the fidelity of such
memories. These constructions tend to reflect the chavacterizatiou schema
uged by the individual to organize the input data.

o Recall and recognition tasks which match in context the
organization schema of memory i1unputs can be performed relatively
effertlessly. Recall contexts which do not match wcwory schema vequire
greater wental effort,.

o Memory lists fail to capture the multidimensional attributes of
stimuli, producing the “halo effect " and the assumption that favorable or
unfavorable qualities co-occut. :

o Hiérarchical organization of memories is often misapplied to
nonhierarchical iunputs, or applied teo rigidly, prodecing stereotypes, the
assumption-that attributes of meuwbers of a class extend to the entirve
class. That is, data that are stored as "fuzzy sets” may be recalled i

T the buliaﬁ nhac they are all-ov-none sats.

_ 9 $triking details tend to be best recalled but also tend to he
most compressed in magnitude tawaré Llets impressive data. The
distinctiveness of striking daiails may pravent their iatagrailon with
ethet cata in wemory and iead te overgstimation of their rrequency, Singe
pnagetive instances are gewverally Jess striking thag positive iustances,
the rermer are levs wenorable and less aveilabie for further cognitive

work., Striking dotails will be readily integrated oaly uish other -

:*;kiag details

»

The tondency for extrome or ﬁﬁ?ikiﬂ daetails te be integratsd only
with other steiking deteils is an instance of the segmentation of evants
in such 3 uay‘that nekimiznes sommonality anong elements wichin the
ecatygery and maximires differengos hatvean categories, This is eatipely
veasanghly, but dews au. help detornins vhigh disesylons are actually used

- to distlaguish categories. Reehbaxy (19800 i7) sugpests that predictive

valug 18 one Qtitﬁti& for ostegevication, Tha dovier Nawy 14 net usefully
cutegerided $% "8 navy” becsuse that falis vo ézstzrgniwh it fronm @z%cx

UBBving. Eﬁ”é?#f. the ealegayisation of It as “a asayy fey goavaies

eigiaJ&;y “affers predistive va lug by é;s:x%suis%inﬁ A and: suggestiag
what {2 oes oy anight do. Thy s?iﬂﬁ&luﬂ 4% cavegerias thus ravesls

" gomething abeul the gaalﬁst 3 prisy ?%§éﬂﬁitiﬁag afout. aa&niﬁgful

dilmenzions. In Flguve 4.7, the categovies of “tatevestd” asud’ “pizhs” were

chogen bacause the snalyst §é£$¢;V§ﬂ the possibilicy @E g?ééiﬁtih ohe

fren the otheyr.

An exanple of Laaggasiﬂatian $u naval aﬁaiyaia i& Heberaoll®s
classificatfen of cagex i Soviat Thivd=World diplowesy of foite {49
Disewkes and MeConnell, 1979 2352}, ebich has thine case fivisiensy and

sevin cage calegories withia divietans (see Table 5.3). -The fact that

Hebomell'e 4ivigions vefsy to Ehe Righ svas and the Thisd darid, tox

exangie, iesliss ehat ke dods dab $cé o aaval digl@a&@g of  fovee se Like 5

againgt the Fivar Wexld

Hatuts! tawg osigs. It 85 eetewsrthy that Hetenseil’s

classification is siwilag $o: Lhose obéstved by poychulegists i natuval
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Table 4.2, McConnell's Classification of Cases in Soviet Third-World
Diplomacy of Force*

Case Divisions Case Categorles Types of Display ‘ i
1. Security on the 1. Demonstration of iantent to Attentional
High Seas protect USSR assets, or
' the assets of clieants, at Purposeful
sea.
Temporiziag
2. Third World 2., Demoastration of support
Domestic Security for the domestic authority Limicing
of an established government
, Supportive
3. Demonstration against an
established government in Exemplary
defease of Soviet citizens :
and property. Expressive.

"4, Military support to a domestic
- faction during any inter-
- regnun when the U.8. is

. inhibated from counter~

invoelvenent.,
'3§”Thifﬁ World . e Deponstratien of intent to
In:etnatiaaal . pretust & cliswt in & con~
Seeurity : j‘ Hvontation with a state that,

“held in odium by the international
'~:.;;communtty. doea uot anjay ﬂ.s.

-}‘§af9enanetr§t£@n ef support for a ,
- elteut throatened {or that might .
C 0 be threatened) by a Wesfern great
| powek or in astusd ccafiﬁst uith
'wmawwm SR :

7;'§caan;ﬁt¢tian or atteal Ingere

oo veption dgatast s U.8. cliewy thae
_‘is defeatiﬂg & Sﬁviet siisat; -




S oy

ey

ga
g

ooy

S

semantfic taxonomies; namely puople tend tc apply three levels of
clasgification, with the optimal level of abstraction at the middle level
(see Cantor and Mischel, 1979: 13-15 for review). At the middle level
people use broad, inclesive, but still rich and distinctive categories,
inclusive enough to cover many kinds of objects or events in a category,
but also detailed and vivid enough to allow a descrirzton in great detail
of the prototypical category member, and to distingvish a category irom
others at the middle level. OUbjects or events categorized at the middle
level are reoally different and share few features, while objects and
events at lower levels (e.g., instances of defense of Soviet assets on the
high seas) may have many common teatures. Ncte that the categories at the
same level in a taxonowy teund to be psychologically continuous —- without
clear-cut boundaries ~- but clearly separable on the basis of clear
prototypical cases of each. It is the egtimation of the degree of

"prototypicality, rather than a seavrch tor necessary and sufficient

features, that psychologically wmar™: peoples' judgnents of how well
various objucts or cvents fit a particular category label.

The “"fuzzy set”™ nature of complex natural rategories and the
difficuity in specifying all the features which give members of a natural
category a family rescmblance contribute importantly to the conflicts

batween aaval analysts. For example, there are charagteristics of Soviet

ships that suggoest they would be effective detervents to interventions
during criscs by Western airevalt carrier task groups. OQverlapping
chavacteristics of these ships give them the appearance of cffective
elements in a "blue belt defensive plan™ against muclcor strikes. Hince
these diplomatic and strategic missions shave wany foatures, deciding
whether a particular event is beat chatacteviaaed 35 ona or the ocher may
be difficult,: Often analysts can de ag wore than to concluds that a

'_partieular cvent was wmore like the ang <ategory and less like the etlher

but also a little like both. Nor dees it seem to be any casier to
categorize doctrinal writings, ship consiruction, ov doployrent patterns;
all these complex svents can be categorized as kaving o fanmily resemblancy
to strategic or diplematic wissions, offensive vy dofensive objectives,

Cgautisus ur expansive tendencies. To charactevize any of the complex

slements of Soviat waval behavier ag balonging te only one of these
gcategories is te overleck the psychological nature of the analytic procous
and the vichaess and ambiguicy of ail satural phewosmcaa,

The best naval avalysts vocegnize this sad treat theie

. ¢atsgovizatiens as wmatturs of dopgves (alehough thay efton asgleost this
probabllistic natura vhen explaiaiey cvents or drawiag conclusions). ¥oer

oxaisple, hainiand (5%1: 507} wricas.

There i3 & continuous diconsion o Soviel aavat-diplosatis
agkivity, The low ingensity contiauiag ianpact of vaval
preseana has eludad msgoreseat by studests of asaval pover
~ &« Bhu Soviews appareutly £ind orisis maaa&ﬁué i 8 Bate v
less contiuvoun task.

. The sajor challeuge to bhwse naval anelvece &8 teaging asd velghisy these

@var;aw@inh and g*is;*::gsslng categarios of Soviet faktentionsy aad
brhaviors. Titere any be ittle poini g carvyleg on the tradifiny of

Cvieuwing Soviet naval aveats fo Yefithet-or™ categories, A wave profitable

approach gay be to deterniue pretotypical wases and attespt tu twasure the

9i
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dircances between prototypes and specific events. An explicit effort to
measure “family resemblances" rather than to debate pigeonholes may be
more meaningful both psychologically and amnalytically.

Generalizations and representativeness. Among the most important
characterizations of dats made by analysts are generalizations, inferences
about a population on the basis of evidence en a sample :trom that
population, Genewalization is a central aspect of scientific inference
and rules for valid generalization have evolved. These rules, however,
are rarely characteristic of natural generalization (cf. Rothbart, 1980).
The rules for scientific generalization are %1) define the appropriate
sampling domains relevant to the issue, (2) samplc representatively
(fairly) from the appropriate domzins, (3) code data into categories using
unhiased rules, (4) compute contingency between nmeasurements, (5) retain
or discard hypothescs about relationships. People do not naturally follow
these rules or apply theam vslidly when generalizing. For example, they
neglect the size and variance of the sample and generalize from very small
gamples. They allow their hypotheses to influence the definition of
sampling domains, sample selection, and data coding.

People making judgments are insensitive to the statistical "law of
large numbers.” This law desevibes how large~sample statistics appreach
corresponding pepulation statistics., The larger the sample the more
accurately ivs statistics will reflect the population., On the other hand,
small samples may differ markedly frow the population, and small samples
from different populations wmay be very similar. Gengralizations based on
seall samples will tend to be less sccurate than those based on larger
ones .

This tendency to neglect sample size aud variance may be
particularly strong in naval analysis, with its bugyy veliance on case aud
class analysis. A particular siagle case study or ship class may seen
highly representative uf some naval behavioyr or mission. The single case
or elass may thea form the basis for anslytic generalizations about future
Soviet behavicr. Such smal) szuples, however, are likely to vary
cousidevably from the population of cases ov elagses.

_ For exsmple, both the Kiev and Hoskvs afeecraft carriers seen
somevhat represeatative of Westem airceast earriers, howaver, both have
bean designed for a wesh different set of wissions thae these of Western
caveicty. The Soviet carrises ave appavently what the Soviets have

. laheled them: lorge anti-submsvine warfave cruisevs {(ef. Hevzog, NPSP
- &7, 49-50, 595 Mocbwire, KBRP: 85, 91-92). Similaely, she vee o' the
Kildin and Kashin classes to shadow U.5. carrier task groups dueing
Radivevranean crigses and the prasence of s rear-flviag uissile systea on
these oniig gaemed vepresentative of anti-<puxfsce ghip elassus (e g.,
Babarts $n Slsaukes and NeCoamell, 1979: 219). It aow seces, however
that these clatgos carey oaly ASH missiize ia the aft-Tacting launchers
‘Hectmirve, HPSP: 94-9%).  In terss of whetr overall surface construction

and coaversivng, 1afg¢ S@wiat sucface shipy ate desigaed for ASN aissions

{Hurphy, HESP: 113), towever, swall, vivid samples of babavtotr, sueh as
shadowiig of U.5. satiier groups, way lead analysts to asceibe
anti~surfacy capabilities to Sovier shipd Lo okcess of what tveally cxist.

In addition to on fnseusitivity to sanple size people tand to be
iesonsitive to sasple otas. Uniess 2 sssple s unbiased (sclected

randomly), 6r tha biascs ate kaown and can be coupensated for, a
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generalization based on the sample will also be blased. OUne cften
overlooked bias is that produced by role contexts. For example, Ross,
Auabile, and Steinmetz (1977) found that certain social roles lead to
blased behavior samples, e.g., a person asking hard questious appears
kuowledgeable (knowing all the answers) while the person being asked the
questions seems less intelligent (getting questions wrong). The roles,
rather than the peoples' activities predispose these percept .
Observers of individuals in these roles tend, however, to attribute tuuer
different perceptions to abilities not roles: the questioner is belicved
to be wmore knowledgeable than the person being questioned.

A similar phenomenon has occurred vepeatedly in naval analysis ot
superpower crisis bchavior. The Soviet Navy is often perceived as
attempting to counter or deter U.S, naval intevvention in the Third World.
Since the Soviet Navy began such dewonstrations in 1967, the U.S. Navy has
not launched air st:ikes or landed Marines in any of the crises which also
involved the Soviet Navy. The ‘Soviet vole of “deterrver” conveys a highly
biased sample of bcehavior, since the U.S. Navy may have bheen just as
likely to not intervene {f the Soviets had not been present. The
deterrence role appears successful if nothing happens: {f the party being
(supposedly) deterred woas nothing, the party doing the deteveing
(supposedly) is obliged to do nothing, except make tacit or overt
threatening gestures. Ho long as the "deterred” party does nothing (for
whatever tveasons), these threats nead not he exceunted) they can actually
be bluffs, Only {f the supposedly deterved party fgneres the threats
({.¢ , turns out nat te be deterved after all) s the deterver forced to
act and make goed the threats, If the deterrer's hluff is ot likely to
be ecalled, the deterver ean pake vepeated deterrent theeats which appear
successful and effective, It may wall be, however, that ia sagh ease
there was little or wo likelihood of U.8. interveution, or of Seviet
willingness to back up the threat. The vole advantage, however, goes to
the detervaer, t.e., the Sevieats.

In other words,the Seviets can easily gain the appearance of a
suceansful, eftective countevfovee by theiv efferts to deter what the
Yaited States was unlikely to de awywap, Unless the U.S. Navy is willing
to eall thedy blagr, the Soviet MNavy vbtainy & roele hased advantage at
rolatively little cost, The peveeption of observeys, ov snalysts, is
Likely te ba that the Seviet Navy caused the U.5, Havy ast te fatevrvoie,
tThe sultitude of othey ﬁmem‘s Tuhieh might have cdused 6.8,
nonintervention {e.g., & lagk of any U.§. ineentive to tatervane]} ave
overlovked, and the blasing vole of deterver iz neplected. The estimate
is that the Soviets have sudcevded in preventisy .5, takerveation.

Theve iz some wvidenvs that the Soviet Ravy iiself has anot fallen
victim to this blag. In situstfous dgriﬂg which the B9 Navy <3 lLikely
to call the blufk, e.ge, f0 pot =avyintationg off Vietwaa dund Rotga, the
Soviet Navy has tended to stay @icat :mz haz wade fitile pretext about
detetrence fe.g., sec MNelonnell o Discukes and Hclonnell, 1979: 282).
tven fa those cases vhere the Soviet bavy i osteasibly deétetrivg ot
countering U.8, task forees {e.g., tn the Octobsr 197) crisis) the Soviets
seen to have taken patoe €0 stick vo anti-garrievr ¢xwrtelise Toutines so
that U,S, Navy offivers dould tecognide then 3s owercldes tathet than
astual thraats (ef. Roborls o Disawtkes ard Relonnell, 1979: 219), and the
Soviets ¢ven went so far ftom actual operativnal praciice as é apérate
submatines extensively ou the surface, a fvolbardy sove fof amyour. veally
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expecting trouble.

Hindsipghtful categorizations. One of the strongest sampling
blases tends to occur via hindsight. Ounce a person forms a tentative
inpression of a set of data, in looking back over past events, he or she
may make systematic retrospective distortions to bring those data into
conformity with impressious (Snyder and Uranowitz, 1978). For example,
confirming instances may be selected to bolster beliefs and disconfirming
instances way be overlooked. Current belicfs can exert a powerful
channeling effect on attempts to reconstruct or remember the past. Ewvents
that confirm beliefs are readily recalled, while other tacts are
erroneously recalled in ways that “confirm” the belief.

Perhaps the most dramatic instance of this phenomenon in naval
analysis is the acceptance by Western analysts of Admiral Gorshkov's
assertion in 1967 that

« « « by 1954, Moscow realized both the need for naval
diplomacy, to compliment the other iustrunments of its naw
Third World policy, and the nced for paticnce and restraint
until the proper capabilities in this role could be acquired
through long-~term construction programs (McCownell, in
Diswukes and McCownnell, 1979: 14).

There is lttle cvvidonce to suppert Gorshkov's clainm and much to
vefute i{t, as has been noted ahove in Chapter 3. His claim dees provide a
simple explanation for the Soviet Navy's propress toward vaval diplowmacy
== it was plamned. (me vopders, however, hew if ig that the Soviets could
be so foresightful as to racegmize a degade in advance the pelicical
iwmpovtance of the Thivd World, let slews the need fou saval ecapabilivies
for diplomacy thuvre, and yet bw so shevisighted as te ceastruat
forvayd-projection forces which were heavily dependent ¢n bases and
support facilities in waveliable noncommuniss countries. Uue wauid

expect, for example, such a fovesightful adesrsacy te spead ies $6 billiewn

oh @ more prefitable velation thas that between the USSR and &gﬁpﬁ

Biasud gamniing., Qothdaye (198U} hag eutlined i Qvue¥$i LETES.

how biased saspliog can lead to seesiagly $t§e§u’§bie (e sonetheloss
biased) evidenes to suppart a belief.

Suppose for the sake of this srgument that Sovier waval dbehaviors
can be hypothiatically categorized as “diplosstie fosvaed™ or “stratepis
forward” as fa Figure 4.3, Panel & shows the total daeay eet: thete s as
chaujte fn behavio¥ butween the o poviods exeept a douvbliag of activiey
in the forward srsa.

Suppose, hovever, that ¢ naval analyst with a diplomatie (o
étvategic) parspestive sasplen Jats feen the past o Soviet saval
diplomacy fn the forvevd aves (Pasel 8). The analyst fiads the Soviets
have deubled Bhete diplomatie {a¥ srrateépic} setivigy.

Gy the other hand, an analyst conceruned with the “new™ Sowvlet Savy
{(Pansl G} ov the overall patisrs of Sovist aaval behaviot in the fovvard
stea {(Panel D) would fied that Soviel steateglc aaval activity fa the
forvatd area 3¢ iwice as likely as dipiomatic astivity

ic oiher words, oue set of data aad Jiffevent saupling blascs
allow naval analysts to arrive at ditferent pevcepticas of Soviet aavail
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Pigure 4.3. Example of Biased Sampiing

&, Soviet Naval Events
Diplomatic
Poruward

Strategic
Forward

Gy

8

1954-1967 15
1964~1974 30

Total 19541976 45

Column Bias: _,

Perspective

Diplomatic .

Foruward
 1954~1963 s
1?&4%1976 k'

Row Blas: New Soviet Bavy Pevspective

 Fauvard

1964-1974 D

Total Biasy Gvurall Peuspective

Foruard

Tetal 1954~1974 TR

e

Piplamstic

L Seewtegle
UoRvard

. Total

45
. L

135

(a) Piplomatic Forward Perspective, (b) Strategie Forward

. Serategic
~ Forward

30
66

Strategic

Foreusd .




activity. Several widely differeont generalizations about Soviet naval
actions in the forward arca are drawn, none being entirely accuvate, buc
all completely consistent with the data samupled. Yf all fouyr cells of the
contingency table in Panel A are utilized, half-right conclusions ave
- avolded. However, people typically look enly at confirming data, and
~rarely consider all cells. For exauple, “diplonacic forward™ is
confirming data tor the diplomatic analyst. But “strategic forward” isg
nonconfirming and may not be vieved a5 relevant by the aualyst iaterested
ia naval diplouacy.

An example of the sampling bias can be found fa Petersen's
analysis of Soviet Ravy diplomustic port visits (in Dismukes and Hclonnell,
1979: 91-92). Petersed argues agaiust MecOwire's thesis that, after ag
initial survey of ports in the Yadian Qecan, very fow visits were wade to
ather Indfan Ocean countries, and dipl@matic vi.siaing, chet'c £all off after
1969, Potersea writes :

While it is trus that a drop in diplomtic visits to Indiao
Ucean ports was ragisteved in 1970, it is pot true that
“very few” wvigitcs have been made eiswhcm th the vegion
since then. Botween 1970 and 1976, for example, no fewer
than 3Q diplomacic visits were made te Indian Geean
countries other than Sowmalia and South Yegen. In
comparison, ouly 28 wers md& %0 magerrm ports c%uging
the same pericd. .

Petersen presents (p. 92) tabulations of diplomatic port visits fov the
Indian Gecean aud the Mediterrguesn for the years in question (see Figure
4.4}, Petersen overlooks two imporrant buse rates: fivse, the total
levels of port visiting in she tua atess; ssvend, the disgroportionate
time perieds. Indian Qeosn diglomatic visits were, over the totsl tiae
pertod 13&87~-19746, rwiee as froguent g Moditervanesn visiys.

Prupast{osately, Indian B Ooean visiting is the 19701974 pervied {37R) was
“wuch less thac Neditarvransan viaitiesﬁ (B4}, Secendly, while the yeay

© ratic betusen the twe Yies peviads s 3.7, ond the tetie of visits e both
ogesns §in the two agﬁs}é& ie 3:5.4, the vatis of ludisw Uzean visits ip
tha zw: porieds 2 3:¥ ¥, comparved to the Hedizevvassean putis of 3,12, In

o other vovds, whils Heditevvackaw visits per yesy iecressed over thy twe

;}e“ﬁsé@ £2.3 and 43, e the Iodiee Pouse they deovessad and theve sabe

-aleost telee ae ewny vislts pey ‘am’ 14 1847<126% (103 in the Iadlen Gosen
AR I 19PO=1RR .00 Peteraen's desple stablistic of JU to 38 wisiis is

Biswz@ 2nd afsrapreadnts the ;ratte:ﬂs oF deplomatic »isiie in the tue

e &us@:«uh«w g,sxem:z-;& ;me

T’&e BE18ty 19 diavery ?éi joaxhise %éi 8o 5088 #fF daga i€ @

C fumﬁaﬁnmii skﬁi fov @1} geen i pre mi 4% dnalvsts.s Learaisg Lhe

- pelstivnships Wervenn wvarsings :n,.: ﬁmi,e*‘ wr Serwees tmg&iﬁg Sigas and
T prey in @ bagic payr of swvieals

: Siuilaviy, wavst m;rgsaz: mms .mms«s the covariasticn hotwedn

Soviet stretepie seeds od maval sz nwuiﬁ* Eovwnrd daployesus aad aaval

éigiém;iy, waitﬂii emi{ma% a;a% u*iﬂ.s méwia:, ea,wbign.@s and

S, 348 .'séttjc:".si,zz.h the §ﬁ3"’"§ deckise of visitiag 3a §3¥é 3—@ st Goean . |
:«a & ig .,3’ mﬁ;&w w Ekﬁ ;tsaz Wiswszms&, :
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Figore 4.4 Number {and Pereonzage) of Diplomatic Port Visits tn the Indian
Qeean ond Meditercvancan by the Soviet Wavy 19673969, 1970-19764.%
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fudian Qceas Hediterraaean Total

o

1967-1969 39 €432} 7 (20%) 37
1970-1576 3% (37%) 28 (80%) 67

A . L

Totel 1967- : , :
1976 _ 6% (Ju0x) 35 (160%) 104

=
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¥Data trom vetersen, Table 3.2 (p. 92 in Dismstes cad HeGoumell, 1979.)
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actions, cte., to undervstand and predice Soviet naval inSentions. Naval

analysts are sensfitive to these covariance assessment tasks and on
occasions have identiticd covariations of greoat relovasce to the Soviet
Navy which have been inosdequately addvaesscd) e.g., the relatiouships
betwoen s”.Lits in naval policy and in foveign sad defease policy, the
relatms}xships b:tween naval policy and ﬁcc&mical developments {(Hecbwive,
Shhss ix).

oo fo.d tables. The simplest repteacm.?r.im of covartation is the
four cuil ;n: s r-thsence table:

Behavior X
Pregeat Absent
Present 20 HY
Indicator &

Absant 80 40 .

Bven with this =implest manner of representing covariation between tuo
events, people have dizficulty detecting covaviatisns (Seedslund, 1963;
Ward and Jenkins, 1963},
Among the common problems in detectipg covavistion is an alsoxt
onplety reliance an the “present/present™ (ov ++} cell in the four cell

gbl People will tend te sve indicator A ag associatud with behaviey ¥

eply because sogetimes A 3s pyesent vhen X is present. Some people will
ae&gné twe cells {3 aad +=} and conclude that a yelatiouw exists becsuse
these aro gote cases of ¥ with & thaa of ng X and A, Othaes say attend
gells b and +~ and deeide the velatiguship is smegutive, behavier X is

iudicated by the absence of A, ‘without causiderisg all fouwr cells, ns

Judgacat of covaristion can legitimately be made, but pevple do not
fatuitively consider aore than one of tvo of the sells. When the wae
veriables are centisuous cather thaa di&ty@fggQus the ggvsne&wﬁ
esticatioa problas bocomss gvan lasdas,

There iy sone evidencs that wival agalysts sceseisnally ds
esbingte cavariatien on the basls of Sue 9F Tew voathay than ol fouwr gells
iy the feur f@&:. tabie. For <@
wgote

tearineicﬁs 5_:; ‘Same' caﬁtzéai Vi@i@ cs;a tési 9&&@&&3&%&@ aad
felaxation &F tatsgieg. a

- To suppork this they kshlise e wiad of «tssféau’rage..ow% and exaceshatieon

{(#% ael’} in 1957, aad (wo cases of huspiovutalemdnt and telarsties {~=
celi) In I971=1973 and §973, They oote uciiher the ehoonuTagrdcat and
telaxation (%~ ceoll) sifuvation (Soviel support Puf Hthiopla steht W &%

axadle), #6r Lhe GORERLOUTASRRERL did wxadetlalicn {~+) vituatien {Soviet

98 S
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posepcourageneat «f Irse or Ivag in their reeent conflfct msy by an

exauple), UWntle the extsvence of cases ifn tho ++ and -~ cells is

- mecessary to establish g pasitive eovgristion, it 1§ uob sufficleant. &

telative absencs of casos in the + and -¥v cells is also wecessaty.

Heglece of mepative avidease., In part, the difffcelry poaple have
with covariation gstimstion way durive fros the geneval falluvre tu usy
ncgot tve evidonne,. The absence of indicators tends te be overleokeod and
people form cancepts of noegative instancos aunly with great 41 Jicelly,
The buavy relisuee on positive dinstances (++}) may retlect people's
inability to learn veudily from nsgative fustances (ses "Honevent - abova,

and Nisbety and Ross, 1900: 49; Yason and Johmgen-Lailrd, 1963).

Havsl asealysts have not commented on the lack of & * . plomacy
exeveise” by the Soviat MNawy, l.e., asaval exeuisus gnd manenuys ~x whtich
ave explicitly and exely mly concerasd with & peacetime ~¢¥~ - ale and
missiong well shott of goeeral war. $uch scemariog are ofter  -tlested in
Uestern axercises (agpectally intevvention in Third Herld .eises, or on
buehalf of Third World allies, e.z., South Keveal. The -  miag “crises”
phases in Sevier exerciges ave oxtremely brief, and  .ad guickly inte
geagral or anuglese wvar missions. A Soviet exereige tha® fnciuded aaval,
aivborne, or auphihicys intervention in the Teird ¥oriJd imt shich 4did aet
include gencval ov auclear war aspects would bo extramaly strong evicenee
for the thesis that the Soviet MNauy has buoen desigaed for a covvse of
covrelve naval diplomaey in the Third Werld.

On the other hand, negative evidance is sometimes
gant by aavgl maggr:s, as we nared above undey “listevents.
Thempeen (HUSP: 32} esks why Mduiral Gorshkev's beok $ea Pouwsy
: had aot beep revieusd {as of kgtyfu.xfy 1922} by g*ﬁhéf
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aisd, These aspevents suggest that the Aduiral's visus ave

fr :"..;J}m.;.t .

- theery et wsw@ of &
te .8} vead te :: ‘t&\é*é@tém
Ouly when the selasisnands
3 seviset velazisndhisz, 32 &
propurtishal sweunt} S pe
they 233l tead Lo grearly =
in athet words, datasdeiven
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overlooked and important patterns in the naval data may be neglected.
Similerly, an analyst may fail to note the success of an indicator in
predicting future events.

In this respect it is very interesting that one of the best
quantitative naval analysts sampled, Petersen, notes correlations in his
data only when they are extremely strong (e.g., r > .8, Figure 2.3, Table
3.3., Figure 3.2, in Dismukes and McConnell, 1979)., For example,
Petersen's Figure 2.3 shows an extremely strong negative relationship
between the mean age of a class of Soviet ships and the percentage of that
class deployed out of area in the year 1975 (r = -.91). Describing this
figure Petersen writes (p. 45, italics added):

o « + the number of ships in a class that operate beyond
home waters seems to ba related to the age of that clzss.

Similarly, in describing a nearly perfect covariation between the age of
Soviet ships and the number of diplomatic visits they make (r = -.98,
Figure 3.2, p. 98), Petersen writes {(p. 96) "the Soviets apparently prefer
to use their newer large surface combatants for diplomatic visits.”

On the other hand, there are important covariations in Petersen's
data on which he does not comment. For example, the negative
relationships noted earlier in this chapter between the total Soviet ship
days spent in the Indian Ocean and the number and length of diplomatic
port visits (see Petersen, Table 3.2, p. 92) seems unnoticed; instead
Petersen writes (p. 91)

The relative intensity of the Indian Ocean effort is
particularly striking and would appear to confirm the
prominence of political concerns in the Indian Ocean
squadron's mission structure.

It would seem that Petersen did not expect this negative relationship and,
despite its strength (r = -.65 and -,83), overlooked it and implied the
converse. Similarly, he takes no note of the tendency across all oceans
for total Soviet out-of-area ship days to covary negatively (r = -.74)
with length of diplomatic port visits.

{I again apologize to Petersen for this apparent overvattention to
his work. Being one of the few analysts who adequataly presents his data,
ke becomes most vulnerable to this form of methodological analysis,
Petersen is probably less guilty of biases than others, but easier to
catch. His extensive use and reporting of quautitative evidence is highly
commendable. )

On the other haund, 1if a theory or expectation implies a
relationship, it becomes much easiexr to recognize covariation between
variables which are expected to be velated.

For example, Weinland noted (NPSP: 263)

Since all but & fraction of the [Soviet] surface vombatants
and auxiliaries that operate in the Mediterraancan cowme fron
the Black Sea « « + changes in the pattern of Soviat
transits through the Turkish Straits provide rough but
generally reliable roflections of chongas in {Mediterraneaw)

deployments.
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Weinland is entirely correet, Soviet surface combatant transits of the
Turkish Strafts corvrelated very highly (r = .91) with Soviet Navy ship
days in the Mediterrancan, 1964-70 {(see Weilnlaud, Tables 10 and L1, p.
262-63)., Auxiliary translts also covary stroagly (r = 90) with
Mediterrancan naval presonce. Eartier in this chapter we warned analysts
against the temptation to treat highly correlated (redundant) variables as
independent evidence or to welght them equally with truly independent
variables, Weinland seems to avoid this problem by notiag the
correlations in his data, :

In short, if a particular relatiouship is not predicted by an a
priori theory or expectation, or if the person holds a theory which
incorrectly presumes a weak or null relationship, there is a tendency to
miss or underestimate covariations in the data. Theory-driven
covariations are much more easily perceived.

In tact, the perceived covariations and estimates of association
based on theory are often far higher than are justified by the data.
Theory-driven covariations are often overestimated, to such an extent that
variables with no association or a negative covariation may be estimated
to have a strong positive correlatiou. This phenomenon of “iflusorvy
correlation,” already uwentioned above under characterizing data, requires
further explanation.
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Perceiving nonexistent correlations. The psychological analysis
of "illusory correlation"™ began with a series of elegant stuvdies by
- Chapman and Chapman (1967, 1969; Chapman, 1967,. They investipated the
puzzling finding that expert clinical psychologists rceported observing
wsgoclations between certain projective test vesponses and particular
t.irtcal syuptows (e.g., parnoia), although repeated validation studies of
.ie rests found no associations with symptoms. 1In ether words, the expert
clinicians were inferring persanality and psychopathic characteristes from
invalid indicators. The Chapmans reasoned that beliefs about covariatiouns
often result from semantic nssociatious (rather than from frequencies of
co~ocaurrence). Thus clinicians wight believe that pavauneids would
exaggerate the eyes in the Draw-a=Pervson (DAP) test, even though the DAY
hags vivtually vo predictive validiey., In aeffect, conmon semantic
associations, beiung readily available mentally, wight be taken as
indicative of a high trequency eof co=oceurrenge, in keeping wivh the
availability heuristic, 1If se, those gsemantic assectatives sheuld apply
eaually to nonexpertss  This is what the Chapmansg, tfows ' naive judyes
repovted the same ge-vaviations {n vandon paieings of zigns aad syuptoas
that clinfeians claimed to sue in praetice. When peopla werve asked tae
P stoply rate the tandency of a given syuptom o “eall te wiad™ a given body
3 pave, the vattiags were highly predietive of the poporvted {(tllusery)
- corcrelationg,  The body pagt neost ofron called to adud by the syupton wag

. thoe same that expert and nonexpert Judges pecceived a8 orvarving with e
§ #yupton,
du o a cogelrive tost of the “illusety c¢overalation” principle
Chapman {(19467) presented pales of words to poople.  The lefu-hiad vords
: @rea semantic asroviatas of the right-hand words {e.g., Itan=tigevr}. The
: pateings wave ogually feeguent (u.y., lon~ega. appeated 32 often as
Haon-tiger and bacon=epis), thus theve wveve sy Erue eatralations Bolveew
Cthe appearance of s left=hand word and a right=hacd wovd. Hevettheless,
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the observers reported retrospectively that each right-hand word appeared
most often wich its semantically associated left-hand wovd.

Using the Rorschach test, the Chapmans (1969) provided an even
more conclusive demonstration of illusory correlation. Two responses to
the Rorschach consistently differentiate male homosexuals from
heterosexuals., In addition to these two valid iundicators, there are
several signs that seem intuitively (but not 1in fact) to differentiate
between heterosexuals and homosexuvala. The Chapmans found that proactiring

clinicians commonly raported five intuitive indic.tions (which are all

empirically invalid) as most characteristic of homosexuals, while the two
valid signs were rarely reported. When laypeople were asked to rate the
degree to which homosexuallty called to mind the various valid and invaiid
signs, homosexuality called to mind the five plausible but invalid signs
but not the two valid signs. In other words the experts and the iaypeople
shared the semantic assoclations between the invalid iadicators and
homosexuality, but were unaware of the valid iandicators.

In the crucial phase of the study, the Chapmans shewed nonexperts
pairings of the valid indicators and the homosexuality condition which
covaried either 50 percent (l.e., the valid indicator co-occurred half of
the time homosexuelity appearad}, 67 percent, 8] percent, or 100 perecent.
The invalid signs were also presented but did not covary with
homasexuality. The panipulation of covariation of the valid signs did not
influence perceived covariation, i.e., even when the relation betweea the
valid signs and the homesexual coundition waa perfeast, it was tor
recognized. However, if all the invalid signs were deleted, the
nonexperts were slightly sensiriva ta the increased covariations between
the true ajgns and hompsexuality. Further, when the Chapmans created a
gories of massive negative covariations between the invalid sigas and the

"symptoms, the nonexperts reported slightly reduced, rather than very
strong, positive correlations. True, but unexpected, cevariatieas were

unperceived even if perfect when they appeared aloug with the plausible,
iavalid signs, aand were only partially recognized whea they appeared
along.  lovalid, but plassible, covariations were perceived even if the
data stvongly indicated an epposite velation. Theoties ot pruceaceptions
of what “ahould” govary consistently overwhelwed data~driven
rovariationa.

