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Chapter 4

Reputations for Honesty and the

Success of Diplomacy

The earlier chapters present a theory of why diplomacy is effective. I show that

diplomacy is a boon to states, and that defenders often use it to achieve their

goals. This chapter tests these ideas empirically. I examine a data set containing

information about a large number of international interactions to see whether the

big implications of the model are borne out. To do so, I use statistical models to

assess how much the probability of an outcome — such as the success of deterrence

— goes up or down, depending upon the defender’s reputation.

The chapter begins by using the formal theory of Chapter Three to derive em-

pirical implications about the escalation or de-escalation of international disputes.

I test two central implications: First, a defender is more likely to succeed in de-

terring an attack when it has a reputation for honesty. Second, a defender is more

likely follow through on its threats when it has a reputation for honesty. After

discussing these implications, I describe the data set, which contains information
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about international interactions between 1816 and 1993, including approximately

1300 international disputes. I discuss the variables that I use to test the theory

and briefly explain my statistical technique.

The chapter then turns to the empirical results. The patterns in the data are

consistent with the theory:

• A typical defender with a reputation for honesty is more likely to deter

an attack than a defender with a reputation for bluffing by roughly 21.5

percentage points.1

• A typical defender with a reputation for honesty is more likely to follow

through on its threats than a defender with a reputation for bluffing by

roughly 5.5 percentage points.

These results increase confidence in the theory as an explanation of states’

behavior in international disputes. However, the skeptical reader might be con-

cerned about the robustness or interpretation of these results. A final section

of the chapter demonstrates that the results are robust along four main dimen-

sions. First, the conclusions remain the same with the inclusion of several control

variables that are suggested by other works on international crises. Second, they

remain the same if I use either of two alternative definitions of a reputation for

honesty. Third, the results cannot be due simply to differences among states in

a propensity towards disputatiousness. Finally, my measure of a reputation for

honesty does not simply capture the idea of a reputation for resolve.
1The reputations variable that I use has many values, as I explain later. By a defender with

a reputation for bluffing, I mean here a defender that has more of a reputation for bluffing than

90 percent of other defenders.
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Having shown the usefulness of my theory for understanding international dis-

putes and crises, I turn in the next chapter to an investigation of empirical results

that are not related to testing the theory. In that chapter, I first examine the effect

of the defender’s reputation for honesty or for bluffing on the challenger’s decision

about whether to start a dispute and the defender’s decision about whether to try

to deter an attack. I then investigate the effect of the balance of forces on dispute

escalation.

4.1 Central Empirical Implications of the For-

mal Model

In Chapter Three, I conceptualize an international dispute in four steps: the

challenger’s decision about whether or not to threaten the use of force, the de-

fender’s decision about whether or not to counter-threaten (try deterrence), the

challenger’s decision about whether or not to attack after hearing the defender’s

threat, and the defender’s decision about whether or not to defend if attacked.

The equilibrium analysis focused on the defender’s ability to communicate. The

testable implications are about the states that are challenged and about their de-

terrent threats, rather than about the threat by the challenger that initiates the

crisis.

In the equilibrium, a defender “babbles” when it has a reputation for bluffing;

it uses diplomacy without care because it does not have a good reputation to lose.

Having threatened, such a defender is more likely to back down. A defender with

a reputation for honesty, on the other hand, tries to maintain that reputation; it is

more likely to follow through on its threats. For example, when President Johnson
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told the Soviets in 1968 that the United States was committed to the defense of

Berlin, though not of Czechoslovakia, Johnson’s statement was meaningful; the

United States was likely to fight if the Soviets attacked Berlin (National Security

Council 1968). This logic leads to the following implication:

Implication 1. A defender with a reputation for honesty is more likely to de-

fend following a deterrence failure than is a defender with a reputation for bluffing.

I define reputations as in the game-theoretic model of Chapter Three:

Definition 1. A defender acquires or increases a reputation for bluffing if it

threatens and backs down when a challenger attacks. It maintains a reputation

for honesty if it acquiesces to the challenger’s demands; if it threatens, the chal-

lenger attacks, and it follows through on its threats to fight; or if it engages in a

successful bluff (the challenger threatens to fight and it backs down).

A challenger considers the consequences of an attack, and a defender with a

reputation for bluffing is relatively good gamble. Because a defender with a rep-

utation for bluffing is more likely to back down if deterrence fails, a challenger is

more likely to attack such a defender. For example, China in the Korean War was

a relatively good bet — having bluffed once, it was more likely to be bluffing again.

(Tragically for the United States, this was not a bet that paid off.) Since, on

average, defenders with reputations for honesty are more likely to follow through

on their threats to fight, challengers are more likely to back down after hearing

their threats. This logic leads to the following implication:
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Implication 2. A challenger is more likely to attack following the defender’s

attempt at deterrence when the defender has a reputation for bluffing. (The de-

fender’s attempts at deterrence are more likely to fail when it has a reputation for

bluffing.)

My theory also suggests that the balance of forces affects the progression of

international disputes, but it does not provide a precise prediction about the form

of the effect, as I discuss further later. Thus, I simply test the hypotheses that

the balance of forces affects each stage of dispute escalation.

4.2 Data and Methodology

This section describes how I use information about states’ interactions to evaluate

my theory. After noting my sources of information, I discuss the measurement

of the steps of dispute escalation: threat, counter-threat, attack, and defense. I

also discuss the measurement of concepts that I use to explain dispute escalation,

focusing on the prime variable of interest, the defender’s reputation for honesty.

I then explain the statistical technique that I use to analyze this information. In

the next section, I turn to the main results.

4.2.1 Sources of Information

To examine the effects of reputations on the escalation of disputes, I use informa-

tion from the Correlates of War (COW) project. These data, which are widely

used to study international disputes and crises, include information about more
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than 200 states over the course of almost 200 years.2

To measure the dependent variables, I use COW’s Militarized International

Dispute (MID) data set (Gochman and Maoz 1984; Jones, Bremer, and Singer

1996). The creators of the data set define a MID as an event in which at least

one state took overt militarized action against another, where a militarized action

may be as minor as a threat to use force or as major as a full-scale war (Jones,

Bremer, and Singer 1996, 168-177). The action in question must be taken by

the official military forces or governmental representatives of a state. MIDs are

quite varied in terms of the issues involved and the degree of force used; examples

include the Falklands War and British efforts to stop the Brazilian slave trade

(Jones, Bremer, and Singer 1996, 178).

