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Abstract : b
The@onoept of WIH In Inter'nat lonal Relatlons is a “
$tudy of a concept in 1nternatxona1 relhtxons theory which
has not received rxgo;ous examination, though allusxon to_xt

3

is congiderable, especially in theory, which assesses or
N -

alludes to power as a psychdlogical relation begugen stafes.
This ihésis.has dqne.at least three fhings:‘(l) devglopéd a
theory of inflggnce; examining how will function; in the
context of influence as well as to propose a definition of
the concept; (2) analyzed relevant theofet{cal :
litesature that would offer some 1nsxght into t?e subject;
and (3) tested the concept in the context df the Vietnam
conflict during Johnson's Presidency. (

The theory 1tself centers on the rolé\kg/perceptxon in
1nfluence, and specxf1¢ally, on how the state's perceptual
image of 1ts‘qpponent:s will (disposition) to act bears upon
its own will to act. In application to the Vietnam conflict,
the coﬁbatants' percéptions of their opponent's will to act
proved to Se.simply one‘of‘ﬁ number of pertinent sources
influenciﬁg'fhe individual staté's will to act. Other
salient ’Isourcessqt1clude§ the link'age m;de between the goal
and a threat to the state's core values and to those of the
respective leaders; public opinion; and the leaders'
understanaing of the dynamics of conflict;

It was evident that the theory could not aécount for
the complexity of sources which might have a bearing“upon

the state's will to act within the given context.



Nevertheless, the theory was beneficiai in enabling the
researcher to better undecstand the role of will in the

process of influence.
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1. The Concept of Will and Pover
Duviq laldu!n.tindc fault vith the prevalent usage of
pover, which equates s state's store of physical
capabilities with ltj level of power. The essence og,fﬁo

problem, according to. the author, lies in the aisulpiion

‘that power resources are fungible. Particularly
objoctionablz so paldwin is the explanation ottoted’by many
power analysts vithArogard'to the treqﬁent failure of .
lgéuﬂngly stronger states to translate their power resources
into guccessful foreign policy outcomes. He labels thi;

- ¢
.frequent failure of power predictions as "the paradox of

unrealized pover."" . AN .
Without alluding to sources, Baldwin suggests that many
powver analysts have idengified the presence of an essentiai
conversion process‘separating alledged *botential pover" (or
pover "resources”) and sdcc;ssful foreign poliéy outcomes or
"actual powver." The "paradox of unrealized pover" may be
explained in terms of "malfunctioning conversion
processes."® Baldwin alledges that many commsntators cite
will as a principal factor in this éonversion process. In
the absence of'iill; potgntial pdver tesource§ cannot be
converted into actual ﬁ;;;r. The American defeat in Vietnam,
"for instance, is said tékﬁave resulted from a lack of will

to utilize available‘armanménts;’

. '‘David A. Baldwin, "Power Analysis and World Politics: New
Trends Versus Old Tendencies,” 31 World Politics (No. 1,
1978), p. 163. ‘
*Baldwin, (fn.1), p. 163.

*Baldwin, (fn.1), p. 164.
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It is clear that lqlé}in q3ldaino thicvaoaqo ot‘;ill.'
To employ will in this manner encourages "sloppy pover
analysis.™ In effect,.Bnldwin's chief .criticisa ii that
commentators, no m;tgor hov inept, can alvays explain avey
éﬁoir failed pover,pr;dictlons’by attributing ﬁo‘ﬁpo prime
fagie lcg’pgorﬁftnto [ I:ot.ot vill to - influence the second’

\._state.' In this vein, Baldvin writes:

{
-

Emphasis on skill and vill in cohversion processes
makes_ it all too easy for the power analyst to avoid
tacing Up to his mistakes:*® . :
It is noticeable ghat Baldwin's analysis contains c/sgkies
— T roborated assumptions. ?he authgf seems to be
] proposing:\{érst, éhat a sustomary explanation of the notion
) \of will can bé\discerned. Second, heAassumes that there
exists a traditfpﬁal undbrstaﬁhing, and indeed, presence of
a conversion progéss as he.uné?rstands it; Related to the
preceeding point js\thg author's supposition that the factor
of will can occupy a pi}otal position in the mobilization of
physical resources., These assumptioné are not evidenced. In
the absence of propen‘substantiation, there is ample reason
to question the validity of theSe fundamental assumptions.
An associated problem&is.the author's failure to define
key terms. The notion of will, whosevalledged explanatory
usage Baldwin so severely criticizes, is not defined. In