The tasks perfovmed by the Chapmaas' subjects wers comsiderably
eanisr thoo the tasks of naval analysts estimsting fntentions, The data
were woll-organized, eleoazrly asund concisely prosevted in vapid succession
indicatore were pregonted ot the same tiee as syyplons, theve verw fower
demsnds on wgoovy, #te. Yot theiyv subjoste cunsistently falled o dutest
gata-driven covaviationg and repootodly paevceived sdperistent butg
plaugiblie theory-deiven eovarigtions. This bodes (11 for thoe uaval
asalyste, wliose rasks ave fur loss clear quk. S '

Tilusory saval garvelaciesz. Teo sesmingly clear cases of
iilugovry cotvelativa #ill ba beledly aoeed, both having bLoan centioned
before. The porcuption that Boviet Navy prosence fo=oouuEs «with Thirs
World lefeiut coups ix o noklon that sesaiagly persists, and gonerates
patcapiiony of nouovents {@.g., Boviat Navy suppett of the Lidyan zoupd,
dospite sovaral aralysts tojection of Iz {e.g@s, Hoouwive, 1879, Dissukes
and Heboenell, 19731 57<39). '

The second case of iliusory corrslatica is such cleaver (but
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perhaps less significant). Petersen (in Dismukes and McConnell, 197Y: 91)
describes “the expansion in the number of Soviet diplomatic visits [in the
Indian Ocean] between 1967 and 1976" as “impressive.” In fact, Petersen's
data (p. 92) show a negative correlation ( r = =.38) between year and
number of diplomatic visits by the Soviet Navy in the Indian Ocean,
Rather than an "impressive expansion” in visits over this period there has
been a contraction. The Indian Ocean is the only region where the treand
in number of visits is so markedly downturning; in other oceaus the number
of visits has baen constant or slightly increasing. It is thus not
surprising that Petersen expected a positive relatiomship. '

Psychologists have provosed four different reasons for the
rendency of people to overcstimate the degree of covariation in
theory~driven associations and to underestimate the covariation in
data-driven associations for which there are no clear cut axpectations.
The Chapmans (1967, 1969) explain tue occurrence of theory~driven illusory
correlation in terws of the semantic, associative comncctions between the
variables which are mistakenly perceived as correlated. This explanation
is sfmilac te Tversky and Kahneman's (1974) availability heuristic; {.e.,
an associative, semantic connection is readily available in thought and is
thus suggestive of a statistical asseciation.

Taylor and Crocker (i979: 48) offer an explanation ian terms of the
operations of the theory itself (they use the term schema). Theories nake
some types of evidence wore available and iniluence the type of evideuce
the parson is likely to use in judging covariatious. S$pecifically, peaple
¢ arch for data that are consistant with the theory, rather than
irrelevant or inconsistent information, Peeple consajuently over-rely on
the number of "positive hits"” (or ++ occurvances) which confiva the
theorciical relatiouship they are assaessing. Secondly, the judguent of
jiow frequently two evouts covoncyr eould be based en the associative bond
between them, as Tversky and Kohaeman suggested. When the associatien is
strong the persen {& likely to cenclude that the events are frequeatly
paired. Strong associates are likely to scem to co-occur frequeatiy

Hamilion ond Sifford (1976) offar an explanation that relies on a
general tecderay to see pare events as co-occurring. That is, events
which shara the sste chavacteristic, iafrequency, may be pevceived as
belng assoclated, and thus as co-occeurring, Rather thas 3 souwantic
asgpeiatiaa belog tsken oy covvelation, they suspogt 4 statistieal
chavactarisci. (infreguency) as giviag rise to an associstion, which fn .
tubn sugeasts a corvelaron, 2.8., by means of greatev avallability of
assnciates. _

Rathbare (19380) offers 9 fourth possible axplanatioun fay the
agenrrance of illusory corrslatimas in cases when two gvents are ¢plit
inte frequelt and vare geoups. 1o phiz case, oven whoh an covardazion ag
all existes, tie avshey of cases will be Ivoatest in the ¢ (fraqueat,
Feoguantl) gell, Siwp'y bocapse sost of tha daca fall inte this oune gall,
{1t besosss the 295T obvious and consplevons, and poople way parvsive
dovaviagion weesly Leesure fhey tead to aztend thig ax il Rest slosely.
Fokhbhagr suggosts palex of rave oveats and of very cosenn events eill buth
eand to b2 pereelved as co-edouvring, betaure of the grest tomquslivy fg

tha stze of ehe cells ian the fonr-fold table. The ++ gase Decoues the

aigl obvigus aad available expiacation of the relativaship Letwuen the

- Lovariatien dvsesscents are igpottant i thelr own right, but also
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because they are essential for the estimation of cause and effect
relationships. Correlation does not imply causation, but, as will be
_ discussed next, causation implies correlation. _

Assessing Céuses and Effects

Causation is an idea that is generally used because it is
generally useful,

D, H. Figcher, 1970

Assessing causes is one of the most difficult analytic tasks.
Scientific methods and inferential statistics were developed in part to
-reach sound conclusions about causes. Causal reasoning without such aids

- 1s subject to bias and inaccuracy.

Analysts of the Soviet Navy often describe the difficulty of
determining causes and assessing effects in their field. For example,
-Booth (SND, ch. 19) summarizes tre discussion on whether or not the Soviet
Navy's forward deployment has made any real difference in Soviet foreign
policy. He wrote (p. 368)

« ¢« o this question could not be easily resolved » . o It
was aurrounded by an inherent obscurity . . . berause of the
elusiveness of the cause~effect telationahip. »

‘In & similar vein, MccGuire (SND: vii) wrete:

There was ro agreoement [among naval analysts) on the impact
of the Soviet Navy's forward deployment on Soviet foreign
. policy, and to what extent the one led te the othor . « . it
was difficult to identify specific iustances whare a Soviet
. naval presente tud “caused” particular developmeants or had
produced shifts in Soviet policy « « & .

A £undameﬁt&l difficulty is that casses can ngver be observed,

they ate alwasys iaferved from elther (1)) experiment (the soundsat bosis

~for inference), {2) exporience and obscrvation (an impevfect But often

- adequate basis}, or (3) theory (often an unsgunu basis), Thera fs an = -
 dnherant gap beteeen the first twa of these banes and the third whiah
- gonnot be bridged in am eatirely satisfactory way. People thisk da ferws
- of & theorstical languaga based on such notiong &8 causes, forces,
systems, and proparties. These ave atexibutes ov relationships with no -

phiysical, tanpible equivalents. People test realiuy with covariatieas,
aparstions, sud measutements. Science doals with this basie distinction
by sepsrating the langnage of theoty frow the language of operations
© {date, experimencal and sbeervational aoethods), "Coneapts {n the one
languate are sssociared with thoge in the othar merely by comvantion ot

agrecnsat between sclentists” wiote oune scholar of causality and science -

{Blalock, 197%4: 8).

The distinction betwoen Cthoory and oparetfons is often clusive,
Teven for wcleatists. Thure 88 a very strong psychological tendeacy to
. think and pessed in teras of causes and forces as 1f those were real,
- rather Chow sontal, creations. While it is possible to find operaticanal
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evidence that supports a causal concept, it is impossible to prove a
causal theory; causal laws can never be demonstrated. A correct causal
law will, however, allow sclentists to make accurate empirical
predictions. This accuracy is the basis for the agreement between
scientists which Blalock mentions, But the correctness of prediction does
not demonstrate the correctness of the causal theory. Theories, like
people, are often right for the wrong reasons,

Scientists use theorius for the sane recasons the rest of us do,
they need to simplify reality. By making untestable assumptions, a few
key assumptions can be indirectly tested. In reality no two events or
objects are ever identical, but in science and everyday life it is
necessary to act as though events can be repeated and objects do have
properties that remain constant for gome period. Without these important,
simple assumptions it is impossible to generalize beyond single, unique
avents.

Theoretical models of reality help in making these assumptions so
that other assumptions about causes and systems can be tested. An ability
to predict events is supportiung evidence for a causal theory (but not
proef). Predic:ion is tangible, measurable, and "real"” while “causes" are
net; the two should not be econfused.

Gausal meaning. What is generally meant by “"causality?”
Scilentists require three things ia tests of causal laws. Each is
necessary and unene alone is sufficient as evidence for causality (Blalock,
1974). First, if X 4is bhelieved to cause ¥, a correlation must exist
between them, If ne regular correlation exists, a0 regular causal
relatien can exist. Second, there wmust be an appreopriate tepporal
relat{onship, i.e., X must cccur befere Y occurs. While the theoretical
naed for causes to precede effeets is obvious, the gperational problem of
dotermining which events ogeur first has uwe eobvious selutions (e.g.,
uakuown aspects of ¥ may cause X, which changes at the same time changes
in Y became measurable or obsorvable). Third, a “"presumptive agency” must
axict to connect X and Y. That is, some operator exists which gencrates ¥
and corrasponds to X and which is evganized so that a connaction begween X

‘and Y can ba soparated inte a geguence of coupatible compenents that can

ba reasopably aipeeted te overlap (ef. Fischex, 1970; Neise, 1975). In
same vespects, the third condition would seenm to bo sufficient ko believe
X causes ¥, Howaver, as we discuss below, the human wniad is an

- extraordinavily fortile fiold for “prosumptive agencies™ ~- even rvandem

gvants can ba readily cosanecred in cthe mind, Qaufir@;ng evidence is

casily retrioved frow nomory oF ervaked by che lsagiuation to dumsustrate

caugal velaticus which do net, in fact, exist.

Caynal ertors. In thig section we disvcuss wmajer piychologtcal
gources of evvot in causel thinkiag. PFoeople ave lsporfent causal analysts
undoy the best conditions; avoh sgientizts may bypochesize and (iad
nenexisnane causes for eveuts, Fo¢ exagple, varly in Bhis ceuntury French

- sefentists dissovered & sew fora of radiatisu, the B=Hay, and othes

egigagiéﬁs confiraed this discavery. The radiacien was sntively
ieaginacy, howevey, the sceming evidence €opr it was totally uselass, and
tha coapelifog concept oF an N-Ray tuenad out uo be &@m?iet&!y vrong
{Kloex, 1980).

We hawr alveady described how blases e the perception, weighting,
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and categorization of data can produce what are, in cffect, "illusory data
bases" (Taylor and Crocker, 1979)., Even with accurate data, people
perceive illusory correlations and may fail to perceive perfect but
unexpected covariations. In other words, up to this point, before any
assessment of cause and effect is attempted, we have noted a variety of
data problems which would bias even accurate causal assessments. As we
will see however, causal estimation itself is beset with problems, which,
along with those that precede it, can severely impair causal inferences.
These problems cascade as more information is integrated. There
are more opportunities in more complex, causal estimates for bias and
error to occurs It becomes more difficult to determine from an estimate
itself just where such problems started or ended or to assevs the

magnitude of bias at various stages.
Covariation assessment and causal estimation serve to integrate

and summarize data and facts into information and knowledge., It is
difficult to separate items of information and knowledge into the various
elements and processes that composed them. As we go higher in the
analytic estimation process it hecomes more essential to examine these
components and processes of analysis as well as the finished products.
However, even though the analytic processes and ingredients cannot be
entirely deduced from finished estimates, an outline of the potential
problems with the “higher-order" processes (causal estimation, prediction,
theory testing) will help both the analyst and the estimate consumer to
detect wvulnerabilities and errors.

Causality and chance.

Chance is a word void of sense; nothing can ox.st without a
cause.

Voltaire, A Philosophical Dictionaty

Chance is pechaps the pseudonym of God when He did not want
to siga,

Anatole Frauce, Le Jatdin d'Epleure

Thare 18 a stroug tendsocy to look for and £iud causal
telationships aven in svents thet oceur together by change. Because
people are highly seasitive to the ++ go~oceurrences and relatively
insensitive to += and -+ lostances {vhich favalidate the co-ocevrrence
hypothesis), people tend to overcstimate the causal itnks between events
which ate vandomly conuected.

Several factors fudvease the likelihood that a pate of eveats
which randowly co-occour will be perceived as causally lisked. Fiest, 4 a
fitrong & priorl theory exists fe liok the events, sn obovrveyr will be
€pocialiy alegt for ++ instances, whigh ate then taken 25 evidence in
suppott of the theooeys Bven vore fundamental than this firsc blas,
however, is the fendency to porcetva any event, eblect, 8¢ case on which
we fovus our sttoation an playing a causal vola. Thivd, the palelag of an
forencion and & favorable ocutoume 15 very likely Yo lead to the estimate
that the actor who intended Lhe outeone actually caused the outcoune,
although the favotable outcome way have vesulted from chance. The
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contingency between an actor's apparent intentions and outcomes is
regarded as persuasive evidence of causality. 1This perception ot
cause-cffect is greatly strengthened if the actor iy also scen as capable
of producing the desired outcome. The result is that the actor's good
fortune will be misperceived as the result of the actor's intentional and
successful action. Fourth, temporal and physical contiguity alone can
suggest both covariation and causality., Actions by the actor with a
cevtain pace or momentum that are followed by eveats with similar pace or
womuntum are perceived as causally related. BEvents which co~oceur in
proximity, which share features of size, shape or form, tewporal pacing,
and duration, ctc., tend to be perceived as causally. linked and the
hypothesis that the co-~occurrence was coincidental is underweighted.
Fifch, obscrvers attribute identical “good® actions to the dispositirons,
intentions, and nmotives f liked actors but attribute them to the
situatfon and environment for disliked acters. Similarly, “bad” actions
by liked actors are attributed to the situation and envipongent, but the
same bad sctions by disliked acters are perceived as reflecting
intentions, motives, and dispesitions. In other words, disliked actors
intend only bad actions, and perform good actions only whea torced by
cirvrcumstances to do sao. Liked acters are disposed to “do good” and “do
bad" only when pressured by the situatioun. Preconceptions about the
targets of observation wmay £ill iu causal relationships that reflect the
preconceptions more than any causal veality. In genural, observers
attempting to estimate the causes of aztions greatly overestimate the
tmpact of intentious, dispositiens, and metives, and underestimate the
rale of situational, envivonmental, or contestual presgsurnsg. Observars
ave highly likely to ifunfer iutentiouns from actiong, aud to deduce that
intentions caused actions, whew, in fact, the dats do awot wartaut such
conclusions, _

One of the wmost salient differeuces betweeu analysts of the Soviet
Navy hinges on thisg distinetion. One group of analysts pereeives the
Seviet Navy's forwavrg deployment and efforts at naval diplonacgy as
dispositional: as actions intended, planned, aud consistent with other
Soviet fereige policy behaviors (e.g., Bismukes and MeCounell, 1979},
Other analyets (e g., HeeOuwive, 1979) see the Forward deployment ys foveed
on the Seviet Navy by situational amd envivenmental pressures, sasaely the
gtrategie thyeat posed to Russia by leag-sange U 8. Havy wvespsus. The
forwatrd deployment and mueh of the subseguent Seviet naval diplemacy 1is
vieved as caused by this Westera thyeat, net by Ssviet intentiois ov
dispoesitions, Obviously, the £itst gtaup 6f analysts will tend to
attvibute moch sore expansienistic and sggressive inteatisns to the Saeviet
Navy, while the latter anaiysts will se¢ Soviet fatencions as belag such
gote defensive aad liwmited. ‘

Inhibitory cautes, While thete $3 a puychological reandeagy to
overestimate cadsal telationships, this will tend te be true anly of
positive fnstances, «.g., if A, then B {f.e., A caules ot faocilitates B,
£ A is absent, 8 is presusably also ahgent). A secoad {ove of cauysal
relation is vueh hagder co detect, that $3, vhen A iahivizs B (1§ &
absent, thea B preseat; of £ & present; thea § absentd. Those asegative
talations, of inhibitoty causes, vill tend to he undevestisated,

Consistent with the analysis of aegative events in thisz chaptet,
obsérvers have difficulty detertidg segative causes, i.¢., efiedt B weuts
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only "a the absence of A, and uever in A's presednce; A is an inhibitory
factor which suppresses B, Because A snd B vary inversely, rather than
directly, their relatiouship is wore difficult to perceive than facilitory
causes which vary positively with their effects. Inhibitory causes are
cases of what cognitive psychologists term “exclusive disjunctions” (e.g.,
Posner, 1973: 76, 115). People find guch concepts more difficult to code
ianto memory, and to identify correctly, than positive concepts.

The role of fnhibitory causes becomes important im naval analysis
as estimators attempt to assess such things as deterrence zand the "denial”
element in Soviet motives (see Booth, SNP: 365), i.e., Soviet efforts to
deny Western influence in Third World countries. As was noted ahove, it
is quite casy to fall victim to a “deterrence tyap,” and assume that a
self-proclaimed deterrent is the cause for a nonevant., Similarly, the
Soviets can easily claiw causal credit for a lack of Western influence in
a region. Such theory~driven inhibitory velationships may be
overestimated, while data-driven iphibitory relatiounships way be
underestimated,

Causality and representativeuness,

In war eveuts of iwportance are the result of tyivial
CAUSES.

Julius Cassav, Be Ben_a. Gallice

A persen may use the represeuntativeness heuristic when sceking
causal explanations of events, OCauses way be sought which tescuble the
effocts ohservad. Great causes way be sought to explafn great evends,
couplex caugses to explain complex events, ete. Rothhart and Fulero (1974}
tero this the “profeund wative fallaey,” the wuéency to impiicitly match
nauses and svents., Ehweder (1977) uses the term “gagiesl cthinking ™ the
balief that vescablasee isplies causality, Intultive perceptieus of the
causes of events differ depending on whother the counsequences ace
important or trivial. Severe and bad vuteomas are ativibuted teo
walovolent aotives, vhile lavge good, outeomes ave stiributed to guod
intentions (Nickel, 1974; Rothdart sad Pulevo, 1978),

?nié&ét{ﬁbi 1igy,

Niver atteibute to aslice Ehaﬁ \ﬁai&!; is mquat&y explatasd
by stupidity.

P ; o LIy &ﬁﬁ@g

Rothbatvt and Pulere's study suphesis that “fovesceadiitry™ wmay
play #n leportant ¢ole in caugal attelbutiges. I an actor 45 sevceivey
a# baing able ro Poresee the cousagueates of his ackians, them the astee’s
motives ate pevceived 25 dove profousd sad leporranl che eove setious the
outéoms of the actians. Good outcsmes supgest gaed sotives ang bad
outconey bad motives if the actot ¢ould anticipate Wis actions'

Uhile the teadency to match causes sad offects wmay be styong, ¢
i6 oot overwhelaing. However, it does lead to an overestimatioa that
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representative causus are responsible for cffvets and an undervestimation
of the importance of levs representative but valld causes. In particular,
a case of the "profound motive fallacy”™ scems to occur in analyses of
curreat Soviet forelyn activity, Including naval behavisr.

Annlysts of Soviet foredgn pollcy wotives have loag realized that
Soviet or U.5. actions could lead to nuclear war., It was ofteun arpued
that neither side vanted such a war and that it could only cone about
through a wissalceulation; neither would ever vake actions that could
explicitly luad to nuclear war. In ceffect, the real possibility of
auclear war was explained by the belict that neither side wanted 1t but

ueither side could foresve how it might oceur, ot predice ig, or always be

sure of avolding tt. This apprecfation of Soviet and Westers outlooks was
falrly common among Westeru analysts as loug as Seviet strategic
capabilities were Lluferior to these of the United States, This outlook
seems to have been a wajor coutvibuteor to the Western mirror-image
perceptions of the West aund the Soviets: that the Soviets, Iike H.$
leaders, did not believe that auclear wars could be won, and that sucleay

war deterrverce, rather than {ts conduct, was of the greatest importance,

As the Sovicts kivet matched and then scemod te surpiss Westorn
strategic systems levels, dota accunulated which suggested the Soviets did-

‘npet perceiva nuclear war as a hopeless situatisn, and that they ware

perbaps explicitly considering strategies to fight and "win” nuclear wac.
At any rate, their wilitagy planniog and de¢irine fncluded wuch greater
atteutios to the conduct and ouvteome of nucleay way then was present in
Westorn strategy, and much less coucwra with the detorrent aspoects of
auclear systems.

This Sowiet "warfighting” outlosk ieplied fevesight; it.o., zhe
Soviets had antlicipated the wacfime implications of nuclear svstess and
wars desigaing thele een wer just for 8 pesestime deterrence wissies {if
at all) but alse (or perhaps excluslvely} for a warfightiag aisafen.

This "wargighting” atczibutien seems alse te have led ¥ oo o
analyste te & "profoesud soiiwe” attribuzion == L{f the Sewiel '
toresge muslear war to the oxtent of plaaning for 4%, they eust haw

prafonad metive for theiy hehavior with vespect to thase Q@@tgnﬁ& S
- consequences. I they esuld neleipate surh » war, weun plaw fev dg, thep -
wmust latend fa some vay to use sugh war peepasation, if euly as & thesay

k7 gale thalr ebiegnives. The Soviets were thus wetw 93 zore #illing te

iuteationally waniy@&atg the threat of nnelesy way o get thale way,
- bocause they weve Seen 48 Ifgrguweisag queicar vag.

A Sovier wiliiogeess te Drepsve fov nuelest way {fé@&é?l%ﬁéﬁ.&é.

wetaly prepate ﬂ@téfﬁéﬁé gyatens, which hag begn the Vestuba course, at

Jeast gﬁcii teseativ}, obvieusls devs ust nscsssariyy fuply that the
Boviers aye viilisg e vish wuelsay way, of te wes SEPARSRIT BY¥REoNy A%
ig §E§aaeﬁ§h af polizieal blacksail ov qoevcien. Sewe Westers aaalysts
sen® o believe, hewewer, phat this 13 the gase, {e.§ , Pipes, 1977}, It

Feea% A% iéast poselible that these anuniysts are a¥iributiag prsfeuad
mstives {williagness o cisk vae of oo auslear blackasil} e acdoust fos
profound effcely (prepaciag for war) god Sovier fovdsighn iplanagqa for

wir}e Lerradoly the wed profound Yora of defensds i dufsads iram ausleas
atfack. Soviel efforts &0 that esffect gaedm fo hawe fod some westers
ansl¥sis to attribute the Bovicts wikth sallres ouve peofound Ehag ciaply
defenne, §.6,, with @otides ¢hal 4ve SfYeasive av “sll. The fact ihat the
Soviets ate uawiiling o sew Westetu political leaders as fovsaking the
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threat of nuclear war is underveighied, while the Soviet's planning for
‘nuclear war is overweighted in assessing the causes of Soviet behavior.
One consequence of this profound motive fallacy” is that the torward
"~ deploynment of the Soviet Navy and 1its use in diplomacy is percefved by
‘gome Westerd analysts asg suggesting the Soviets are willing to risk
"~ nuclear war in confrontaticns with the U.S. Navy (see MccGwire, SND
pwlogue for a similar comclusion).

g“agical thinkiung. ¥p “magical thinking” .he salient features of
foébts are used as indices to guide the seareh for causes., Those
events” that share the featuves of the ecffects (or have directly opposite
foatures) are perceived as the xzost likely causes.

A stress on military or naval dectriune as the cause of naval
' acticns may be seen as, in pare, magicai thinking. Doctrine shares maay
of the features of navaj sctions and thus forms a ready explanation of
naval bekavior. However, doctrine is ambiguous. and encowpassing, and
sften selfvcontradictory. ;,_*_y( naval action ceuld probably be plausibly
explained by some doctrinal “principla.” Some causal factors othey than
doutrine must dictate which part of doctrine ia operative in leading to
Csuy given naval behavior.

Hoclwire emphasizes Soviet naval conctyuction as both causa and
aifect of Soviet maval behavior. For exaupls, Le writes (Sﬁn. 126}

&}l interpretations of Sovie: policy wmust :invelve sone
elomant of conjectuve . . . apaiysts of Soviet naval policy
are cnusually fortunate in haviag avsilable o range of

- specialized and reasounably congrete dats fyam vhich to
derive, and sgainst s:i\_ich to test their hypothuses. By its
very nature, the sigaificast evidence comprises lavge.
discrete ivems {warships) . « « The wuzber and
characteristics » . o of ﬁmps refiect tha wix of
gperstions) reguliressats . +« . Gporstiessl setivizy
veflects estabiished taetieal consepts and sssossusens of
*hrests « « « Pattevas of Jeplopeent pefiset desisfons on-

- ths auplevesur of avatlsble eapabiitey . . . 211 ghis

C evtdunsy A% E@ cuabined . . « [0l srovide & zeasenstly -
clear outiiue of wadevriying ;wsg; peirey ad fts sswm&.w,

his  1ieks Dageg mgigé; t&zﬂiing to the degras ghat ie wadewmueloakes

ehe Flexdballey of waval vessols sad awﬁsggm% b ¢ petisne batvess

- desisiene ond bebaviovs. *%xqt g, esrﬁiwzm anval wissieas do ney

eatirely £3n 31} parsactevs of naval soneiruckien {eagiveseidy and
seupnaie Haizs siss plew heiy voles), wof e mh alduiom idexibitisy o
& Sovist ehip vobalily fived by ity reoohalesl saramaldery iz .rs,
avadiabiitty of Loses &b pyeatly wveieed fhe aisvian fadive of ustesd

Soviet é&i;,;% Faisond £ &esign Hamity aid reguisueenia that a¥é 9g iicm.h
Cwamal, snd Poviet skips w2y uadactsde {aet rauca:azsi segreestuliy}
‘wissions fae which ey ave (ii~Fisted. Goviag eialyn Tand ship

L CORETYRLILE uwed uut siEply vellect t;uew &m&iaw sSgval cavées oF
..‘ﬁigﬁ‘\\gz@a

Hpebuive done w0t wapitelily iuyw %infewhe% ”is\' fack, 'i@{zi
repedlediy wtnten Bhat ke cuvisiders and canbieer vaulow laeé of wwé.er.tco

wﬁaﬁ the m.:agc were buile o srseé .cr‘ \otmt {%‘w.k unﬁp& sm:{ suen*;t ==
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do) in his estimates of what the Sovicts plan to do with their naval
forces. MNevertheless, a heavy emphasis on ship and system features wmay
predispose the hardware analyst more than others to uxpecet that the causes
of Soviect ship construction will rescmble the ships, and that the effects
9f Soviet construction will resemble the ships' capabilities. The
hardware anilyst nmay tend to underestimate the degree to which Soviet ship
construction responds to noaaaval pressures, or the degree to which Soviet
ships may undercake missions or have effects for which they were not
desigaed .

Capabilitics and intentions, MeeOwire himself deseribes a similar
problem (SN, prologue): that the close examination of the evelution and
character of Soviet capabilities may lead the analyst to suggest that
Seviet intenttons folleow frow (or rescmble) capabilities.’ The consequence
is that the anclyst may calcolate the worst that the Soviets could do and
reason that this s aluo what they will do. An equally misguided tendency
is to estimaste the limits of Soviet capabilities and then assume the
Soviet Navy would not undertake missions that exceed those appareunt
iimits. An assuaption that intentions simply rescuble capabilities is the
wost dangoreus manirestation of rhe representativeness heuristic in naval
analysis but one which secms quite rave ausong the Soviet naval estimates
sawplad,

However, Laecause the cenclusion that intentions will cesemble
capabilities is so dangerous, naval analygts should be especially alert to
this hias, partieularly in ware gubtle shapes. For example, an analysis
that Soviet zhips ave especially limited with reapect to some nission
(e«g.+ sea centreol, cf. Friedman, NFSP) should wot be taken to
automatically foply that the Soviet Mavy wauld never attempt chat wissien,
Priar to Pearl Harber, for example, U.S8. mawval anslysts reasonaed that,
because it was ill-suited for sea contvel, the Japanese lavy would net
vodertake massive offensive operatiens zar frouw home watevs. On the other

hand, 3 paveicularly strong Soviet copabilicy should net be taken alene as
" evideues that the Soviets planned or fntended to use that capabilivy, The

Sovists' sybasrise strenszth provides thew o strony capabilily to iaterfere
with Hestarn ywa lines of communication, but it is guestivaable wvhetheyr

. khiz edesion hag 3 very high priovity i the Seviet Navy {see, e.g, §18

Ceiinra,

for discegsien of the pros sad eeas o this issued. Apalysie should sveld

istring capaailities alone sugzest causyl sehescs for Soviat fatestions,

; 6;>§3§&:¢ag {atontions suet reseulle ¢apabilities.

Gaysal saateh hiag§§, Twe vegent studiss by Shaklee sud Fischhelf
[$3 152 3@‘93 Suceart that peeple aaalyse a situatiss ustil they tave
ég g@g o aiaimal g of sufficfent vsuzes. UOther pausible cavess are
§v$e$§@1 igaoted or dienjgeed. DPeople seew to believe thak smeltiesusal

gitvatliony sve ualihkely o occur. Nhen they kuow or believe uvne gause is
preseat, ehey believe othey canses are abseat. Pateatially aabigusus
piE3Gsusal evEnle ore pedted a2 onsabigucaw singie causal eqws. Shellw
ad Figshboeti Eeﬁaa these ;cgaéneies the “pricoiple of uisimug

d

'.aaa&naiga,*

Codiatws) causatien
2033 sauaatien

4 €enelea problegs have §§a$§§, casy=to~uadetsrand wtoug
'é. .

Grogssan’s isquote of H. L. Menckea
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Pzople secem to fecl quite comfortable with the first causal
explanation that is congruent with their observations. There way be very
little or no searching or testing beyond the first monocausa’® hypothesis
that fits the data. Since the first plausiblc cause may not be the best
explanation, Shauklee and Fischhotf (1977) observed, "the true cause nay
never be evaluated because the questlon is closed prematurely.”

Shaklee and Fischhaff (1979) tested whether peaple tend to use a
“parallel search” (i.e., examine information on all pusvible causes before
moking causal judgments), “serial scarch” (examine one possible cause
after another), or a “"truncated scarch" (examine one cause without
congsidering othe ‘- They found people tend to iuvestigate only the figst
cause they bel . to be acting, %.e., they truucate the search avong
possible causes after the first plausible one is found. Once an event
could be plausibly explained, therve was very little iavestigation of other
possibie causes,

Minimal causation is cousistent with a belief that facts and
events fit only one theory. Since people may gelect tipst the cause that
is most avgilable or wmost representative of efiect, other causes less
svailable or vepresentative will tend to escape atteuntion. Because the
£irst plausible cause is not Iikely in general to be the best caupal
cxplanaticoun, people will tand to be ovewgonfident regarding the accuracy
of theiv causal theories. That is, peaple will tend to belicve they have
settled oo, not just the Firsc, but the best explanation.

Sausal hydravlies.  The tendency to assuge that events can be
explisined by a single csuse and to seek the first plavsible causal
explanatian leads to & simple hydraviic notien of causaliey, i.e., a
balief tha: causes rompensate for snd compete with each other in prosueing
for sffacts. thot g, anslysts wmay believe that if s¢vong peliticgal
Jactors ar. sgusing a Sovier behsvior, strang wilitary or aaval factovs
-cynnee also b cousimp that behavier. Altermatively, an asnalys: efzght
;m;eﬁ.i\m a stroog causal infinence By the Soviet Navy oo tha scifons of

the .5, MNaey snd not perceive very steong U.8. gansal ia& lpences aez.iaa.' '

R the U.8, Nave at the sase tiwe,
For examale, & populay techalque in fovedga poliey assiyuis is te
©exanine doclsioay ay the product of nuvgausryiic gospetitions betwassn

egeuediss dnd intevesty fu a natioa (e g., SNP, che. I=8). Gigen these

buteaucratic sctars ava seen 35 eecessarily competing: eaee for the Sawy
ieplies jess for the Ayey; uere guns weans less ?‘ﬁsﬁe:g Fov oxaeple,
Yazuer (SHF: 793 wwete of Sovier veupons aequisitism ‘

Tha precese is fundameataliy polittesd, It i permeated
with gulliag sed hauliag ovey reles, wlssisas, Mudietaey
peiscisias, dud many othet fustitutional woasideratisus.

& QHTd gu;» Esticated sutlssk aeﬁ&némg@seeu the égﬁ%m;.;%eﬁ>n€ &
zatingsl E&ﬁa sring 2ud paljopoagking: Ehe Avay ané Moy way compete far

Gation Ry jacrease productivity So that there ave wore guss Jud sote
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butter, even though nilttary and civilian sectors continue to compete. As
gane theorists have long ago woted, a zoro-sum game (strict competition)
adinits only one motive, while nonzero 3um gawes allow players to act with
a variety of mixed motives.

Cany 1} hydrawlies imply that if an analyst peveeives a factor to
be preseant waich is kaown (or steongly belfeved) to de sufficient cause
for seme action, then other tactors arve assumed by the analyst to be
nonexistent or relacively unimportant. This leads to the faltaclous
belief that, if & cag be shown to have caused B, this somchow proves that
C did not cause B, The prosence of A4 is thea tuken as evidence for the
absence of €. Noue of the maval aunalysts sumploed seemad o adhesze to this
fallacious belief, Te the CORLFUTY, Weinland (SHO: 297), for exanple,
wotes that

We are forced te infer antecedents from their obsepvable
consequences =~ rememdering all che while that gay actien
can, aud wagt actious probably do, have sere than oae
antacedant.

Its epevation in the lavger context of Soviet analysis is net unusual,

howsveyr. For exanple, some who avgue the Jeviet Union i3 activated by a'

destive to obtaiu nilitary superiovity geenw to befieve this isplies that
the Soviets could wet also be motivated by 2 des;rﬁ for deteunte with th-
United States.

Larginony, nissuided parsimony, and fadisgrimianant slyralisa.

1 it's vovth Jotug, it's werth ovevdoing,
Roger's Blessiug

Any statemant gaa de held irus gome vhat way, if v fake
drastie enaugh w ustieaty ézgemm in the systes. ‘

. 2. §. Guine, 1933
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Nost of what ke says ie vight. %eme of what He save, oa the
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the behavior of organizations as large and multifaceted as
the Sovie~ Navy =-- require a considerable amount of direct
enpirical evidence in their support before they can be
accepted. That kind of evidence simply does not exist in
this case.