The data set contains information about eachMilitarized International Dispute

that occurs between the years of 1816 and 1993. This complete coverage is crucial

for evaluating the efficacy of diplomacy, since I must have information about each

state’s recent history of disputes in order to ascertain its reputation. I augment

these data with information about which pairs of states existed in the international

system in a given year. These pairs, or “dyads,” also had outcomes in these years,

though these outcomes were non-events. (For example, neither state began a

militarized dispute with the other.) I use all of these MIDs for the coding of

reputations (see below). However, because of the format of the MID data set, the

same MID may appear several times if it is ongoing over several years. In order to

avoid artificially inflating the number of independent observations in the data set,

I use only the first year of an ongoing MID when I estimate the causes of dispute
2In merging and manipulating the data, I use the helpful computer program EUGene: Ex-

pected Utility Generation and Data Management Program (version 2.10), created by Bennett

and Stam (see Bennett and Stam (2000)), and available at <http://www.eugenesoftware.org>.
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escalation.3 In other words, I use only one observation per MID for estimation.

To measure the independent variables, I again use MID data, but supplemented

by information from the COW National Capabilities data set. The National Ca-

pabilities data set contains information about the military capabilities of states

that are not involved in disputes, as well as of those that are, and thus provides

information relevant for investigating the initiation, as well as the progress, of

disputes.

To test the implications of the theory, I identify one state in a dispute as

“challenger” and the other as “defender.” Several states may be involved in any

international incident; however, each observation in the data set corresponds to

one pair of states (dyad). Within a disputing pair, one state is on the side that

initiated the dispute, and the other is a target. If there is a MID, I define the

challenger as the state on the initiating side of the dispute and the defender as the

state on the target side. In a year with no MID, any state could have initiated a

dispute. Thus, in any year with no MID, each pair of states is represented by two

observations, one with the first state listed as the (potential) “challenger” and the

second as the (potential) “defender,” and the other with the states reversed.
3I include information about ongoing MIDs for purposes of coding reputations so that I do not

mistakenly code a state as having a reputation for honesty because I have dropped information

on its (ongoing) MID-year. After coding reputations, I keep additional observations based on

an ongoing MID only if a state initiates a new dispute within a MID. When missing data and

a few other issues also are taken into account, the analyses are based upon about 1300 MIDs.
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4.2.2 The Dependent Variables: What is Deterrence Suc-

cess? What Does it Mean for the Defender to Follow

Through on its Threats?

The crucial implications of the theory concern two decisions. First, if the defender

tries deterrence, does the challenger nevertheless decide to attack (resulting in a

deterrence failure), or does it back down? Second, if the challenger decides to

attack, does the defender follow through on its deterrent threat and fight, or does

it back down? As I discuss later, one cannot investigate these decisions without

examining the decisions that are temporally prior to them in a dispute: the chal-

lenger’s decision about whether or not to initiate a dispute, and the defender’s

decision about whether or not to try deterrence. Conceptually, these decisions

result in four binary outcomes, corresponding to the four steps of a dispute that

I discuss in Chapter 3 (e.g. no threat by challenger/threat by challenger).

To measure these concepts, I use variables in the MID data set that describe

the highest “hostility level” reached by each state in a dispute. The variables

contain five possible hostility levels, ranging from the absence of militarized action

to war.4 If the challenger took an action that is at least as “hostile” as a threat to

use force, I describe it as having threatened. Only if the challenger threatened do

I code the variables that are temporally subsequent in a dispute. I describe the

defender as having tried deterrence if that state, in turn, took an action that was

at least as hostile as a threat to use force. Again, only if the defender threatened

do I code the subsequent variables. I describe the challenger as having attacked if

it used force and/or went to war. If the challenger attacked, I code the defender
4The hostility levels are (in increasing order): no militarized action, threat to use force,

display of force, use of force, and war.
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Hostility level Coded outcome

chal. at least threatened chal. threatened

If chal. threatened: def. at least threatened def. threatened

If def threatened: chal. at least used force chal. attacked

If chal. attacked: def. at least used force def. fought

Table 4.1: Dispute actions

as having fought if it also used force and/or went to war. Table 4.1 shows this

method of coding.

Though the MID data provide useful information for testing the theory, they

are not perfect for my purpose. First, because the data set does not provide

information about a state’s actions prior to the one with the highest hostility

level, one cannot know with certainty that a state that went to war threatened

before doing so. Second, the data set does not contain information on the dates

of dispute actions. For example, in a certain dispute, I might know that the

defender’s most-hostile action was to threaten the use of force, while the challenger

went so far as to use force. The data set does not reveal with certainty that the

defender tried deterrence and deterrence failed; it is possible, for example, that

the defender threatened the use of force after the challenger attacked. I infer the

actions that a state took prior to the one with the highest hostility level and the

temporal progression of the dispute.

Note that if the progression of a dispute matches the broad outlines of my

model, then the inferences that I make about the progression of the dispute (e.g.

that the defender tried deterrence before fighting, if it fought) are correct. While

it would be nice to test my theory using only cases that match it closely (cases to
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which it very clearly applies), the MID data are the best available for my purpose

because of their in-depth coverage of all disputes in a time frame and the fact that

they provide a lot of information about crisis behavior.5 If the results of the data

analyses were inconsistent with my theory, one might attribute this to the data

being imperfect for the test. However, I find the patterns implied by my model

in the MID data. It seems likely that if the inclusion of these other cases has any

effect, it is to understate the importance of diplomacy in international disputes.

4.2.3 The Independent Variables: Reputations and the

Military Balance

Having described how I measure outcomes, I now turn to discussing the factors

that influence the escalation of disputes. I discuss the factors that are important

in the model — reputations and the military balance — and then discuss issue of

including control variables.

Measuring Reputations

I use the four dependent variables I describe earlier to create a variable that

describes a defender’s reputation at the start of the present interaction. The

four dependent variables together characterize five possible dispute outcomes: 1)

there is no dispute (neither state becomes a challenger by threatening the use of
5I do discard some cases based on the information in the MID data set. For example, I

discard cases in which the state listed as being on the initiating side did not at least threaten

the use of force but the state listed as being on the target side did so. I discard these cases

because these facts strongly suggest, though they do not indicate definitively, that the initiating

state was not really the challenger.
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force); or a dispute exists (one state threatens) and: 2) the defender does not

try deterrence, 3) the defender threatens and the challenger backs down, 4) the

defender threatens, the challenger attacks, and the defender backs down, and 5)

both states threaten and follow through on their threats to use force.