light of what has been previously mentioned, will surfaces

as an intrinsic element in whether or not resources are

‘Baldwin, (fn.1), p
'Baldwin, (fn.1), p. 169. .
‘Baldwin, (fn.1), p ‘
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mobilized. However, .this is the'assumed function of will,

not its meaning. Any-definition must be offerred by the

=]

reader, based upon his analysis of Baldwin's article,

It would appear to be the case that Baldwin's goal is

A A

3

to exclude the p r fungibility analysts' usage of the
& — (a3

concept of will., In effect, the author is requesting that

=y 4

will, heretofore understood as the indispensable conversion
’ -~

process element motoring the successful use of physical
capabilities, be relégated to the status of a capability. By
.doing this, Baldw1n attempts to divest from the analysis of
powér the propos1t10n that wxll a eror occ&ples a plvotal
place in the state's ut111£bt10n of 1ts phy51ca1 resources.

Baldw1n notes that in the est1mate of state

1 4 ’ .
capabilities, the probabilit;,of successful conversion

should be included.’ In isolation, capabilities are
"relatively low in fungibility."* Their melevance is
properly evaluated within the given&eolicy—qontingeﬁcy
. o
\framework;’® it is essential that scope and domain be
included in the analysis of capabilities.'® Will, as a
Y .

capability, can therefore only have utility within a diven
context. Baldwin's own scheme, howevef, re-introduces an
analogous conversion process which to the one he criticizes.
Intrinsic to this conversion process is the notion of
"commitment," a term which Baldwin appears to substitute
——————— _e.——T__-_'—__.

"Author's italicization. Baldwin, (fn.1), p. 170.

*Baldwin, (fn.1), p. 166.

*Baldwin, (fn.1), p. 165. -
‘*Baldwin, (fn.1), p. 163.
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freely in the place of will.'' In what folloyé, Baldwin's
analysis will be shown to be tautologicai gé he cannot ' [
jettison the factor of will. ’ f/

At the outset of his analysis, Ba&é;in,writes that the
term, "power" Qill be treated in a bgé;d generic sense, that
is, interchangeable with such term§/;s "influence” and
"control."'? It is manifest in Balawin's thedry that it ié
the usage of power as influence which is favored. As
influence, power is a relational concept. For Baldwin, bower
inheres in the relationship between A's capabilities and B's
value system.'?® In effect, A's ability to influence B, to
have power, is contingent upon the degree to which B values
a particular goal. Put differently, the degree to which B
values an objective will impact upon his degree of
commitment not to be influenced; and therefore, A's pi:i].
Citing Knorr, Baldwin states: ’

1f B's perceptions, values and skills are such as tb
make it impossible for'A to influence him, then
putative power should never have been .attributed to
A in the first place.'* ——- ‘

Baldwin's failure to define key concepts extends to
those terms comprising his conversion process. The notions
of values aﬁd perceptions are not defined; however, the
author*s allusion to or difect usage of these terms enables
the analyst to surmise how Baldwin would define them. His

illustration of a couple who are strongly committed to a

"11 am indebted to Dr. J.A. Lejnieks for this comment.
*2Baldwin, (fn.1), p. ng.
13Baldwin, (fn.1), p. 171,
*#Baldwin, (fn.1), p. 171.
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non-violent resolution of conflict within the framework of
marriage is the closest the author comes to defining the
notion of values.'® The suggestion is also made that “
individuals' reactions to situations Jdiffer given their

- particular seﬁ of values. The notion of perception is also
alluded to. Within the context of sanctions, Baldwin
suggests that a perceptﬁon is an interpretation.'* Mirroring
his comment on values, éaldwin notes that perceptions are
varlable given partlcular individuals. .

Outside of the elements that comprise Baldwin' s
conversion process,'the author corroborates the point thet
willzrs indispensable ‘to the usage of power resonrces. In
his critique of Kindleber%er, Baldwin nfites that "power
cannot be divorced from‘goals or purposes.”'’ A state may
possess the potential power resources to influence another
state. However, . the us;a"of capabilities.is dependent upon
the state's inténtions, and its desire to exercize its
capabilities.'*® In Baldwin's analysis, the values at stake
within the given context determine the state's investment of
will (commitment). It is at this point that the conversion
process, which Baldwin so sevefely criticized, creeps back
into his own analysis. The utility of the state's power
resources is heavily contingent upon the level of commitment
which the state, based upon it value system, ascribes to its
objecfive. Regarding this relationship between commitment

'*Baldwin, (fn.1), p. 178.