Weinland's critique suggests a common assumption in naval analyeis
and political science, namely that the ruyle of Occam's Razor does not
apply. That is, the notion of parsimony per se, is not highly valued in
explanations, and instead efforts are expended to account for everything,
rather than to account for most things. Weinland seemingly argues that
all Soviet actions must be explained. He writes, for example (p. 295)

¢« « » the evidence does support the interpretation of Soviet
naval policy and practice as predominantly reactive in
character, and defensive in orientation. Some of their
actions, however, require other explanations . . .

He challenges MccGwire's parsimonious strategic defense hypothesis [which
may be reductionistic but is not deterministic] because it fails to cover
each Soviet naval move. A requirement to explain all rather than most is
absolutely deterministic: it implies there exists a cause for every
Soviet action and leaves no room for chance, luck, random factors, or
causes yet undetermined.

Weinland makes it clear that he does not expect every Soviet move
to be fully explained, but he seems to argue that this should be the
‘ultimate objective. He also notes that the causes of Soviet naval moves
are not always Soviet, that Western and international factors play. a role
in causing Soviet policy and practice.

The widespread notion that all Soviet naval actions should be
explained, and that different causes, or combinations of causes, could ba
found for every Soviet event, might lead to a more sophisticated form of
“minimal causation." That 1s, a plausib.e cause is applied to each
different event, until that cause no longer seems plausible, at which
point a new, plausible cause is selected, aud so forth, until every event
is explained.

The effort to explain every Soviet event leads to overfitting the
data; t.e., the ability to tit an explanation to all evants under
examination. With a sufficiently large number of explanatory variables,
any set of cvents can be explained to whatever degree of precision is
desired. The consequence however, is "shrinkage,” the inability to
accurately predict future events, A parsimonious explanation may not be a
perfect fit, but is more likely than all-encouwpassing explanations to hold
true in future cases. Fischer (1970) terms the multiplication of causal
components “indiscriminate pluralism" and notes that, without a specific
means of welghting causes, no clear interpretations of effeccs ara
possible. Neither, we would add, is accurate prediction possible.

Calling a cause a cause., Fischer (1970) has also noted the
tendency to use linguistic subterfuges to introduce multiple causes
without labeling them as suche. The terms "antecedonts,” “factors,” aund
“rules” are some common cover words for causes. It ig not clear why
analysts avoid the term “causes “ but readily cleave to “"rules® or
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"factors." What does seem clear is that, as used by analysts, "rules” or
"factors” differ 1little from causes, and the use of the former terms tends
only to complicate issues. For example, Dismukes and McConnell (1979:
278) have the following to say about their “"rules” of Soviet naval
diplomacy:

The rules are « . . explicitly not meant to provide detailed
predictions of superpower action in future Third World
crisess By identifying regularities in past behavior, and
hence reducing uncertainty about future behavior, the rules
can aid the policy-maker in diagnosing the situation and
making contingent forecasts ., . . the rules provide a model
of behavior against which the superpowers' actual behavior
can be assessed.

How the rules can help make contingent forecasts without making detailed
predictions is not clear, nor is it clear how a model of future behavior
differs from a causal model. It seems possible to speak of "causes”

without foresaking one's belief in complex cause-effect vrelationships.

Fundamental attribution errox.,

It must be rcmembered that, among all changes, the nature of
man remains much the same; the persqnal equation, though
uncertain in quantity and quality in the particular
fustance, 1s sure aiways to be found.

Alfred T, Mahan

People tend to estimate the causes of an acter's behavier as
predominately or exclusively motivational and dispesitional; i.a,, as due
to the actor, On the other hand, they tend to undarestimate the impact of
the euvironmental or situational pressures as causes of hehavior.
Psychologists have labaled these tendencies the “fundaweatal attribution
axror” (Ross, 1977).

One explanation of this bias is due te petrceptual salience,
ohservers tend te fouus on the agtor rather than on aspeets of the
situaticn. Such “perceptuani focusing™ teunds te preduca causal
attributions; whatover or whoever we focus our attenticn on becomas wore
apt to ba percejved as causing the evants we sae (Duval and Heunsloy, 1976;
Storms, 1973; Taylor and Viske, 1973}, This faplies that obsevvers, uwho
are focusing on the actor should percodve the acter (ot vathor the acter's
dispositions and wmotives) as causing the acter's bahavier, whereas the
actor, who is focusing on the situation and envivounment, should peveeive
ervivonwental pressures as causing his behavior. This &5, s fact, whae
psychological studies vepeatedly find: actors attribute their owa
bahavior to tha onvivonmesy while observers attyibute the sane belavior te
tha actor (Jones and MNisbete, 1971).

The implication of the fundamental atteibuzion drrvor s that
estiwators may too readily fofor broad personal dispositieny and expect
consistency and predictubilicy in behavior acvoss a wide vagfely of
sitvations and contexts. Thete s a tendoney to dvaw hagry conciuvsions
about dispositions while coverlooking relevant covitowseatal forges and

115

et et ew S L e e ST b 8 AT AR o (/oA T A A e Vi e <




constraints. Jervis (1968) suggests several ways this tendency may lead

to misperceptions of intentions: estimators may see the behavior of i
others as more centralized, disciplined, and coordinated than it is; aund i
may tend to perceive the posicion of a state's Foreign Office [or Nawy] as
the position of the state.

Naval analysts who argue that Soviet naval peacetime and crisis
behavior is largely determined by a long-term Soviet foreign policy plan
may be victiws of the fundameatal attribution error. Similarly, those
anglysts who see Soviet naval evolutinn as the exclusive handiwork of
Admiral Gorshkov are probably overestimating that alceady formdable
commander .,

Jervis (1968) also notes that when states imteract, one government
may overvegtimate the degrze to which some desired behavior by the sccond
state is due to the influence of the first, and will overestimate the
degree to which undesired behavior by the other state is due to internal
forces. That is, estimators may generally sece other states as behaving
negatively for dispositional reasous and behaving positively because of
influence exerted by the estimators® own government, In this latter event
the estimator overemphasizes his own government's influsnce in bringing
abaut the positive behavior. These tendencies have been noted in
psychological research. Taylor and Koivumaki (1976) faund that people are
perceived as the cause of positive, desired cutcomes while situational
factors are regarded as causing negative outcomes. They labeled this tha
“positivity effert.” Sopyder, Stephan, and Rosenfield (1976) found an
egotistic tendency vo make attyibutions that put oneself in the best
possible light, attributing good outcowes to ome's own skills while bad
outcowes are attributed exterunally.

This tendency nas been repeatedly exploited by the Scuzets,
according to MecGwire (e.g., SHD: 3), through what he terms the "Western
amplifier” effect (p. 4). HceGuwire argues that Wostern ebssrvers hawe
overestimated the extent to which the Soviet Navy has deterved the U.§,
Navy during superpower crises in the Niddle Eagt., In effect, ho uccuses
the obsexvers of falling victim to the “detevrence trap™ described abova,
1.e¢., of believing that the Soviet navai presence gaused a nonevent (i.e.,
V.8, nonintervention), and fgunoriag the situational factors thst ales
fufluenced U,8, behavior,

Froe the Westero purspective, attributing the course of Nidile
Bastern eorises to the Soviets (rather than to .6, and Middle Bastern
dispositions) way be one means of justifyilng the negative aspecte of these
ceises {e.g., the oil embarge and subsequent eansegy and finsaneial evises).
The egotistic teadency would lesd Nestern obssrvers to lavk for extereal
causes for thege negative outcemes For the West and the Soviets' presoace
providas a coavendent oxplanation, In turn, the Soviets have expleited
these Westera parceptiong to advertise thedr inf Juence osver the U8, Ravy,
and thale abllity to protect Thicd World ¢lfenta, Several naval suslystw
seen to glve too little attention to ¥.5. foccus a8 & gounter £oe Suviat
intevvention fa orises and too mush vo Sovier fotces a3 & countar te U.8.
intervention. Aftee all, it waz the Beviet Union that explisitly
threataned to intorvene {a the 1973 crists and the United States that
forestalliad thelr intevveantion, both Jirectly, thruugh a woerid-wide
milttary alect, and iadirvectly, by foveing Isvael o aoderaes its
actions.

The fuadameatal atéribution ertor ¢an also be noted fo efforts by
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naval analysts to eszplain actions which are largely just naval as serving
-~ Soviet foreign policy ends. For example, analysts have elaborated
‘§ political links between a Soviet naval exerclise and the "Cod War.” They
e have explained Soviet port visits in the Indian Ocean as almost wholly
) diplomatic (despite the limited diplomatic character of Soviet actions in
3{’ that reglon)., They have attributed Soviet aaval activities to
= influence~building despite numerous severe setbacks in Soviet foreign
affairs (e.g., Indouesia, Egypt, Somalia) which reflect a largely negative
T diplomatic balance sheet, and a weed for foreign bases that goes bpyond
iﬁ influence bullding,
. Assessing dispositional causes. Given a tendency to overestimate
l dispositional causes aud to undersstimate siituational causes, especially
when unliked actoers have performed "bad” deeds, what steps might obervers
take to make more realistic cstimates? Two skills are necessary at the
: coutset: the ability to detect covariatisns und to estimate their :
iA strengths. Unlegs the observer can estimate covariations fairly !
-accurately (that iy, weigh all four cells in the present-absent tabhle, not :

just the + cell), the other steps outlined below are of little value., In
fact, if hased on taulty estimates of covariations, the steps below way be
seriously misleading.

The initial requirement of causal evaluation is to determine that
the suspecsted cause reliably covaries with its effect, This assessment
can and sheuld be done retrospectively, as well as for data which is
cbtained in the future, That is, all relevant past cvaents caa be

o= reexamined to determine if the suyspected cause was reliably related te
1 evants, The caveats noted above far covariation assegsment, e.8., the
- possibility of illusery correlation pereception, should lead the analyst to

adopt a data-driven rathey than theory~driven approach. Secondly, the

Jifffculty ia perceiwing negative covatiations sheuld lead the analyst to
~ take pains to explicitly hypethesize inhibitory couses and search thoough
the data for thesa, as well as. for facilitory causcs.

Given evidence of veliable covarfation, the analyst can then
investigate three furthor dlusnsiens to dotermine whether tho velationship
gsaens dispositional and intentienal, rvather than eavivoamental aad
situational. These dimonsions (suggested by Kelley, 1967, bassd on J. 8.
Hill's nmethod of diffarence) ave couseasus, consistency, aund
discinctiveness.

Congansug refaers to the degree to which other ucotors demonsteats
the zame causal velatieaship. Suppese the suspected causal rolattenship
is “Soviet interest in Third World fuflveonce™ {cause) led to “forwavd
deplovasat of che Soviet Navw" {effect), If other crations alse undorvtaka
videgeale naval deployments, the sccion {or effeet) is not unique, 1.e.,

§ it has high coagsensus, On the other hond; i€ valy the Sovier Navy

- undertakes far~flung deployacats, their dehavior is vadgue and has low

cOnsanIUS »

i : Consistency wefers to conteXxt, tize, and eadality of raspouse.

N ~ Has the Soviet Navy ceasisteatly deployed toruatrd over tise, or did
- Forward deploymzent develop suddenly? Boss the Soviet Navy gunsistently

1% walntain o forvapd deplayad foree, oF Geoes the Jorce ¢xpand oy coatract

wizh different situations? Ars Soviet Fowwaed deplowcouts conaistently
compesed of the same uaits of Qypgs of ships, or does the aodaiity of
" ' resposseé vary? .
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Distinctiveness refers to the target of the response. Is the
Soviet forward deployment limited to particular target areas within the
Third World or to the entire Third World? Are Soviet responsas in certain
regions different than in others? Highly distinctive responses are ones
that occur only for a small set of possible targets. Low distinctive
regponges are ones that oceur across all targets.

Soviet forward deployment can most confidently be attributed to
Soviet dispositions and intentions £{f 1t is low in conseasus {other
nations do not undertake far-~flung naval operatioms), if it is highly
consistent (the Soviets consistently maintain a high level of forward
deployment over time and deploy forces of consistent composition), and if
it has low distinctiveness (the Soviet Navy deploys throughout the Thirvd
World). To the degree that the Soviet response is high in consensus or
distinctiveness, or low in consistency, the analyst should begin to look
beyond the Soviets' dispositions and iantentions, and consider
environmental or situational forces. In particular, specific information
on the distinctive features that lzad to Soviet responses and the cauvses
of inconsistencies (i.e., changes) in the timing or modality of Soviet
responses provides the analyst with predictive power.

It is instructive to apply Kelly's covariation methed to
MeCounell's classification of Soviet Third World diplomacy of force
{Table 4.3.), The first three case categories are actions that most
naval states, not just the USSR, would undertake in the Third World. The
first two of these cases would only be undertaken by the Soviets in
certain contexts and with distipctive targets, e.g., the Soviets do not
slways support the domestic governmeat of a Third World country, it
depends on the context and the country. The last four cases all evidence
the same pattern, low consensus (other naval nations would not tend te do
these things) which suggest Soviet disposition and iatention, low
conaisteney which ipplies the Soviats take these actious infregquently ov
only in limited contexts, and high distinctiveness which means thess
dctiong are taken only on behalf of certain distinctive countries.

The only csse for which Soviet action has high consistoncy and low
distinctiveness is case category 3: defense of citizens end properey.
The Soviets ave likely to pervform this sccion fn wost contexts and

- yegardless of the charscteyr of the offending nation. Howevar, the

consensus ¢ also high, wost other unaval natious would also uandertake o
defond citizens and property.

CIn nane of ghese cases do we observe the “perfest digposition
pattera ¥ d.e., & pattern that would supgest the Soviets are acting ooly
on the basis of theiy oun intentions and disposikions. Wor do we ehsorve
& puraly situstional patteva, i.¢., avidence that the Soviers only reast
o speetiie conrents and tapgets and do so 33 all other naval satises do.
Instead we see & pattera that 1o situstional velative o contest aamd
targets, but rélattvaly valdue o tha Soviats, eepsedaliy wiwh fmﬁat tw
Thicd World iaternations] security. Categoeizations itke Hulannell's posat
to the crstleal featuves of coutaexnt nd cavgats that pradiupose Haviet
actions, sad shus pevfora & Righly beuristis fuantlon for both
ciuvee-affect analysis and prediction. The spplication of Rellay's
eavariarion cptepidring 4ay savve Lo wxTtne the velavive waight and
faporveance of thoge critiea) Eeatures in the mazw & uodel, especially
as ia&iu&wﬁ Ba8es du A aatego:} ate #ssc&&é&.
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Toble 4.3, Analysis of McConnell's Classification of Cases in Soviet

Third-World Diplomacy of Force in Terts of Consensus, Consistency,
and Distinctiveness,

Case Divisions and Lonsensus Consistency Distinctivencss
Categoties High Low High Low High Low
L. Sccurity on the litgh Scas
1, Demonstration of intent
to protect USSR asscts, or
the assets of clionts, at :
oca. X X X
II. Third World Domestic Security
2. Demonstretion of support for
the domestic authovity of an
establighied governmant, p 4 : X p 4
3. Demomstration against an
established governmont 4in
defense of Soviet citizens .
and praperty. X X X

4, Military support to a
douastic faction during an
interrepnuua when the U.§, is
inhibited from counterinvolves
ment. X 4 b 4

I11. Third World International Secuwity

3. Demonstyation of futent to pro-
tect a client in a confrontation
" with a state that, hold in odium
by the internationsl community,
doss noe enjoy U.S. patronage. X } 4 4

6. Devonstration of suppoxt for a
client thyeatened {ov that wight
be threarenad) By a Restern
fveat power or in getual coa
£lict with such a power. : 4 3 3

7, Desonastgatisn or aetual inter-
vention agatoest a U.8. cliemt
ghat 3s defeuting & Soviec

eltent . : x : 4 X
&, Perfect Mapositivenl Pattevn : 4 X ' : 4
8, Perfect Situatisaal Puttown -4 : 4 . 1
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Causal warnings. In closing this section on assessing causes and

effects, it is worth noting that Booth (SNI, ch. 24) offers his fellow
naval analysts several pleces of advice on cause-effect assessment “to
prevent an influence relationship being scen in too simple a fashion (p.
470)." His warnings closely parallel sowe of the observations made above.
Booth's points are listed on the left in Table 4.4 with psychological
mechanisms on the right. The fact that Booth takes pains to summarize
these various problems in causal anal:sis in detail, and offers clear
warnings to other analysts, suggests that causal biaseus are not minor
problems in naval analysis. Booth himself notes “the frequen:t difficulty
of identifying the precise relationship between navai causes and politvical
effects.” To some degree these difficulties originate in the ptoblems all
people have in assessing causes and effects.

Predict;on

Predicting and forecasting are central tasks in intelligence
analysis. However, naval and military intelligence analysts often have
been charged with being unable to accurately prediect either the
capabilities or intentions of adversaries, For example, Albert
Wohlstetter (1974a, b, c¢; 1975a, b) demonstrated how U.S. intelligence
analysts persistently underestimated several measures of Soviet strategic
forces in the mid~1960s and early 1970s. Several scholars have noted the
consistent tendency in the late 1950s and early 1960s for U.S.
intelligence analysts to overestimate these same measures {(e.g., Dick,
1972; Gray, 1972, Licklider, 1920). Lec (1977) described how the U.S. CIA
underestimated Soviet defense expenditures by a factor of two and
ultinately publicly revised its estimates upward. Whether the CIA is
presently over- or underestimating Soviet defense axpenditures remaing an
oper and heatedly debated issue which puts into question current CIA
forecasts of Soviet defense efforvs (cf, Cockle, 1978; Holzman, 1980).
That is, a wmethodology that misestimates past spending cannot be relied
upbtn to estipate future spendiag.

- Not only are intelligence analysts charged with failing vo predict
capabilities acaeurataly, they often are accused of inability to estimate
future inteations. Many writers have communted on the seemingly frequent
failures of fotelligence to fovecast suvprise attacks, crises, changes ia
policies. ete, (some recent papers gre Ben-zvi, 1978; Betts, 1974, 1980.
Chan, 1979; CGazit, 1980; Handel, 1980; $hlaiwm, 1976; for a zoview of
litegature a&d an avalysis of inta;liganee fallures to proedict ifutentions,
see Stech, 19.9), Sems wrieers (e.g., Betts, 1978) argue that failuve te
peadict istentions accuvately is inavitable.

' Ceneral and npecific causes of fatluyre., Many of the evities of
intelligence Yalluctes cuphasize the peiltical nature of this task., Soee
aote thet ifntelligeacs analyses ote subjestad Eo pressures by thelyr oun
governmant Fo come up wikh the “right™ predicrfens; 1.6., those that gerve
the decislon=makars® purpeses. Other critics poist to the dilessas
fntelligeasce gualyses faee as they sttempt te agt out orgenizational aand
poiteieal volex and also produce objective extimates. Seill) other evitics
polat to nonpolitical Factovs, sueh i8 the coeplesity of the laternational
political saviroanent; the si;niticent peublean of separeting wataing
signals and intention iedicators foom random backgrouna nolse of éeeeption
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Table 4.4. Booth's Causal Warnings to Naval

Analysts and Related Biases®

Booth's Warnings

1. We must not be hypnotized by ships
at sea, but instead see them in
relation to a country's overall
influence~building tactics.

2. We must not mistake what a

particular government claims or hopes

to be its influence and what its in-
fluence actually is; nor must we confuse
the effort to achieve influence with its
actual achicvement. ...(We) are likely to
know far nore...about the policy aims and
tactics...than (about) the effects of those
aims and tactics...

3. Whether or not naval tactics increase
one country's influence with another, for
oxganizational reasons navies are likely
to claim influence potential, while
decision makers will be predisposed to
make sowe political use of naval forces i{n
- order 2o try to raximize what is an fa-
creasingly costly investuwent.

4, We must he careful to distinguish the
possible influence of A's acts on B with
behavior by B that wight be the vesult of
o coipcidence of fnterests, The perti~
nent quastion is: “Hould B have hohaved
in that woy in any case?" This is a
pacticularly impertant warming because
the evidence for influence is often ouly
civeumstantial,

5. We must keap fa wiad thoat ifafluenca is
at least 3 twowway proeess...we are
interested in move than the influevce of

A on B.  The nultidinensionslity of che
influence process geans that we wust
speculate about the affvets of A's acts

on aot only B's rulers, bdut oe 411 sigoaifi-
cant groups fn B's pelitical life, on thisd
parcies (G, D, €, ¥, and %0 an), and on
pelicical groups withia A. To the extent
that A's naval oscts alfect the sxpectaticns
of a1l these groups, it has jofluedce-bulld-
ing poteatial, in a multifaceted way.

*?fon Scoth (S%l: 470).
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Related Biases

1, Salience and vividness.

2,
Deterrcnce trap.
parsimony.

Representativeness bias.
Misguided

3. Implicit lirking of foreseeability
and intention. Mixing capabilities,
intentions, and causality. :

4. Biases of covariatior assessment
and hypothesis testing. Magical
thinking. Fundawental attribution
aerror., Mistaking chance for causaticn.

5, Causal seavch bilases, sintaal
causation, and cavsal hydraulics.
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action; organizational problems; or personality problems among
intelligence chiefs,

The argument that the problems of intelligence prediction are
unique to the characteristics of the subject, i.e., predicting
capabilities and intentions, would gain strength if other forecasting and
predicting tasks were performed accurately. That is, if, e.g., economists
could accurately predict the growth of the U.S. economy, we would be more
willing to attribute failures in the estimation of Soviet defenses as
being due to some unique aspects of the latter problem. Similarly, if
forecasters could accurately estimate the energy nceds of the future, or
the demand for transportation, we would be more willing to grant that
intelligence estimates of future intentions pose unique problems because
of their political or national security nature.

It is not the case, however, that forecasts and predictions of
nonpolitical, nonnational security matters are accurate, (see e.g.,
Ascher, 1978). 1If anything, intelligence forecasts and predictions are
about as accurate as forecasts in such fields as population, economics,
energy, transportation, and technology; i.e., not very accurate at all,
This suggests that the problems are with the tasks of forecasting and
predicting in general, and are not specific problems of intelligence work.
This judgment is consistent with the overall approach here, i.e., that
people are not particularly good at processing data, integrating it into
covariation or caueal models, or making predictions. This does not mean
that there are not unique problems in intelligence prediction and
forecasting. There may be features in intelligence work that make
prediction harder than in other fields. But if the ability to predict and
forecast in general is weak (and it is) there would seem to be little
payoff in addrersing u ique features aud ignoring the general features
that keep people fraom making accurate predictions. And since intelligence
analysts' fallures are attributed by crities to a variety of biases,
weaknesses, vulnerabilities and temptations, it is only fair to compare
these fallures to those that seem to characterize virtually all forms of
syscewmatic prediction and forecasting. In shovt, nobady forecasts or
predicts auything very well, intelligence analysts are appareantly ne
exception, and the problems of forvecssting and prediction are probably
general as well as specific to a fleld.

filusions of control, People have a strony need to naster and
control their envivonment. Uue expression of this nead is the attempt te
predict future events. Xa dealing with chance eveants people often are
willing to predice outcowmes with great confideance if they have a
perceptian ~f control, e.g., an expetience of early suscesses, or gontzel
over the dyze, o tha opportunity to choose altervatives (Langer, 1973).
Given such apportunities peeple attribube successes and aceuratas
predictions teo their oun efforts, Hoparth and Makeidakis (197Y%) aote the
“uncanay sigilacicy botween . . « fovecastiag and experlaents concetelag
the fllusion of contvel.” Fovecasters ate likely to perceiwe che futute
#% wore predictable than it is 3iaEply because of their cfforts to predict
it.

filuston of order. Rulated to the effects of the ilivstes of
coateol that eay tewult feon the effort of predicting is the teadency to
scé patteras whete none exist, an “iilusion of order.” The weed to
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structure the environment, to make sense out of 1it, forces people to
organize perceptions, in keeping with “Cestait” principles of symmetry,
closure, proximity, good continuation, and common fate (Hogarth, 1975),
People abhor randomness and persist in imposing patteruns. Hogarth (1975:
273) quotes Simon and Sumner (1968) on thls tendency:

People appear to have strong propensities . . to discover
patterns in temporal sequences presented by the environmeat

and to use these evidences of pattern for prediction . . .
The urge to find patterns extends even to phenomena where
one may well doubt whether pattern exists.

The need to find patterns is so stroug that it ertends ironically to those
who genarate random patterns when parts of a series of random numbers may
not, themselves, appear sufficiently raadom (Lopes, 1980):

Fisher and Yates found that some of the random numbers they
produced failed certain tests of randomness. What did they
do? The obvious -~ they fiddled with the numbers until they
were random enough to pass the tests. Kendall and Babington
Smith had a similar problem involving 10,000 of the numbers
they generated, which they solved by the simple expedient of
suppressing the offending numbers.

One reason people are relatively insensitive to randomness and
uncertainty is that they rarely consider the nypothesis that the pattern
or process they perceive is probabilistic rather than deterministic
(Brehmer, 1980). In studies of probabilistic inference tasks people seem
to make these agsumptions in the following order: (1) there is a rule,
(2) it 1s deterministic, (3) it depends on the case (rather than om, say,
the sequence), (4) the rule is functional (rather than, say, conceptual),
(5) the function is positive linear. Brehmer wrote (p. 231)

When these rules « « « fail, the subjects tend to assume

" that theve is no rule at all, rather than te sariously
consider the poussibility that the rule may be probabilistic
in charvacter.

This iuscusitivity te the prebabilistic chavacter of the events they are
attgmptiﬁg te prediet scews to uanderlie many of the problews of
fovecastets and ostimatoss.

Problems with leng=yange forveasts,

Asguaption is the sother ef all scrowuzs,
Sethatats Law

Long-range forevasts {tun yoars ot toere inte tha futuve) ave
raraly acoigate.  Ia an oxtensive and well-documented adpprailsal, Aschev
{1978) cospared prediet ons Lo outcomes in flve Fovecastiag aveas:
populatien, =conosics, etergy, transpertation, and techuvlegy. la
gengral, prediction efvers o9f¢ lavge, raaging from a few peicentuge polats
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: to several hundred, He detected systematic biases as well as
\ unpredictable biases. Commonly, all forecasts im a given period show the
same bias. There was no way of knowing beforehand which approach or _
forecaster would be moust accurate. Differences between the accuracy of o
diffevent wethods (e.g., simple or sophisticated) was minimal. Ascher did
find some evidence of a learning effect, the predictions tended to be less 13
insccurate in fields with the longest history of forecasting experience. i
In general, however, the more distant the forecast target date the less
accurate the forecast accuracy. The one central difficulty among .
forecasts was in providing good core assumptions regarding the phenomenon ;
being predicted: o

The core assumptions . . . the forecaster®s basic outliook on
the context within which the specific forecasted trend T
develops, are the major determinants of forecast accuracy .

+ « When the core assumptions are valid, the choice of o
nethodology is either secondary or obvious. When the core i
assumptions fail to capture the reality of the future o
context, other factors such as methodology generally make

little difference (Ascher, 1978: 199).

D w5 e

Ascher's conclusions about the critical rele of key assuumptions
about the future context bear a striking resemblance to the conclusions of
cognitive psychologists assessing the central elements of problem—solving
expertise. TFor example, Larkin, Mclermott, Simon, and Simon (1980: 1342)
write that:

In every domain . . . knowledge has been found to be an
essential prerequisite to expert skill . , . large numbers
of patterng serve as an index to guide the expert ., . . to
relevant parts of the knowledge . . « This knowledge
includes sets of rich schemata that can guide a problem's
intevrpretation and solutlion and add ecrucial pileces of
information. This capacity to use pattern~indexed schemata
ig probably a large part of what wa call . . . iantuitioa.

In othey words, the patterns the expert preblem-solwver perceives guides
the problen nolution, just as the forecaster's core assumptions about the
future context gulde the forecast. If the wrong patterns for the problemn
are parceived, or the wrong assumptions about the future context are wade,
experss tend to oake errors, despite theiv Reowledge or wethods.

Mediun-tere forgeasting. In many forecastlug fdelds the aualysis
. of pattorng ia past trends 19 bast accomplished by statigeical sualysis.
To the degree that nedlus~teed {throee months te Lwo vears) futuyve
fsrecants are baged oa tvond projectloas, a siaple quantitatiea medel
should provide faivly aceuvate estimates. In fast, for & vavivey of
quaatitative predictions {stouk asrkel and seanusie forecaxting, autual
fund periorsanse, future sales sud esratngs estimatad, currengy ezchange
eatios, ofl prices, iusure praduct Jdonant) Hoparth and Nakeidakis (1999)
found, fa a yaviev of the litersturs, that sieple quankitative wodels wese
gofe. ateutats thas the Judgoents of fotecasters.

13%
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Short~term forecasts.

An ounce of history is worth a pound of logic.
Oliver W. Holmes .

Similarly, the present states of many variables are predictive of
the short-term (less than three months) future. Again, Hogartn and
Makridakis found that

« « « rather simple, mechanistic methods such as those used
in time series forecasting can therefore often make accurate
short-term forecasts and even out-perform more theovretically
elegant and elaborate approaches used in econometric
forecasting « « .« quantitative models outperform judgmental
forecasts « . . simpler models are often at least as
ag¢curate as sophisticated ones . . « simple decision rules
can often be as effective as elaboiate forecasting ard
planning procedures.

To what extent are naval analysts guilty of making sophisticated
or complex judgments about the short- or medium-term future when simple
quantitative projections would probably serve as well or better? Since
this study undertook ne explicit comparisuns of predictions and outcoues,
we cannot relate quantitative evidence of inapprepriate sophistication,
however, it was repeatedly encountered. Ratuer than simply extrapolate
trends, naval analysts tend to develop elaborate models of process to
predict future events.

A not atypical example is shown in Figure 4.%, which was displayed
in an article on a methodology for threst prejections (Ivaneff and turphy,
NPSP: 149). On the left is on index for antiship missile momentum which
is simply a measurs of the payload weighit (W, ) times the wmissiles waximun
speed (V ). The solid points represent successive generations of Seviot
missiled, The apen ecircles are the estimates for future Soviet wissiles
given by the authors' methodeloygy. The triangular point is the U.S,
Harpoon antiship missile. The analysts fovecast a sharp exponsntial
accelervation fn the value of wmowentunm -~ & jump unjustified by the
hiztorical data. They explaia this Jump in capability as resulting fron
(1) the absence ef past lmprovoments and (2) the availability to the
Sovicts of the nocespacy propulsion, guidance, sad wotexlals technologies
that would allow such a juap.

Assunption (1) fs similar to the gusblers'® faliacy, i.e., the
balief that, a«g., tha roulette vheal which has not came up evan o ten
copsecutiva gpins is “dea” for an even numbar, The analvsts sesn o take
the favk that the Soviets have oot w2ade technical loprovenents in a systes
ia many years, even isprovenents of which they ave fully capable, 33
faplviag they ave “due” for a change. The Zoviets may have cowpelling
wontechuelogival reagens o ledve an adequate desiga alone == e.g.,
perhaps it leads te cigsiles that ave very 2asy to servige, cheap,
railable, cowpatible with other Eystess, epa. The ahility 1o do it better
does not inply o reed ov desive to @ it batter.

The Soviets did aot cuke sienitanesur axachential dreakihesughs io
techuologies in the @aid-i970s. The techuvlogies neaded to zake the

125 : »

P n e emea St s e cae e . - B R T

RSP




T —————————=

oo

Figure 4.5. An Example of Oversophisticated Forecasting®
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estimated jump in sormitun have beon evolving throughout the historieal
peried of Sovier antiship missile development. Succesgive generations f
Soviet misstiles have not vofleeted {in thely momomus) auy such eveluotion,
yet the analysty estluate that suddenly they will. The fact that the
Soviets have congisteantly produced wmissiles that ave lasys than
state~of-the~art is iganred and the horetofore unnoted practice of
bullding stace-of-the~are weapons is accepted as the tread for che future.
This is worst-cast estimatiags the Soviets are estimated te be planatug
to build the worst thay possibly cse, although they zeem ot to have done
this in the past {(i.e., they often follow the waria that the “better is

aneny of the good.”)

Clinical versus actuarial judgment. PForecasgers and naval
analysts“arb not the only judges whese estimates are usre saphisticated
ehan but often iaferier to simple quantitative aadesls of the data.
Payehelagisas have fOuﬁd :h;c humau }udﬂgs iu ﬁeahrai 46@ Lnfpzlér 2] sueh

€see nawes and Carriban, I??& Goidb@tg, i?éﬁ ;9?0, Hé&hl, 193§ $§6vic
and Licheeanstein, 1971 for veviews of this iitﬁratucé}. Bwan mathematiecal
wodels of the human judges thesmselves (rather than of ghs laput dats)
autperform the judges because the codels are more veliable aad consistent
thad Ehe humang.

Human judges are less aceursie predistoery thaw the mathematical

medels uvhather the humens have wore infermatiea thaan is fed iate the

formulas, or the saswe dava. Evea Lf the judges ave informed of the
welghtys given data ia the actvariasl forwsls, ev the specific predicticas
of the formula, the judzes do worse. .

Hot suly are human judges less asccutate than t
wachematical vegression models of hhg data; they asve less aeguval
almest any regeession egustien, Even ié the ssdel ﬂ@igﬁﬁs

R

F B tive, eaz* the
wodals avipredier human judgus (Buwes and iéﬁligéﬂ 19743, Hunsa Judges
spply tavalid weighss te date and suight dets usaveliably. The wedels
gutgeeaigt huﬁans Thecause of twpreved relishility alone.

Ia maay vespeets this regdcaveh with hwdas jedges setus
the hugéss fﬁgiy best advaat tage. ?ﬁé j§§§ﬁ§ are typleall
§tﬁ§¢§siﬁn$$§ saking predetisas ia § hey X
kaawledze and much o ?igae@.
ths‘ pregiceive a@x@feey‘ The ple time s study th
perfora galeulationy, Ihe éegg a&@ efe preseated in well-esg

sehitrarily, as leng 45 the waights ars nohzers, post
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overly concerned with the degree to which features of the
target are similar to features of some particular outcome.

In the case of the capabilities predictions made by Ivanoff and
Murphy (NPSP, see above), the anlysts have overemphasized the
state-of-the-art case and underestimated the base-rate of the Soviets'
past track record. Unless the analysts are entirely confident that future
Soviet missiles will resemble the state-of-the-art case, they should
regress their predictions toward the average of past Soviet performances.
To the degree that the case data are believed to be less than perfect
predictors the estimated missile characteristics should be regressed
toward the average of past performance.

Regression effects. Closely related to the neglect of base-rate
data is the tendency to assume that predictor variables are perfectly
related to predicted variables. That is, an extreme score on a predictor
variable is often taken as predicting an equally extreme score on the
predicted variable. This is true, however, only if the two varilables are
perfectly correlated, i.e., the predictor is perfect. When the predictor
variable is not a perfect index of the predicted variable, the estimator
should regress the prediction from the predicted value toward the mean
value of the entire data set. To the degree that the correlation between
predictor and predicted variables decreases (i.e., the predictor becomes
less diagnostic) the prediction should be ghifted closer to the mean.