In the equilibrium that I examine in Chapter 3, a defender acquires a reputa-

tion for bluffing if it bluffs and is caught — that is, if it threatens, deterrence fails,

and it backs down (outcome 4 in the previous paragraph). I define a state as in-

creasing its reputation for bluffing in a given year if it is the defender in a dispute

and this is the outcome.6 As in the game theoretic model, a state maintains a

reputation for honesty in one of three ways. The first corresponds to the fading

of a reputation: if a state is not involved in a dispute in a given year, it cannot

acquire a reputation for bluffing; if it has such a reputation, it fades. The second

is acquiescence: if a defender does not try deterrence (acquiesces), it maintains

its reputation for honesty. The third is following through on its threats.

The theory implies that a state’s reputation is temporary, but provides no other

guidance as to the duration of a reputation for bluffing. In the formal analyses, a

reputation for bluffing is binary: a state either has one or it does not. In the real

world, memories of past events fade slowly over time; having been caught bluffing

a few years in the past probably still affects a state’s reputation today, but less

so than having been caught bluffing a year ago. To incorporate the idea that

memories of called bluffs fade over time, I define reputations in such a way that

any called bluffs in the previous ten years add to a state’s current reputation for
6Technically, the defender acquires a reputation for bluffing in the equilibrium only if the

challenger is listening — that is, only if it began the interaction with a reputation for honesty. I

operationalize reputations more simply, designating a state as acquiring a reputation for bluffing

whenever it is caught bluffing.
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Figure 4.1: Coding of the Effect of Reputation with Years Passed

bluffing, but a bluff farther in the past has less of an effect on today’s reputation

than one that is more recent.

Specifically, a particular called bluff in the past ten years adds .85α to a state’s

reputation for bluffing, where α is the time passed since the bluffwas called. Figure

4.1 shows the amount that a particular called bluff adds to a state’s reputation

for bluffing under this coding, where the number on the horizontal axis represents

the number of years that have passed since the state was caught in that particular

bluff. For example, if a defender bluffed and was caught in each of the previous

two years, but not in the eight years prior to them, its reputation would be coded

as.85 + .852 = 1.5725. The variable ranges from approximately zero to 3.83. In

the discussion that follows, I sometimes refer to the effect of a defender having

“a reputation for bluffing” or “a reputation for honesty.” Since the reputation

variable has many values, this terminology is technically incorrect. What I mean

is that the defender has more of a reputation for bluffing or more of a reputation

for honesty.
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Moving from the formal model to empirical definitions of reputations requires

some judgement calls. Later in the chapter, I explore the consequences of defining

reputations differently. The first alternative definition is simpler: a defender’s

reputation is based on whether or not it was a defender in the previous year and

was caught bluffing in that year. The second is more complicated: a defender’s

reputation is based upon past behavior when it was a challenger, in addition to

its behavior when it was a defender.

Military Power

Like much of the literature on international crises, my model of international

interactions implies that the balance of military capabilities affects the course

of international disputes. However, the model does not have robust implications

about the directions of the effects; slight perturbations of the model imply different

relationships. Since the variable appears in the formal model, I include a measure

of the balance of military capabilities between the challenger and the defender (or

between the two states if there is no dispute) in the statistical model. Though

the estimates are not tests of the theory, they do give potentially important in-

formation about the escalation of disputes. I base the measure of the military

balance variable upon the National Capabilities Index, a composite indicator of a

state’s military strength (Singer, Bremer, and Stuckey 1972). This index, which

ranges between zero and one, is based upon a state’s fraction of the total capabil-

ities in the international system in six areas: iron and steel production, military

personnel, urban population, total population, military expenditures, and energy

production.

Rather than total capabilities, most theories suggest that the relative strength
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of the challenger and the defender affects the progression of a dispute. For exam-

ple, Huth (1988)[41] argues that the stronger a challenger relative to the defender,

the more likely deterrence is to fail. My theory also suggests that the extent to

which the challenger is favored affects the course of disputes. To ascertain the

impact of the challenger’s relative military strength, I create a log difference of

the two states’ capabilities. The log accounts for the fact that a challenger 110

times as strong as the defender is not much more likely to attack than one 100

times as strong, but a challenger 10 times as strong is much more likely to attack

than one of similar strength.

Realists have long debated whether states are more likely to become involved

in disputes and to fight when they are evenly matched militarily (a situation of

“power parity” or when one state is much stronger than the other (see, e.g., Bremer

(1992), Weede (976)). While power parity is not a part of my theory, I verify that

my results about reputations do not change when the equation includes a variable

measuring power parity instead of one measuring the extent of the challenger’s

military advantage. Following Schultz (2001), I include a measure of parity that

is the military strength of the weaker state divided by that of the stronger.

Other, Irrelevant Variables?

It has become customary in statistical analyses of international relations to include

a number of variables that are irrelevant to the theory being tested; these are

“controls” suggested by competing or complementary theories. In this work, I

take two approaches: I base most of my analyses on a simple model that includes

only the concepts of my theory. However, to convince readers who disagree with

this method, I also report results from analyses that include control variables
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suggested by the literature on international crises.

The simpler model is the more informative. Including a long list of variables

often is a substitute for careful thought about the factors implied by the the-

ory. Moreover, these extra variables do not belong in the model; including them

may mislead or confuse the researcher about their own “effects” and those of the

explanatory variables of interest.

For example, according to current practice, the debate among realists over

the manner in which relative power influences dispute escalation would speak to

including two variables relating to the military balance in the statistical analyses:

one that measures the similarity of the two sides’ military strength, and another

that measures the extent to which one side is stronger. If the effect of having one

side much stronger disappears when the parity variable is included, a researcher

might conclude that it is parity, rather than relative strength, that affects the

course of disputes. However, such a conclusion would be unwarranted since this

exercise is nonsensical: it amounts to considering the effect of making one side

stronger, holding fixed the extent to which the sides are evenly matched.

For these reasons and others, methodologists are beginning to question the use

of the regression equation as a dumping ground for unwanted variables. Achen

(2003) suggests “A Rule of Three” (ART): no more than three independent vari-

ables per equation (in the absence of formal theory that points to more). Thus,

I initially include only those variables indicated by the theory in my statistical

analyses. While I do consider a variation of the statistical model that includes

power parity, I do so as a robustness check on the results about reputations, and

do not include this variable and the balance of capabilities in the same equation.

After considering the simple version of the statistical model, the chapter ex-
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plores two alternative specifications for the reader who is not convinced by ART.