'sBaldwin, (fn.1), p. 184. :
'"Baldwin; (fn.1), p. 173. "o
'*Baldwin, (fn.1), p. 173.



and the utilit§ of physical resgurces, Baldwin writes:

In the absence of information br assumptions about

the degree of commitment to maintaining a given

policy framework, one can say "nothing" about the

relatiwe importance of the power resources... '’
It wéuld appear that Baldwin h;s travelled full circle.
Ostensibly, his intention was to exclude thé notion of will,
as used by power fungibility analysts, from ﬁis analysis in
order to forego the‘t$§ticism meted out against their
'"Qggggeratedf usége of the <oncept. Nevgrtheless, Baldwin
himself has arrived at the conclusion that will, which he
terms, "commitment," is indispensable to the utility of
power resourceé. ’ |

Baldwin does not outrightly ?efine the notion of will.

Based, however, upon his usage of will and commitment, one
may surmise how the Author would outline the term's
definition. In itself, will surfaces as a disposition. Whose
disposition is being spoken of is a difficult question. Will
is often thought of as.the general disposition of a
particular society, or nation-state. Baldwin, howe;er, does
not confirm that this is his interpretation. Baldwin speaks
simply of the state's commitment. This does not overrule the
possibility that it is the disposition of the state's
leaders which is being addressed. In Baldwin's analysis,
will cannot be extricated from action; it is the will (the
disposition) to act which is common parlance iﬁ’Baldwin's
article. Consequently, will is properly regarded in the
venue of action, the given context. The source of w}ll,

v*Author's italicization. Baldwin, (fn.1), p. 179. %



according @ the author, inheres in the second state's
values within the given context.

An examination of K.J. Holsfi's treatment of Power
assiﬁtsAthe analyst in coming to gripé with the proble@s
presented in Baldwin's analysis. In writihg“about poweé,
Holsti discusses the ﬁotion of resources (capabilities). In

the process'of influencing (an aspect of power) another

——

state's behaviour,?;ess tangible resources, that is
resource; oﬁhér,tha;*physical cépabili;ies, come into play.
For example, aéwinfluénce is set within the context of
interstate relationships, elements of psychélogy, such as
the perception of determination (will), assume a high

significance in the process of influencing the behaviour of
states.?*

In Holsti's analysis, the nature of the notion of
capability within the act of influence is multifarious. To
illustrate this, Holsti examples a bank robber who demands
money from a bank clerk My intention is to analyze
scenarios,. based on Holsti's illustration, which I will put
forward or take from Holsti's text. In so doingt my goal is
to better understand how will fqpctions in the context of
influence. In the course of this investigation, Baldwin's
findings will be assessed in order to discover whether.they
are in need oéé%mmendment.

(A) In Holsti's first scenario, the robber is unarmed

and demands money from the bank clerk. The clerk's refusal

- —— " - - - b - -

'*K.J. Holsti. Internatxgnal politics. (4th ed.). Englewood
Cliffs, New Jersey: Prentice- Hall, 1983, pp. 145-146.



to give over ;he money seems to be based on her perception

that the robber does not have a gun. The absence 6f the

-

‘weapon implies that the threat and the threatenet iqck
credibility. Inhéring in éhe'cietk's response is the linkage

made between the weapon s absence and the clerk’ s estimation

-3

of the robber s lack of will to fu1f111 his threat ‘In this

case, then, it is the capa9111ty whxch 1mp11es the will to

act.?'