A hypothetical example of nonregressive prediction might be a
naval analyst who estimates that the high levels of Soviet out-of-area
operations in the 1973-1974 period indicates future high levels. Having
shown that they were capible of such extensive forward ueployment, and
having gained diplomatic advantages from them the Soviets might be
perceived as likely to continue this level of operations., In this case
the analyst is using an extreme case (the high levels of deployment,
prompted in part by a Middle East crisis) as a predictor. Since this was
an extreme case, unless it is a perfect predictor (unlikely since the same
factors, e.g., crisis, would not persist), a more regressive prediction
would be in order.

Regressive predictivns through dilution. Psychologists have found
that people sometimes make regressive predictious, but for the wrong
reasons. That is, when people were given data on predictor variables aund
information that was totally nondiagnostic {i.e., known to be unrelated to
the prediction task) the predictions were less extreme (i.e., regressed
toward the mean). In other words, information that was worthless for
prediction served to dilute the effects of extreme information that was
highly diagnostic (Nisbett and Ross, 1980: 154-155). The regression of
the prediction toward the mean and away from the extreme value of the
predictor variable was normatively appropriate, but occurred for
inappropriate reasons. Rather than integrating the highly diagnostic,
extreme information with nondiagnostic data, the estimator should
integrate the extreme value with base-rate data, regressing the extreme
value toward the mean value of the predictor variables., While the
dilution bias may favorably offset nonregressive case-specific
predictions, it could also occur at inappropriate timesg, e.g.,
overdiluting highly predictive indicators. A more appropriate means of
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adjusting predictions 1s describad below under "sensitivity testing.”

Diagnostic and nondiagnostic data. Psychologists have found that
people will make heavy use of case-specific information even when those
data are held to have low predictive validity and to be unhelpful in
prediction, at the same time that base-rate data are ignornd. People will
thus rely on specific information about the target that they recognize as
relatively invalid and nondiagnostic while ignoring data averages which
are highly diagnostic and should be rejected only 1f very strong
diagnostic data on the target case are available (Kahn aan and Tversky,
1973). '

Even when data on the target case are perceived by the judge to be
absolutely worthless, judges persist in neglecting available data on base
rates, Instead the judges proceced as if no data were available, Only
when there is no information at all on the target case did judges make use
of the base-rate data (Kahneman and Tversky, 1973; Lyon and Slovic,
1976).

When base-rate data are used. Several psychologists have
challenged Kahneman ard Tversky's (1973) couclusion that base-rate data
are totally ignored when case-specific data are available, and a series of
studies have shown that people do attend base-rate information in certain
clircumstances, In particular, base-rate data are used when they have a
clear causal relationship to the base being predicted (Ajzen, 1977;
Bar-Hillel, 1977; Tversky and Kahneman, 1977), when case data are absent
(Kahneman and Tversky, 19273), when the process generating the base data
are clearly understood (Howell and Burnett, 1978), when the base-rate data
are highly concrete (Manis, et al.,, 1380). Even in those cases in which
base-rate data is employed in prediction, people failed to weight it as
heavily as would be normatively appropriate, and would often use the
base-rate data without being aware of doing so (Manis, et al., 1980).

As Nisbett and Ross (1980) point out, people are quite willing to
make broad generalizations and predictions on the basis of a single, vivid
case study, but will refuse to make predictions on the basis of data
averages that may reflect large numbers of cases. Such an outlook on data
synthesis and prediction is scientifically unjustified. The belief that s
single case, sampled from a larger population, is representative of the
entire population is an extreme instance of what Tversky and Kahneman
(1971) labeled "“the law of small numbers": a belief that accurate
inferences and predictions about the pepulation can be based on very small
samplas of data. Thelr research demonstrates that even scientists have a
very inadequate understanding of the relations between sauwpling and
statistical Inference and prediction.

Sensitivity testing induced bage-rate use. People can be induced
to use base-rate information even when it is not causal, councrete,
produced by a clearly understood process, and when case data are also
present, This increased use results when people are askad te conduct
subjective sensitivity tests, i.e., to determine how their predictions
would be changed if the base-rates had very different values. When people
considered several base rates they tended to make wore use of base-rate
data and thelr predictions shifted in the normatively appropriate
direction (Fishhoff, Slovic, and Lichtenstein, 1979). Similarly, when
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people considered various Jlevels of validity between the predicter
variables and the outcome, they weighted data more appropriately, i.e.,
glving less weight to less valid predictors. None of the naval analysts
reviewed described any use of sensitivity testing.

Predictions, scenarios, and compound probabilities. A scenario
consists of a series of events linked together in narrative form.
According to the mathematics of probability, the likelihood of a
multievent scenario happening is the multiplicative product of the
probabilities of the indivj 'ual links. The more evernt links in the
scenario, the lower the probability of the entire szenario’s occurrence.
The likelihood of the scenario's least likely link sets the upper limit on
the probability of the entire narrative. Compound events cannot be more
likely than the least probable of the simpler events that counstitute the
compound. ‘

People typically do not evaluate compound events or scenarios in
this way~- They typically judge the protability of a wultilink scenario on
the basis of the average likelihood of all its links {(Schum and Pfeiffer,
1973; ‘Slovic, Fischhoff, and Lichtenstein, 1976)., Strong links appear to
compensate for weak links and scenarios are comstructed with perceived
probabilities that increase as they become longer, more detailed, and less
normatively probable, Individual weak links in a scenario may be

-perceived as having low probability, but, if they can be combined to tell

a good story, the weak links are buried in masses of coherent detalls and
the scenario is given much more credibility than it deserves.

Ross and his collieagues (Ross, Lepper, Strack, and Steinmetz,
1977) have found that merely identifying potential antecedents te explain
an event increases that events' subjective likelihood. Even when people
knew they were formulating hyothetical explanations, they believed events
were more likely simply because they had produced explanations for why the
events would or could occur. In other words, when analysts generate a
plausible account suggesting how a particular event might be predicted
from past data, they may inappropriately make the inferential leap from
possibility to probability. Merely searching for possible links baetween
antecedents and specific consequences may produce increased subjective
probabilities for the predicted events. Similiaxly, wmerely imagiving the
occurrence of an eveat can increase the person's expectation that the
avent will occur (Carroll, 1978).

The clearest naval exaample in our sample of an elaborate scenario
influcncing an analyst's estimates of likelihood is Ra'anan's acecunt of
Soviet decision-making in the Middle East 1969-1973 (8NP, eh, 11},
Ra'anan takes pains to £ill in unknown gaps with “a logical recomstruction
of the course of cvents, in which causes and effects ave linked coherently
and motivations ave explained lucidly” (p. 183). The number of gaps thus
filled is quite larvge, and the individual probabilitics of many of his

‘links are quite low. Ra'anan judges his scemario to have a “speeulative

£lavox™ (P, 210), however, it is wore likely that his reconstruction is
quite improbable (ef. Kerr, 1975),

Theory-driven avorpredictions. Theories are an excellent aid for
making prediectiona., By specifying "if . . « then + + " velationships
theories predict when coertain events can be expected to happen,
Predictions can be made faster and wore confidently when the analyst has a
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theory for the event doma‘n than 1f he or she does not. The presence of a
ticory may lead, however, to more extreme prediztions and wore analywt
confidence in pred;gtions than is warranted by the data (Fiske and Riader,
1978; Taylor and Crocker, 1979). Thinking about an event 1in terms of a
theory seems to lead to overestimation of the probability of the event
occurring (Ross, et al., 1977). Taylor and Crocker (1979) supggest that
imagining events in terms of a theory evokes temporal sequences between
antecedents and consequences and clarifies the links in the causal chain
connecting them. This claritied view leads to a higher estimation that
the theorized chain of events will actually traaspire. ience, both
theories and scenarios uway lead to excessive analyst confidence in
predictions. :

Illusion of validity. Psychologists have repeatedly demoustrated
the fallability of subjective prediction, the lack of predictive and
forecasting accuracy by experts in a variety of ficlds, and the greater
accuracy of simple statistical prediction models compared te cxpart
predictions. Despite this evidence, ecxperts and laymegn persist in

belicving in the superior accuvacy of their forecasts and predicticns

(Kinhorn and Hogarth, 1978). Expcrts and laymen are overconfideat in

their predictive judgments, 2 phenomeuon kahnemau and Tvarsky (1973)

labeled “the illusion of validi:y":

+ « «» people are prone to experience much confidence in
highly f£allible judgments . . , Like other perceptual and
Judgmental errors, the illusion of validity persists even
whan its illusory character is recognized.

People are often most confidest of their predictions (e.g., when predictor
cues ave highly redundant or extrese} when, in fact, the data they use
gunarate the least accuracy (Kahneman and Twevsky, 1973}

The reasonw why peaple persist in this 1llusion of wolidity and

are often overcoufident in rallible predictions are discussed in greateyr

detail below under "Formdug, malataiaing, aud chqagiﬁb Qhaaries.

Surprises and sudden events. Soveral analysts of tovecasting and

predicting havz reached the sawe conclusions about the difffeulry of
aveuratoly predicting distaat events, nawely that surprises, or upaxpected
sudden avents, ave move comnmen and more important thaa foracasters
anticipate., Forccasters and pr@étczaks gara to £ail to understand tha

£ull extent of unceriaianty. Hogoeth and &a&cidahis g%??9) quote the'r'“

veonowist Paul Savuelson au *hib fssus,

I thiok that the grestest ervev in tevecasting 18 wot _
realizing how imgmrt@nt ate the probabilivies ol avents
other than thoge cveryone 48 agreeiag upou. ‘ )

Ramage, a weteorologist, wmshes & siailav polok (1980: J68):

Deepite great incveases in obsecvwation dewvsivy,
commuhication speed and cosputiog power, lueather] fovecaste

ave ot tuch botter now thae 2 genetstion apgo. The psasen

scenms To lie fu vepredictable tuthulsate "Hurste” which

contakinate forecasts beyond two oF thiee da}sg ‘
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Ramage notes that the negative impact of such sudden events is not
confined to weather but afflicts predictions in other natural and social
sciences as well.

Ramage argues that sudden events are characterized by
unpredictability and environmentally constrained randomness; i.e , they
are events from the extreme tails of frequency distributions, and cannot
be adequately incorporated by studies of past events,

Ascher (1978: 210) reaches a similar conclusion about forecasts
and thelr core assumptions., Forecast models can only reflect a finite
nunber of relationships, a limited number of relationship-modifying
factors, and must include some invariant rvelations. This limits the
atructural flexibility of the model. Ascher notes, howaver, that:

"

There is reacon to believe that the turnover in “structures
defined at any level is increasing in this rapidly chaunging
“and changeable world. . .The likelihood of unanticipated
‘structural changes in the loug run (i.e., ten years or wore)
is high, so the usefulness of progress in forecast methods
relying on any level of tixad structure is minimized for
lung-temm forecasts.

To cope with thig high probability of unexpected e¢veuts, Ascher

calls for “specialized surprise-sensitive forecasting.” By this he means

methods that would be “highly sensitive to potential surprise outcomes,
even if they are not the most likely outcomes." The future problems and

‘crisas that can result £rom what is unlikely to happen are severe anough

to warrant “lockout institutlens,” designed to anticipate and illiuninate
unlikely problaw areas before they develop teyond cantrol,
" Sugh lugtitutions are not unkuown iuv wmilitary aud naval

dntelligenge, and caun be feund under the titles of “"indicators,”

“warving,” “curvont intelligence,” "wateh offices” and other labals. The

gadn problenm with these offoxts is formulating claar patterns to watch for

that will indicate events that have never happened, of happen ravely.

CBdnce the avalysts are highly wnldikely o anticipate the “right™ pattera
o evastly, most {ov all) warnlugs will have to be based on a vexy rough it
- between the indicator pstievss {oy templates) and the pattern of uufoldisg
events, AL bast, the warniag office may be adle o issue only uncertais

sleyts.
Ascher offurs seversal racompendsdions for surppise-sensitive

foresasting vhich compave favevably with regent rocommgadations ot how

intelligence saslywrts should deal vieh surprise {e.g., Saxit, 19848).

Fiyag, deviations frow lonpocters patierss shoold ke oxsuibvad as possible
rew tteads rachat than 32 werely ephaveryi doviations, Hinge @ist

deviations will He only cphoweral and ool dos trends, thy ssrpeise
anslysts wlil vepiaves gacy false alavas aogd will sves o wbude @ grest

deal of tive vhasing the siilvo~tho-visp, Thin probled oy ke scapensated

Eor by thedr ability to vegisier now pvends, aithoagh not il aev trends
will e imporgact. Baing the Flvst 10 aole thed nay ofiset theit wany
- false alarug, ‘ ‘

Sevond, surprixe fnvesasters should be alloved, wiote Ascher, &0

ke estimatos Lroo of p:aesibaiaty checks.  Their projections should aot.
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be required to conform to anyone's intuitive notions of what is plausible,
This does not mean that the forecasting methods should not be plausible,
only that forecasters and thelr customers should consider seriously rather
improbable or even outlandish projections. If such projections suggest
outcomes thet would be extremely daagerous, it will be worth while to
monitor their possible development.

Third, surprisc-sensitive forecasting cannot resort to consensus
amalygamns of the forecasts of others. Averaging of opinions, or
reiterative judgments aimed at arriving at consensus will, by definition,
eventually exclude the fuprobable, implausible, and unexpected events that
surprise forecasting is aimed at predicting. The use of Delphd
techniques, for example, is fine if the aim is to determine the
middle-of-the road cstimate, but it cannot possibly he relied upon to
datect surprises.

Because Delphi techoniques are commonly uaud in forecasting, it is
worth exploring this last point with an exauwple from naval aunalysisg.
Thorpe (NPSP, che B) used belphi questiounaives to determine the consensus
of experts on the missions of verious Soviet combatants. Figure 4.6
reproduces the responses for one such question: the percent of the Kresta
il's mission that is ASW. Note that the median response distinctively
Bhifts te the right and that the overall rauge snd interquartile range
chrink dramatically. While sowme two or three rvespondents on the first
questionnaire thought the percentage might be as low as 18 pecceat or as
high as 100 percent, by the third round, na experts thought the percentage
lower than 30 percent or higher than 95| percent. The exLrewme cases are
uzplieitly eliminated by the Uelphi techaique. It {s just Jhese extreune,
ioprobable cases that are of meost lmportance iun surprise forvecasting.

It is beyond the scope of this study to completely sgnalyze the
problem of surprise prediction.  For both forecasting and intelligrmce
this effort is highly uncortatin and speculative (ef, Ascher, 1978; Gazie,
1980; Handel, 1980). The problems with surprise prediction and iatention
estigation go far beyond the cegnitive and mothedolegical limitatiens of
analysts. [A review of the literature on the estiuwation of iatentions and

-the prediction of surprises dy intelligence analyste is found in Stech,

1979, A general frawawerk for analyzing surprise is outliuned there which
is based on sociclogical studies of disasters and of selentific
disceveries.] An lopertant elemeat of suyprise awd sufgrisa datection 1s
the theery held by the analyst.

Parming, Maintaining, and CGhanging ?hesriés

The analyst's thaevies ﬁlﬁy a fundamental tole in the pressdiug

six estimation tasks. Theoties fuply or specify whieh daka are important

and which avre aot, and lead the aunalyst to pevceive some dats and not
pthers. Theevries suggest how data shoeld be welghted and coaceptualized.

Govariations mway be thaorywdeivew, L.g., iagtié& by a ehesretical
folationship. Theovies include “if + o « then - . ‘gtatewents which
relate cavses te effests, and loply causal hypﬁgheses. Theories and -
schesas are thus stveng influcnuasg oo causal reazeniag. Filaally, theocies
produce predictions and foflucnce forecastiy by shaping the wuete
assuisptions used by the estimatev. In offact, the ptocess of cstigation,
whiich we have divided tate seven stages, actually begins sod ends with
tleoty, and cach stage influences the estiastor's theories aad, in tuta,
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Figure 4.6, Responses to Delphi Questionnsires on the ASW Mission of the }
KRESTA II Cruiser.® o)
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is influenced by these thuories. An estimate is, in many respects,
nothing more than a very specific theory.

In this section we examine evidence that people tend to persist in
holding theories and heliefs long after overwhelming evidence diserediting
them has been rcecelvede This general tendency to conscrvatively adhere to
theortes arises from several problems of data processing, integration, and
inferences Theories and beliefs persist to such a degreee that even after
the evidence that produced them is totally discredited, the beliefs remain
active. People scem to rcalize that they need schematic mental construets
like theories and Leliefs to orpganize their wmental world and to cope with
their enviroument, but they seem to depead on a given theory leag after
they should have rejected it for avother. People rarcly employ more than
one theoretical vantage, and are highly inefficient both in confirming and
in disproving theories.

Theory conservatism.

An ecasily-understood, workable falsehood is wore uscful than
a couplex, iucouprchensible truth.

Thunb's Sacond Postulate

A theory is valid and accurate if it wmakes wverifiable predictians that
generally turn out truc. Adhering to a bad theovy implies that accuracy
aund validity are sacritficed. Theeries, however, serve athey purposcs than
making accurate predictions, First, they organize knowledge and
streamline iavestigations by providing useful categories, relatiouships,
and weighting c-riteria that systematize data. Even though the gystem
produced by the theery is iavalid, i.e., unable te accurately predict, it
may be batter for organizing than the next best alternative, or ne system.
Second, aceuvacy is rarely obtsined witheout effort, and an existiag
inaceurate theery way be were seusible, from g cost=-benefit vicwpoint,
than undecrtaking the expensc of developing a new theory of greater
aceuvacy, Maay decisions and estiwmates based on fnvalid theories are
nonetheless veliasbly agcuvste, snd even Lf the theory leads te aauny
e rors, these may carry very low costs. A bad theory, ia other words, way
¥ield high benefits and low costs, and seem quite good ag a vesult,
Ravisiag a theevy, ov veoplacing ft, is likely te entail cousiderable
effore, with few assurances of & payeff in mere bensficial accuvaey or
luss castly evvrars. Bven thinking abeut ¢ now theery wiy be cestly (see
shugan, 1980). Poople will rightly sattle ¥or a “sasirfictiag” theoyy (oue
that yields results that ate goud enough te satisfy) rather thas secking
for an optiaal theory.
Seientifie theories,

Science is ttue. Don't be wmisled by the facts.

Fiaagle"s Creed
Progtcess Jods it <ongise ia veplaciag & theovy that ia
wrong ¥ith oae that L5 right. It cousists in teplacing a
theoty that is wEdug with one tiiat is &o¥e sublly wroag,

davkin's Theory of Progress
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Sclentists are no exception to the tendency to persevere in believing a
theory despite contradictory Aata. There are good reasons for this
scientific conservatism, Data are oftemn poorly geuncrated, falsely
interpreted, or otherwise invalid. Scientists rvightly view new,
inconsistent data with more skepticisa than they do old trusted theories
(Polanyi, 1958).

Mitroff (1974) interviewad 40 NASA scientists and found a
surprising number were highly coumitted to confirming their own
theoretical positions and saw this commitment as necessary and desirable.
They argued that without it, many good, new, but undeveloped ideas would
die as a result of premature ralsificatiow. Those scientists who held
such views tended to be those who were vated by peers as especially
succaessful and prominent.

Scientists often believe they should not drop a theory ou the
basis of a few, stray questionable facts, but only in the face of a large,
consistent, ifnterpretable body of data. In effect, a theory is kept until
a competitor theory develops to the point that it can replace the first
theory. Seientists try to protect themselves from over-reacting to new
facts that may turn out to be in error. Francis Crick, discoverer of the
structure of DNA, observed (Crick, 1979):

Misleading data, false ideas, problems of personal
interrelationships occur in much if not all seientific work
« » » lwhen the double halix was discevered] I think we
realized almos: iomediately that we had stuunbled onto
soncthing jopertant . « . I recall going home and telliung
oy wife Odie that wp seened to have nade a big discovery.
Years later she told we that she hada‘'t believeld a word of
ic, “You were slways comiag home and sayiang things like
that,” she said, "so uvatuvally I thought nothing of fc.”

How then dous new data ever docobe acecepted as fact?! The
evaluation of unew data fn scicuce is & saectal endwavor in which
epistepnloginal puvity patters little, and anticipating cbjections and
raising the costs of disagraeumeat et for nmuch, Selantists carvy ouk
exparigents te “test” now daka by Loeadeaing and refining the contexts in
whish the facts are true. Facts are aceepted as such decause sf the
specific conditions under uhbich they were created, but in begoniag taets
they are stvipped of veference ts contest and deemed eguslly true for ail
situations {Heavman, 1979). Scientific facts ave soeisily fovented by the
cumnannity cfferes of scientists. The ssaming discovery of facts s a
social cveationg it is aa fllusivn ehat scientifie Ysets ave found withaot
the agtive fnvoluemeat of social processes that iantevvelate sclentists and
sciearific thought.

ALl copaitton and petception of a sclentific findlag oceur fn 9
particular thought style which iz doveloped among sclientists, what Fleck
teraed o “thouphtful coliective™ (1979}, HMany of the blages of thesty
chianfe aad saiotenabec that aflect Jayoet scol alSo Eo affect sclientises
becauee sclentists ave 2180 dependent on o soclal basis of knosmliudge, and
éverythiag the sclentist oéeds to kaow cauact be kaown sclentifically.
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Thus, while conservatism protects theories from being rejected by
erroneous data, it also leads some sclentists to hold theories long after
other scientists have accepted data which support a better theory (Kuhn,
1970; Mahoney, 1976; 1977).

These empirical and social findings on the beliefs and practices
of scientists contrast with widely accepted views on the appropriate
strategies for testing theories and hypotheses, These normative views of
scientific inference specify disconfirmation and tests of multiple
alternative hypotheses as the major strategies (Platt, 1964; Popper:
1962). Popper's entire philosophy of science is buillt on the concept of
disconfirmation. Platt has proposed that scientisgts construct experiments
and tests to disconfirm successive generations of alternative hypotheses.
He labels this wmethod “strong inference."  Not only do layuen not follow
this npormuative advice on theory testing, neither do many scientists.

Theories and evidence. In the sectlon above on "assessing
covariations™ we noted how people overestimate the strength of
theory-driven correlations, to the degree that correlation is perceived
where none exists., Theoretical lliusory covariations were almost
impervious to contrary evidence, e.g., datas that were stroagly and
negatively correlated only slightly reduced beliefs that the data covaried
positively. WPsychologists have found that covariatiom thsories are not
alone in being relatively immune ro contradictory evidence. Studies of
theory formation and changes support fouy conclusions (Nisbett and Ross,
1980; Ross and Anderson, 1980; Ross aund Lepper, 1980): (1) Preexisting
theories, when exposcd to probative evidence (whether supperting er
opposing the theory), tend to ba held correet Co a greatev degree than the
evideace warrants. (2) When people rorm a theeory ou the basis of unew
evidence, the new theary resists disconfirmation by subseguent evidenca.
(1) If cvidence that forws the basiy for a theory is demonsurated te be
false, people nevertheless will continue to balieve the theery fv still
true. (4) People ara able to find ov creats :m.émme ta wp;m\*t. aay
thaoty i:h@y believe.

Ei‘tif‘{uiiaiﬂ&‘ exiscing theovies, Poople with a pre~esisting sheury
or baiinf creat pew evidence it a highly blased mavner. Bvideace which
confirms thoir cheory is accepted, tha pethad thot preduced the avidencs
fg deened sound, and belief in the theoyy is t";tinif@f@é"@y the evidence,
Evidonge shish cantyadicts the cheovy 1y nog aceepted, the sethudoliogy

- which gemevated the svidence iz stvengly challouped, and deaspise the

apgative evidonge, belief la the theory is ivcesasad {Lovd, Rous, and
Leppes, 1979), Ia other vords, bolfef in a theory vay be greater gfkee
reading negative evidenga than afeer ve’ding une evidenge. Diffevent
standards ave applivd to vescaveh o3thods when they yield wiéga@g that
UppoRes an adcepted thoory than shen thele peidiage cenfiguy thy cheovy,
Loed, e al., {1979) alse fouad eluss siwed avidongy, vhich supports
oppusing klieoties oqually, does aat roducs conifdense 1o theovise bng
jnstead rvetluforces tha confidesye ot thuee micmg aither view.
Exgorinental 'mm;u in sgeaenent with she itéfzregt** thoney weve fated
"sore coavinetogr™ amd the studieos THocter cosdustad” thae ceswltn and
gtudins which contwadic %ed the theory, w@@s‘éiws Y4 ;ma mtm&s e;tE the
studigi. . ,
Gop of the best tustances of eixed evidesce tomdfag v t:@_ﬂi’fﬁrl
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differing theories can be found in the f{nterprotations by naval analysts
of Admiral CGorshkov'a srticles and book (see chapter 3, case 4).
Gorshkov's many opinious can and have been taken to support a wide variety
of views on the Soviet Navy's future. Rather than weakening an analyst's
beliefs in his theory of Soviet Navy peacetima developments, the Gorshkov
papers scem only to strengthen them. Acalvits scem quite adopt at
interpreting Gorshkov as opposing the theorirs the analyst opposcs and
supporting the theories the analyst supports.

Falge consensus bias. People often judge the need for explanation
by reference to thewmselves; if soueone elss actg such as we do, we sce
little need for a special theory to explain thelr bebavior. In general,
penple are prone to assume that thelr own behavior or bheliefs are quite
common aud needing little specie’ explanation. PFurthermore, when others
act or believe as we do, there is no urgent need to explain their
behavior. When other's behaviors or bveliefs ave differeut from eur owa,
however, there is » strong wotivation to censider various theories to
explain the differences (Ross, Greene, and House, 1977). Since poople
ovarestimate the commonuess of their cwn beliefs and behaviora, they tend
to be surprised by the diffevent behaviors and baliefs of others, and view
these as nore significant and uncomman than they are, Peaple alse
underestimate the significance of beliefs or behaviors Bimijar ta their
ouwn, tend te¢ oversstimate how conneR they are, and assupe they occurred
for the same reasons.

Noore, Flanigon, and Helsel (SNI; eh. 7} suggest that in :the
period 1956-1966, unaval aanalysts miaiugeﬂst‘etﬂé the Soviets' motivations
for constructing missile sudbmacinus and qlsyead Soviel uissile submarine
opetvationg as being similay to Hestorn motives and operations, Since ths
Soviet gnd Nestarn &ubﬁaeines sesmed similar, analysts assumed that they

were iantendad for similar misstous. Hoove, ot al., argue that the Soviat

subtarines hued gquite a diffevent udssion of anti-ship attazk, and did aot
share the strategly detervent tole of ‘&esmm zaiaazilg wm;‘m@s. They
weote of the aplgode (p. 150} '

Apparent miswatshes teiveen techeira? pavaacstevs and
. operatiscal emplovaent. s2 well 3¢ sesningly feanplicebls
- Seviet promounconents, Siien causs Wentere anslivsve liuple
concern, 29 long o8 ghees is pousible @ “alrrew ixf}.age Qr

- TEhewwaysvo-do=ie” iaéerpntﬂiﬁﬂ of the daga.

Theary ferration. ?&@ ia- thﬂ theottes ate 3¢ uwseful iw

organiasng and underitonding strasss of v Jaks seees to lead peaple te

apply theoriss presaturely. Siace theeries ave relswlvely imvensitive to
‘digeoniliraing svidenss sad highly gsuasiviva ¢ confiveing evideoce,

theorses £@¥’mé sarly &ay gatbey stvangeh tos ¢uickly and begows

o duseffietaunly sensikive tf sub2egyeet spgatlive dats, tesple become
Cpregaturaly soubilzed ko 3 gthuasry sad ma&%e ;;a mvisé it aporopristely a
furthey Snforvation is obtalaeds

Poople teet a &wetmtﬁs frow a new A:Ewni? by Leyies to confivs

CAE, Laea doekiag for evidence censistest with the hypothesis and the
eheory, Fathet thas by Joekfcs fof ovidence that meuld toiete thg
hispothesty.  This stvatesy zllens poogle o Jdoternine which hypokheses
work, but eet viich ove walld., By overlooking degative lmformatios Jhey
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arce unable to cfficiently rejeet hypotheses and theorics. There are
ecological reasons why people have this tendeney (which ure related
below), but this does wot legses the fact that confirmation is a weak
testing strategy.

An exporiment by Wason (1960) demonstrated this tendency. Wason
asked people to gueys the rule generutiong a series of unuwmbers. The firsg
nuterical exanple given was "2 o . o 46 . . . 0" People puessing the rule
could generate any series of numbers they liked and could ask if the

cgueries fie the rule or not. Most people gencrated examples consistent

with the most cemmon guess, that the rule was "ascending coasecutive even
numbers.”  Few people generated incomsistenc or disconfitming oxamples,
and few puessed the actual rule: “any ascending series.” Poople tended
to confirm the rule they thought to be correct, and did not atteampt to
refute incovrect aypotheses.

A series of studies by Mynatt, Doherty and Tweney (1977, [978;
Doherty, Mynatt, Twency, and Schiavo, 1§79 Tweuey, bohevty, Worper,
Pilske, and Mynatt, 1980) have revealed (a) a strong teadeney to use
canfirming strategics and not use disconfiemption, (b) an ability to use
explicit falsifying evidence when available to correctly reject wrong
hypatheses in simple pvoblems, (¢) diffieulty in using discoufivwacion or
multiple hypothesis testing strategies in cowplex preblews, and (d)
tendencies to seel inforwmation of no diagagstic value, In analyzing a
simple “artifical universe™ people censistently teunded to coufirm
hyatheses, but if explicit disconfitwatory avideace was obtaieed it was
used to vajeer false hypotheses. In agsessing = wors conplex "avrtificial
univaerse” people had great difficuley waploying ¢ discenfirmation strategy
or discopfirpation evidence. Pavtially corregt hypotheses wega often
completaly rejected because of disuonfirvming data. A wixed strategy of
gontituwation, discontirmation, replicatien, and experimental variatien
seened to yield the best vesules, The testing of wmultiple alternative
hypotheses saeumed to impase a debilitatiag cogaigive strain while the

strategy of consideviag two rvelated hypotheses at 8 timg led to wuch
improved perfornznce.

Twaaey, et al,, (1980) aete that éiseeafifuaaiaa iz likely to he
an efficlent strategy ouly atfter several “goed” wetrkiag hypotheswus have
been derermined by wesus of confirsation. QiSQ@ﬂEi&é@&iﬁn aisn veguites

that the disconiirmed ease Be analyzed as fully as pessible. fPeople tend
te treat disconfivagtions 28 negative informatien, i.e,, they levgely
ignove ir. Siwiloevrly, ia vestiag ewltiple h}@ gheges, geup;e Gay RS
iaforsalion on the sne “real™ hygothasis, and igusre iufermaticn on the
ether “dumsy™ bypothsses. The stvategy of sultiple bypothesis testisg and
discenfivostian nay be cpiscesslogically efficient, but cogasitvely vesy
ditficult te perfova .

In a seview of studice on vhe shility of peosle €9 tedt hypothases
about others, Savder and celleagues feund {Yawder, 1%78; Sayder and
Cantwe, 1978; Savder and Gangeatad, 1979 Soypder and Swasn, z%ﬁaa, b} that
gé@@&é gystematically fovsmulate aad Qé&f? eut conlituatofy strate2ies and
gather svideace thar tends &9 Suppsit the bypothesis under oHasiastion.
Hypothenis<digconiivning strategies are nat levwed, and people make lithle
vae &f digsconfivadag svidence  These teoadescies led to a yedadiness to
aceept whatever hypoihenis ¢as uader gest, o

There scen €0 we several cegaiftive pro¢esses Lthat cotbine to
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produce this coufirmation bias im theory testing. People tend to
recognize the relevance of confivming evidence wore readily than that of
disconfirming cvidence, and therefore can more readily search for and
detect confirming data (Wason and Johnson-Laivd, 1965). In seavching
memory for relevant evidence, people are more likely to recsll coufivming
than disconfirming evideace (Sanyder and Cauntor, 1979).

These tendencies are probably closely related to the tendency to
overemphasize the frequency of “positive hits” 4w the four-fold,
present-absent table in assessing covarations {(gee above)., The eatries in
the ++ ecell are much wmore likely to tonfluence such assessments than the
entries in the other cells. The ++ entries are, of course,
confirmations. '

Given the strength of the confiruation bias it is uwet surprising
to find that in our sample of esciuates by naval asnalysts only two essays
made use of an explicit multiple hypothesis and disconfirnation approach.
Many papers cowoment bricefly on aiternative hypotheses and then quickly
discard thew, usually on the basis of one or two items of contrary
evidence, The hypothesis that is accepted way alse Eace contrary
evidence, »ut this is usually “explained,” ragionalized, or otherwise
reinterpreted by the apalyst so that it does little or ne dawage to the

hypothesis. In contrast, Xelly (SNP, ch. 13} and Blechman and Levinson

(SNI, ch. 2%) explicitly test a body of evidunce against a variety of
competing hypotheses. A paper by Havde (SNP, ch. 8) cakes a exaditional
but more explicit approach, i.e,, one by;zethe;ﬁs iz considerved hut the
evidence pro and con is described and evaluated. In contrast, Ketly lises
four hypothuses to explain a particular Soviet action aad lists the
evidence for and ageinst each ene. This teds to underline the degris to
which one plece of evidence may counfigm several hypotheses ao. alse
disconfirnm several others. Blechwman and Levinson hypothesize six
different veasons far a Soviet action and orgaaige evidence for each,
rajacting most as the priwary explanation for the Sevier action, and
leaving one as a strouyg candidate, asad two as possible, pavtial
uotivationg.