In the first alternative, I include several “controls”: whether or not each state is a

major power, according to Singer and Small’s definition (Singer and Small 1982,

44-45), whether or not the states are contiguous (either actually contiguous or

across up to 12 miles of water), and whether or not both states in the pair are

democracies. I include the power status and contiguity variables because previous

studies suggest that major powers and/or neighbors are better able to go to war

with each other or are more likely to interact and thus to become involved in

disputes (Bremer 1992; Siverson and Starr 1990). I include the joint democracy

variable because a large literature suggests that democracies are less likely to go

to war with each other than non-democracies are to go to war with each other

and than democracies are to go to war with non-democracies (e.g. Doyle (1983),

Russett (1993), Rousseau, Gelpi, Reiter, and Huth (1996)), though both the the-

oretical foundations and the empirical results on this subject are contested (e.g.

Farber and Gowa (1995), Gowa (1999), Layne (1994)).

Democracy is a difficult concept to define, and the literature on the democratic

peace defines it in many different ways. I investigate the robustness of my results

about reputations using a simple measures of joint democracy based on data from

Polity III: Regime Change and Political Authority (Jaggers and Gurr 1995; Jag-

gers and Gurr 1996). Polity III contains a democracy index, created from four

components: openness of executive recruitment, competitiveness of participation,

competitiveness of executive recruitment and legislative constraints on the exec-

utive. It also contains an autocracy index which contains these elements and the

regulation of participation. As is fairly common in the literature (e.g. Rousseau,

Gelpi, Reiter, and Huth (1996)) I create a single democracy scale for each state.
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I subtract the Polity III autocracy index from the democracy index, obtaining

a variable that ranges between -10 and 10. I define a pair of states as jointly

democratic if both have a score of seven or more.

4.2.4 Estimation Technique

I analyze two sets of statistical models, each examining the effects of military

power and of reputations for honesty and for bluffing on states’ decisions about

crisis escalation. In the underlying theoretical model, the independent variables

affect how much the states value each option (their utilities from making various

choices). In practice, we do not observe the states’ utilities, but only their deci-

sions. The challenger either attacks or does not; if attacked, the defender either

follows through on its deterrent threat or backs down. I model each of these de-

cisions with a probit-type of model designed for such binary outcomes. I then

translate the results into probabilities to ascertain the magnitudes of the effects.

The first statistical model, described in the following equation, represents the

probability that the challenger decides to attack as an increasing function of a

linear equation that includes the military balance and the defender’s reputation:

Pr ob(challenger attacks | chall. threatens, def. tries deterrence) =
F (constant + β1 ln balance of forces

+ β2 def.’s reputation for bluffing),

where the βs, here and later, are parameters to be estimated that relate the

explanatory factors to the challenger’s decision to attack. I also investigate two

variations on this model: 1) an analogous model that also includes the independent
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variables designated as controls: each state’s status as a major or minor power,

whether or not the states are contiguous, and whether or not the dyad is one

with two democracies, and 2) an analogous model that includes the same control

variables, but with power parity instead of the natural log of the military balance.

The second set of statistical models represents the decision that the defender

decides to defend as an increasing function of a linear equation that includes the

same explanatory factors. The simplest version of this model is:

Pr ob(defender defends| chall. threatens, def. tries deterrence, chall. attacks) =
F (constant + β1 ln balance of forces

+ β2 def.’s reputation for bluffing).

I also investigate variations on this model that include the control variables.

In order to obtain accurate estimates of the effects of the observed explanatory

factors — the balance of forces and the states’ reputations for honesty or for bluffing

— I must account for selection in the statistical model (Achen 1986). Selection

bias is a common problem in situations like this one. When challengers decide

whether or not to attack following defenders’ attempts at deterrence, these are all

challengers that have initiated crises by making a demand coupled with the threat

of force. Such challengers have “selected in” to a dispute, and they are likely to

have values of unobserved variables that differ from the values of challengers that

did not did not “select in” (threaten to use force).7 Similarly, defenders that

decide whether or not to defend following deterrence failure are all defenders that
7More technically, there are two underlying equations for each state, a selection equation and

an outcome equation, and the error terms in these two equations are correlated.
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have tried deterrence. Such defenders differ in unobserved ways from defenders

that did not try deterrence. For this reason, ordinary probit estimates of the

effects of independent variables on either state’s decision to escalate an existing

dispute are inaccurate (inconsistent).

As I discussed earlier, many deterrence theorists argue that states’ resolve, or

willingness to fight, affects the course of international disputes. My theory, too,

posits the influence of a type of resolve — the states’ values for the disputed issues.

Resolve is notoriously difficult to measure. Like other scholars, I do not include

it in the equation; if I did, I could capture the concept only poorly.8 Thus, as in

other statistical analyses of disputes, resolve forms part of the error term. This

makes it necessary to account for selection in the statistical model. For example, a

challenger that is extremely disadvantaged militarily may threaten the use of force

(select in) because it considers the issues at stake extremely important. Because it

considers the dispute important, this challenger will then be likely to escalate. If

selection is not taken into account by the statistical technique, the estimates will

suggest that militarily disadvantaged states are more likely to escalate than they

really are. Of course, even if one could measure resolve, the problem of selection

bias would remain: some of the same small factors would influence both selection
8I argued in Chapter 3 that a main purpose of the defender’s diplomacy is to communicate

information about how important it considers the disputed issue. While the defender commu-

nicates some of this information in the course of the conflict, the adversary rarely learns the

defender’s value for the issues precisely; it merely learns whether or not the defender valued the

issues enough to fight (and sometimes it does not even learn this fact). While historians and

other analysts sometimes obtain more information ex post, even they rarely learn a state’s value

for the issue precisely. For this reason, it is impossible to measure the defender’s value for the

issues precisely.
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into disputes and the equations of interest, making ordinary probit estimates

inaccurate (inconsistent).

To obtain accurate estimates of the effects of interest, I model the challenger’s

two decisions together and the defender’s two decisions together. That is, I use

one selection-probit model that represents both the challenger’s decision about

whether to threaten and its decision about whether to attack. I use another

model that represents both the defender’s decision about whether to threaten and

its decision about whether to defend if attacked. Of course, disputes involve a

second type of nonrandom selection: challengers select defenders, and vice versa.

Accounting for even one stage of selection is complicated. Since I believe that

a state’s own decisions are more highly correlated than are its decisions and its

opponent’s, I account for self selection in the statistical model.9

The commonly used Heckman selection model (Heckman 1974; Heckman 1976)

requires that the explanatory variables differ in the two equations being consid-

ered.10 Like many game-theoretic explanations, my theory of diplomacy posits
9The two equations in the text show a state’s decision as also conditional on prior choices

made by the other state. This is true empirically and in the construction of the dependent

variables; for example, the defender only decides whether to defend if the challenger attacks.

