When Does Deterrence Succeed?

other.!# Huth and Russett attempted to test the influence of past
resolve on the effectiveness of extended deterrence by three different
measures: whether the defender fought on behalf of its protege in the
previous encounter, whether it was successful in that encounter, and
whether it was linked to the protege by a formal alliance.'#

The three indicators of resolve used by Huth and Russett do not
measure directly either resolve or adversarial perceptions of resolve.
The previous challenge of a protege may not be the most recent
deterrence encounter in which the defender’s resolve has been tested,
nor is it necessarily the most recent encounter with the same
adversary. Huth and Russett also code the outcome of cases without
any reference to how the actors themselves perceived the outcomes. In
several cases, there is evidence of significant discrepancy between
their interpretation of the outcome and those of the parties involved.
This approach also presupposes that the most recent previous
encounter, regardless of its severity, outcome, or locale, is the most
important trigger of learning. There are both conceptual and
empirical reasons for doubting the validity of this assumption. 46

There is no reason to assume that the immediately prior deterrence
encounter is the critical one for a defender. The “lesson” of Munich
had an enormous influence in shaping the American practice of
deterrence even though the United States was not involved in the
crisis that led to the Munich settlement.'4” Munich became the
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