This is not to say that othei naval asnalyste do not comsider
wultiple hypothoses or agsess bypotheses egually against the asceusulgted

pesitive and negative evidence. To some degree, all analysts do sosme
aulciple hypothesls disconfivrsacion. What we sre pointiag out, hovguar, .

are the stroag teadencies not to de this and ast o de it ewplisiniy. It
ig far ton easy ts discon{ive hypotheges one doss aae beligve in, asad o
sonfira bypotheses ene alrsady accepts, especially 1f ane velies oa
infogeal or ad hoe confivmatisa-discentizestisn procedurag.  Anslysts
would be far botier off explicirly stetfas the variouy possible hypetheses
and listing the pro sad con srguments, o3 Xelly doss, than fa lesviag sueh
comparisons lavgely fapifeir aed loesely relaved, as is mare eypically
denes  Analysis sould alsc be bester able to speeily the degree of support
a2 et of data give 3 hypothesis, and the Joegree o whieh several
hypotheses vemita viabkle ziven geue data $8k, by cleacly specifying the
&;geﬁhesisi&aﬁa relatioaships., This wveuld aise allew the saalyst to
betisy asgesz the lovel of contidence he ot she choeld have I any oad
hypothesdis. & Fatlure to explistely ifae all paiazs of evideace
iaconcistent Witk Bypnibeles 28ces €o b2 one priumaty cause of
overconfidence fn judgmests (sés belavi.
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G Paegseverance of discradized theories. Quite oftea theortiey are
 formed on Che besis of data which i& later diseredited. That is, later
5 evidence is obtatued whileh ciearly demenstegtes that the esrlier data weve
. focorrect. In this case, the theoyy based on the discerediced datg should
be sigatricantly modified, if not abaandeuned alruogether. Puychologists
. - find, hewever, that such modificacion is vyplcally very slight, ond such a
; thoory sutvives discrediciag evideace lavgely iatact.
b Koss aad Lepper have javestigated what happens to beliefs when
- their entire evidenciary basis $g totally discredited {Resa, Lepper, and
! Hubbard, 1975; Leppev, Ross, and Lau, 1979; Aaderson, Lepper, and Ross,
5 1979}, they find chat toliefs and theories persist after ths basis for
the bheliefs fs shown te be valueless. Por exawple, Andevson, Lopper, aad
7 Ross €1979) requested people to explain either a relaticuship betweea a
progaestic vaviable (risk preference aon 3 paper and pengil test) and
w success or falluve as 4 firefighter. Oue group was given a case study
- that suggested & positive velationship bewvesn risk preference and success
i and 2 second group recetved a ¢ase study suggesting & segative rslatiom.
o Afrer the people gave their explaunatiens of zhe velation, they lesrmed
that the case sgudy was totally fictivieus aad that sthers had been
¥ axposed to the opposite velstion. Despite the discrediting of tha basis
L of thelr explacations, peeples' beliefs in the aceupacy of their
' ezplacatisue remsined high, and they fasisted that, notwithstaading the
N - discredicing, it was gbvious that the paviieplar relacioaship they had
4 explained wsg the corvect gme. Several expressed surprise that peuple i
g - the other grovp had beea so gullible as te accept the oppusite velatisas
£ as possible,
& ¥ It is quize difficult to assess the ee te sth.i»e,h tiae. thearieg
3 - of naval analysts ave tes s ¢ dis
B Inforuation on the Sowviet }
< 5 gystene thought inttially
8 1 suti-submarine, estimates ¢ $
" = addittonal dats are eobtained
£ . are sodified oo Soviet eueraise tu patiern g ef
' 1 Soviet depleysents aad ed plang ev metives.
Whather these changes it gpriate chaages ia
analysts' estisates is ble te sdeguately address fm & geaeril study
' sugh as this A@giyg aleost nevey desevibe exactly how thely estimates
1 change uheq they learn that o previtusly cceepied “faet™ was agtually is
) SO, ’
Anglyats de, hewsvey, uydate their egtimstes. For enasnyle, Hudsown
1 {$48B: 288) concluded {in 2 1973 essay) that Soviér naval dectrime “sves
- 08 asted ¥.5. doztvine” sad che Seviet fleer “weuld Bw develeped slesng

ane [imes s¢ the ABeriess.” & few weses latey Hudsen (1974: 98)
eaﬁﬁugﬁy teversed hie eaplier sstimates, coasluding ﬂ‘%a!; &@ﬁirﬂi decrEing
sflacta « dlstiact view of asval uvilizatisa, oifferis BBY LS
?éﬁéégﬁ’s fron cuvrrent Vsefern thinking.,” T8 a degeed

Ravier thousht on these isgues had shifted, ket ke al

B g

,:,{ that his own thinkisg bad chenged, bur 3T 12 net clesy ewagtly wuy.

- Poyhaps Lhe best cuauple 1n Gur sanple W% snplicit updoring of
estigates 18 Moglwive's (8IE, b, 78} sssay 8a the esalutien af Sewist

‘{ aawsl peitey: 1980-74, NecBwive sxpsads his estisats, that Seviat

- §ayvard deploymeat nas Jdus B8 nivatégle defeazive decds, o inclyda

evidence that the Soviet Havy was plavieg a greater vele ia fohibitlag thwe
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U.S. Navy power projection in peacetime (cf. p. 520). MccGwire makes
clear that his estimate had changed in response to new evidence and a
better understanding of ongoing trends (p.505). He also attempts vo
specify the degree to which his previous estimate remained intact, puttiug
the two hypotheses of strategic defense and forward peacetime power
projection into a relative perspective. It is also clear that other naval
analysts would not agree that MccGwire has sufficiently adjusted his
estimates in light of these new data (see chapter 3, cases 5, 8, and 9).
0f course, in responding to his critics' charges that he had not modified
his old theories enough, given the new evidence, MccGwire could respond
that his critics have gone too far ir accepting early returns as
supporting their new theories, and have failed to consider adequately that
part of the new evidence theat also fits the older theories.

Overconfidence. Accumulating research on judgment,
decision-making, and probability estimation shows a substantial lack of
ability of both experts and nonexperts. However, people have great
confidence in their fallible judgment. People believe their theories,
judgments, and estimates are correct far more than they actually are;
people are more confident than they are accurate (Lichtenstein, Fischhoff,
and Phillips, 1976; Fischhoff, Slovic and Lichtenstein, 1977). Typically,
for example, when people state their subjective probability of being
correct is .70, the relative frequency with which they are correct is only
60 percent; when they are 90 percent rertain, they are only right 75
percent of the time, and so on.

Fischhoff, et al., (1977) suggest several reasons why confidence
exceeds accuracy. As people estimate an answer, they are forced to reason
from the known to the unknown. As we have seen repeatedly in this
chapter, people are insu:iiciently critical of their inference processes.
They may fail to adjust their confidence levels to reflect weak
assumptions, or problems with their own reasoning processes. People use
inferential strateglies almost automatically and unconsciously and give
little thought to the logical steps required. We have noted how people
perform many of these steps improperly or incompletely, while assuming
they have done them correctly. Since the validity of tRe interence
process 1s assumed to be virtually perfect, the product of the process is
assumed to be correct.

People also believe their memories are exact copies (al-hough
faded or incomplete) rather than reconstructions of experience. Rarely
are the blases of memory storage, reconstruction, and retrieval adequately
considered by the individual when discounting confidence. The weakness of
such memorial processes as eyewitness testimony are well-documented (e.g.,
Buckhout, 1974; Loftus, 1974) but eyewitnesses themselves rarely question
their capabilities to report what they saw.

People may begin solving an estimation problem by referring to
thelr theoretical knowledge and adjusting their estimates from a
theoretical baseline by an amount that reflects any new iunformation.
Tversky and Kahneman (1974) have found that such adjustment tends to be
too couservative; people fail to adjust theilr estimates from the anchoring
point of theory sufficiently to reflect new data. The range of apparent
possible answers is thus likely to be narrower than it actually is, and
people may be overconfident that thelr theorv-anchored inference process
considered an adequately wide band of possibilitics.
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z; Complex inferential problems may be broken up and processed

serially, a plece at a time. In doing so, people may ignore the

T uncertainty inherent in their solutions for early parts of the problem.

This will reduce the cognitive strain in dealing with later parts. Rather

than setting their confidence limits in accordance with the least accurate

. or certain part, people may average confidence levels for the various

i parts, or adopt the highest confidence level.

. Lichtenstein and Fischhoff (1977) examined the confidence of
experts and nonexperts in terms of calibration and resolution. The
perfectly calibrated estimator assigns confidence probabilities that

. accurately reflect the proportions of correct answers., For example, when
the perfectly calibrated estimator gives a confidence rating of .75, three

.- out of four times the estimator is correct. Resolution reflects the

£ ability of the estimator to discriminate those items he or she is more

i likely to correctly answer from those he is less likely to get correct.

"Experts were less overconfident than nonexperts, but the best experts
showed some underconfidence; i.e., experts were better calibrated than
nonexperts but not perfectly calibrated. Experts were not better at

, resolution than nonexperts, and seemed largely insensitive to how much

e they did or did not know. As Lichtenstein and Fischhoff noted, tlie reason

experts were better calibrated than nonexperts, despite being no better at

resolution, is simply that experts got more items correct, and their
overall accuracy more closely matched their overall confidence level.

Lichtenstein and Fischhoff (1980) found some improvemeut in calibration

with feedback training on related tasks, but very little evidence of

generalization to different tasks.

- Another promising approach to improving calibration of confidence

judgments is sensitivity testing. Koriat, Lichtenstein, and Fischhoff
(1980) required people to list the reasons for and against each of the

. responses, they chose. The people then estimated the probability they were

3 correct. This procedure forces people to consider reasons why their

e answers might be incorrect. This sensitivity test produced marked

improvements in the calibration of confidence judgments, In a subsequent

study Korilat, et al., found that only the listing of contradicting reasons

(i.e., reasons why an answer might be wrong) improved the calibration of

confidence. These results suggest that confidence judgments tend to

reflect Lhe amount and strength of evidence in favor of the selected
answver, amd tend to neglect contradlictory and disconfirming evidence. In
view of the difficulty people have in perceiving and retrieving
disconfirming evidence when testing hypotheses (see above), it is not
surprising that disconfirming evidence has little impact on confidence
judgments unless people are specifically required to consider it.

Einhorn and Hogarth (1978), in their review of overconfidence and

" the "illusion of validity" of predictions (see above), also conclude that

the difficulty people have in using disconfirming information to test

hypotheses prevents people from obtaining the positive and negative
feedback from experience that would reduce overconfidence, They note two
other factors that increase the difficulty of learning from experience to
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- make more accurate judgments: lack of awareness of environmental effects -
en outcomes (e.g., regression effects, base-rates), and the use of unaided
;f memory for coding, storing, and vetrieving outcome¢ informatioun.

Data-driven and theory-driven overconfidence. People tend to be
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overconfident in the accuracy of their answers when answering knowledge
questions, estimating numerical values, or judging probabilities. Dawes
(1980) has found that people are not overconfident, however, when making
perceptual judgments but were when making intellectual judgments. He
found that psychologists® recollections of the eye colors of colleagues
did not reflect any appreciable overconfidence, while the answers of the
same psychologists on a test of psychology and general knowledge items
reflected considerable overconfidence, i.e., average assessed confidence
was .80 while the percent correct was .70 for the knowledge items, but .67
and .75 respectively for the eye color perceptions. Perceptual tasks
produced the least average confidence and the greatest average accuracy,
while the intellectual tasks produced the highest average confidence and
the lowest average accuracy. Dawes' study is a replication of the
Lichtenstein and Fischhoff (1977) finding that resolution is generally
poor, and people do not distinguish those types of items for which they
are more accurate (e.g., perceptual tasks) from those on which they are
less accurate (intellectual judgments).

Dawes' results also seem consistent with Einhorn and Hogarth's
(1978) analysis of conditions that lead to overconfidemnce. That is,
people probably have greater experience with perceptual illusions and
evidence that disconfirms their own perceptions than they have with
cognitive inferential illusions. People are probably more accustomed to
checking the validity of their perceptions (e.g., by changing the vantage
point, using a different sense modality, increasing the base-rate by
obtaining a better look or a second opinion, etc.) tham they are at
checking the validity of their logical inferences. Secondly, people are
probably much more familiar with the effects of environmental factors on
perceptions than they are with the effects of environmental factors on
inferences and predictions. People readily understand how their
perceptions may be distorted by environmental factors (e.g., haze,
ophthalmic weaknesses) but seem to have no appreclation of the effects of
such environmental factors as regression, base-rates, treatment and
rlacebo effects, and probabilistic independence and dependence on
intellectual judgments. Finally, it seems iikely that human memory is at
least as adequate for coding, storing and retrieving data on perceptions
(e.gs, "when I recognize a face is it usually someone 1 have met
before?"), as it is for information on intellectual judgment outcomes
(e.g., "when I recognize a face do I usually assoclate the correct name
with {t7").

Learning from experience. The review by Einhorn and Hogarth
(1978) implies people will tend not to learn from experience that their
theories and hypotheses are wrong, People will thus continue to have
confidence in weak or fallacious theories because of the difficulty they
have in developing evidence from experience to test their theories.,
Einhorn and Hogarth (1978) and Brehmer (1980) suggest that the experiences
people have with their theories facilitate the operation of hiases which
prevent learning: the tendency to use confirmatory evidence, disregard of
negative information, and assumptions about causality. Brehmer argues
that people tend to confirm hypotheses, for example, because it is rarely
clear what dimensions of a problem are ilmportant, nor what boundariecs
distinguish one concept from another (i.e.,, hypotheses are “"fuzzy set"
concepts). Learning that a concept fits the data may be the only useful
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increment in information the environment allows, while an attempt to
disprove a hypothesis may faill because of the difficulty in specifying
exactly what the hypothesis allows or does not allow. Negative
information is far wore useful in laboratory expervriments, where the
houndaries and dimensions of concepts and hypotheses are clear-cut. In
the "real world"” of fuzzy concepts, being told the Soviets do not practice
sea control may not be as useful as being told they do practice sea
denial., Learning that a Soviet action is not representative of sea
control will be less interesting than the hypothesis that an action "fits"”
the sea denial concept.

This does not mean that naval analysts should avoid using negative
evidence or disconfirming strategies for testing theories. It does mean
that real world hypotheses must be carefully conceptualized for such
methods to be useful. There are means by which fuzzy concepts can be
distinguished more clearly (chapter 5). Given the difficulty of drawing
distinctions and the absence of disconfirming strategies analvsts should
be aware of the inherent weakness of confirmatory strategles, and attempt
to supplement them when possible.

Brehmer also notes that people must supply the hypothetical
realtionships between concepts and that hypotheses generation tendencies
are often inappropriate for judgment tasks. That 1is, people assume that
the rules relating concepts follow the pattern: '

¢ « +» there is a rule, rather than that there is no rule,
that this rule is deterministic, rather than probabilistic,
that the values to be predicted from the cue values do in
fact depend on the cue values, . . . that the rule is
functional ... that the rule is a positive linear function.
(Brehmer, 1980: 231).

This pattern fits peoples' experiences with psychophysical stimuli;
sensation usually is a positive function of the stimuli (in fact, a log
function, e.g., Fechner's law). It is not a pattern that is broadly
applicable to intellectual judgment tasks. This pattern is alse
consistent with a highly causal view of experience, which may be more
applicable to psychophysics than to probabilistic prediction tasks. The
deterninistic pattern may be overlearned from extensive psychophysical
experience, while real world experiences tend not to allow inferential
strategies for probabilistic judgments to be efficiently learned, and they
later are thus underlearned. Peoples' accurate confidence in their
psychophysical strategies seems to be inappropriately extended to their
inferential strategles. In summary, peoples' faith in what they have
learned from experience about their theories may be misplaced, and people
will erroneously conclude that because a theory fits some data the theory
is correct.

Not all analysts view intention estimation as a matter of judgment
and information integration, but rather as a form of historical narratiom.
The last section of this chapter summarizes some problems with narration

Jogic,
NARRATIVE LOGIC

The only thing one learns-from history is that nobody ever
learns anything from history.

Hegal
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The chief practical use of history is to deliver us from
plausible historical analogies.

James Bryce

In an earlier chapter we used Scheibe's (1979) distinction between
sagacity and acumen to separate two different approaches to intention
estimation., Sagacity refers to prediction based on the detection and
exploitation of patterns and prior probabilities in past experience.
These regularities are utilized to infer the likelihood of future
behavior. In contrast acumen is based on empathy with the actor whose
behavior one is attempting to predict. Empathy is an ability to take the
other's role, sensing the other's perceptions and impressions, and
experiencing the other's thought process. Whether acumen is a skill
~(i.e., something that can be taught), intuition (something whose source is

ineffable), or experience, is not clear (Minear, 1980, offers an
interesting perspective on these issues, see also Ornstein, 1977).
Pipes, an historian, (in Godson, 1980: 180) has described how
acumen applies to intelligence prediction and estimation:

"« o o fundamentally, when you are dealing with political
analysis, there is no substitute for methods which have come
from scholarship . . . a deep knowledge of the country, of
its general culture and its political culture in particular,
from what the Germans call Fingerspitzengefuhl, the feeling
“on the tips of your fingers" for a given culture where you
know that some things are more probable and others less so.

Pipes recommends (p. 175) that the political analyst "be given very
thorough general training in the historical method."” The problems of
political intelligence, he wrote (p. 174) "are rational only to a certain

predictable point and are often emotional, psychological, cultural, and .

therefore of a kind that no amount of science can ever fix or predict.”

Sarbin, a psychologist, agrees (1980) with Pipes that the
phenomenon of greatest interest to intelligence analysts, future
intentions, are inherently unpredictable from a scientific viewpoint
(i.e., sagacity) because they are fundamentally unique, but may be
predictable througn acumen. Sarbin sees the iuntelligence analyst's task
as unfolding in an eavircament of contextualism rather than science's
environment of causality. He wrote (p. 116)

The root metaphor of contextualisw is the historic event in
all its complexities . + + its home is + . . history and
literature.

The task of the intelligence analyst, according to Sarbin (p. 117), is to
organize a chaotic mixture of events into a comprehengsible plot, following
a story line, so that, like a literary critic, the analyst -an "fathom the
intentions of the author [of the events], to 'understand ' to decipher the
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meaning of the creative work " The product of this intelligence process
is a narrative that meets tests of coherence. Sarbin does not reject
prediction based on sagacity, he just argues that it is not enough, that
the prediction of an adversary's future behavior requires acumen because
that behavior is often unique, and tied to no past patterns. He wrote (p.
137)

To predict the unique case, the known actions of a target
person or organization serves as the framework upon which a
plot is constructed . . . acumen follows from locating the
noticed events in a plot « . &

Historical Perspectives

Historians begin by looking backward. They often end by
thinking backward.

Nietzsche

Pipes and Sarbin would have their history in just one way, a flow
of unique and unpredictable events, and it is true that some historians
trcat evidence from this perspective. Other historians do not:

The rationalist sees evidence as exemplifying deep
uniformities; the intuitionist sees evidence as testimony to
uniqueness (Kuzminski, 1973).

In effect, whether an historian elects to be an intuitionist rather than a
rationalist may depend on the degree to which he or she views most
important processes in history as being unpredictable sudden eveunts rather
than as more orderly processes which are occasicnally punctuated by sudden
events.

This split between a noncausal view of existence and a causal
outlook is one of the oldest issues in philosophy, and need concern us no
further. Because some historians and intelligence analysts adhere te the
intuitionist view, and practice narration rather thau causal prediction
the purpose of this section is to quickly summarize some of the problems
with narrative logic. Not being an historian I rely heavily on the
analysis of historianms. It is clear, however, that taking the
intuitionist position on prediction does nothing to eliminate the
possibility of coguitive biases weakening the process of estimation. The
analyst who attempts to predict with acumen, rather than sagacity, uust
still make sense out of his or her history. In doing so bilases and
fallacies are likely to occur., Many are the same as those affecting the
sagacious analyst.

Fallacies of history.

Even God cannot change the past.

Agathon, Nicomachean Ethics
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It has becn said that although God cannot alter the past,
historians can; it is8 perhaps because they can be useful to
Him in this respect that He tolerates their existence.

Samuel Butler, Erewhon

Fischer (1970) lists and describes over one hundred fallacies
commited by historians. Of these two groups are especially relevant for
intelligence estimation, fallacies of inquiry and fallacies of explanation
(see Table 4.5; for a list of Fischer's fallacies, see Appendix). Some of
Fischer's fallacies are refinements of each other (e.g., 39 and 75, the
numbers refer to the fallacies listed in the Appendix), while others are
directly related to cognitive biases of the types described above. For
exanmple, the fallacy of identity (61l) is closely related to the
representativeness heuristic. The availability heuristic is similar to
the fallacy of prodigious facts (24). In general, Fischer's category of
inquiry relates to the categories used above on perceiving, weighing, and
categorizing data; while his category of explanation relates to assessing
covariations, assessing causes and effects, prediction, and theory.
Several of Fischer's fallacles appear in naval analysis.

Inguirz.

History doesn't repeat itself -~ historians merely repeat
each other.,

First rule of history.

Fischer suggests that facts may be falsely verified by
pseudo-proofs; false'y precise and specific statements of no real
evidentiary value (fallacy 11). This is occasionally a problem for
analysts of Soviet naval dectrine. Any piven statemeant by a Soviet

aofficial is questionable evidence that a particular doctrine does ar does

not exist == the Soviets are rarely so specific or clear, especially
vegarding changes in doetrine. Further, a given statement at one time by
a Soviet official cannot validly be used as evidence on Soviet views at
any earlier time, although doetrinal analysts persist fn moking just this
inference (e.g., Hudson, SND). The need for Scviet spokesmen to
demonstrate the prescience of Marxist-Leninism obliges thew to
hindsightfully vevise their earlier views (occasfonally several times),
and the Soviets are unever shy about rewriting history to suit thetiy necds.
As we have noted soveral times sarlier, Admiral Gorshhov's statewents in
1867 on what the Soviet Union was planning for its Navy in 1954 ave
largely spocious, although they are sometinmes accepted at face valuwe by
analysts. Siwilarly, Soviet naval officers® rotrespective claims that
thoy opposed the paety's vieows on nonnucleay wars, or surface ship
construction, or balauce (cf. Hudson, SHD: 2580) should not ba taken at
face valuo as veflectiag what actually tvanspired. Since the Soviat
authors and the naval analysts ave resorting to the same fouree fov
guldance in these wattors, i.0., hindsight, it &5 not surprisiag thap
analysts accopt the Soviet clalns that this is how thiops weve baek then.
Indeed, givon outcowes, things might have been ss the Soviets say, 2t
their latter day stateacuts are laedly the best cvideance.
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Table 4.5. Types of Historical Fallacliece

sy ey e geme

4 I. Inquiry

% A. Question - Frawing

; i* B. Tactual Verification
e

€. Factual Significance

s

=y

II. Explanation

I

A. Gemeralization
B. Narration

€. Causality

g. D. Motivation
1~ E. Composition

1
. F, False Analogy

*Fraﬁ Fischer (1970). For a list of fallsclea, sea dspendix
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Several of the cognitive and conceptual biases of analysts
contribute to the problems Fischer noted regarding factual significance.
Analysts often seem to select “"representative” facts in the form of case
studies to denonstrate their point. Having abstract information about the
Soviet Navy's behavier in the representative case, the analyst implies
certain things about future Soviet behaviors. To make these inferences
more precise the analyst may use several cases and organize them into a
classification or categorization scheme (e.g., Dismukes and McConnell's
1979 “rules of the game”), The trick in this is knowing which cases are
most representative for prediction (i.e., representative of causes), and
not to select cases solely because they are representative of effects.
The latter cases are useful for post hoc explamation, but way offer little
information for predictive purposes.

On the other hand, the analyst way be an intuitiounist rather than
a rationalist, and select cases that are representative of the essences
(the ‘inner core of reality') of Soviet naval behavior (fallacy 23). This
narrvative approach amounts to a refinement of the analyst's theory ov
schema of what those essences actually are. As we noted above, people ave
quite adept at finding evidence or altering evidence to confiyxm their
theories, aud largely incapable of disproving their own theorias without
explicit assistance.

Some paval analysts advecate seeking an explanation for every
Soviet naval behavior, which implies that every Soviet naval action has
some explanatory or predictive significance (fallacy 63), an uplikely
situation. A related tendency is to strive to explain or predict what is
strange or unusual about the Sovi{et Navy (compared to Western navies), but
to leave similarities unexplained. This assumes (" 1t the Soviet Navy doss
things that Western navies do for similar reasons (fallacies 71 and 79 and
the egocentyic actribution bias) and that unique Soviet naval behavior has
gome special significaange (fallacy 24),

For example, naval analysts spend much effort assessing why the
Soviats have consistently builg pove submarines than anyoae else. Few of
these assesswents wmake nuch (if aanyching) of these prosaic faeces (1)
subnarines ave small, shallow drafe, and the only capital ships that ean
be built at inland faazorvies and moved in pleces aloag Soviet rivers and
vatlveads, €2) they have very small craws, (3) they were often used as
surface vassels {e.g., for shore bomdbardment) iu Morld War II, (4) of all
ships they ate the wmost tactically compatible with a highly centyalized
systen of command and contvel. The facts typically assessad as important
for oxploining Soviet submarines Bave to de with waval tvaditioas,
strategies, cconowics, tecimologies, philosophies and destriaes, eud naval
effectiveness (cf. Noore, Flasigan, sad Helawl, §NI, ohe 7).

Explanation, Hany of &he fallacles of generalizastion woted by
Fischer ate divectly related to cofnitive biases., For axaeple,
insufficient sampiiang 432) is the same problem as the “law of seall
nusbers” podataed out by Tversky and Kahaewman (1971): 2 beltef that valid
geueralizations can be made fvon extresely small samples, or evea fros a
single casze (fallacies 33: genarvalization froe “the lonely fact,” and 43:
generalization froa “the ovewvhelming exceptisn™),

Several cnaval analysts seom to be willing te gencvalize from a
“lounecly fack™ of an “overwhelwinz oxception.” Por cxawmple, Petorzea awd
Buteh (in Dicmukes and HeConnell, 1979: 144<152) assesu BSoviet naval
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involvenent in the Angolan crisis as refleeting "the state-of-the-art”™ in
Soviet coercive diplomacy. They view (p. 148) Soviet deployuents as
attempts to “signal In advance [Moscow's] opposition to any U.S5. naval
deployments toward the Angolan theater:

The evidence suggests 38 eoncerted Soviet effort to
discourage [U.$.} deployments, actively, via the surface
combatants deployed at Gibraiter and, perhaps, the Juliett
[submarine], and passively, by curtailing the operations , .
. fnearest Angola « o « To the extent that these Soviet
actions were taken in anticipation of possible U.S. wmoves,
they were unprecedented iu Soviet naval diploumacy ia the
Third World (p. 150).

In evaluating the evidence far this lonely fagt and overwhelming
exception, Petersen and Durch repearedly qualify or hedge their judgmeats
“the evidence suggests « . o, the possibility . . «, to the oxteat that .
. +" In generalizing, bowever, these possibilitics become facts about
Soviet “state~of-the—apt”:

In signaling its opposition ro possible U.5. deployuents,
however, the USSR mancuverad its navy with counaiderable
rastraink.

In his analysis of this ineldent, McCounell coucludes {in bismukes and
McConnell, 1979: 237-239) chat the .8, MHavy

« « « appears to have been the target for a Seviet
attentional ghow of force . ., . [the Soviets| apparently
wade a naval show of forece, either to demenstrate an
interest in protecting USSR-Angolan liunecs of communication
er in countering U,.3. naval threats against Cuban
iavalvement on the mainlaund., Angola was the boldest
initiative yot taken by the USSR + + » Surely there is a
crend fn this dirvectios. + «

In their conclusion, Dismukes acd McCounell (1979: 289) give this opteode
L status of a full-fledgad fact:

In che Angelan ceisis in early 1978 {che USSR} went even
further [than mevely anticipsting what the U.§. Nawy would
dol, depleving suvtace warvfare fovces iate the centval
Atlantic in anticipation af a ¥.8, naval ooumtes-depleoyuent
that novey satevialtged . . . fn a thoeavter vhern one esn
with confidense identify (Seviet] metives aes predoninately
vif not exclusively) politico-ailitaty i unatuve.

It is worth netiag that che Soviet units which weve knows to be in the
South Atlantic te ceuntor the possible deplovacut of a Y¥.8. carvier task
group were a souer ASK orulsey, a SAH destveyer, and an aldev (J-class}
ceutse missile subaarine (ef. Digmukos and MctCownall, 1979 184=457), et
the typical Soviet auti~cacviee warfare (AUW) zask foree (the Seviots
typleally vemove their newvee ASW ships whea an ACW task foree is
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assembled}. The only meaningful activity noted in anticipation of a U.S. s

deploywent was the sailing of the ASW cruiser in the directioa of the g

crisis. .
Herzoyg (NPSP: 41) goes even further in gencralizing from this

tncident [uote how the two Soviet surface combatants have become “its

fleet“):

The Sovief Union finished its apprenticeship in the use of
naval power to advance what Admiral Gorshkov calls “state
interests” when the presence of its fleet off Angola helped
to ensure the success of the Soviet backed faction . .
With thz sueccess of the Soviet-backed forces, and the lack
of naval action on the part of the United States, a complete
revergal of roles was witnessed . o « by 1976 the United
States had given up its place of maval dominance and had

- agsumed the role of spectator . + » The Soviet Navy . + .
[1s] able to bring naval power to bear in wmost amy part of
the globe.

The main point is that s clearly atypical and anomolous episode is
generalized into a trend for the future of Soviet and U.S. mnaval
iuf luence.

An instance of the fallacy of generalizing frow false
extrapolations (39) waa reviewed above (sece ‘Prediction - Short-term
Forecasts” and Figure 4.6). The problem of false interpolatiouns (fallacy
40) secms to occur whem naval analysts attempt to demonstrate the accuraecy
of Admiral Cwshkov's 1967 speech on what the Soviets plamned for their
navy in 1934, The only way snalysts seem able to get from one end point
to the other is to ignote wuch of what hsppened in between (see Chapter 3.
Cases 1 and 3).

Fischer's (1970: 125) description of the “double-reversiug
gencralization” (fallacy 42} could he applied te wmost estimates and naval
analysts will recognize thelr owm (or at least cach other's) hedging as
sometines approaching Fischer®s extveue limit:

s » « & nmage of wutual qualifications or a cunning balance
of casuistie contradictions, or & trackless wilderness of

peattifoguing detatl, or a slippery coze of substaostive (as
well a3 scuaatiecal) shilly~shally.

In ﬁhaptgt wit described the genoral problewm of laek of specificisy iu
pradictions and cstinmutes,
 Simstlacly, analysts will recognize thele estimates as eften
&gwnuﬁbiug £s tha tegﬁtagian to sake fnslidious geaeralizatisne {fallacy
41); i.2., suesking in geavralisatiess vithout soy spegitie nuebers via
th@ losse use of teves like 'fev, many, somg, noarésl, comwan, sften.' A
comman Bagtie {§ to dewy any incentica be eake specific predictiens, ov <o
getinute leatentions, aud then to do g6 with fnctdious pevsralizatious.
For exawple, Chapter 15 of Sveoring the Seas begius (p. &li):

We » o 4 clafe 0o speclal wisdoa that allows us to foretell
the future fntentions of the Sovists or cvea to prasp fully
thie watives fapliszit in soae of tholt cutreat activities.
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It then relates a long list of bredictlons and explanations of futurc
Soviet maval behavier, e.g. (fnsidfous qualifiers undevlined):

The Soviets seom to be ovn g sceady course, with ample
resources allocated to maintain ot least a wodern 775-ship
DAVY » o o (p. 415). »

¢« o » the emergence of o more confident and expansive
Kremlin loadership, supgese(s) that Soviet aaval clements
could now be wsed in more offensive rvoles « o o Sovacet naval
forces can now operate in some tavee across all the world's
oceans, under a variety of strutegles to threaten the West
(ps 4L10~417). '

« o » the Soviets may eleet to resist U.S, involvenment n
sotie “local war® . « . {which] could ultimately produce a
confrontation between naval elements of hast and Wast o . .
There is considervable ifudication chat the Soviets feel they
have entered a oow era fo which they arve less coustrained
fran challauging the actions of the West (p. 416)

Of the fallacies of narration, Soviet analysts are perhaps
especially vulnerable to presentism (fallacy 43) sinca the tendeney to use
the counsequences to assess the antecgdents is a constant faetor iun Seviet
historiography. Soviet auvthors wmst keep one eye firmly on the present o8
they explain the past. Seviet analysts are likely to aeqept ware of these
hindsightiul Soviet views than is justified simply because so much Soviet
materias is bused on this approach.

It ig vigtually inevitable that naval anslysts practice some
tunnel history (fallacy 47} if.e., explaining and asrratiog uaval events
trem a naval perspeetive. Naval analysts seum well awave eof the danger
that tuanel hisferians may bupp inte sagh other aud couwmence, buried out

LX)
of the light, & proficless debste waged with €allacious “essences”
- (fallaey 23}, fThe analysts in our sample continually atteopted to
! guarcong this probles of pevepeetive by brianging econosic, wilitary,
' political, techaological, sven organizational perspegtives and expevis
- inte the naval asealysis study greups. Naval aaalysts seeaiagly vealize
t they cannot altogether ssecape & tunwel pevsnective. Hecluies aad
.- NeBlonnall introduced the latest velume (381: xmuvi} of the "Seviet aaval
itudies group” procesdings wdith & eall for sate synthesis of Seviet naval
i policy studtes with pescareh 6n Soviel foreipn, militagy, seenepie, znd
i dosestiz polictes, Effoects at synthesis have bsen patt ¢ all thyes
procesdings. Baoth (882 373} teveed current analyeis of Seviel navel
' povet 23 an Lastvuagant of pessetinme policy “guvisusly
uriderintellectualized™ coupaved to othet Stvategic studies. [The contast
. wakes cleay that Booth 414 set ifntesd thiz av a veupligment.] Hewluiee
vepeatedly foted the wed “to extend the fange sud depgih™ of analywis of
% Soviet aaval developssnt {88F: =; alse SED: ix; SHL: smwwi).
Like the fallacy of etpeassy, tennel history is vslsted to the
feptoscatst ivences henristic: saaples ste bellioved to vepysedt the
. o chavacteristics of thelr population, the esseace of saval history s noval
B sveats.
3
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A few naval analysts iun ouy sample scem to coumit the fallacy of
archetypes (51) in sceing the Soviet Navy as & veinactment of the Russian
Navy, and Soviet efforts (e.g., the drive for warm water ports) as
identical in character and uwotivations to Peter the Great's efforts (cf.
Graham, NPSP: 275277, 287, 298).

The static fallacy (53) conceives of a dynamic problem as a static
one, as in the wafolding of an anchangiog plan, or the emergence of some
predetermined entity. As related to behavior the static fallacy is
closely reolated to the “fundamental actribution errver® {see above}: the
tendency to ovevestimate the dispositional, motivatfonal, and lstentional
bases of behaviors and to undevestimate the situvational and enviroumental
influonces. Naval analysts aze not unaware of these biases, especially in
assessing the dogrue to which Soviet naval eveuts veflect a plaan, Por
exaupiec, Dismukes and McConuell (1979: 283) write:

Io the ecase of capabilities for coercive naval diplomacy . .
. there has been a debate over how wmuch may have been
foregeen and provided for . « . apd how much was simply ad
hog reaction to circumstances. We suspect much more was
‘projected than is usually credited; and this is said withoue
any of the sinigter connotations . . « of the "master plan”™
or the “grand design™ . . ; the Sovier Union [does! have
development styategies for leag-term geals « + . this is wot
to say that the Seviets were absolutely committed to
guything by the 1954 dacision or that there were no false
stavts, or shifts in accenting the geunersl framewoxk, oy
wuch rethiokivg at ecrviticel junctures that requivaed novel
departures.

in other wovrds, the Sovi.ts have had and still have a plan for cosycive
aaval diplomacy, bot a flexible vather than staetic one.