Each statistical model represents only the decisions made by one state, however, since the

statistical model is a model of a state’s utility (Sartori 2003). The first implication that I test

concerns the challenger’s response to a deterrent threat; thus, if there is no threat, I drop the case

for purposes of analyzing the challenger’s decision. Similarly, the second implication concerns

the defender’s response to an attack after a deterrent threat; thus, if there is no attack, I drop

the case for purposes of analyzing the defender’s decision.
10Technically, one can estimate the Heckman model with identical explanatory variables in

both equations, but then the model is identified only by the nonlinearity inherent in the discrete-

choice first stage. Thus, in practice, an exclusion restriction is required. The Heckman model

assumes a continuous dependent variable, which also makes it a poor choice for these data, but
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that the same factors — in this case, reputations and the balance of forces — influ-

ence all decisions in the model.

I use a new estimator that is intended for a situation in which identical ex-

planatory variables influence the two decisions, represented by dichotomous de-

pendent variables (Sartori 2003).11 The new estimator is similar to the version of

the Heckman model that represents dichotomous dependent variables (Dubin and

Rivers 1990). However, it adds an assumption: that the unobserved factors that

drive each of a state’s two decisions are the same.12 As I argue in Sartori (2003),

this assumption tends to be reasonable (and more reasonable than identifying

from functional form alone) when one believes that the two process have the same

causes, as they do in my theoretical model. Sartori (2003) shows through simula-

tions that the estimator is better than the Heckman-type estimator when identical

explanatory factors influence the two decisions, even when the assumption that

the unobserved factors are identical is fairly inaccurate.

4.3 The Escalation of International Disputes: Tests

of the Theory

In this section, I examine the escalation and de-escalation of international disputes

to determine whether the implications of my theory are borne out in the data.

I begin with cross-tabulations to provide some intuition about the data. I then

Dubin and Rivers (1990) and Van de Ven and Van Praag (1981) create extensions for binary

dependent variables.
11The paper that presents the selection estimator is available at www.princeton.edu/~asartori.
12Technically, the estimator adds an identifying restriction: that the error term for an obser-

vation is the same in the selection equation and the outcome equation.
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present results from the statistical analyses.

4.3.1 Raw Data

As a first look at the data, Tables 4.2 and 4.3 present percentages based on

cross-tabulations. For the tables, I separate defenders into two categories: those

with more-honest values of the reputation variable (values less than or equal to

.32, that is, reputations that in less than the 90th percentile of the reputation

variable), and those with less-honest values of the reputation variable (those in

at least the 90th percentile of the reputation variable). The first table examines

the percent of the time that a challenger attacks following a defender’s attempt at

deterrence, comparing the frequency for defenders with more-honest reputations

to that with less-honest reputations. The second table examines the percent of the

time that a defender fights if the challenger attacks, again comparing defenders

with more-honest reputations to those with less-honest ones.

The tables show the pattern implied by the theory for the defender’s behavior:

the defender is more likely to defend when it has more of a reputation for honesty.

They do not show the implied pattern for the challenger’s behavior: contrary to

what the model implies, the challenger is more likely to attack a defender with

more of a reputation for honesty.

The cross-tabulations, however, do not take into account issues of nonrandom

selection. A rough consideration of selection issues suggests that the possession

by the defender of a reputation for bluffing is likely to be more positively related

to the probability of deterrence failure than simple cross tabulations or ordinary

probit analysis of the challenger’s decision to attack would indicate. Probit analy-

sis shows that the challenger is more likely to threaten the use of force, initiating
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Challenger attacks (deterrence fails)?

No Yes

Def rep. More honest 15.0% 85.0%

(rep. for honesty)

Less honest 21.2% 78.8%

(rep. for bluffing)

Table 4.2: Percent of time challenger attacks, by defender’s reputation

Defender fights if deterrence fails?

No Yes

Def rep. More honest 15.1% 84.9%

(rep. for honesty)

Less honest 32.0% 68.0%

(rep. for bluffing)

Table 4.3: Percent of time defender fights if attacked, by defender’s reputation
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a militarized dispute, when either state has a reputation for bluffing. A challenger

may nevertheless threaten the use of force when the defender has a reputation

for honesty, but it is only likely to do so when it has a high value of the error

term — in particular, when it has a high value for the disputed issue. Challengers

are more likely to attack when they consider the issue important, all else being

equal. Thus, challengers are more likely to attack when defenders have reputa-

tions for honesty. This is not because the defenders have reputations for honesty,

but because the challengers of these defenders also consider the issue important.

Put differently, challengers are less likely to attack defenders with reputations

for bluffing because challengers are willing to threaten the use of force against

defenders with reputations for bluffing even if the challengers do not consider the

issues particularly vital.

The selection-probit estimator ascertains the effect of the independent vari-

ables, correcting for nonrandom selection. The results of this estimation therefore

are likely to show that the association between the defender’s reputation for bluff-

ing and the challenger’s probability of attacking following a deterrence attempt is

more positive than the cross-tabulation would indicate. Similar logic suggests that

the association between the defender’s reputation for bluffing and the defender’s

probability of defending following a deterrence failure is more negative than the

cross-tabulations would indicate.13

13Ordinary probit indicates that the defender is less likely to try deterrence when either state

has a reputation for bluffing, though the effect is small.
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4.3.2 The Challenger’s Decision; Does Deterrence Suc-

ceed?

Here and in the next section of the paper I discuss the main results of interest to

the theory: the defender’s reputation affects the probability of deterrence success

and the probability that it backs down if deterrence fails. Following the tests

of the theory, I discuss robustness of the results. In the next chapter, I turn to

empirical results that are not directly related to testing the theory: the effect of

the defender’s reputation on each state’s decision to become involved in a dispute,

and the relationship between the military balance and dispute escalation.

Tables 4.4 and 4.6 display the major results, based on the estimation that takes

nonrandom selection into account. In each of these tables, the second column of

results shows the estimates when I include control variables measuring whether or

not the states are major powers, whether or not they are contiguous, and whether

or not both states in the dyad are democracies. The third column shows the

estimates when I include a measure of power parity instead of a measure of the

balance-of-forces. As with probit or Heckman-probit estimates, the results must

be translated into probabilities in order to be interpreted substantively. However,

the signs of the coefficients represent the signs of the estimated effects and the

standard errors show the precision of the estimates.

Table 4.4 reports the estimated impacts of reputations and the military bal-

ance on the challenger’s decisions to initiate a dispute and to attack following a

deterrence attempt on the part of the defender. The table shows that the posses-

sion by the defender of more of a reputation for bluffing has the effect that the

theory implies: it increases the challenger’s propensity to attack, or the chances

of deterrence failure. The standard error is small relative to the coefficient, indi-
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cating that one can be fairly confident that the true relationship is positive. The

second column shows that the estimate is similar when I include control variables

in the equation, though slightly smaller in magnitude. The third column shows

that the estimate is similar if I include a measure of power parity instead of the

balance-of-forces variable.