This example points to the central position of -
5
perception in the process of influence. In this case, it is

the clerk's definition of the robber's weékngss that
resulted in the'robber's failure. In short, the clerk has
perceived that the threat is invalié due to her assessment
of the thief's weapon and wﬁat it implies. It appears to Se

the clerk's perception which 4s the source -of her wxll t&;

L

refuse to hand over the cash. InfluenCe, th’ht in ;th« Qi”

context can be related to the relat1onshxp betveen A’ ;

o

properties and B's value system.
(B) Holsti now proposes that the robber is armed and

threatens to shoot if the clerk does not give up the money.

s

This time, the clefk complies.‘ln this case, Holsti netes
that less tangible resources other than the simple '
posseSSion of the gyn may be involved. The robber's
influence is'closely linked to his ability to convey
determination and threat.?? The effectiveneés of the
robber's cbnveyance of will is dependent upon the clerk's

111 am indebted to Dr. J.A. Lejnieks for this comment .
nHolst1, (£n.20), p. 145,
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perceptxon thereof. In this case, the clerk g8 action is
prompted by her perception that the robber has tpe will to
use his gun. Whether that will is imagined or real is
immaterial. The clegk:é action is brought about by her
belief-- her interpretation of the robber'§ behaviour--as
well as by the sort of individual the clesk is, which is
largely a function of her own particular value system.??

It is evideéft that the clerk had sufficient grounds on
which to base her belief: the pointed weapon and the Qerbal
thréat. The clerk, believing that the threat was credible,
made a value judgement that herblifeawaé worth more than the
loss of the money. However, the clerk;s estimation of value
wvas preceeded by hér perception of the threat. It is the
percéption of a credible threat; that is, the belief that
the robber has “the will to utilize his weapon, which
antedatesvthe value judgement. ThereTPre, the robber's
influence has hinged upon the clerk's perception of danger.

(C) A variation upon the previous scenario, and one not
used by Holsti, would be that the robber displays a wéapon,
however does not offer any verbal threat. In this case, the
clerk might refuse to give over the money. The clerk appears
to have made the judgement that the threat posed by the
robber's weapon*is not credible. In effegt, the clerk has
assuméd that the robber does not possess the necessary will
to utilize his weapon. The clerk's definition of her "

H

adversary's will to act may be correct or incorrect. Yet, it

|, s e - e S - -

131 am indebted to Dr. J.A. Lejnieks for this comment.
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is the clerk's perception that is the critical element in
effecting her refusal; her perception establishes a fact
which otherﬁise may4be untrue; for the robber's will to act
is independent of the clerk's perception and his response
may be to shoot. . .

A second way to regard.the clerk's response is to
suggest that in association with her perception of ihe
robbe:'s absence of will was the attendent belief that a
superior show of will would disarm the bandit. In other
words, her will may have caused the robber to lose his nerve
and retreat. The inference is that will is bilaterai;'it4
doe;'not fiow in one direction. T

(D) In this scenario, the roSber is armed, and has
issued a verbal threat. The weapon is concealed.. The clerk
agrees to give over fhe money. |

Despite the weapon's concealment, ghe clerk has

interprétég the situation as being dangerous. Included irf

4

the definition of the situation is the assumption that the
robber's implicit threat to use the gun is not a bluff. The'
robber has conveyed the impression, which may or may not be
true, that he possesses the will to utilizg the resource.
The actual existence of g?e gun is not the important
factor in the robber's succesg. Wwhat is more essential is
the psychological relation between the two parties. The
robber's influence is priﬁar;lyva function of the clerk's

perception of danger. To be more specific, the robber has

been able to transmit the impression that he possesses the

)



"

necessary psychological disposition (will) tb/Ltilize his
resource. The perceived certainty of the vgapon's existence
is furthered by the robber's conveyance of this attitude.
Tﬁ;rclerk's perception of this attitude cgntributeS'tb the
robber's influence.

This gsituation highlights the importance of focusing on
actor's perceptions and interpretations of the other party's
will in the particular context. Influence often involves a
subtle psychological relation between states. It can involve
a‘stéie's attempt to impose a particular image of reality in
the ipternational system, which effects the the second
state's behaviour. The perceived display of will is
fundamental to the achieveﬁent of power in this influential
relationship. This process is best exemplified in the
éontexi of deterrence in international relations. .

(E) In this scenario, the robber is armed and is
concealing his weapon. He issues a verbal threat. The clerk
refuses to hand over the moﬁey. This time, from the clerk's
vantage point, the existence of the weapon is doubtful. This
perception is sensed. Strengthening this perception is the
clerk's assessment of the thief's disposition. In this case, .
the existence of the weapon does not conform with the
clerk's definition of»the robber's will. .

Wnce again, this situation focuses on the centrality of
perception in esfaplishing influence. In the absence of

tangible resources, influence can be nevertheless

established. The suggestion is that influence is heavily

ar "



present. The conveys

perception thereof,'an contribute to successful influence.

his object;v;.