Hany of the fallocies of historical coausality have parallel
cogaitive causal hiases. PFor exanple, the tendeucy to believe big events

have big causes (fallacies 37, 61} ore similar te the profound motive

fallacy (Rothbary apd Puleve, 1978, see “Assessing csuses amd effects”
abovel. the raductive fallacy (64} :;awas;mﬁds to the teadeney toward
n;i*zma‘ causal veasoening and accuptance of the fivst cause as best cause
{see “ninimal causabise™ asbevel. We have slveady neted the problsn of
*indiserininate pluralise” (63}, or proliferation of causes, and the
overfitting of euplasations ve data.

Hany of the cogaivtive probless of testing theories probably
gontribute &5 the walatenance of fallacious metivational explanstisns.
Onee & motivatisn hypathestis s ascepted 4t w1l bs vesy difficult to
disledge :x wiew of the coniiveoticn Bay and the fundassscal sttribution
gtver. Stmilaviy, the use of sualogles {fallacies 84-91) curgospands wo
tke use ai thueries snd schesas for predistion, and wauy of the biases ef
theoty ané data chavecterizativa ek to underlie thw imiaﬁm Gse Wt
ahalogy in kistotical tarvation.
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CHAPTER 5« LITTLE-USED METHODS AND EXPERIMENTAL TECHNIQUES
POR BETTER BESTIMATES

This chapter attempts to relate little-used analytic mothods and
erpevimental technigques to the estimative problem avess described in
Chapter 4. Some of these techuiquos ave used now by naval analysts {(bat
apparveatly infrequeatly). Others have been applied te other types of
intclligence estimotion. Some have nst yet been used by iantelligence
analysts, so0 far as we know. All of these nmethody ave aimed at
compensating for or preventing the information processing biases that can
oceur tn unatded analysis. They are all analytic aids, notl substitutes
for analysts or analytic reasoning.

The editor of 4 receat compeadium on quantitative approaches to
policical intelligeace in the CIA observed (Heauer, 1978: }):

The behavioral tgvelution in academie political science has
been virtually ignoved by the [Cla] and the intelligence
copmunity as & wlicla.

Alchough Hener saw the usrrgtive egsay as eontinuing as the desinant furw
for fntelligence ﬁgcimagas. b recomaendad greater wge of ¢uauntitative
techaiques that:

s s helg to terace the logical coasequences of subjective
judgments, extend the wental capacity of the individual
aaalysg, farce the analyst zo mske hie zgsgmpt'aﬁs explicit,.

help organize cosplenity (p. 8).

The atds describad belew are desiz o eahance analysis of istestioas by
u@viag toward the guals Hewey lis :
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The shfge main probless noted in Chaptey 4 vegacdiag the
perception af dass were {1) the nonperecepiion of nonevents asad asgative
evidenge, {2} the use of svailabilivy inforunation, and (3} the use of
vepresentative fvatures of saaples to estimate populstion
chavacteristies. A

Buvaty and Honuveats

gf % “”witiaa en ﬁhe ¢QV§e§ &éwg §ngn éiﬁgegte. @isgziaiﬁeb§e§
deges iba@i@ entities. Tereceptien ia discuate wather phan goatisdsus. The
Hoviet Hawme, 188 waloF wiit®, 284 A0LH¥R ave pergelved ow perievniag a
gavics ¥ &is@fégé seitons. Yhese aviions divide ehe sisean of
iafottation jate sggnents oY wits,

Psyehalogiste heve Dogun U6 lavestigule New peeple seguast this
steanh of infev@atisg Jats gotles 8 digofels aetion ewapts. Oae mila
findiag is that the deasity af ¢venls YHegowes gyeater the aure uignpedted
tha actlen (MNevtsen, I1978). That is, whea people sheg¥ve Bizghly
srganized, predictable, stop-Sy~step agtivns, with a ¢lesy hieratehy of
subordifate and superordimate goals, they tead o $ogesat actiion into
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grosser units. People resort to shorter units of action when perceiving
unexpected action. Organization of the perceived action becomes extremely
fine-grained immediately after an unpredicted, significant event occurs.

Most intelligence analysts are familiar with the impact of crises
or “"surprises" on normal operations -- requirements on intelligence
production increase greatly. Much more fine-grained analysis is called
for then normally.

One consequence of this differeuce in event perception is that
different coding categories are applied to the cases of expected and
unexpected eveuts. Soviet actions during a crises may appear differert
from everyday actions because the former are subjected to fine-grained
coding, while the latter fit grosser, more familiar schemas. This
suggasts that analysts make strong efforts to keep their fine-grained
segmentations comparable (through aggregation) to their day-to-day coding
of actions, This will allow for meaningful comparisons of crisis and
noncrisis episodes. Such comparisons may be precluded if the analysts'
fine~grain categories of coding events in crisis are not comparable with
the grosser normal coding,

It is also important that psychologists have found that as
perceived behavior becomes more motivationally important to the perceiver,
grosser coding units tend to be used. That is, during an important
crisis, the consumers of estimates may tend to use grosser codings of
events at the same time that analysts ars using more fine-grained codings.
{This assumes that decision-makers and operators are under greater
motivational pressures than are analysts.] That is, arousal leads to a
tendency to focus on a few relevant cues and decreases the range of
attention, while amplifying its intensity (Kahneman, 1%73).

Several studies by Newtson (1973, Frey and Newtson, 1973) have
shown that people segmerting action into larger units make neutral
attributions as co causes: 1.e., the actious are attributed to hoth
situational factors and dispositions of the actor. When using smaller
uvnits of analysis, people tend to attribute action to the actors alone,
not to the situation. This suggests that analysts duvring crisis should be
alert to (1) a tendency toward “hypervigilance,” or the close monitoring
of a few indicators (Janis and Mann, 1977) by analysts or estimate
consumers, (2) the possibility that estimaie consumers may be looking faor
very gross organizations of actlon while analysts are generating extremely
fine analyses, and (3) analytic categorles fer crisls action may be
incompatible with the categories used for nevmal actiong, poussibly
producing a false analytic dichotowy, especially regarding the causes of
action,

A method which might help analysts to code a stieam of informatien
into useful categories was demonstrated by O'Leary and Coplin (1973: 142
ff.) for State Department intelligence analysts uslog data on conflict
acts betweon LEgypt and Isrvacl. Rules for coding each type of qvent oa a
scale of violence were used to score the entire evont serles, Analysts
were then able to graphically follow ewents in terws of wither the
frequency of events of different levels of +lelence, or in ternms of the
level of violence itself. Such graphs and codings eunable the analyst te
capture, raspectively, the grosser relatiouships botweon ovants and the
finer-grained detalls of actions. By allowing the aaadyst to domonstrate
pattaruvs and trends in events, coding rules and mothods ald is the
observation of noncvents and negative evidovnewe. Intecruptions, owisstions,




and nonoccurrences are easier to detect against an orderly background of
action trends.

!. ki l«

Data on Frequencles

The availability heuristic is fundamentally the tendency to
substitute menorability for an estimate of frequency. To the degree that
more objective data on frequency are readily accessible, the analyst
should feel less compelled to use availability as a substitute. Two
techniques for systematic frequency recording in intelligence analysis are
event coding and content analysis,

Event coding has become a staple method in efforts at crisis
forecasting and prediction (see, e.g., the March 1977 issue of
International Studies Quarterly on "International Crisis: Progress and
Prospects for Applied Forecasting and Management " or Kaplan, 198! for a
coding of the political use of Soviet military power). In general,
elaborate rules for coding eveats or actions are spucified which are then
applied uniformly to the stream of events. This allows the analyst to
make quantitative comparisons on any of the dimensions created by the
coding scheme, Given the widespread use of event analysis in early
warning intelligence and crisis forecastiug, its absence in naval analysis
is striking. While neveral naval analysts made use of event tabulations
(see Petersen, in Dismukes and McConnell, 1979: ch. 2, Tables 2.12-2.15,
for a detailed listing of Suoviet naval ovperations), the events were not
elaborately coded and frequency analyses were uncommon. Naval analysts
flow use some event categories (e.g , rreaqueacies of diplomatic port
visits)} in their studies, so they do not sceem adverse to the concept, Lt
- may be that more complex coding of Soviet naval events waits on a taxonomy
of naval actions to provide the coding framework. McConnell's analysis of
the "rules of the game" (che. 7 in Diswmukes and McConnell, 1979) might
provide an initial step for developing such an event coding system, and
his classification of cases (Tables 7.1 and 7.2) provides a rough coding
scheme (see Cohen, 1980, for an assessment of "rules of the game" analysis
in estimation).

Content analysis has been applied to intelligence problemws since
.. World Wav I (e.g., Geovge, 1939) to determine objective frequencies for
3 actions, events, or statements. Content analysis is generally applied to
.~ varbal or written statements (e g., propaganda, speeches, memoirs) to

detevrmine gsueh things as authenticity, trends in semantica or thetoric,
2 ghifts in intevests.
3 Friedheim and Jehn (8NP, c¢h. 18) made imaginative use of countent
analytic metheds to determine Soviet positions in Lavw of the Sea (LOS)
negot.ations. They described (p, 343) their techinique as follows:
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a4 Soviet positions on £lve of tha major issues that the USSR
: ~ had auterad lute the UN rvacord ware measured by thematice
content aunlysis of statoments by officlal speakars who
expressad for thely poveraments a praferved posiclen , .+
This provides a systematic rvecord of all wajor poiants wade
by al) states in these negotiativas since thoy began in
1967 .

This techaique allowed Fricdhwia and Jeha to conclude, for example, that
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the Soviets have been somewhat flexible on the issue of free transits of
straits, but inflexible on fishing rights. They were also able to "score”
national positions on LOS issues so that Soviet views can be compared with
U.S8., Japanese, or other national positions. They also compared the USSR
positions with those of important individuals, e.g., Admiral Gorshkov.

Content analysis has been used to address traditional
Kremlinological issu:s, e.g., what the attitudes of Soviet elites were
toward Leonid Brezhnev (Heuer, 1978). Heuer anaiyzed how sixteen Soviet
elites referred to Brezhnev. He found an index oi personal reference
rank-ordered the sixteen elites in terms of their political support for
Brezhnev much like a panel of three CIA experts.

A recent study by Kirk (1980) of all public speeches by members of
the Soviet Politburo between 1972 and 1979 offers some interesting content
analysis results. She found, for example, that the 'Soviet Navy' was
mentioned relativciy often (338 times), ranking fourth behind ‘Soviet
armed forces' (949), 'Soviet Army' (599), and 'Soviet defense capability'
(385). The fifth and sixth issues, 'Soviet troops' and 'Soviet security,'
were mentioned much less frequently (173 times each). Each time the
speaker mentioned a topic, coders assessed the speaker's evaluative
attitude from the context on a scale of good (+3) to bad (-3). The
Politburo speakers were less favorable toward the Soviet Navy than seven
other defense topics (Soviet troops, Soviet Air Force, Soviet Army,
Strategic Rocket Forces, Soviet military cadres, PVO, Soviet armed forces,
in that order). Each reference was also coded for "potency" to reflact
whether the speaker's reference to the topic reflected activity (+3) or
impotency (-3)., In this case Politburo references to the Soviet Navy

 again put that service behind seven other defense topics (Strategic Rocket

Forces, PVO, DOSSAF, potential Soviet defense capability, Soviet military
cadres, Soviet troops, Soviet Army), and equal to 'Soviet armed forces'
and 'Soviet defense capability' in “potency.”

It is unlikely that, given the effects of the availability
heuristic, an analyst reading this unumber of Politburo speechcs could
accurately recollect the relative frequencies of such refereunces.
Furthermore, coding such dimensions as "evaluation"” or "potency” may
provide useful information on elite views which could not be accurately
ascertained by intuitive judgment alone.

Features of Samples and Populations

The representativeness heuristic is the tendency (1) to assume
that a sample is entirely representative of the population from which the
sample was selected, and (2) to neglect features of the population that
are not in the sample. The methods that reduce represcentativeness are
those that improve the chances that the analyst's appraisal of a sample
will accurately reflect the features of the population.

A common manifestation of the representativeness heuristic is the
tendency to overcmphasize case-specific information and underemphasize
base-rate data. This suggests that analysts should give morc attention to
statistics on central tendencies (means, medians, and wodes) and
dispersion (variance) in samples. Naval analysts rarely report such
information and scem not to use these simple descriptive statistics. Even
the moving average (a swoothing statistic), commouplace in trend analysis
and forecasting, is absent in our sumple of naval analysls estimates.
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One technique used by naval analysts to develop the features of a
sample is expert opinion. A panel of experts is requested to specify
features or aspects of a problem that are important for analysis. The
analyst then collects data on these features for a sample and uses these
tor projection to a population. For example, Ivanoff and Murphy (NFSP,
ch. 7) developed nine composite technical parameters that could be used to
assess and project Soviet technical progress in anti-ship cruise
missiles.

The trends in these composite parameters are estimated and then
Ivanoff and Murphy wrote (p. 133):

.« + « conclusions are drawn on future adversary systems that
will be developed . « « This . . . requires a synthesizer
rather than an analyst . . . all considerations of Soviet
practices are merged with the factual evidence of the
quantitative analysis., Future systems are synthesized and
described « . . '

Thorpe (NPSP, ch. 8) used a panel of experts to determine the mission
priorities for each Soviet ship, aircraft, and submarine. Since many
Soviet naval platforms are weemed multi~purpose, Thorpe's obgective was to
quantify their multiple features.

Dawes (1974) proposes that the role of the expert in predictive
systems should be to determine which variables seem to be important and -
how they should relate to the prediction:

There 1s no way of knowing apart from [the expert] what
variables should be lcoked at. And the man knows what
variables to look at only because he knows something about
how they predict (p. 524).

Once these features are selected, Dawes recommends that they be
systematically tested in a model of predictive judgment to verify the
adequacy of the expert-selccted variables to predict. That is, in
contrast to the traditional use of experts, as in the Ivanoff and Murphy
study, where experts selected variables, and then synthesized from them,
Dawes recommends the experts select the variables and the synthesis and
data integration be done mathematically or mechanically. This
recommendation is based on the fact that humans are consisteutly iunferjior
to mechanical information integration systems when synthesizing complex
data patterns,

A psychological technique that has had vexy little application in
intelligence could aid greatly in systematizing expert opinions on the
features of events or any other samples of stimuli. This is the
techuology of metric and nonmetric multidimensional scaling, tree-fitting,

and clustering. These methods will be discussed more fully below, under
Characterizing Data, but are introduced here to demonstrate how they may
aid in constructing meaningful perceptual categories for analysts from
expert or analyst geuerated data.

Shepard (1980) recently summarized research on these wethods,
which are “"cowputer bdased methods for constructing representations of the
psychological structure of a set of stimuli on the basis of palrwise
measures of similarity or confusability.” These techniques yleld three
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complementary representations of psychological structures: dimensional
scales, taxonometric tree-structures, and clusterings.

Generally, this technique uses judges to assess the similarity
between pairs of stimuli or to sort stimuli into categories.
Alternatively, stimuli pairs can be presented to people tor judgments of
"same" or "different." The similarity ratings, in the first case, or
confusion scores, in the second, can then be mathematically fitted into a
dimensional space or into sets which preserve the psychological

similarities and differences between the stimuli items., Either individual

experts, or groups of experts, can have their judgments thus scaled or
clustered. The output of such techniques is a set of dimensions or
categories on which stimuli objects can be measured or compared.

In other worda, one means by which Thorpe (NPSP, ch. 8) might have
approached the problem of mission priorities of Soviet Navy platforms
would be to present each pair (of all possible pairings of platforms) and

-ask for a rating of the similarity of missions. These expert generated
. data would yield a set of dimensions or a taxonometric tree structure on
which platforms with missions perceived to be similar would be closely
located, while platforms which shared no missions (in the experts'
opinions) would be found far apart. These dimensions or the shape of the
taxonomy tree would be the fundamental mission aspects of these platforms
in the perceotions of these experts. However, it is likely that the
clustering or a hierarchical tree-figure would better represent the
mission variables perceived by the experts than a set of dimensional
scales.
) Why should one use scaling/clustering procedures to abstract
dimensions/structures of mission priority for Soviet Naval platforms? Why
not merely ask experts about these missions, as Thorpe did? First,
experts do not all perceive stimuli in exactly the same manner. While
Thorpe's method may allow an estimate to be made of the differences
between experts (e.g., range of opinion), how is not clear since the
experts' opinions are shifting due to the Delphi technique. In contrast,
scaling/clustering gives a precise measure of unaccounted variance.
Second, experts may have highly complex multidimensional perceptions which
they cannot readily dissect without aid. Introspection may be inadequate
to abstract these perceptual categories or dimensions. Similarly, an
analyst could use such techniques on himself to learn what categories or
dimensions seemed to he important in a complex, multidimensional problem.
Third, it is feasible, at least in theory, to obtain these
scaling/clustering results unobtrusively, at a distance, e.gs, from the
writings of Sovicet naval officers or authorities.

The latter application of scaling requires content analysis of the
co~occurrence of descriptors with objects. For example, suppose Soviet
Admiral X, a naval expert, always describes the Kresta I and Kresta 11
cruisers with identical modifiers., Furthermore, assume sowme of these
modifiers are used to describe Karas, but none are used to describe
Krivaks. A measure of similarity can be obtained by means of the degree
of overlap in usc of modifiers for these and other ships., These
similarity weasures, in turn, can be used to determine the degree to which
(and the categories or dimensions on which) Admirval X perceives these ship
types as aimilar or diffevent (Rosenberg and Jones, 1972; Rosenberg and
Sedlak, 1972)., Similarly an analyst might investigate the perceptual
dinensions of Soviat statements on missions (e.g , sea denial, snti-seca
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lines of communication, etc.), doctrine (e.g , protection of state
interests), events, capabilities, ete. That is, merely by describing
stimuli, Soviet spokesmen are revealing considerable information on the
perceptual categories and dimensions they apply to complex objects and
events. This information can be ubstracted rrom their statements by
analysts and evaluated with scaling or clustering techniques.

WEIGHTING DATA

The fact that people often cannot accurately report the weights
they attach to data in making estimates suggests that explicit "poliey
capturing” assessments of analysts may assist them to understand and
improve thelr estimation processes. That is, an explicit effort can be
made to model or capture the quantitative elements of the estlmation

process of the analyst including data weighting.

Policy Capturing

Figure 5.1 shows schematically how this can be done. A controlled

‘set of data stimuli (S) are presented to the analyst and the caalyst's

estimative response is observed (R)., The right side of the diagram
suggests the analyst's estimation process. The input stimuli and the
output response for this process must be quantified; i.e., they may be
qualitative in nature originally but they must be scaled, coded, or rated
by the analyst to yield at least a more-less, plus-minus quantitative
estimate. If the inputs can be quantified directly, analyst coding of
them is not needed. This process is repeated with varied stimuli sets,
i.e., the analyst sees a new set of data stimuli and nakes a new
estimate.

The analyst's weighting policy is captured by using the same coded
data stimuli sets to mathematically predict the analyst's estimative
responses, R, shown on the left in the dlagram. %“hat is, uging the same
inputs, §, we solve for the combination rule which makes the optimal
responses, Y, as close as possible to the analyst's responses, R. The
combination rule found will reflect a set of objective weight values that
indicate the weights used by the analyst in his or her estimates. The
objective weights provide indices on the degree to which the analyst used
each of the input data stimuil dimensions.

Two mathematical policy capturing methods are commonly used,
linear regression and Bayesian analysis (Slovic and Lichtenstein, 1971).
In general, the linear regression method has been used more often for
assessing data weights, but the Bayesian assesswent of the diagnosticity”
of data can also provide inforwmation on the degree to which analysts
welght data (see Edwards, 1378),

If the important dimensions are known nn which analytic Jjudgments
are made (e.g., from a multidimensional scaling of analysts' similarity
iudgments, see above) analysts might simply be asked to raie orv rank the
dimensions in importancu. These weights can then be compared to the
policy captuved objectlive welights to deterndne the self-insights of the
analysts into their judgment and information integration processes.
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Figure 5.1. General Estimation Diagram Illustrating Prediction Analysis (on i
the left) and Process Analysis (on the right). Stimuli (5,) are .
common to both.* '.
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Bayesian Techniques

Bayesian ecstimation methods have been uscd extensively in
intelligence analysis (see Slovie and Lichtenstein, 1971: 717-721, and
Slovic, Fischhoff, and Lichtcnstein, 1977: 25-28, for revivws and
references)., In general, these methods help analysts integrate
probabilistic data into their judgments, avoiding the tendency to
underwelght such data and not adjust posterior probabilities sufficlently,
A recent application of Bayesian methods to the problem of estimating
probabilities of a Middle Fast conflict was described by Schweitzer (in
Heuver, 1978, ch. 2). As Schweitzer noted (p. 19) these techniques have
been applied to a variety of intelligence estimation issues: the
likelihood of a North Victnamese offensive in 1974, cthe probability of a
Sino-Scviet conflict, the chances of an Arab-Israeli war, and the analysis
of order of battle duta (p. 13).

Bayesian methods have also been recommendud as a means by whick
the cstimates of different experts can be effectively combined. Fennessey
(1977) recommended a Bayesian paradigm for the systematic cumulation of
evidence trom related studies. He sugpests this would overcome three
widespread difficulties which make research data difficult to interpret:
(1) the circuitous and nonintuitive logic of traditional statistics, (2)
lack of agreewent {often latent and implicit) among analysts oun the
substantive and technical premises adopted in research arguments, and (3)
the low diagnosticity (weakness) of research data for distinguishing among
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i alternative hynothesus. Morris (1974, 1976) recomnended bayesian methods

s for integracing the judgments of experts into a single estimate and
outlined a possible coubination mechanisw ror this (1976).

%~ Sample fize and Hase-Rates

.- Bayesian wothods can also help the analyst with a common weighting

3 prehlewm, the tendeucy to overuaight case dats and to underweight bagsev-rate

o data, By succassively updating prior probabilities, the Bavestan

cochnigues “bhutld” bagsw-vate data inte the espimatien progess. Theyr alse

I tend to seale down overwsighted case datys by adjustling its ismpast devaward
. I via the prior probability base rate.
' Simpler wethods can help asnalyste give amave woight te groups of
{ 3~ cases than to the west reeent, vivid, ov salient ease. UWhen case data ave
§ codad, use of » moviang average teads to “smenth put” extyeme data peiunts
P (i.a,, highly salient or vivid cseses) aid adjusts recent points Lo roflect
. the revent basge-vstes (f.e¢.. the span of the msving avevage). Cospaving
; i cage statistics to the eentral tendengy fovr all casus (e.g., averages)
is allows the analyst to put the ease into pegspective,

The use of averaging, meving averuges. asd Bayesian probabilivy

t: updating also yeduces the teadency to overwelight data fvom extremely ssall
i L gavples, and helps reinforue the law of large ounbers, that estinates
: based on lavge samples of cases are @ePe Pepresentative than cetiwates
i bagud on small zanples. The twe wain sbisetives in chese sgethuds ave Lo
help the analys: to aveid uhdet- of ovetrvesctiag to a single plisce of
{uforuation, asnd o use the cuswlative infotuaztion coatalned in bDasc-vate
data,
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Analysts can ¢oatrol the teadensy o ovetwelght redundant cues by
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computing the correlations between them and reducing the weight attached
to a highly redundant (correlated) variable. Similarly, the analyst
should note the variabiiity in his data and reduce his weighting of a cue
which stops varying and becomes static.

CHARACTERIZING DATA

In Chapter 3 a variety of memory biases were discussed which
affect the characterization of data and its organization into categories,
factors, classes, and generalizations. Problems were .noted that result
from attempts to impose “either/or"” categories on events or objects which
share similarities as well as differences. The tendencies to place events
and objects into taxonomies was discussed and the possible biases that may
result were described. A variety of analytic methods and paradigms can
help offset these difficulties.

Aiding Memory

In Chapter 4 we argued that the remarkable ability of naval
analysts to recall information is due largely to their complex conceptual
schemas for perceiving relationships between aspects of the Soviet Navy.
These schemas allow analysts to efficiently code, store, and retrieve
information. In general, however, the schematic rules which govern these
processes are tacit and implicit in the analysts' narrative estimates.
One implication of this is that analysts may disagree because their
different schemas lead to diffexent perceptions and memoiies of the same
or similar data sets. $ince the schematic rules for processing these data
gets are not cxplicit, such sources of differences cannot be explicitly
determined.

This suggests that if analysts make thelr schematic coding and
storage of information more explicit, the job of determining the sources
of dizfercuces snoung analyses in categorizing data would become easier.
Apalysts weuld be able te compare categovization systeus and contents
expliadtly, as weol}) ag co&g}a?i%g thair cenclusiona.

The trewcendous growth of data base sanagessal systems and
panagenent information sys t’“m& in business, administratic-, and govevament
vaflects the appreeiation oy the need for erteusive and flexible muans fev
accurately ceding, stering, rutricving, and ovganizing intormatien. While
these systems tend to be wost often applied to quantitative data, they can
also be applied te coded ecvent data ot centent apalysis data. Kivk's
(1980) countent analytic data on Soviet political elite speechas, lo¢
exauple, i stoved in a data base cunagewment system, grestly racilitatiag
extensive dsta gettieval or sanipulation gw eapirical lavestigatiens.

Lo che exauple used in Chaprer & to desoastrate that a naval
avalyst's eoaeiusion was based on bdlased ssnpiiay (see Chapter 4,
“Chavackerizing Bata-Riased Sanpling™), s vued that analyse's rﬁpii%it
coding of events (diplomatic port visits). Had these espiisitly ceded
data no:r beern availeble, we couid ast have ds&@raﬁnsﬁ that the analysi's
contlusion vas based on a blased sasple.

Haval snalysts tiewgelves complain of heieg usabdie to deduge the
joplizit ¢ading schotes of olbiet miysts. For exanple, MeCounell (881
6l2) wrote: »
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MccGwire and Erickson « « « count on their subjective
impressions of "tone™ and “thrust" to tell them that
Gorshkov is an advocate., I regpect the conviction behind
this approach, and perhaps I avoid it only because I'm not
good at it . . . it has been my experience that others have
a 80~so record in this, too, as often as not.

s

Making subjective impressions into explicit coding rules is often a fairly
straightforward (1f not always simple) process that is in keeping with the
scientific requirement that subjective impressions be replaced by
quantitative measurements., Such coding greatly helps analysts determine
the validity of their «wn and others impressions, as well as facilitating
accurate recall.

Wueant coding and content at.lysis also aid the analyst in efforts
to aveoid "selective retrieval,” by facilitating the recall of the actual

Pt ey

£ e original data rather than a retrospective reconstruction of it. The
i ir tendency to “"constructively remember" eveuts, a process affected by
H hindsight "and a variety of memory biases, is minimized if the analyst can
¢ e quickly ascertain all the other cases that fall into a given category, or
B 3 that compare tavorably on salient dimensions to a case in point.
H »x Mechanical coding systems provide the analyst this ability to organize aad

manage stored information and help minimize the analyst's need to rely on
limited and fallible meuwory.

Another reason analysts should make greater efforts to code their
impressions is the tendency, noted in Chapter 4, for memory to distort
' psychophysical impressions of extreme cases. Lxtremes (bigpgest, worst,
{ swmallest, etc.) are well remembered as being extreme, but their vecalled
dimengions teud to he less excreme than the original dimensions.
Pgychelogists have nmade considerable progress in developing methads for
scaling, scoring, ratimg, or otherwise measuring psychological seunsations
. {e.g., see Aunderson, 1979), Analysts wmight empl-v such functienal

measurament techniques to record the magnitudes of eheir original
f° inpressions se that current impressions could be aaintained for later,
accurate comparvisocas with future lmpressions. Andgrson {(1¥7%) roperted
results from a study by Leen that are relevant to thoe presest study.
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. Adults' and childrens' impressions of naughtiness” were vecorvded for
various incidents that varied iuv tersms of the degree of gevevity of dawage
b done, and in the intent eof the porsen deoing the dasmage., Naughtiness was

found for both adults and children to be a lineay funetion of both
gseverity and of inteunt, bue childven upiphted !fatent loss and damage natve
fu detavainicg naughtiness than did the adults. 1t i highly lizely that
wany naval analysts ceaceive of threats as bafng a functioa of

£ capabilicies and fntentions. It would be vevy useful te tey these
§ peycholofical techniques to deternine how analysts cophusive these two
*> componeats of threat for variour speeific issues and guestions, aed o be
. able to tecord their fupressions over time in sowe fova vl cowparable
144 T8

i Agsesuing Peototypes, Uategories aad Dicensions

¥ opa

5 in Chapter & wve atiued that pesple concoptualize cobplex events

ot aud obiects in TFuziy” catéporics with loose, overlapplupg boundaries,
- rather thaa fa “either/or” pigeouholes. This fapiiez that category
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membership is a matter of "family resemblance” and that stimuli are coded
in terms of many dimensions relative to a central prototype. Analysts
would be best served if their impressions could be coded on the natural
dimensions they themselves use to perceive events or objects, and if their
subjectively meaningful concepts of family resemblance and prototypicality
were the bases for the coding and content analyzing of data, Rather than
imposing arbitrary coding dimensions, or content analysis categories on
the analyst, recent psychological research suggests that it is possitle to
determine explicitly the natural categories or dimensions the analyst
uses. These natural categories, or dimensions once made explicit, could
then provide the analyst the ability to systematically characterize his or
her impressions without grossly distorting the analyst's cognitive
process. This psychological research also suggests that these natural
categories or dimensions are rarely completely explicit in the analyst's
nind before such assessment, These techniques may thus help make the
analyst's methods and assumptions more accessible, in keeping with Heuer's
(1978) recommendations.

Objects or other stimuli can be considered to have a set of
features or attributes. A person's total data base concerning any given
object is rich in content and complex in organization and form. It
includes features of appearance, meanings, functions, relatiounships,
history, and all other properties that are known or can be deduced. When
faced with a particular analytic task (e.g., to identify the object, or
determine its similarity or dissimilarity from other objects) people

extract and compile from their data base a limited list of rvelevant

features to perform the task (Tversky, 1977).

There are two approaches that can bhe taken to relate ebjects teo
ona another. One measures the distances between the features of objects
in a geometric sense. The other considers ihe eoverlap of common features
relative to uncommon featuves in 3 set-theoretic sense. Which of these
tuwo approachas are used to identify, quantify, and organize pcotatypes,
categories, or dimensions will depend on the objects, the task, ey bath
(Sattath and Tversky, 1977, Shepard, 1980)., Sowe problems facing naval
snalyats have 2 natursl dicensional structure, e.g., estimatiang the
gaverity and probabilivy of threats., Others bave higvarchigal struskuye
that way reflect an evelutionary process o vhich the objeces all bave an
initial comwmen stvueture and latevr develep additional distinctive
foatures. An example of the latter wight be the classificatica of Soviet
Navy platforus,

Soviet waval analysts have no widely accepred ucthed fay
classifyieg the Soviet general purpose ravy inle its cosponsal aissious.
thorpe (NPSP, eh. B) stpeapted to dovelop zech 3 methaed uwsiag Belohi
technigues. & vaviety af problese oscuy wvhen Belphi techaigues ave uzed
€sea, w.g , Hovgensievhn, Kaeev, and tielss, 1903: 23-28). For example, the
tange af oxpert oplaisn conveyses shasply, althaugh theve is ad norastive
feagon why such convergence sthoeeld load 16 grester sgtieative actutdcy.
YThe ceotval tendeacy of export judfuodis oftsn shtfts, bot 16 & myanet
that hag go discernible pelarion &y the asw intovastiod svalliadie o
expevis. That $£8, It Is ubelesy whether Belphi 2 26 sppropeiate
nochanise for lafordetion intepration. Oolphi is alsH costiy sud
tike-consuning.

Clusteriog and scaling techolques vitfer 3 far mwore prowmisiag

ies

.




method of categorizing judgments by experts and analysts than the
questionable and costly Delphi method, PFor example, to determine how
analysts classify Soviet gencral purpose plattorms Iin terms of wartime
nissions, Thorpe's objective, one could follow the procedure used by Rosch
and Mervis (1975) to classity vehicles (sce also Tversky, 1977: 338).
Analysts would be asked to list all the possible wartime missions, or
alternatively, one could give all analysts a list of missions, as Thorpe
did. For each wartime mission and each platform, analysts would be asked
to list those features of the platform that were reluevant (positively or
negatively) for that mission, These lists provide the wartime
mission-relevant features of each Soviet platform for cach analyst ot
expert. A master catalog (something like Jane's Ships) of features and
attributes for each platform could be made available to all analysts,
listing weapons, electronics, beam, draft, propulsion, ete., to refresh
the analyst's Impressions and to scrve as a codebook for the listings.
It is then possible, using the lists of features, to determine for
T each pair of platforas the number of common and distinctive features,
E From these data it is possible to predict with high accuracy the analysts'
ratings of similarity hetween platforms given any wartime mission. Using
- the data on shared and noushared features and (derived or obtained)
ratings of similarity, clusteriung programs can be used to determine a
5 hierarchical clustering diagram. This diagram provides a detailed
» classification of each platform's pirceived capabilities, relative other
: platforns, to perfore each wartime mission. The diagrams cceated by these
prograws reveal the watn cognitive categories used by the analysts to make
e these judgments. That is, not only are Soviet Mavy platforms categorized
by wartime misslion, as Therpe stlewmpted, but { e elusieving algorithng
aliow us to determine the main dimenszions the aunalysts used £o make these
Judgments. The latfer information canuot be devived trew Thovpe's Belphi
wethad. The unet result from the clustering approach would be a
classification diagram for cach wartime sission showing heo ecach Soviet
plagcform compares with all other piatforws in accamplishiag that wmdssion,
how the analysts grouped plactovms of similar eapabilities, and how (and

why) iadividual piavforms aad groups of platfoves difder froam cach other
H io perforniag that miesion.

i These featuse analysis techniques alse aliow ug te detevmine fov
- each watiinme aiasion the pretotyple featuyes fer that alsslen. 4 weagyte
i af Tasily yedsublasce (distsuee fvon the pyotonypel fur 2ash platfore ean
j be detived teaw these data whieh allsug divesy sealisg of the eaakingz of
e individual, sultipurpose vaval shive aad aivcrafc amgng a vaviety of
wissions. That i, 2 ship with an exntresely eloge vesemblones to the
profotype fer o patticuler algsiow would be scaled to have o high vanking
5. Lot that eission,

5 _ Thorpe's anslysls taduiece that 1f u platfors has a high weighe
} {peresut) foy one sdesion, it st hawve a low welght for othey aissiens
3 {i.e., petvcents zan ealy add sate 108). Thig foveces "elitherflov®
¢ diztinctions iats what até aetually ‘and/beth’ judcusats. Foy exawmple, a2
i modern Sovigt zhip such a4y the Kgessa IT may be & Far betler antishisp
% platiore that the ebeslete Kfupny, tul ie Thotpe's wethed, the forder gets
ae 20 peteeny Yor satiship (Decauxe oF ity heawy woipht far ASW) while the
+ latiay gets a 70 pevcent. While Thotpe's wnothod may bBe tegessady Sov the
§ egansnic analyses Re petforas, it is probably hishiy anisleadio? a3 a
i‘ vefloction of atalysts' categovications of platiotes and wissisws, Is
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Thorpe’s method a Soviet cholce of an obsolete Krupny over a Kresta 11
would be scored as anm increased Soviet Navy ewphasis on the antiship
mission simply because the Krupny, ineffective as it may be at untiship
warfare, is cven less capable of ASW. This seems to be an absurd
conclusion no naval analyst would make. A wore wmeaningtul measure of
mission priority would be to measure the family resembhlances of each
year's new Soviet platforms to the mission prototypes. This would allow
wission comparisons without imposing the unreasonable trade-off logic of
percentage estimates.