Because the table shows probit-type coefficients, the coefficients do not im-

mediately reveal the substantive importance of the variables. Table 4.5 below

translates the coefficients into predicted probabilities to investigate the magni-

tude of the impact of the defender’s reputation for bluffing on the challenger’s

decision to attack. The predicted probabilities in Table 4.5 use the first set of

estimates in Table 4.4.

In Table 4.5, I perform a series of thought experiments: “How does variation

in the defender’s reputation affect the probability of an attack by a challenger

that is involved in a dispute, holding fixed the probability that a challenger be-

comes involved in a dispute?” This thought experiment speaks to the effect of

the defender’s reputation on its decision to attack, assuming that a defender with

the specified features was randomly selected (correcting for selection bias). Each

row of the table shows the effect for a different value of the balance of forces (chal-

lenger’s/defender’s). A military balance of 1.46-to-one in favor of the challenger

is the median balance for states that become involved in disputes.
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Implica- Equation With With

tion Implied by Control Control

of the Theory Vars I Vars II

Theory

Issue a challenge?

Constant (standard error) -3.07 (.00911) -3.34 (.0138) -3.42 (.0173)

Ln capabilities ratio [-12,12] .0175 (.00299) .00865 (.00435) —

(challenger’s/defender’s)

Power parity — .279 (.0344)

Defender’s rep for bluffing [0,3.8] .319 (.0156) .227 (.0192) .236 (.0191)

Challenger is major power — .504 (.0275) .558 (.0237)

Defender is major power — .385 (.0306) .371 (.0273)

States are contiguous — 1.09 (.0207) 1.06 (.0209)

Both are democracies — -.517 (.0576) -.515 (.0577)

Attack, if threatened and defender counter-threatened?

Constant (standard error) -3.12 (.00980) -3.36 (.0146) -3.43 (.0180)

Ln capabilities ratio [-12,12] .0136 (.00348) .0129 (.00487) —

Power parity (0,1) — .240 (.0373)

Defender’s rep for bluffing + .288 (.0177) .202 (.0211) .205 (.0208)

Challenger is major power — .436 (.0294) .501 (.0225)

Defender is major power — .397 (.0319) .371 (.0282)

States are contiguous — 1.03 (.0220) 1.02 (.0224)

Both are democracies — -.553 (.0655) -.549 (.0656)

Sample Size 1050479/ 1008216/ 1014852/

1337 1261 1281

Table 4.4: Influences on the Challenger’s Decisions, to Threaten and to Attack.
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Prob(attack| Prob(attack| Change

threatened) threatened) in prob of

defender rep. defender rep. deterrence

honesty second bluffing second failure

stage stage

capabilities 1-to-1 60.3% 82.2% 21.9%

capabilities 1.46-to-1 60.1% 81.7% 21.6%

capabilities 7-to-1 59.1% 80.3% 21.2%

Table 4.5: Relationship between defender’s reputation and deterrence success or

failure.

To perform these thought experiments, I hold the defender’s reputation con-

stant in the equation that represents the challenger’s decision to threaten the use

of force and vary its reputation in the equation that represents whether or not the

challenger attacks (whether or not deterrence fails).14 In the table, a reputation

for bluffing means that a defender’s reputation has a value of .32, so its reputa-

tion is less-honest than those of 90% of defenders. While this may seem extreme,

remember that a defender has a reputation for bluffing with value .85 if it was

caught in a bluff in the previous year. (Note that one must read across the rows

of the table. One cannot read down the columns of this table to see the effect of

varying the balance of forces on deterrence success/failure.)15

14For this thought experiment, I assume that the defender has a reputation for bluffing when

the challenger decides whether or not to threaten the use of force.
15To see this effect, one must hold the balance of forces fixed in the selection stage and vary

it only in the selection equation. I investigate the effect of the balance of forces in the next
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The advantages of a reputation for honesty are substantial. A defender with

a reputation for bluffing is more likely to experience deterrence failure by about

21 or 22 percentage points. The effect is similar in magnitude regardless of the

challenger’s military advantage. As the theory implies, a reputation for honesty

helps the defender to deter an attack.

4.3.3 The Defender’s Decision: Does its Threat Turn out

to be a Bluff?

Table 4.6 explains why challengers are more likely to attack when defenders have

reputations for bluffing: defenders in that situation are less likely to fight if de-

terrence fails to deter an attack. Again, the standard error is small relative to the

coefficient on the defender’s reputation, indicating that one can be fairly confident

that the true relationship is positive. The second column of results shows that

this result is robust to controlling for contiguity, major power status, and bilateral

democracy. The third column shows that it is robust to including a measure of

power parity, instead of a measure of the balance of forces.

In Table 4.7, I again perform a series of thought experiments. This time, I

ask, “How does variation in the defender’s reputation affect the probability that

the defender fights if attacked, holding fixed the probability that a defender tries

deterrence in the first place?” These thought experiments speak to the effect of

the defender’s reputation on its decision to follow through on its threats, should

deterrence fail, assuming that a defender with the specified features was randomly

selected (correcting for selection bias). Each row of the table shows the effect for

a different value of the balance of forces.

chapter.
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Implica- Equation With With

tion Implied by Control Control

of the Theory Variables Variables

Theory I II

Try deterrence if challenger threatened?

Constant (standard error) .661 (.0405) .792 (.0678) .700 (.0724)

Ln capabilities ratio [-12,12] -.123 (.0142) -.0937 (.0203) —

(challenger’s/defender’s)

Power parity (0,1) — — .0875 (.131)

Defender’s rep for bluffing [0,3.8] -.0815 (.0673) -.0415 (.0758) -.00849 (.0741)

Challenger is major power — -.363 (.0898) -.602 (.0748)

Defender is major power — .0272 (.119) .343 (.0986)

States are contiguous — .0179 (.0738) .0452 (.0742)

Both are democracies — -.467 (.205) -.506 (.206)

Fight if challenger threatened, deterrence tried and failed?