R (é) In this scenario, both parties possess a resource:’
the robber has a gun, the clerk an alarm buzzer. The clerk
refuses to hand over the money.

The clerk's refusal is predicated on her belief that
she can defend)herself. Prior to the clerk's refusal, she
must have sized up her antagonist and arrived at the
conclusion that by utilizing her resource, the thief could
be vanquished. Inclu&ed in that estimate must have been a
calculus of the robber's will to use his weapon following
'thekalarm going off. It is the perception of the robber's
will that has influenced the clerk}s decision. Her own
willingngss to use her weapon was a préduct of her
interpretation of the robber's will. If, on the other hand,
the clerk was to perceive that the robber's threat to shoot
would be credible following the alarm's buzzing: and the -
clerk still refused to hand over the money, one might be
forced to conclude that she was suicidal. If the clerk,
believing that the threat was credible following the alarm's

buzzing, had given up the money, it would be reasonable to

conclude that the clerk valued her life bve;.the money's



A

: logs. In this case, it would have been the clerk's value

estimation that would have folleved her perception of the

dinger.

13
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A, Couclulionl and Su—ary

In this chapter, 1 have endeavored to undorstand better
the notion of will, To this end, I have attempted to assess
Baldwin's findings in light of Holsti's examples and
variations whigp can be ﬁade thereupon. Will, which he
coextensivelyjierms, commitment, is intrinsic ;o the S
tunctioniﬁﬁ of physical c:pabilities. For Baldwin, the
source of commitment, within the given context, is located
within B's vall® system. “

In Baldvin's erticle, the state is treated as an actor,
embodying the characteristics of an individual. In exampling
id;as, the author shifts his discussion from the state to
the individual. The inference is that ultimately the analyst
‘must focus on the individual decision maker as the
appropriate level of ‘analysis in international relations.

Throughout the delineation of the scenarios, it has
been shown that the situation is far more complex th#n
Baldwin would have the reader believe. It is clear that the
présence of will is indispensable to the mobilization of
resources. However, a state's willingness to utilize its
resources may be the product af its perception of gnother
state's will, within a given context. Hence, the manner in

which a state interprets the actions of another state may
Chave a significant bearing on influence within the
pérticular context, - '

Will is not simply the disposition of the state to act.

Will has utility, in addition, by virtue of the
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psychological relation between states. Namely, influence can

be predicated on a state's perception of another state's
strength of will or veskness thereof.

Baldvin's allegation that B's value system determines
the function of will within relationships is simplistic. In
a number of the scenarios, it wvas shown thet a propotﬁv/‘§_
analysis must take into account the degree to whigch both
participants value their goal. Furthermore, as ig}luence ig
set within the context of a relationship between states, a -
proper arialysis should also include an'acsostmeht of both
parties's perceptions of the other state's will to act.

Baldwin ‘eems to overestimate the importance of B's
values. Its puziling how Baldwin comes to the conclusion
that B's values establish the level of éommitment within the
given context. He himself has admitted that oontexts are
dynamic. This dynamism avers that A will respond to B's
action in light of his own priorities and interpretation of
B's will. The functioning of will is highly dynamic and a
valuable analysis must consequentiy be balanced between both
actors involved in a particular situatign. .

Any definition of will to be gleaned from the
scenarios, must take its lead from the idea of power
regarded as an influential relationship betw:en states.
Within a relationship of influence, elements of psychologj
can be highlighted. Foremost amgpg.these elements is

perception. Central to the success of threat-making is the

opponent's perception that the threat made is credible.
~ - ‘
? ;
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Credibility, in large part, is a function of the percepetion -
that the state has the requisite will to fulfill its threat.

“"Mirroring the definition inserpreted from-Baldwin's article,

will surfaces il a disposition. Po be more specific, will is
the disposition to act. )

The sconari?s, however, modify the definition of will f“'
gleaned from B;ldvin's article. Wwithin the context of the
scenarios, inflyence may be effected on the basis of the
belief that another state possel@es the necessary he
dispogition to act upon. its proposed threat. In other wo}ds
this perception may Be forqed on the basis of an image that
the will to act is possess;d. Such a perédption may confer a -
reality_dn a proposition which may otherrisehbe erroneous.
For example, a bank teller .perceiving that a robber, whose
weapon is concealed, possesses the will to act, may
resultingly give over the money because she believes that a
weapon does exist, though, in reality,vft does not. |