Intention Catepories

The classification of Soviet naval platforms provides a ready
application of modurn categorization methods to Soviet capabilities. The
many overlapping and nonoverlapping features of ships provide an casily
quantified basis for such analysis.

With appropriate adaptations the same categorization séethads mxghc
be applied to issues of intentiens as well. For example, naval znalysts
develop models of Soviet naval behavier in various situations and cases
(e.pg., McConnell, in Dismukes and MeConuell, ch. 7). It sheould be
possible to assemble lists of the featurés of these situvations and cases.
Analysis of these features could then deterpine the dimensions on whieh
analysts perceive Soviet incentiens as varying. The dimensional
structurces ohtasned by analysis of overlapping and nounoverlapping features
could be evaluated by assessing the analyst's perceptions of similarity
and differences betwesn cases. These latter data ecan be used to create a
dirensional space that should correspend to the dimensious obtained frou

festuves analysis.

In shar . m:de*‘u psyehel@@‘icaz eechni_ques gilw quaacitative
na;utal gagcg@fi@s can be 4eteraiagd &nd th@ﬁ g&ed a8 thg bes;s ﬁe'
explicit coding and quantitative analyses. Becsuse the dimensions aud
categories ave obtained from the analyst's own cagaitive velations, they
tend to wield intuitively useful zlasgificatiens, whieh, howsver, ave not
tntuttively cbvicus and often cannot be obtained by other uetheds. Aa
inportant ¢pausgusnge §s that the qusatitative voding bhased an thege
techniques v likeiy 20 be high 48 qualitastive neoning e the asalpst.

Factor Analysie in Incailipencs

Sevaral veceat studies have attenptsd o quantify the fastets
gaalysis ues e aaalysis. Bablgrea (1o Heuer, 1998, ch. 3) tvsuslated &
somplox thaoary of fatranational palitical «islewnes iats about ¥iftees
sepavate soeial aed socictal faciers, s¢ vwatisbles, and vayiaws
telationchins spang thew. & panel of iaceliigente aaalysts sssipned
arectisgal valuss ge @aﬂk 6f the theuiy's varcebled ond the medisq scerings
stroge analyeis for cach variahis weve used En ov¥aluste the theoty. Uate
that Bohipten did ast derive the vaviables fana the saalysis’ eopgaitive
telations, Byt {vum 2 thasty of oolitical vielsuds,

Fie fat=iiigence spplieseion of the featuyes einlisvity tochalques
dencribed above war Kent and Wileyp's {in “éheg; 197%, e%,. 8) uyse &%
aoltidindaeicnsl scaliag o dotefmine wofiag Blesy o the Uaited Watileds.
Vhile useful a@é cugga3iive a6d well~tecelved by the dasiyuts, the teduwlis
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of this iavestigation are ambipuous larpely beeause the wrong metihwdolopy
was applicd. Votiug bloc analysis f¢ fnherently a elusteciny oy grouwping
peoblem, rather than a dimenstenal problem. vYither thas micidisensional

“scaling, Kent and Wiley should have applied a clustering or tree~buildiag

technigue, and attempted to develop 4 vering bloc taxonomy. A& clustey or
tren diagras would be wuch more represcatative of thw veting subgraupings,
which Keat and Wiley set out to fiuwd, than are the sealiny diagrams they
durived from voting similavicy data., The sale poeinc, however, ts that
intelligence analysty have used these psychological metheds eu featuves
simllavicy data with some success,

Friedhoein and Jehn (8NP, c¢h, 18} used contunt analysis of United
Natious documents on the Law of the $ea te dstermine Soviet pos{tious on
various issues under negotistior in the Law of the Hes talks, For each
iasue (e.g., rights of transits rhrough straits) che Frequency of various
themes mentioned (a.g., fre¢ transits with exceptions and limies) srovided
a score for that theme. By seoring themes Fricdheim and Jebn were able ro
gompare the views of the United States, the USSH, and Admiral darvshhav oo
several Law of the Sea issues. Friedheinm and Jeha were 21se able te
pradict how often nations would favovably sention varicus thewmes by
vegressiug charascteristics of the countries (e.g., geagraphical
chavacteristics, esconnmiec iatevests, ©ta,) agaiast the thenatie scoves.
This rechaique allows the acalyses te détersioe factors whieh gecm to make
a differenes ia barzaiaing positiens. For example, the impattast factors
For the USSR position on various issuss ware (p. 3%4): membership in the
Zast Burepean csueusing group, major merchant fleet, Blue WJater Navy,
najor fishing state, distant water fishing, straits state, broad shelf,
major mineral produeer, majer oil oreducer, aad offsheve eil producer.

Several naval analysts have devaloped metheds simed at sssessiag
the intentiens of Sowiet ship desigpers. These metheds take am appreach
that includes enplicic deconpesition of design veguiremeants and ship
features and an attenpt te logiecslly relate oue get te the ather. While
aeither of the cwo uethods described below used the psychosserie features
bove, Both sugzest that systeunatic use of
 saval aanalysts.
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The cxports dotetainsd that Sevist shlp deslignern cughasize faclers ia the
gate Hriovity as 338 the Usited States in buildisg Wovld War 1l vietasse
ships . ' '

Anothet means uf détorniniag priovity was aof used ¥ Kekoe, bul
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has been used in other fielde to determine critical features of
technological change. This is to regress various design features to
predict some feature of technical merit. One such feature is initial
operating capability date, which is a surrogate for modernity. The
question then becomes which design factors seem to be driving Soviet ship
developments? A similar technique was used by Alexander and Nelson (1972)
to assess the factors influencing Soviet and U.S. aircraft turbine cngine
designs.

Kehoe evaluates his data on design factor trends in terms of
various Soviet missions (e.g., sea denial). It would be interesting to
use the features analysis methods outlined above to determine natural
taxonomies or dimensions of Soviet ships, and to see if similar mission

categories or dimensions emerged -

Meier (SNI, ch. 20) describes a different method aimed at the same
objective as Kehoe's, determining the relative priorities given ty the
Soviets to firepower, sustained combat, command and control, speed,
endurance, seakeeping, protection, and personnel support. Meier's method
is a reverse cngineering process which uses an iterative computer program
that attempts to determine feasible design requirements, standards, and
practices from the features of the finished ships .

ASSESSING COVARIATIONS

In Chapter 4 we noted the tendency of people to overestimate the
strength of theory-driven covariations and to neglect or uundemrestimate the
strength of data-driven covariations. We also found tais tendency seemed
to extend to naval analysts. Obviously, the most direct remedy for these
problems is to increase the use of quantitative measures of
co—-occurrences. Such measures should be habitually epplied to any data
that could conceivably be related. This will tend to reduce beliefs in
spurious theory-driven correlations, because accumulating evidence will
fail to support the theory, and to draw attention to unsuspected
relationships. Only some of the observed correlations in data sets will
be meaningful: some will be spurious statistical noise, and some will be
statistically reliable but uninterpretable. None of these are major
problems. Perhaps the main problems are to encourage analysts to give
data-driven patterns of co-occurrence serious consideration, and to
reconsider theories which are unsupported by data patterns,

Actuarial Models and Backcasting

Referring to Figure 5.1, we can note the optimal response, Y,
given on the left side of the diagram. This 1s the best prediction
possible given the objective values, X, of the stimulrs inputs, S. For
example, a naval analyst may be able to measure (X) several features (S)
of the Soviets' building program for a particular ship class. The analyst
may regress these against actuval production figures in the past (eriterion
values) to determine the optimal combination rule. This rule can then be
used to predict future output, Y. This process is labeled actuarial and
as was outlined in Chapter 4, the actuarial prediction process is
congistently guperior to the process shown on the right in Figure 5.1, the
clinical process. That 1is, when estimators attempt to intuitively
integrate information on the inputs, S, using a psychological combination
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rule, they are less accurate predictors than an actuarial model of the
same jndgments,

This suggests that analysts make greater use of actuarial mudels
in formulating and revising their theories about covariations. We will
have more to say about these techniques below under "Improving
Predictions.” One of the advantages of actuarial methods is that they
force the analyst to assess the relationships between criterion values and
input data. Actuarial methods force the analyst to cousider the strength
of theory-driven covariation hypotheses in light of past data. If the
theory-driven relatiouship is absent in the past, the analyst must
reconsider using the theory as a basis for future predictions. Thic use
of actuarial techniques and past data to chack suspected theoretical
relationships is a form of "backcasting,” i.e., au attempt to correctly
estimate when true values ave already known. If a theory cannot
su.cessfully fit past events, its validity for the future is questiounable:
If the theory consistently over~ or underpredicts past criterion values,
the analyst can make corrections to "debias” the error, and thus improve
the theory's accuracy.

The actuarial formula provides the optimal predictions given the
input data, but it may uot be as$ useful or interpretable as the analyst's
theory., In other words, the analyst may wish to retain and improve his or
her theory (which 1Is heuristic and interpretable), while using the
actparial formyla for making predictions. As the theory romes to resemble
the actuarsa’® forwmu:ia, the former becomes more accurate as a predictor,
and the la:..c becomes more interpretable.

In effact, research on clinical and actuarial judgment surgests
that estimators should attempt o assess covariitions Letween input data
and criterion values if an actuarial methoed is possible. When actuarjal
methods arce possible they provide the optimum deseription of the
covariations between input data and criteria, and greatly simplify
assessment of covariatien.

It is important to wnote that the expert judge must speecify what
the input eariables are to ba. Actuarial modeling itself cannon deteruine
what ipput stiwmull sheuld be considexed as predictive of the criterion
values. Both the analyst's theery-driven hunches and empirical
data~driven seavch for possible correlations ean provide clues for the
inputa to the actuarial methads. Only the naval analysts can know what
variables are likely to be worth checking as possible predictors of fubure
Soviet hohaviors. The actuavial mathod is the optiwal weawns of assessing
these hunches.

Rootatrapping

Hhon criterion values are known or kaowable, a8 in Soviet ship
inventovies, {t is possidle to £it regressions of iaput data on the
critorion values to build actuarial prediction models. Analysts, however,
are often called vpon te estimate values tor which there are no cleax
cricerion values, e.g., the level of Soviet theeat. In thege cases
analvsts judgsmentally provide the seasure of tha eriterfon values,
dociding, o.g., whether the Seviet threat is high or low, No objective
ctitevion values cxist For suech cases apgainst witleh to ecowmparve
predictions, i.e., the ¥ or R iu Figure 5.1 do not corrxespond to aay
unaubiguous owasutos.
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This lack of criterion values uoes not eliminate the possibility,
or the need, for systematic methods of assessing covariations.
Psychologisis have determined that linear models which fit regression
equations to past clinical judgments (i.e., the R's in Figure 5.1), can be

| used to replace the clinical judgment process. Such models outperform

clinical judges because they eliminate human unreliability. Reliability
places an upper limit on validity, if reliability increases, greater
accuracy is possible.

This technique of modeling the judge's judgments and then using
the judgments of the model has been labeled “bootstrapping,” i.e., pulling
the judge up by his bootstraps (Dawes, 1971; Goldberg, 1970).
Bootstrapping will iuprove judgments slightly under almost any realistic
task conditions and it can be applied blindly, in cases where criterion
information is absent or vague, with the expectation that the predictions
made will be improved (Camerer, 1980). Furthermore, as long as the
regression model of the judge determines the input variables for the
prediction, determining the exact weights used by the judge is not
necessary; equal weights are about as good (Dawes and Corrigan, 1974). 1In
other words, the weighting parameters of the bootstrapping model need not
be very specific once the right variables are identified. The key again
is knowing which variables to try and the only realistic source for these
is the expert. Once the naval analyst identifies the variables that seem
important for making an estimative iudgment, the bootstrapping method can
best determine the actual covarjation between those variables and the
expert's judgments. These variables can then be combined linearly with
equal weights to estimate the expert's future judguents more reliably (and
thus more accurately) than could the expert.

There are obviously implications lor prediction in these actuarial
and bootstrapping models, but the point for this section is that they
provide systematic, data-driven means to appraise suspected covariatious
that eliminate the problems of theory~-driven covariation appraisal.

Environmental Effects

Since expert analysts must play a central role in selecting the
variables for use in actuarial or bootstrapping models, it is important to
relterate a point made throughout Chapter 4, that people are often
insensitive to convironmental effects such as regression or base rvates.
That is, analysts are unlikely to adequately attend base rate variables,
and are likely to overattend case-specific variables (Einhorn and Hogorth,
1878). 1In porticular, to improva covariation assessments, ic is necessary
to include data on disconfirming events as well 8s on positive hits. That
iz, analysts should be wspecially careful to collect and record data om
(at least) al)l four cells of the four-fold prescunt=-absant
cross=tabulations that uet wine the relation between aun iadicator
variable and a predicted variavie.

Oune weans used frequently by naval analysts to display base~rate
data is the time trewd line, i.e., a graph of data over time. For
example, Kehoe (SNY, ch. 18) displayed data on various capabilities of
Soviet and U.S. ship types over time to demonstrate changiog trends in
varfous features. (a the other hand, morely displaying a base-rate does
not mean the analyst will ugse the base~vate in estimates (e.g., sewo
Tvanoff and Murphy, NPSP: 149, Figwre 32).

0'Leary and Coplin (1975, ch. &) proscated a detailed case study
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of how careful cross~tabulations of data assisted State Department
analysts to make judgments about covariation batween military expenditures
and other variables in Latin America. Although the State Department
analysts made extensive use of quantitative data, they did not explicitly
assess bivariate correlations to evaluate theilr theories or forecasts.
O'Leary and Coplin showed that several postulated relationships between
military arms acquisitions and other less quantitative factors (e.g.,
economic conditioms, role of the military in goverument, need for internal
defense) could be directly assessed with cross-tabulations or correlation
analysis. These techniques were applied to cross-sectional data (i.e.; a
group of Latin American countries) as well as to data on individoal
nations. The covariation assessuents were able to confirm several of the
State Department analysts' theories, as well as showing that some
theoretical relations did not exist in historical data. O'Leary and
Coplin described (p. 148) tlL’'s covariation "backcasting"” exercise as:

« + o one viable way of incorporating clearly defined
variables, quantitative techniques of analysis, and the
important discriminating character of the Latin American
nation, all of which appear to be essential to making
accurate explanations and predictions about changes in Latin
American military spending.

The main implication of the O'Leary and Coplin study is that quantitative
covariation assess.ent methods can be applied even when the factors
involved are largely qualitative.

CAUSE AND EFFECT ASSESSMENT

The problems analysts may encounter in generating cause and effect
explaunations of intentions were reviewed in Chapter 4., These problems
generally fall into two groups: search and hypothesis generation. [This
division corresponds to the two basic psychological models of
problem~solving and thinking strategies: heurlstic search and hypothesis
generation and test, see Gerwin and Newsted, 1977.] Search problems
interfere with the analyst's inductive seavrch for causal patterns in data
sets, or bilas the search, so that certain erroneous or misleading patterns
ave easily found and labeled as causal. Hypothesis generation problems
interfere with the analyst's deductive reasoning from data pattarns aund
lead the analyst to generate falsc hypothetical explanations from
available data sets. These false hypotheses may then mislead the
analyst's subsequont perceptions and analyses.

Chapter 4 also noted that aaval analysts themselves scen to be
aware of the wethodological difficulties of establishing cause and effect
velatiouships (see, e.g., Booth, SNI: 470), but few of the sampled naval
analysts made any use of suphisticated murhodolohies for causal analysis,.
Some of these causal wmethodoloyies have been applied to problems of naval
intelligence and others to wonnaval intelligence estimation provleus.

Causal Search

The sources of bilases of causal search can be divided ianto (1)
incouwplete porceptions, (2) mistaken pavceptions, and (3) overly
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simplistic perceptions. These problem areas overlap (incomplete
perceptions contribute to overly simplistic perceptions) and are more than
what is typically meant by “"perception.” We use the term “"perception”
- here (o emphasize an inductive search of data features for causal patterns
which then modify hypotheses.

Incomplete perceptions. Incomplete perceptions of causal patterns
are probably largely due to faulty covariation assessment. That 1is, an
analyst may be over-atteuntive to positive instances of covariation of ome
event and another (++ events). This over—attention to positive cases can
suggest a causal relation if the analyst neglects to search out evidence
of +- or -+ events as well. That 1is, the suspected cause may be present
when no effect occurs, or absent when the effect occurs. The analyst
should also confirm the negative case, that the effect is absent when the
cause is absent (~—- events). There is a tendency, however, to not search
beyond the ++ eveants for evidence of covariation. In the section
preceding this one we outlined a variety of cross-tabulation and
covarlation assessment methods which help the analyst evaluate a suspected
pattern of covariance.

Mistaken perceptions. Mistaken perceptions are those patterns
which tend to be perceived as causal because of intuitive cognitive logic
or perceptual biases regarding causal relationships. For example, things
we focus our attention on tend to be perceived as causal. OQutcomes which
match the intentions of an actor are naturally assumed to have been caused
by the actor, Events which share temporal or physical characteristics may
be perceived as causally related. These intuitive logical relations and
blases may lead the analyst to search for data to confirm these patterns,
producing a belief in a false ceusal relationship, bolstered by
selectively perceived data. These perceptions and the beliefs that result
often seem intuitively obvious and amply confirwmed by the data which are
selected to “praove” them. It is quite difficult, if not impossible, to
avoid such perceptions and beliefs altogether since they are based on
highly efficient and logical concepts about causality. That is, for many
or most causal relationships these perceptions and concepts are not
mistaken at all. Rather tha~ attempting to avold such perceptions or
congcepts, It is easder to atteoupt to establish theilr validity as
systematically as possible.

The sampled naval analysts typically evaluated causal
relationships narratively. That is, evidence in favor of a suspected
causal relationship was listed and evaluated narratively to ustablish a
. ‘coherent velation between the suspected cause and the effects UEvidence
for or against (typica.ly against) other possible causes would be listed
and evaluated. Rarely was there any description of an effort mounted to
make these evaluations systematically comparable, f.2., to give the
favored and disfavored possible causes an equivalent assessment. That is,
- analysts typicallv reported what amounted to resuies: the supported
hwypothesized cause (and the supporting evidence), and the rejected
hypothesized causes (and the disconfirming cevidence). The strengths or
equivalence of the assesswment methods often could not be judged.

Caugsal analysis. Several social sclentists have outlined
methodologios for wmaking systematic assessments of causal relatiovsuips in
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nonexperimental research (e.g., Asher, 1976; Blalock, 1964; tleise, 1975).
These methods are labeled "causal modeling,” or "causal analysis,” and are
techniques for selecting variables that are potential determinants of
effects, and attempting to Iisolate the separate contributions to effects
made by each suspected cause. Because all the candidate causes are
evaluated within the same model, the assessment tends to be more
systematic, equivalent, and transparent. As we noted in Chapter 4,
“"causes” can never be proved because they are mental rather than physical
coustructs. Causal models are merely analytic =zids for evaluating and
assessing hypothesized causal relationships,

Causal models typically use mathematical regression equations as
causal equations. That is, a variety of suspected causes are combined in
a linear equation in an attempt to determine the impact of each suspected
cause on the effect. Causes with nouadditive, interactive effects (e.g.,
multiplicative ones) can often be casily modified into additive ones so
that powerful linear mathematical methods can be applied (Blalock, 1964).
For moderately complex causal models a technique known as “"path analysis”
allows for the estimation of the wagnitude of the linkages between causal
variables, the possible causal relationships between variables, and the
direct and indirect effects of variables on each other. Path analysis
also allows for tests of the adequacy of the whole causal model (Asher,
1976), :

The most sophisticated causal models include time as a major
causal varlable and consider the possibility of feedbacks in the system of
causes. That is, the indirect effects of cause A on cause B may teed back
on cause A so that, at a later tiwme, cause A has a different effect on
cause B and on the overall effecets in the grgtem, These wmodels are
labeled “dynamic systems" and usually requive extensive data on variables
over time,

0'Leary and Coplin (1975, ck, 7) developed a saries of
quantitative causal relationships fer State Departuwent intelligence
analysts in arn cffort to forecast the strength of evolviug coalitions
among oll-exporting aud eil-importiig countries. They were atternting to
translate State Depavtment analysts' hypotheses into quantitative form, so
this application is perhaps more relevaut to analyst problens of
hypothesis generation than to problems of causal search. Howevar, heocause
causal models ean reveal unsuspected rvelations aund invalidate intuitive
relations, they also £~~ve to eunhance the search for causal patterns.

O'Leary and Copiin developed quantitative indices of internal
cohesion for the two groups of nations and of the bavgainiong between the
two blocs. Data on oil and nonoil trangactions (trade) aund on votes on
political issues were used to estimate future telations betweoean
oil-producing states and oil cowpanies. These relationships were found to
shift over time, sugpesting a dynamic wodel of cohesion variables (causes)
on the bargaining variables (effects).

Simplistic perceptions. The last set of problems analysts may
have with causal search is overly simplistic perceptions. We use this
term to reflect such problems as “"minimal causation” (the tendency to
search for the first plausible cause, see Chapter 4), “casusal hydraulices”
(the tendency to perceilve causality as fixed in awount), and
roducticnistic models (tae teandency to accept too smell a set of causes as
vrespousible for an effect). Thesce problems way lead the analyst to
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overlook valid causes, to ignore the possibility of multiple causes, or to
see effects as coming about in only one way.

Search trees. To help overcome some of these problems, analysts
wmight use "fault tree" and "decision tree" techniques. Fault treess are
diagrams developed by engineers to determine how a particular event (a
fault or failure) could occur in a system. The engineers reason backwards
from effect to possible causes. For example, the engineers may waant to
determine all the possible ways an automobile mipht fail to start.

If a fault tree 1is an effort to answer the question "how could a
state like this come about,"” a decision tree addresses the question "given
this state, where can events go from here.” In other words, a decision
tree might be created for the possible future actions a wechanic might
take if confronted with a car that refuses to start. Fault and decision
trees are examples of what psychologists term p' '.lem~solving search
trees.

Tree diagrams serve to systematize suspect - velationships. They
also increase the possibility that new relationships iy be perceived that
otherwise might have been missed, but they do wot, in theuwselves, ensure
that all possible alternatires are included., Possihle causes may be
omitted from a fault tree .nd possible options may be left out of a
decision tree. There are no methodological solutions to this incomplete
specification of possible causes or effegts, but seme heurlistic approaches
nay help the analyst £il! out an initial causal search trec.

For uxample, the analyst wight explore the possibility that the
aessible branches of the cause tree are limited by the nature of the
cause-effect problems. For example, the analyst may be able to establish
that therc are enly three groups in the Soviet Union capable of changiag
the design program for Soviet ships. That is, there may be a wuy te
establish that the total possible causes of an effect in a causal search
trec gxe limited to some finite number. This number (call it X) gives the
analyst a "geal state” ~- &.g., find X causces for the effect. When the
analyst has compiled a list of X causes, the problem of completing the
causal search trec is done. This strategy ontaile first examining the
general causc~affect problem for the possibility of a boundary that
defines and limits tha number of possible causes, and then attempting te
generate all specific coause-effect relations, rather than the move typical
reverse approach. In the reverse approach, the analyst cannet know i€ he
or she has veached the stopping point (i.e., has exhausted all possible
causes).

MHaay cause=effect problems, however, do not have apparent
boundaries avound the possible branches, and the tree appears, a priorvi,
unbounded. The analyst's stopping problem becomes, not “Are these all the
possible causes,” but rather "Are these all the possible causas worth
investigating?”

Psychologists studying problem=solving behavior have identified
two types of fmpediments to search tree construction. Oue topedimont,
"functional fixedness,” entafls representing objects by thefr conventional
functions and failing to consider the objects' novel functions, An
analogous block might be termed "svent tixedness,” the tendency to
consider only conventional causes for events rather ihan anvel causes. A
related iwpediwent results from "set effccts,” the tenduncy to attack a
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problem with one approach or method and not to change that approach.

An example of "sct effects” might be a wechanic, attempting to
determine the causes of an automobile'’s fallure to start, thinkiay in
terms of electrical problems (dead battery, wet spark plugs, bad
distributor), but not in terms of fuel problems (empty gas tank, blocked
fuel line, broken fuel pump)., An example of "eveut fixedness” might be
the mechanic who fails to realize that cars may not start for
nonmechanical reasons (e.g., attempting to turn the ignition key the wrong
way, attempting Lo start while the automatic traussuission Ls set to
"drive™),

One escape from functional fixedness is to attach specific labels
to objiects and parts uf objects. These labels allow people to mentally
connect objects to different purposes that they might noet consider when
presented with the objects alone (see Posner, 1973; 154-158). This
suggests that naval analysts should chauge perspectives and "disassecuble”
the naval events they seek to explain with causal trees and attach
specific labels to the differcnt pevspectives or the component parts of
the event. These labeled perspectives or parts would then perhaps suggest
more possible causes for the event than would occur to the analyst who
only cousidered the event as a whole entity from a single perspective.

This labeling hypothesis suggests that etforts by naval analysts
to create event taxonomies which specify iwmportant fcatures of eveats
{e.g., McConnall's "rules of the gawme™ effort, Dismukes and McCoanell,
1979, ch. 7} are highly heuristle bovause the various features may suggest
naw perspectives and novel egusas te thae analysts building causal search
trecg. The more various the ways aaalysts are able to lahel or code an
gvent, the more variouy the possible causes the ansiysts are likely te
consider as gelat>d to that event,  Similarly, scheses which classify the
subavents of an event (e.g., pra-crisisg, erisis-buildup, height of crisis,
pest-crisis, taturn te status quel sheuld facilitate building eausal
search trees. The mory classificatien gehenes the analyst can consider
(e.g., dimensions of time, =aeusien, geography, actors, institutiens,
techaologies are just sowe of the pessible basos tor grouping subeveatal),
the richer the set of causes the analyst is likely te censider.

Several of the mechanisms Ascher (1978) suggested fov

surprise-sensitive fovecasting (see Chapter 4 “Prediction”), e.g.y .

suspension of plausibility cheeks, may facilitate expanding the lLranehos
of the causal search tree.

The phenonenon of “tunnel history,” which Fischer (197G) lists as
a problem with navvative analysis (see Chapter 4, “Narvative lLegie™), is a
set wifect. That is, explaining naval 2vents as due to naval causes
Timits the building of the coausal searveh tree, The fantevdizetplivavy
approach fraken by wany of the sauwpled naval avalyses is fikely to veduee
the teadency toward set effects, but analysts wight enhanee this positive
effect by divectly invelving analysts from diffeveant diseiplies tn the
causal tree construction and evaluation process.

Tree problems. Psychological vesearch on faule trees (Fischhoft,
Slovie, aud Lichtenstein, 1978) shows that analyses will not typically
notice the owmigsion of important causal branches. PFor example, Fischhott
and his colleagues showed people (dncludting auto mechanics) vartous
versions of a fault tree for the problem of the vonstarting car, sad ashed
for estimates of the proportion of wo-statts caused by the categovy “all
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other problems.” As various causal branches (e.g., fuel system) are
deleted from the tree, the proportion of no-starts attributed to "all
other problems” should incrcase. It did not. People scemed not to miss
the absence of important causal branches, and seeumed unable to appreciate
how many causes had been owitted from the pruned fault trees. In other
words, there was a faulty tendency to overestimate the completeness of
incomplete causal diagrams. Neither self-rated knowledge nor years of
mechanical expericnce improved the ability to detect this incompleteness.

Fischhioff and his colleagues found somewhat greater sensitivity to
incomplete fault trees when people were explicitly urged to consider the
tree's completeness and think about possible causes that might be left
out. In this casc people were more likely to estimate that causes were
missing, but even these estimates tended to be low, i.e., there were wore
causes missing than even this sensitized group estimated.

These results suggest that analysts' etforts to £ill out aud
elaborate a causal search tree are probably well-spent and will tend to
pay off irn possible causes that would otherwise be overlooked. The issue
still open, however, is bhow the analyst can determine the point to stop
searching for causes.

Stnpping problem. While efforts to overcome impediments to causal
search tree construction will reduce the chances that naval amalysts wil}
overloek iwportant gcauses, they do not solve the stopping problems -~
knowing whew the causal tree s sufficiantly coupleted. This is
essentially a problenm of induction aud information integration: given s
rich sausal tree, does the evidence suggest that some subset of the

possible causal brauches is an adequate or satisfactory explanstion of the

gvant.

Two mothods which help q?alygts aithftﬁiﬁ stopping prahlgm “gEe
noted above under "Weighting Data™: Bayesian techniques and linear
pedaling. Lincat wadels are the bas is for post caugal wadeling approaches
avd way bo the most coumpatible moethod for assessing whethar the cavse troe

 seems gufficiently eamplate. The statistica of causal analyeis twehniques ,
allow the analyst to estimate unoxplaived variance, which corvesponds to

the role of undetermined causes. f unexplaived vaviange ig too Gigh (un
aunalytic judpment wust be wade as te what “tee high" means}, the 2ausal
tree is incemplete and the causal search should coatinue.” - _
The use of bBayesian tochoigues allows the gnalyst fo estimate the
likelihood af an ovent given vavioeus causvs, and o eatimate the
gubjective grobabilisy that any causal oxplanation ef the event iz teus.
If the analyst £inds his or her subjeetive probabilities fov the variows

causal explanatiovas are all tes low (agais, "tes lew” ,saquiees an analy&ﬁc-

Judgment ), the causal search is inao&p!eta._
One of the wmove wide-gproad vses ol Bayesian techoiques in e sal

analysis takes plase in wmedical Jiagru&is (se¢ e.g., CGorey, ot al., 1973;

Lusted, 1988, Metieil, et al., 197%; and RSehwartz, et al., 1973). ‘Bestiston
aided'whd;caz ésaguo% 5 makes uwse of decision tvees which spoeify the

possibla actions and tests the physician can take aud their pozsible

consequences for a patient with one of seveul ponsible maladies. Bayesian

techniques are used Lo cvaluate the physiclad’s subjesiive prebability
cgtimates that, gives certaln test vesuits and sywmptoss, the patient’s
walady is caused by one disvase vather than dnoathoxr, A3 further

inforaation ou Lests or patfent responsey to treatnent is acyuired (f.c.,
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as the physician and patient move to different nodes in the decision tree)
Bayes formula can be used to update the physiclan's estimates of the
probabilities of various causes, Hayesian techuiques are espectally
useful 1o compensating for the tendencles to overemphasize case data
(e.g., @& positive test result} and to underweight base-rate data (e.g.,
the incidence of the disecase in the population at large),

Bayestiaan techaiques do not handle ceffectively situations where
multiple causes are operating, e.g., a patient with two disorders of
overlapping nature. However, it is ror just such situations that causal
nodceling was developed. Similarly, Bayesian techniques may be less
effoctive in cases where causcy change over time, Dyramic systems
nodeling, however, is a means for attacking this problem. This suggests
that the selection of a particular analytic aid for a causal analysis
problem is likely to be an heuristic, experimental process. The “"right”
aid may not be the first one selected. An experimental approach to alds,
i.e., a willingness to try vavious types and combinations wmay be veguired

(Krischer, 1980).

ypothesis Generation

In Chapter & woc reviewed several biases in the process of causal
hypothesis generation, i.e., the tendeney te gouerate some types of causal
explavations and wot others. We also unoted in Chapter 4 the case with
uhich people (inciudinyg sclentiscs using seophisticated cause assessing
methodys) could detect 4 “presumptive agency” conpecting 8 suspected cause
wvith an cffect and find confirming weidence for this hypothesis, eveu when
it was false.

In contrast o the seavch approach te gausal analysis, which
emphasized veecegnition and erganization of pattern features in data sets,
the hypothesis gensration spproach focusas ea the logical generation of
hWypatheses, their tesc, and aubsaquent vevision. Hypethesis generation
probless theq are likely to eceny at either the gencration, test, ar
vrevision phases. We will discuss tha latter two problem areas later, whaen
we consider theovies. 1In the preseat seqtion we consider hypothesis
geaeration probleus,

The biases in causal hypothesis generatien desevibed in Chapter &
tend to fall iate twe greupst thege that are largely dua te cegnitive
processus aud those that appear to be based on assuamptiens about causality
in secial ratatioaships. The cegaitive problrms seen to oeewt bogause
eevtain features of the informanien stored in memory shout offects and
possible causes tend to gupgest certain caugal explanations (which way be

© inappropriate). When these data Features are larvgely seetal (e.g., a

Ilkaed scter versus a disiilled actor), the hypeothexis genecation problom
can be labeled soctal, although it cay have, at a more abstract level, a
cogaitive basis.

Cognitive problens. Three types of blag were revicwed (n Chapter
& whieh may lead the analyst te penerate faulty causal hypotheses:
fundaental attvibution evtor, veprosentativeness, and detetrminisa.

The fundamental atteibulion erro? is the teundency to attribule
behavior Eo corvrespoading persoenal dispositions of the agter and not to
envitonmental cauwses. In large pave this tondency is due to focusisy of
atteation and to the represeu&qtiveness heuristice The iogusing of
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attention on an object (or actor) increases the likelihood that the object
of attention will be perceived as causing cvents. The representativeness
heuristic refers to the tendency to look for causes whose principal
features match those of the effect. Detorminism is the tendency to secek
nonprobabilistic causes for phenomena and to not consider the possibility
of causal forces that have probabiliscic effects.