Constant (standard error) .303 (. 0372) .363 (.0634) .277 (.0693)

Ln capabilities ratio [-12,12] -.0725 (.0137) -.0599 (.0194) —

Power parity (0,1) — — .203 (.123)

Defender’s rep for bluffing - -.316 (.0624) -.233 (.0687) -.205 (.0676)

Challenger is major power — -.231 (.0870) -.362 (.0720)

Defender is major power — -.120 (.109) .0516 (.0894)

States are contiguous — .0829 (.0602) .0742 (.0716)

Both are democracies — -.348 (.206) -.314 (.208)

Sample Size 1562/1115 1476/1065 1476/1065

Table 4.6: Influences on the Defender’s Decisions, to Try Deterrence and to Defend

if Attacked
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The defender’s reputation again has a substantively large impact: a defender

with a reputation for bluffing is more likely to back down from its deterrent threats

by between 5.3 and 6.1 percentage points. The results again are substantively

similar, regardless of the balance of forces. Thus, as the theory implies, defenders

with reputations for honesty use diplomacy more carefully: they are less likely to

back down once they have threatened the use of force.

Prob(defend| Prob(defend| Change

tried deterrence tried deterrence in prob of

defender rep honesty defender rep. bluffing defense

second stage second stage

capabilities 1-to-1 84.0% 78.7% -5.3%

capabilities 1.46-to-1 87.2% 81.8% -5.4%

capabilities 7-to-1 86.3% 80.2% -6.1%

Table 4.7: Relationship between defender’s reputation and probability that the

defender follows through on its threats.

4.4 Robustness of the Empirical Results

The tables that I present earlier show that my conclusions are robust to one kind

of change: the inclusion of several control variables suggested by the literature on

international crises. The second column of each table (4.4 and 4.6) shows that

the estimates are of the same sign, though slightly smaller in magnitude, when

I control for the balance of forces, the status of each state as major or minor

power, whether or not the states are contiguous, and whether or not they are
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both democracies. The third columns of these tables show that the results about

reputations also are robust to including a measure of power parity rather than a

measure of the balance of forces.16

In this section, I respond to three other possible criticisms of the results.

First, one might question my method of measuring reputations for honesty and

for bluffing and wonder if my results were an artifact of that method. I show

that the conclusions remain the same if I use either of two alternative definitions.

Second, one might posit that some states are more disputatious than others, and

that my results merely capture this fact. I show that this alternative hypothesis is

inconsistent with the data. Finally, one might wonder if my measure of reputations

for honesty were capturing the effect of reputations for resolve. I show that my

reputations variable affects the course of international interactions, even parsing

out the overlap between the two concepts of reputations.

I first consider two alternative definitions of the defender’s reputation for bluff-

ing or for honesty. Earlier, I defined reputations in terms of whether or not the

defender was caught bluffing in each of the previous ten years, with called bluffs

discounted more the farther they are in the defender’s past. Here, I consider

robustness to two alternative definitions, one more simple and one more compli-

cated. The first, and simpler, is: the defender has a reputation for bluffing if it

was caught bluffing in the previous year (it tried deterrence, the challenger nev-

ertheless attacked, and the defender backed down); otherwise, it has a reputation

for honesty.

The second definition includes behavior as a challenger as part of the basis of
16See my discussion of variables above for an explanation of why I do not include power parity

and the balance of forces in the same specification.
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the defender’s reputation. The formal analyses of Chapter 3 argues that defenders

obtain reputations for bluffing or for honesty, and defenders with reputations for

honesty are more able to use threats effectively. The definition of the defender’s

reputation that I used earlier follows closely from these formal analyses. In prac-

tice, however, challengers clearly also do communicate. It is possible that states

also acquire reputations for honesty or for bluffing from interactions in which

they are challengers. In fact, the Korean War case study suggested that this is

the case. That is, like the Chinese communists prior to the Korean War, a state

may threaten to use force to change the status quo in its favor, and then fail to

follow through when a defender states that it is willing to fight. When it does not

follow through, it is shown to be bluffing: it has said that it is willing to use force,

but now indicates that it is unwilling to do so. Though my formal work does not

speak to this subject, it is also possible that challengers have reputations, and

that these reputations affect the course of international disputes.

In the second alternative definition, I still consider a state to increase its repu-

tation for bluffing if it is caught bluffing when it is a defender. I now also consider

a state to increase its reputation for bluffing in a given year if it is a challenger and

it is revealed to be bluffing (it threatens the use of force; the defender indicates its

willingness to fight, and the challenger backs down). I again code the reputations

from a state’s behavior over the previous ten years, with events farther in the past

carrying less weight in the same way. However, I now code each state’s reputation

as based on all such behavior — regardless of whether the state is a challenger or

a defender now and regardless of whether it was a challenger or a defender in a

previous dispute. This leads to a reputations variable for the challenger and one
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for the defender, each ranging between 0 and 4.55. 17 In the statistical analyses

that use this definition, I also include a variable that indicates the interaction

between the two states’ reputations. If the challenger’s reputation does affect its

ability to use diplomacy, one might expect each state’s decisions to be different

when both have severe reputations for bluffing than when only one has such a

reputation.

My overall conclusions are the same with either alternative specification. In

each case, the estimated effects of the defender’s reputation are of the expected

sign and quite precise. Tables 4.8 and 4.9 investigate the magnitudes of the effects

using predicted probabilities.

In table 4.8, I again perform thought experiments to answer the question,

“How does variation in the defender’s reputation affect the probability of an at-

tack by a challenger that is involved in a dispute, holding fixed the probability

that a challenger becomes involved in a dispute?” Remember that this thought

experiment speaks to the effect of the defender’s reputation on the challenger’s

decision to attack, assuming that a defender with the specified features was ran-

domly selected (correcting for selection bias).18 In Table 4.9, I perform analogous

thought experiments to investigate the effect of the defender’s reputation on its

own probability of following through on its threats, should deterrence fail. In

each thought experiment, I assume that the balance of forces is one-to-one. In

the thought experiments that involve the more-complicated alternative definition,
17Since there are more ways to increase a reputation for blufifng by this method of coding,

the maximum reputation value is higher than in the previous chapter.
18For the thought experiment, I again must hold the defender’s reputation constant in the

selection equation. I assume that when deciding whether or not to try deterrence, the defender

has a reputation for bluffing.
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I must also hold the challenger’s reputation constant, since I include it and an

interaction term in the equation. I assume that the challenger has a reputation

for honesty, but the change in predicted probability is similar if the challenger has

a reputation for bluffing. When the reputation is based upon the simpler defini-

tion, the variable has a value of one if the defender has a reputation for bluffing.

When I use the more-complicated reputation, a “reputation for bluffing” in the

table signifies that the defender’s reputation is worse than those of 90% of other

defenders.
Prob(attack Prob(attack| Change

threatened) threatened) in prob of

defender rep. defender rep. deterrence

honesty second bluffing second failure

stage stage

result reported earlier 60.3% 82.2% 21.9%

def.’s rep. based on 22.6% 76.5% 53.9%

behavior in past year

def.’s rep. based on 54.7% 86.6% 31.9%

behavior as chal. or def.