In i}ght'of the potential psychological relg}d,n n
between parties, the definition of will, given the context, s
may have td)be modified to read: the perceived dispoBition
to act -as oppossed to the disposition to act. However, while.
it appeari incumbent upon the politital theorist to include
in his definitioh of will a consideration of image, it
should be acknowledged that in view of the dynamic nature of
contexts, the state's perceived disposition to act will

necessarily devolve updn the second state's own disposition

to act or not to act. In short, the inherent dynamism of
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11. The Concepﬁ of Will in Real}st Literature

It was noted in the previoﬁs chapter that Baldwin had
alledged that power analyst; tended to explain their failed
pover predictions by making reference to what Baldwin termed
"malfunctioning éonversion processes," separating suppossed
"potential power" (or powér "resources") and successful
foreign policy outcomes or "actual power." Baldwin labeIled
this frequent failure of power predicgions as "the paradox
of unrealized power."?* Subsequently, Baldwin alledged that
power analysts tended to cite‘the absence of will as a
principal factor in mglfunctioning conversion processes. My
intention is to evaluate Baldwin's allegations b; conducting
an examination of the work of key power theorists. I will
proceed. by examining the work of commentators, which Baldwin
cited in the defense of his propositions. Works by Knorr,'.
Keohane and Nye, Dahl, and Cline were mentioned. Finishing
this, I will invwestigate literature by major authors wﬁd
deal with the notion of power, inclyding Morgenthau, P
Strausz-Hupe and Wolfers, among othérs. The authors's works
examined merit investigation as they constitute the
foundations of Realist theory. My objective throughout will
be to detail how will is conceived.and utilized by prominent
authors in order to assess the soundness of Baldwin's
statements.

In Klaus Knorr's writings,vallusion to the notion of

will is both explicit and tacit. The effectiveness of

24pavid A. Baldwin, (fn,1), p. 163.
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’

military capabiLities is based, in part, on the
psychological relationship existing between states. Them
behaviour of the adversary m;y be affected by his perception
that the state not only possesses superior military
capabilities, but, more importantly, is apt to use them.?*
Knorr expands upon the prévious point when he comments that
the opponent's behaviour can be influenced by his .
expectation that if the state's vital interests are crossed,
it possesses the necessary disposition, the will, to resort
t@unilitary force.®* Knorr emphasizes that the credibility
of the state's phreat is, in part, a funétion of the
opponent's image of the state's will to Sct. However, the.
author remarks that by its ve;y nature the crédibility.of
the image and the reputatioﬁféf resolve is open to doubt and
uncertainty; therefore, the opponent méy eddeavor to prbbe
the reactions of the state in order to arrive at a
conclusioh as to whefﬁer or not he is a paper tiger.’’

JEE In the context of the specific situation, Knorr
enymerates at least two nuances of the notion of will. The
first nuance concerns itself with the idea of the national
will to support pérticular objectives. Knorr recounts that

the state's ability to mobilize its resources is heavily

dependent upon what he terms, "the political foundations of

13K]laus Knorr. Miltary Power and Potential. Lexingeon,
Massachusetts: D.C. Heath, 1970, p. 3.

2¢Klaus Knorr. Power and Wealth. New York: Basic, 1973, p.
15; and Klaus Knorr. The Power of Nations: The Political

Economy of International Relations. New York: Basic, 1975,

p. 9.
*'knorr, The Power of Nations, (fn.26), p. 13.
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military power."?* By this Knorr means that ‘there must exist

a national disposition, a national will, to support the use -

of force.*’ However, the national will is cont1ngent upon—"~
the populace's estimation ;ha%che value of the goal

supersedes the level of the personal sacrifice called .

for.?®* Within the contex{ of a conflict, the natiopal will,

among all parties, is rooted in an estimate of cost/gain.’
The inference is not only that the national will is |
situationally-specific; it is, in adddition, variable within
the particular context given the inherent dynamism of
situations, and the cqnsgquent public re-evaluations of the
objective's value 'ight of the incurred costs.’? Hence,
B's will and ability to resist, based upon the values at
stake in the conflict, will devolve upon A's willingness or
unwillingness to pay the costs associated with the
continuation of the conflict.??

-‘ .