An actor is typically the center of attention, and thus is secn as
causal, and the causes of the effects produced by the actor are typically
deened to have originated with the disposition of the actor rather than
with the pressures of the environmental background.

This distinction between dispositional (or internal) sources of
behavior and environmental (or external) sources is one of considerable
importance for naval and military analysts., Did the Soviets becomne
involved in this crisis because of their overall plan to destabilize the
region (internal cause) or because their client state is threatened by a
Western client (external cause). Did the Soviet naval construction plan
change in response to Soviet geopolitical strategy (internal) or in
response to naval threats from their adversaries (external). To what
extent are Soviet actions due to a mixture of iuternal and external
causes? .
Social scientists have developed an extensive and elaborate set of
quantitative methods to deal with one form of this causal problem;
determining the causes of arms races, These methods could be extended to
efforts to model crisis interactions, diplomatic penetrations, aid for
conflicting client states, etc. In our sample of naval estimates none of
the various dynamic arms models were used.

It is somewhat surprising for two reasons that mune of the nawval
gnalysts sampled used quantitative arws race models im thelfr analyses.
Firgt, the naval analysts themselves (e.g., Bowen, NPSP, ch, 4)
occasionally drew parallels between previcus naval racas aud the
Soviet~American naval rivalry. For example, Bowen (p. 37) describes the
circumstances of the current Seoviet-American naval balance as

» + o similar to those that preveiled at the beginning of
the eentury when Gormany challonged the supresacy of
Britain's navy.

Secand, wmany avwes vivalvies in the 19th aud 20eh centuries have
bean naval. Hustingten (1938) linced thirvteen arus vaces ia this pevied,
of which seven and a third weve vavel (the thidd of a2 eave 18 tae nuelear
competition of the United States and USSR), While Huntingten's list say
not be exhauetive, it i3 quite likely thar che high propovtien of asval
taces would be found in a wote covplete lise. Cavtainly, one cguld
conclude that about half of the majot ares vaces, for whieh social
sclentists hove developod quantitative analytic sodels, have been naval,

Two watn advantapges of arms vace nodels ave that they (1) wmabe
wore explicit and wathewaticalily precise the analyst's feplicit
assuapticns gnd iatuative hypetheses aboet arms ceupotition, {2) pravide a
clear distinstion betuoca feteipn-induced und pelf~induted forces in a
nation's avds propram (Gontzel, 1973 Hallace and Wilson, 1978). Othee
aspects of the nature of syes cowpetitfen ran be included ia those wadols,
e.g., vhether the states favelvcd ave coupeting in wuabers or fochunolepy
ot both {e.g., Hollist, 1977, Huatington, 1958; Luteibacher, 1976). It is
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also possible to model an arms competition ! tween two natiovs (e.g., the
Uulted States and the USSR) at the same time that competition between
pacts and ulliances are examined (e.g., NATO and Warsaw Pact, see,
Rattinger, 197%; Wallace and Wilson, 1978)., That is, there may be
alliance or pact causal factors, ags well as intranational aund
international causes for arms competition. Arms models also help the
analyst avold "micror imaging.,” ‘That is, while one state way be reactiang
largely to its competitor's behavior, the competitor state may be
responding primarily to internal forces. “"Mirror imaging”™ is the blas
toward perceiviag such situations as symmetrical, i.ec., both competing
states are reacting to the same kinds of factors. Several arms race
modelers (e.gg., Hollist, 1977; Luterbacher, 1976; Rattingevr, 1975; Wallace
and Wilson, 1973) using different models and various data sets all
essentially concluded that while the USSR's arms and especially its
strategic missile programs were reactive to Western (especially United
States) arms, the United States' programs were not symmetrical: U,S.
programs showed more reaction to internal forces (cost, technology,
previous arms spending) than did the Soviet programs., It is a mistake to
Jdigmiss armg race models (as does Wohlstetter, 1975: 47) simply because
the two nations involved do not behave in exactly the same (or a
symmetrical) way. In fact, it is because the nations may not be reacting
identically, or responding to forces which are the mirvor image of each
other, that arms race models are particularly helpful.

Explicit models of arms competition may yiuld somg useful
predietive indicators as well as systepatize the analyst's reasoning on
causal fagtors, For example, walldge {1979) found that the product of the
snoothed rvace of arms increasecs for pairs of disputatiouy natiansg
predicted whether wavy would follow the arms competitivn. Ra;ldly
accelerated arms races escalated e war ia 23 out of 28 coses, whxle
disputes not preceded by accelerating arme geopeiition resulted fa way
anly 3 times out of Tl cases.

an ezeellent axaeple of guantitanive gvwg race aadaling cenbined
sith detailed gualitative deseriptive analysis is wanbelat's these-part
agries on thae Anglo-Gevean Droadasught tace (1924, 1975, 1918}, Lambelet
(19262 50) presentad g diageaw (Figuve 5.2) dllustrating how hig
traditional analysis and his nuvervigal arthoads wers fategraved ia his
study. His approach reinferces the paint nade hete thab guantitative
asscssacnts of causal fagtors cae bg a useful tool for detevainiag the
causes of a natica'’s uaval objectives.

Seeial peablena. Twe typeg of caueal probless can be velated s
the teadency to goaeeate causal hypotheses on the basis of seeial
tatuitions. Oes of these problveims was the Ee¢adeaney to atteidute
wotivational causer when the cunsdquences of actiadas are wméte foteseeabla.
Actors who avte peréuived as able (o fofesee the cotseguences of thely acts

" were also perceived as wore magivated (rather than prossured by exteraal

torees) to bring thoss conseduehces about.

A& sciond problem of soelal petception uf fauszes s the teadeney %o
atttibute the “good” actions (Llose appraved ol by the obsetver) of liked
dctoes to digspositiony aand of Jisliked actses to luck, chance, or
sikuatfon, o6 the one hatd, and to attribute "bad” actions of liked actots
teo luck, chasce, or situalion, and of Jdisliked actors to dispesitions,
Disliked actots, in othet words, tend only to be geen ax planaing bad
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Figure 5.2. Lambelet's Approach te Qualitative and Quantitative Aspects of
the Anglo-German Dreadnought Race.*
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actions and as belap forced (or stusmbiing acciduentiy) into pood actions.

fhe nethods outlined above {a this sceciion for systomatiziag
eansal hypothesus should assist the analyst te aveld these noelal cause
biases. Another techuique was autlined in Chapror 4 Kelley's couscasus,
consisteney, and distinctiveness method, This wethod can be viewed as a
soseclal form of causal model atwmed at the stcatistical fcatures of
dispositinaal and situationa) causes of actions.

PREDICTIONS

forecasting would be an ashsurd enterprise, were it not
inevitable,

Boevtrand de Jouvenel,
The Art of Conjecture

Haval analysts scem to sharve many of the same problems expuvienced
by ather forevasters. Lo Chapreyr Z we notad rhat rhe ypelatlive lack of
specifie predigtions by naval analysts mwade it impessible in this study to
gystematically assess the prediction or ferecasting traek resgords of aaval
analyats. Such assesssents arve an excellent means tor providing the
analyst with self-correcting feedback. This suggests that aaval analyses
ecould improve theiy predictien and forecastiwg efforts b (1) frequentcly

makiang specific and Peegisg praediecions, (2) vagulavly compaviug
??G&ietl@au te outeawmgs and assessing the r;vqueagy, wagaitude, aad
divection of ervers, and (3) using this crack vecovd feedback te wedify
theiy ptcdicaianﬁfese@aan;ag wathods,

Gecause anslysts now tend to swake vagye, Balghic forecasts oy
Aegoplan estimates, it is diffienle o iupsseible te gauge the analyse's
@%@B§§§?s Thiz legves qualysls with a wary subleesive tupregsvion of thelr
gstigard Ep ek rousrd asd ;&¢ passibitity that snsiysts, @ith the
ﬁévaa’@ggé ef hindsight, will pereelve theiv past track reeurds a3 whys
pregisge and pyadiegive “*a Ehay uhi,é§£?»ﬁ$¥§~ A subisetivg,
PRELTG §ﬂgi§i?% &ayyﬁawh £n $pid-appraleql s wnlibely o y“ *g s dorstilad
teedbaek informati sa fassauvacy bhat @Qqﬁ LY 4 uld uss e
systgmgtigaiiy iﬁsi@%@ fﬁ iz weRhods.

& telated sfrategy iz ¥e eapley freguent

ts detevindne vhethet t&a assunplions wadet ylag
the t@r@@sgt are Efue tey past aad precs AT data {asener, 3978;
MNosgensicote, Raoed, and Heise, 1973}, As Aueher woved (p. B) fovecasteys
aften Yail to ekaniae the biases o theiy gwsaegé5§@¢s atd wogleey &3
adjust their fovsgasts ia a diteviion that would teckify =<avlier
forecasts. -He wiste (p. 1103:
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+ « « the use of previous-evror fecedback is lacking in the
forecasting efforts in every area except that of certain
short~tern econometric forecasting models,

This nonuse of error-correction feedback use seems due to the forecasters'
beliefs that their assumptions about the future already incorpurate all
the data pertinent to Known trends. In many cases, however, the
forecasters' methods cannot accurately predict known trends, let alone the
uiaknown future.

The failure of intelligence analysts to backcast has been noted
several times in connection with the underestimation ¢f Soviet strategic
nissile inventories (Sullivan, in Godson, 1980; Wohlstetter, 1975a), i.e.,
estimators cortinued to underestimate capabilities cven after evidence of
past underestimates were noted, including a warning from Soviet lnader
Brezhnev that the West was undercounting! Among the explanations for this
persistent underestimation of capabilities is the hypothesis that U.S.
“intelligence analysts had nmisperceived Soviet strategic intentions and
requirements, and had “mirror-imaged” the Soviet inteantions to covrespoad
to ocur own (e.g., see Sullivan, in Godsow, 1980: 62).

Bootatrapping

A second techuique that can help analyects to slarify their

. assunptions is boetstrapping. That is, a quantitative wodel of the
analyst's predictions is constructed uysing the data inputs conzidered by
the analyst ged fitting these variables to the analyst's predictions.
This wodel of the analyst will veflect the data vairiables that wost
influeucesd the predictions, thug providing the analyst with quantitetive
information on the ingvedients of his er her predictions. 8y kaowing

which variables most heavily iafluenge his predictions the analyst can.

batter assess his prediction assumptioviy.

Twe of the gquantitstive swucies done by O'Leacy and Coplin {1975}
for §tate Dapavement intelligence anslysts used a quasi~bootetrvapping
. approach toward improving predictive eapabilivy (although it was aet

ddentified as boetstrspping by the suchois). Iy one effort (“Peedictiag
political instability {n tropical Afrfca,” che 2, O'Leary and Qoplin,
1975) they eveluated the views of State Uensrtment analysts on the cavsal
variables leading Lo potsttual instebailey ia Lidpasal Afrizgsm matises,
From the analysta' asvvative analyses, O'Lkeary sod Coplin ghotvactad 2
variety of hyothasized causel fagturs. These facters were then quantified
aud vegrassed an seasures of pelitical instebilive. {Had the study teen @
truly bootstrapping affert, the varisbles would be regressed on apalipses’
predictivus of polivieal instabiliey, yielding a snodel of the analysis!
pradietions. The O'heary and Coplin approach was to duvelep a vedel p¥
the glruation, byt the cawme techaiques csuld be used in a bootutrapping
effore. fNoth eodel bullding techalques aid the analyses by explisitly
calating vocisblies pe predictions, thug alarifying axsusprioas.) O'taary
“end Goplin {eh. 5)Y Fellowed a sirilav appeeach in their affovt (e develop
& quaatitative wade! o pradict violense in the Hiddle Bast, o thisz case
the State Dgpatrtaent shalysts® projections (f.e., fovscasis and
predietivns of Middle Hast vicleance) wets the predierad vaviables, and
O'Leary aad Ceplia attempted to cathesacieally velake event data set
waasures to the analysts’ projociicns. The analyses' projecticns of
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viofence were closely related to the weckly and monthly frequencies of
violent acts in the area. In effect, the analysts' projections of
violence in the future were strongly influenced by the irequency of
violence in the past week and month,

O'Leary and Coplin's analysis {ncluded an outline of an assessment
technique to test tae validity of the analysts' assumptions as revealed by
the quantitative model, which scemsg to be ovne of the wore useful
consequences of bootstrapping the analysts' predictions.

iy

Fy

—

Sensitivity Testing

; :aW*

Other problems noted in Chapte 4 were the tendencles to overweight
case data and underweight base~trate data in predictions, and the tendency
to overestimate the predictive validity of indicator variables, A partial
antidote to these tendencies is sensitivity testing, that is, asking the
analyst to counsider how her or her predictions would be different if the

“base rates were vastly difterent, or if the predictive validity of the
indicators were varied. These sensitivity oxercises tend Lo wake
predictions more regressive (L e., closer to the unormative statistical
predictions, see Fischhoff, Slovic, and Lichtenstein, 1979). Sensitivity
tests seom te lead to greapter atteation to the predictive and diagnostic

- pavar of the vaviables used, aud predictions move in lxnu u\ch this

L _ AWIrENess.

S’

$

W

¥

Validity of Future Asswspticns

, The wain conclusion of Ascher's (1978) and Merganstera, Heovr, and
- Hoetsa' {1973) evaluatious of Yorceasting is that forecasting accuracy is
o dapundent on the walidity in the futurc of the cuntral assumptions wade by
“ the feracaster. The variabloy seleeted by the feracuster may he adenulte
to explaia past eventsy, but the kuture strugture of the predlem nay
«hange, waking chese vaviables lesy iapertant. The vecht iques deseribed
abiove, assassing the prediction svack rucevd, backeasting, baststvapping,
and sensigivity tas.ing, help the analyst detevrmine his sr her
=0 essumptions, and assezs thely validity i the past, but thop do liztle te
A ‘ akd the analyst to assess the validity ef these assumptions in the futuve.
= © To the dagees that future treads rtend teo refleet past trends, these
tachniguer bels U ANalyst (o S3R0 SyRtemdwic prejesiiend.  oal &8 the
futuve is unlike the past and full of majeor syrprises, upheavals, and
- . revelutionary cvents; the past, and sothods which help the forecastiag
analyst sake systesetic use of the past, i of weh less value,

i Sisple Meduls aud Rurprising Furuves

The widespread fiadiag that velatively siwple accuavial aud

%; ' ecanabgtyic eodels @ﬁtpigéiat Ehe forveasts of bunan sstimaboty in ghe
3 short and sediuz ters {gee Chapser & “Prodictien™) pughests that analysts
. Cshoald, 43 @ stalewn, develop a sieples, guastitative medel of the
g ?h%@@&@ﬂeﬁ they afe attempting to predict. Tais sinple model siould be

validated an past evidence and uvesed az a bagaelive agatast which the
analy*t can attespt ro fofiae and “fine=tune” osviastes. The baseltue
- modol would wotvae 2o highlight these patticulise facts and reasons the
soalyst believey the fubure will not be & sisple extrapolation fyom the
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past. By serving as a validated representation of the “surprise free”
future, the simple model, in effect, enables the analyst to concentrate on
those forces and developments that may cause surprises. To the degree
that the future is like the past, the simple model will do the best job of
extrapolating the important variables., But the model lacks the analysts'
insights, experience, and intuitions about new trends, incipient
developments, sudden variations, changes in context or tone, These subtle
cues can only be appreciated by the analyst, and the use of a baseline,
“surprise=-free” model may allow the analyst the opportunity to pursue
these leads to the surprising future.

A Science Analogy

A useful analugy can be drawn between the situation described in
the preceding section and Kuhn's (1970) sociological description of
“normal” science and “revolutionary” or “paradigm shift” science. Normal
science is the use of proved and accepted scientific methods to solve
problems and puzzles which bear importantly orn a scientific field.
Problems are attacked that are widely believed to be solvable and, once
solved, become important parts of a major scientific theory. Kuhn has
ruch more to say about normal science, but the point here is that it is
analogous to the developuert and use of simple quantitative models te deal
with the "surprise-free" aspects of prediction. Such models provide a
means to make accurate extrapolations from past ¢vidence into the futuyre
using agreed-upon methods and dota to solve iwporxtant prediction
problens.

A scientific revolution occurs when a major scientific theory is
changed, i.e., the sclentific paradigm shifts. This wmeans that the
interpretations of relationships obscrved in the past are changed, vicwed
from a conmpletely new perspective, and given a diff vent meaning. Such
ghifts come about, Kuha helieves, becsuse, in the course of normal
science, new, surprising aund unexpected phenomend are constantly
uncovercd. Such anomalies, as Kuhn labeled thew, are unexplainable ex
even uninterpretable within tha context of the extant paradigm. For wost
scientists they ave not importaunt problems because they Fall outside wost
of the catogories and classificasion schewes of the paradignm, Bither the
anomaly seems unsolvapic within the @l L23;3351 or thoorouisul cantave
of the paredigs, ov, no {nterpratable solution seews possible, or the
anowadly is {aterpreted as a part of the paradign aftev all.

Euhn argued that anomalies tend to accumulate, howaver, and he
vrote (1979: 52}

» » » the selentifice entecprise has developed a uniquely
powerivl techaigque for producing surprises of this sort.

The badldun of surpeises and anomslies laads ce a blurvieg of the paradigae
aad a looscing of the laforamal velow for nptwal rexwatch.

Evontually, noraal seleave oxpeviences & evivis, and a fundanantal
shift of perception and Lelief occurs as sclontises stuept a new thoory o
intotpret both the old paradfige and the accusulaoted anowmalicess This aow
theory, developad fn lagge part from the effort ko oxplain the suepcises
ponerated fron noreal sclence, teotganizes how the old data and the new
anowalics are perceived aad ofganized. Scleatific theory is transfovaud.
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Many fcotures of the old interpretation remain, but the eatire situation
receives a new interpretation.

The use of simple quantitative prediction models in naval analysis
iz likely to "solve"” many normal prediction problums as well as gencrate
many anomialies and saurprises. The naval analyst should be especially
concerned with these unusnal discoveries and should attempt to reformulate
the concepts and categories used to explain the situvation so as to
incorporate the anomalies. These efforty may lead to a c¢risis between the
new interpretation and the siwple wodels, which may Icad to a revolution
and paradigw shift, t.e., a new theoretical view of Soviet naval
intentions. If this new theory is successful in accouunting for the
anomalies, it can be the basis for a new set of simple quantitztive wodels
{alchough these will be significantly different from the succecded
wodels). The nuew models will, like the old, generate both solutions and
new anomalies.

The predictive advantages of using a norimal scieuee/simplc model.

and revolutionary sciontist/analytic speculation systenm is that -the

analyst is focusing on surprises, anomalias, a.d the unexpegted, but is

"backed-up” by a reliable theoretical base. The normal theorctical base
of the simple models will cope with “surprise~frec” gituations, freeing
the analysts to develop unew Crameworks to incorporate these elements of

“the present {(anomalies) that batoken the surprises of the future. Many

anomaliecs will have no scientific yelevauwce, they will bu data collection
errvers, deceptions, accidents, noise in tha analytie cheunels, etc.
Pistinguishing between the wmeaningloss anomalies aund these that sigeal the
trends of the future js a major task, The use of simple modeling of
wormal theories and a “surprise~tree” future might fxee the analyst o
create the new theoorics needed to anticipate a surprising future.

THEORIES

Life is tha art of drawing sefficient couclusions fLrou
insutficiont preniges.

Samuel Butler, Netehooks
There is nothdag like & theory fuor blindiag the wise.

GuogEa Hovidish,

The Ovdeal of Bichayd Feveret

In Chaptor & we reviewed evidewnee that people (includiag

gelentigge) are eutvsuely velustant to give wp 3 useful theory. This

yoluctanee oxtends B0 $ituvations in whicsh considevable evidenew
diseredicing the theeyy is avatlable, and thoopies @ay susvive eéven &
cosplate disconfirvation of their vvidonelary Lages.

this seens to ba due -0 several factors. Theoviss savve functions
other than ACcutate praediction. Poople ate teluctant e diseige a usviul
theovy on the basis of evidence that oight b ervencsus., Negative

cvuidence is diffieult to inteprate into 3 wheswry., Multiple hypothestis

testiag is entvemely 4l{fieult te condust, People tond to scek and accept
confivaing evideace swie rteadlly than vetutiag cvidowe.
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Despite such difficulties a fow of the sampled naval analysts did
enploy multiple hypothesis testing or disconfirmation strategies, and
several analysts scemed alert to the significance of negative evidence.

If there was one main characteristic problem of theorizing among
the sampled naval analysts it was perhaps the reluctance to make specific
predictions on the basis of various theories and to systematically and
repeatedly test theories against one another. In particular, there was
too little explicit disconfirmation and too much confirmation. There was
very little effoct devoted to developing methods of testing theories which
would reflect quantitatively the degree to which evidence supports or does
not support an hypothesis. Although we found naval analysts updated their
theories, the lack of explicit methods tor evalvating the degree of
support that evidence conveys on a given hypotheses made it difficult to
ascertain exactly why the analyst changed thie theory.

Although there are aids available to analysts which quantify
hypothesis testing (e.g., Bayes Theorem is specifically formulated to
update a prior hypothesis given new informatioun), there are no
quantitative alds that prescribe how or whon scientists should reformulate
theories. As Kuhm (1970) describes the structure of scientific
revolutions, the process is largely a social one of scientists arguing,
replicating, <onfirming, revising, and generally shaping and influencing
each other's views and research. Scientific discoveries which rail to
generate interest in other scientists die on the vine unless rediscovered
in the wake of a scientific crisis and revelution. Similarly, an
intelligence ar naval analyst mgy reformulate a theory of imtentions that
produces better estimates, but unless the new theery is communicated te
other analysts aund to estimate users, 1t i5 likely teo have very ligtle
impact, excepy on its originator. Furtharmore, it is likely that the
insights of one analyst ave sigrificoutly sharpened and vefined when they
are sharved with and exawmined by others. A theory develeped in a copmunity
of analysts is likely to be better than the sume theory developed only by
its originator.

This suggests that there are important social and organizatienal
dimensions to theory formulation, vevision, and change and that aiding
thoese dimensions of estiwation goes beyound the individual analyst (sece
Stech, 1979, for an appraizal eof social, organizatienal, aud pelitical
sspects of intention estination). Just as theve arve woaknesses in
estimation logie, there are wveakunesses in the organizationsl precesses of
estisation. These secial and organizatienal dimgnsions hecone iupoytant
witont Cne Anesvhausl suzlyst s develaoing a wew theoratieal sutleek that
conflicts with ov goes bayond the norwal, sccepted thuery, i.¢., whea the
aualyst's uwew theory conflicty with other analysts' theeries,

Host of the advieo given in this chapter involves greater
precigisn of hypetheges, greatey specificatien of vaviables and
velatfouships, wore vue of mathematiral and psychological techniques te
ascevtain and refine variables and velavienships, and greater willingness
to predier and chegk predietiens, ALl of chig advice acpunts to saying
that aaval analysts might do intention estimsticn move like scientists do
scionce. Quantitication, measuvemenk, specificity and precision, and
peedickion ave eans aud ends of the scientiiic sathad. Ouee the dnalyst
resolvoe to be seivntific and te uge the wethods aud teols of sclence, he
of she tan find a large literature of helpful and ysoful adviee en thoory
building aud testing, sclentific methed, epistuemdlogy and the philosophy
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of science and sclentifie theory, There {s no point attempting to review
the pathways into that literaturce here, any reader who avails himself of

“the references in this study will quickly find many lcads if such are

needed,
‘ A move important lIssue is whether and to what degree sclentifie
wetheds are appropriate for the social, political, aud naval science
guestions that concern the naval analyst. Science requives, in addition
to the attributes noted above, control and experimental manipulation of
variables. Control and experimentation are rarely possible in the =a~ial
gciences to the degree that they can be exerclsed in physical - 28,
Does this mean that the social scicences cannot be truly scieuntific and
that attewpts at scientific methods in these arcas are fated to be little
wore than over-sophistication?

No clear-cut, geueral prescriptions can he offered to the aunalyst
on this issue. Tt will be up to the analyst whether to adopt a scientific
or quantitative technique, to attempt explicit theorizing and theory

~ building, or to continue to rely om narrative explanatien. Scientists and

philosophecs continue to wrestle with the question of whether social
science can be truly scientitic (e.g , see HeClintock, 1981 Ziwan, 1979).
Just as unaided avalysis and theovy-building have their limlitations, as we
outlined in Chapter 4, scieatific methods awd theories have their iimits,
especially as applied to social phenomeca. Naval analysts should be aware
of the limits of both.

Whathar a parkticular quantitative aid or theory-building approach
will be useful or helptul is largely an empirical question. We have tried
to sutline how the naval analyst ean detect and assess the sherteomings of
hkis or her unalded ustimacion or narvative logic. The analyst will have
to apply this general kuawledge ts the particular case to determiae
whather the shorfoacings chus detected are Serious cnough to waveaant the
uge of explicit guantitative alds. Similariy, the apalyst will have to
evaluate the advantages agaiunst the costs of devaloping a quantitative
theory-buildiag approach, the use of multiple hypothesis discounfirmation
strateglies, or the other theory-=revision nethods noted in Caapter 4, and
in the previous sectiong of this chapter.

In effect, the analyst faces an infinite regress: lhew to decide
whather er uat to try out 2 pavtieulay mothod ar theery-building appreach?
1f degisien-ziding wetheds oy judgwment-cahancing appreaches ave
veeoenonded to help with this first duestion, the analyst is faeced with
the seeond questien: how to deeide whothey aa aided decision is better
than an unaidod one?

Uhile it {s & basiec fiwding of this study that unaided estimation
tonds to be inferisy te sstimates that explicitly empley alds to
inforoacian p¥ganitatien, integration, and indevence, in geaeval we ganast
drav hard conclusiong about how inferior unweidad estimation aight be.
This pakes the question of the costs and benefirs of aided versus uaatded
vetination snd theoty=buii'i32 an eppivival eae and sne Yor which the
analyst sight wvant to :.. 2.3 dediston=aiding o¢ judgeent=aidiag
expertise, pacticularly ¥ the ¢osts dnd viske wvelved ave very high.

The approach taken by O'leavy and Coplia (1973) seets an estimable
oie worth vepeating {although pethaps with a wete eystenati¢ appraisal
wethoedology), They compated the gualitative analyses aand forgeasts of
vhaided State Depavtuent jatcilipende analysis €6 cstimations based oa
guantitative approaches to the sage iatelligeuce issues. They aise
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evaluated the costs and benefits of the quantitative methods. O'Leary and
Coplin made an informal cost-benefit analysis, and it might be necessary
for naval analysts to make such evaluations more explicitly and
gystematically (e.g., using cost-benefit techniques, decision-analysis,
multiateribute utility wethods, cte.) or to attempt a prosprcetive rather
than a retrespective evaluation. The main point, however, is that the
quantitative methods were tried to sce if they work, with what limits, te
determine how nuch improvement they could wmake, and at what cxpense. This
is an approach we would recommend te any analyst who might be tempted to
try an iwproved methodology for intention estimation.

Theory and Naval Analysis: An Budnote

For many centuries scurvy was the greatest killer of seamen, worse
than war, accidents, storms, or all other causes of death togcther.
Mosteller (1981} recently summarized the course of the medical theorizing
and rescarch on this terrible naval scourage. The first clues as to
scurvy's causes came wheu James Lancastoer sailed with four ships to India
for the British Hast India Company. Lancaster dosced the crew of one of
the four ships with three teaspoons of lemon juice each day. Pew of the
men on this ship died, but wore than 3 thivd of the men died on the other
three ships.

James Lind, a physician, learned of Lancaster's experience and
condusted another experiment on the ship Salisbury. He gave sailorg with
scurvy one of the following six treatments: vinegar, sea water, cider,
vitriol elixir, ovanges and lemons, oc nutmeg. Those patignts who
receivad the citrus vecovered, the rest did not.

The British Navy began using citrus juice omn a regular basis and
scurvy was wiped out in the fleet. The Hritish Board of Trade followed
the Nawy aad scurvy was eliminated frowm the merchant service.

Mostellev's tale of theory being put te practical uwge for naval
servige is an admivable case of uaval analytic theoriziung, save in one
feature. Lancaster's discevery was made in 1601, Lind's experiment was
condueted in 1747, the British Navy adepted lemen juice in 1793, and the
Beard of Trade did the same fw 1865, As tlosteller (p. 886) noted, even
today, 400 years sfter scurvy was identitied as a aaval plague, the U5,
Navy is concevaed with the lov levels of vitamia € fu the plaswa of
subnaviners after prtrels.

Theory i3 a powerful tool for naval saalysis, 3¢ difficult ac
tiaes to apply.
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APPEKDIX

ie HISTORICAL FALLACLES®

t

I. Inquiry i

s <4

L

A. Question -~ Frawming

l. Baconian Fallacy - pure induction and syathesis, no }
preconceptions |

fst

2. Mauny Questions - (a) requiring two answers aad X
allowing only one N
(b) begging the question ;
(c) makine g false premisc i
(d) demanding a simple answer for a :
camplex question :

P g

3. False Dichotomies - assuming either/or and ruling out
: and/both; assupin: mutual '
exclusion awl ¢ollectiva
uxhaustiou

gt

gy

4, Metaphysical Quostions =  demanding cupivieal answors for
- uetaphysical questious

£

¢

5. Fictional Questiocus = “what if" speculative questions

6. Semantical Quastiong = confusiop of names with eveuts

t Hana

7. bDeelarative Questions ~  questions which state their ows
answers

8. Counterguestions = posing a question 3s an answew

9, Tautological Questions =  all peseible answory ave tiue, by
definition

i0s Self-contradictory
Questions = all possible answeys are false :

Bs Factual Verificatioa

thy Pssudo=proot falsely precise and speciific :
gtakegents of o veal weaning :

T

o B L T S T L

12: Lrvelevant Proaf = facts of wo bearing on Ehe question %

£3. Prool ¥y Abseade = wo evidence fof X takew &8 evideace
for aot=X

foe ey

oAty oF Fiecher (1970).
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14,

LS.
16,

17.

18.

19.

20.

1.

Presumptive Proof =~
Circular Proof -

Mass Opinion Proof -

Possible Proof -

Hypostatized Proof -

Appositive Proof -

Misplaced Lite slisu -

Misplaced Precision -

Factual Significauce

22,

23,

24,

25

26,

Holism =~

Essences -

Prodigious Facts -
Puetive Facts =
Movaliscic Paces =

Pragmatic Paces =

Aesthetic Facts -

« Quantitative Facts =

« Aatinentan Facts =

Fortultous Factm ~

shifting burden of proof onto others

assuming what was to be demonstrated

amassing cxpert opinious on issuus,
rather than proof

showing that X is possible, vather
than 'that X is true

accepting o theory of X as proof of X
itself

praving A by coatrast. to B, wherc B
is in errvor

assuming cverything said is literally
meant

accepting wore accuracy tham is
possible

a sense of the whole must guide
sulection of details

the “inner corve of reality” must be
sought and gives certaisty and
coupleteness to facts

gensational facts are wistakea sov
significant facts

seeret facts asre assuned to have move
teuth ov significance

motally edifving events assuvaed to be
of greater signjlicance

facte that ave veeful for o zecial
cauge assutied alss to ke more
sigaificaac

elogant {outs balieved to de wove
probative

facts wifch count bost count most

Sacts couat o5t which couank least.
Connltmoatl to unlqQuéncss '

foforastion uncevered by acéldeat or
st the “efihit” tlee deemdd Co
be of gteater sigalficance
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XL,

Lxplanation

A,

Generalization

32. Insufficient Sampling -~

33.
34,

335,

30,

37,

38.

39,

&1,

4.

43.

Lonely Facts ~

Special Pleading ~

Statistical
Lupressionism «

Statistical Nowsewse =

Probabhility Fallacics =

teological Fallacy =

False Bxtrapelation =

False luterpolation P

insidiaus
Genecalizations ~

Bouble-vevetsing
Ceneralization =

The Gvervielning
Sxeeption =

conclusions based on too-small
sauples

generalization from o singly case

use of a double standard of evidence
intecpretation to deal with fon-
contventant daka, c.ge, rejecting
“outlicrs”

impressionistic lnterpretations of
precise numbers, or castiag
improssions inte procise nunbers

a generalization with no meaning fov
the case n the present context

{a) assuuing a disteibukion will be
vraetly repeated

(b) gpamblar®s fallacy - ansuming

a randowr event 18 overdug ta gesurp

measurement classes do 20 o
with chie varisble baiug
waasuted

stretehing o stacistical sevies past

the breaking pelut

seeuraey of intevpalatien assumed
greater thaa the aceuweasy of
31k weabest emi poloets

busttegging 0 getetalizationg
despite disclatsers vis hedge
wotdsr  few, cary, soee, navsil,
coanan, often {Ug,, withowd
uslg say aihetical evidenge

& hatting gessvalizastion,
uadeyebstoaent oY Jenedglity

intevpretive bel-hudging

& geasvalizalion based on an a-
typical <ane, o the generali-
zaticn thal igustes major
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Narration

44, Anachronisus «

45, Presuutism (nunc

pro tung) =

46, Antiquaria sp -~
47, Tuanel History -

48, False Puriodization ~

4%, Telescoping =

30, Interainaliss -

51, Aﬁa&;ﬁygéﬁlaA

33, Curonlic Chroaleam =
53, Static Fallacy =

S&. Presusptive Contiavisy

ahd Chauge ~

$5. Coretic Fallacy =

206

exceptions

taking coucepts out of their vight
time

the outcomes explain the means; the
significance of antecedents
determined by thelr consequences

opposite of prescuntism, collection of
dead facts, well preserved frow
the presest

sealing off a class of eveuts from
everything clse that has
happened

applying imappropriate temporal
liwite to a problem. FPFalse
application of 8 time scheme
frow one yealn Lo another

paking & Jong story too shurt,
reducing a trend to &
traansformation

paking 3 shott story too leng, ov &

long story langee. A false

extrapolation suvetched past
the breakiag peint

sonerthuslizing changes fu teves of

primgdiad atahetypes.  Assuelag

tlew §8 yopeatiag fegell
exactly

wisplaced temperal iinevalism, vee=
tipid ehrounlopieal 2eguence,
telliag everything in Ity tonpegal
peder ,

congearualizivg a dynanie probles as
& stetie ase, The tetiea of
easvgence of unfsldiag of o statis
plab

susening thalge of ova-
tiswity vequite 0 explinacivas

aistoking o dosetiption of process
for an analytical éxplanation
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