Table 4.8: Relationship between defender’s reputation and deterrence success or

failure, military balance one-to-one.
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Prob(defend| Prob(defend| Change

deterrence failed) deterrence failed) in prob

defender rep. defender rep. defender

honesty second bluffing second follows

stage stage through

result reported used earlier 84.0% 78.7% -5.3%

def.’s rep. based on 88.0% 68.9% -19.1%

behavior in past year

def.’s rep. based on 87.6% 77.6% -10.0%

behavior as chal. or def.

Table 4.9: Relationship between defender’s reputation and defender’s decision to

follow through on its threats and defend, military balance one-to-one

The first row of each table shows the predicted probabilities using my original

definition of the defender’s reputation. The next two rows show that, using either

alternative definition, the defender remains better able to deter an attack when

it has a reputation for honesty. Similarly, using either alternative definition, the

defender is more likely to follow through on its threats, should deterrence fail,

when it has a reputation for honesty. Both effects appear greater in magnitude

when I use either alternative definition of the defender’s reputation.

Having shown that my conclusions are the same with any of three definitions of

the defender’s reputation. I now turn to two other possible criticisms. First, some

readers may posit an alternative explanation for my results: that some states are

simply more disputatious, and that disputes in which these are involved are more

likely to escalate towards war. This alternative hypothesis is consistent with the
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challenger’s behavior. That is, a defender only obtains a reputation for bluffing

if a previous dispute escalated to the point at which it could back down from

threats. Perhaps there is something “disputatious” about such defenders, and

this disputatiousness, not the defenders’ reputations, leads challengers to attack

them more often.

However, this alternative hypothesis is inconsistent with the defender’s ob-

served behavior. If it is defenders’ disputatiousness, not their inability to use

diplomacy, that leads challengers to attack more often, then these defenders should

be more likely to follow through on their threats should deterrence fail. The data

show just the opposite: as my theory implies, these defenders are more likely to

back down if deterrence fails.

Second, other readers may be suspicious that my measures of reputations for

honesty are really measures of reputations for resolve. Deterrence theorists argue

that some states are simply more willing to fight than others, and that their will-

ingness to fight is an enduring quality. One of the situations in which I argue states

acquire reputations for honesty is also a situation in which deterrence theorists

argue they acquire reputations for resolve: A state acquires or increases a reputa-

tion for honesty if it follows through on its deterrent threats following deterrence

failure. The two arguments are thus difficult to distinguish empirically.

However, I also argue that a state can acquire or increase its reputations for

honesty in two ways that do not coincide with a reputation for resolve: by having

no dispute in a given year, in which case its reputation for bluffing fades, and by

acquiescing to a challenger’s demands. As a check that the effect that I capture is

not merely that of reputations for resolve, I create two dichotomous “reputation

for honesty” variables. The first has a value of one if the present defender either
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acquiesced to a challenger’s demands or was not involved in a dispute in the

previous year; it has a value of zero otherwise. The second has a value of one

if the present defender tried deterrence and fought after deterrence failed in the

previous year; it has a value of zero otherwise.

When I estimate (as described earlier, including the natural log of the balance-

of-forces in the equation), both of these variables have the effects posited by my

theory. The challenger is less likely to attack a defender with either kind of

reputation for honesty than a defender with a reputation for bluffing. A defender

with either kind of reputation for honesty is more likely to follow through on

its threats. Both findings show that reputations for honesty — as distinct from

reputations for resolve — affect the course of international disputes.

Three caveats are in order: First, the variable that indicates that a defender

followed through on its threats also indicates that it either acquiesced or had no

dispute; in the sample, in any year in which a defender tried deterrence and fol-

lowed through, it also acquiesced or had no dispute. (The reverse is not true.)

Second, if my theory is correct, the two reputation for honesty variables do not

belong in the same equation because they are proxies for the same underlying

concept; including them both may produce incorrect estimates.19 Finally, when I

do include both in the same equation, the estimate of the effect of a reputation for

honesty that comes from acquiescence or not having a dispute on the defender’s

decision to follow through on its threats is small and imprecise. The estimate sug-

gests that the effect is positive, but does not show with much certainty that there

is no effect. The estimate of the effect on the challenger’s decision, however, is
19Achen (1985) shows that including two proxies for the same concept in the same regression

equation can result in an estimate with an incorrect sign if the variables are measured with

error.



CHAPTER 4. REPUTATIONS FORHONESTYANDTHE SUCCESSOFDIPLOMACY122

large and precise. In sum, reputations for honesty and reputations for resolve are

overlapping concepts and are therefore difficult to distinguish empirically. Never-

theless, the data suggest that my measure of reputations for honesty is capturing

something different from deterrence theory’s concept of reputations for resolve.

The implications of the model that I discuss at the beginning of the chapter

are borne out by the data, when I analyze the data in a number of different ways.

The defender is more likely to succeed in deterring an attack, and more likely to

follow through if deterrence fails, when it has a reputation for honesty. This result

is quite robust to alternative specifications and is unlikely to be produced by two

leading alternative explanations.

4.5 Conclusion

The empirical analyses in this chapter reveal two facts: when a state has a rep-

utation for honesty, it is substantially more likely to attain deterrence success;

when it has a reputation for bluffing, it is substantially more likely to back down

if deterrence fails. The second fact explains the first. Defenders’ deterrent threats

are more likely to succeed (challengers are less likely to attack after hearing them)

when those defenders have reputations for honesty precisely because defenders

with reputations for honesty are more likely to mean what they say. Thus, as I

suggested earlier, a reputation for honesty helps the defender to communicate that

it is willing to fight, but this ability comes at a cost: the defender must actually

be willing to fight more often if deterrence fails in order to obtain this greater

credibility.

The empirical analyses in this chapter yield “on average” results: on average,
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states behave in ways that the theory implies. They corroborate what individual

cases suggest: like China in the KoreanWar, states that recently have been caught

bluffing have a hard time deterring attacks. The reason for this is that a state

that has bluffed once is more likely to bluff again in the near future.

These empirical results are consistent with the implications of the theory I

present in Chapter 3, and so provide evidence that the theory helps to explain the

progression of international disputes. The next chapter turns to several results of

the empirical analyses that are not directly related to testing the theory. These

concern two subjects: the effect of the defender’s reputation on the states’ decision

to threaten the use of force, and the impact of the balance-of-forces on dispute

escalation.
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