A number of nuances of the notion of will arise. First,
will surfaces as a disposition rooted in the general
population, supporting the use of capabilities to achieve
state ends. Second, that disposition is subject to
fluctuation, based upon the estimation of the value of the
goal in comparison to the associated costs. The inference is
__________________ ®
1sknorr, (fn.25), p. 27.
1'knorr, (fn.25), pp. 137-138; and Klaus Knorr. The War
Potential of Nat1ons . Princeton, New Jersey: Princeton
Univ. Press, 1956, pp. 43, 72.
s*Knorr, (fn.25), p. 138; and Knorr, The War Potential,
(fn.29), p. 72..

3'Knorr, (fn.27), pp. 10-11.
s1knorr, The War Potential, (fn.29), p. 72.

"’Knorr, (tn.27), p. 20
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that the will to act is strengthened when the policy
-objective is interpreted as being valuable.

Robert Dahl does not explicitly alluae to the ‘notion of
will, His interptetation of power, however, emphasizes the
notion of power as a "chain of causation,"®* appropriately
assessed within the given contextual relation between
states.’’ As influence, power involves the ability of actors
to effect the actions or Fhe predispositions of thers."
Influencing state behaviour, Dahl notes, can involve a
psyebological relation between sta£e§, which includes the
abiIity.to shaée the perception of another state that
‘threats are credible; thereby, affecting the state's choice
qf.response.” In éoing so, A'attempts to effect B's actions
by mgking him believe ;hét éltetnate forms of behaviour,

fother than that favored by A, are not open.’* In effect, A
attempts to convince B that his threats are credible, which,
in turn, impacts upon what Dahl calls B's N
"predispositions."3; A principal aspect in establishing this

credibility is the ability’to influence B's perception that
his opponent possesses the will (the dispoéition) to fulfill

his threats. Dahl instances the above when he presents the

example of a union agent who threatens to beat up an
. .

——yp e ————— I S

ii‘Robert A. Dahl. Modern Political Analysis. (3rd ed.).
‘Englewood Cliffs, New Jersey: PrenticeHall, 1976, p. 39.
3sDahl, (fn.31), pp. 26-27; and Dahl, "The Concept of
Power," 2 Behavioutal Science. (1957), p. 203.

3¢pahl, (fn.34), p. 34. -
*'Dahl, (fn.34), pp. 43-50. , .
2spahl, (£n.35), p. 44.

i*pahl, (fn.35), p. 44.
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S
employee and his family, if he_faiIS'tewgo on Btrike,** In

this case, the worker accedes to‘thé threat because he

| _believes that the union agent has beth the means and the
will to make h1s threat credible. This example 1llustrates
the\proposxtxon that indispensable to the estab11shment of
credible threats is the perception that the state has the
will to execute its threats.

? ]
In Ray S. Cline's text, World Power Assessment, the

author presents a formula for measuring national power:
Pp=(c+e+m)x (s+w), where Pp= perceiQed power; c= critical
mass; .e=economic capability; m= military capability; S=
strategic purpose; and w= the will to pursue strategy.*' The
;uthor allocates weights to each of these elements based on
his assessment og‘giffeting nation-states.

The degree of national will is conceived to be a factor
making a "critical difference” in the relative powef of
nations.*? As a term, will is defined as a quality enablinge.
a nation to mobilize its resodfqes and capabilities.*’ Cline :
arrives at a value for will by attaching percentage weights
to suppossed constituent values composing the term. Under a
series of headings,vthese elements}-with their corresponding
percentage weights, are listed as follows: (1) Level of -
national integration: (a) cultural integration (25%), (b)
territorial integration (8%):; (2) Strength of national

‘°pDahl, (fn.35), p. 49.

‘'Ray S Cline. World Power;%ssessment 1977: A Calculus of
Strategic Drift. Boulder, rado: Westview, 1977, p. 3%,
“icline, (fn.41), p. 175. : .

¢3Cline, (fn.41), p. 145.




leadership: (a) governmental policy capability (17%);

(b)level of social discipline (17%); and (3) Relevance of

24

Strategy to-national interest (33%).‘* The maximum rating on

national will is 1.0, though many nations rate well below

i

the norm of 0.5. 4

Cline's goal is tb quantify national will. However, the

author himself questiond the validity of such an exercize.

Not only does Cline term 8uch a procedure as an "uncertain

task,"** he also writes that "it (will) is not a fixed
quality of unchanging value; in fact it is ephemeral,
fluctuating."** In effect, Cline is suggesting that the

strength of will is contextually-related. However,
£
A

consideration of context is passed over as Cline's goal is

to provide a listing of states's level of will, which is not

open to doubt. Cline's version of national will as a

quéntifiable unit, equates with his overall theory of power.

That model, in turn, méshesawith Baldwin's conclusion,
however overstated, that Cline's view of power is
"monolithic, homogenous, uni” = -~ional and highly
fungible."*’ .

Baldwin correctly no=--2 :a +-les Kindleberger

r

differentiates between "st:en. ' n" z:4 "power" aloqg 1}nes
/
similar to the distinction beisss- actual and potential

power.** Strength is tfeated as a capébility, while power

- —— e G - -

‘¢Cline, (fn.41), p. 151.
¢sCline, (fn.41), p. 151, .
+¢Cline, (fn.41), p. 145. : .
+7Baldwin, (fn.1), p. 173,
¢+sBaldwin, (fn.1), p. 173.

is



25

| conceived Qf as strength capable of being used ¢ -
efficiently.*’ A transformation process is presen£ between
the components of strength and power. Kindlebergef suggests
that will may be an essential pa;t of this process of
conversion. Will is referended as the general (national)
‘disposition of the populace. The author notes that the
populace's willingness to sanction the usage of resources is
contingent upon the estimation that the goal's value merits
the sacrifices called for. Hence, "willing the means is easy
| provided that the country is sufficiently unified in willing
the ends."**® In Kindleberger's analysis, then, will arises
as a disposition to act which is dependent upon an
estimation of cost versus gain within the particular
context. " '

Keohane and Nye similarly distinguish between power
resources and power as the actor's actual influence over
outcomes.®' The mere possession of power resources is not
necessarily related to actual power. How vulnerable a state
is has a large influence upon the role of power in
interdependence. By vulneraSility, the authors mean the
relative availability and costliness of the alternatives
that various actors face.®? Supplementing the extent of
costs in the measure of vulnerability is the ;tate's
‘*Charles P. ;;;éieberger. Power And Money. New York: Basic,
1970, p. S6.

seRindleberger, (fn.49), p. 68.
s 'Robert O. Keohane, and Joseph S. Nye. Pover and
p.

Interdependence. Boston: Little Brown and Co., 1.
iigeohane and Nye, (fn.51), p. 13.




"political williggness to bear them."**® The failure of the
Amerizan's foreign policy in vietnam; for example, can be
explained by thé North Vietnameses's williness to pay a
higher cost to reach their objective.**

Keohane and Nye's text uses will in a number of ways.
By political will the authors mean that the state, or its
}eprgseniatives, possess the necessary disposition to
utilize capabilities. The use of means is dependent upon the
value of the’ends. In short, the willingness to use means is
~related to the’particular context. Second, in the absence of
the possession of superior capabilities, a state can enjoy
influence by virtue of its willingness (its predispcsition)
to bear higher costs, to suffer. Finally, the authorslaver
that influence can result as a consequence of the perception
of will,

For Hans Morgenthau, powetf ultimately resides in a
state's capabilities, the most importang_being the state's
military resources.®® It is the capabilities that enable the
state to establish its control over mens "minds and
actions."** Morgenthau suggests, furthermore, that
capabilities are the uftimate source of an actor's ability
to impose his will over another actor. Willl within this
context, is synonymous with the objectives of the actor.

s3Keohane and Nye, (fn.51), pp. 14-15.

s “Keohane and Nye, (fn.51), p. 18.

‘'Hans J. Morgenthau. Politics Among Nations. (5th ed.). New
York: Alfred A. Knopf, 1978, p. 29.

* ¢‘Morgenthau, (fn.55), p. 28.
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Similarly, Morgenthau equates the individual léader's
will with his particular goals. Likewise, the leader's

ability to impose his will over another individual is

ultimately b2sed on his possession of capabilities. This is

“illustrated in the following example:

he (the Secretary of State) has no power over the
President; for he has none of the means at his
disposal with which'to impose his will upon that of
the President.'’

Will is not constricted to this formulation..Morgenthau‘
proposes that.influence can be related to a pgychological
process in which actors shape their behaviour in accordance
with another party's wishes. They do so due to tﬁzir
expectation thét'the opponent possesses the will to act. The
threat of force, fér example, can alter the ﬂill (the
dispositiqn) of another party to act contrary to the
objectives of his adversary.'® In this context, Morgenthau
draws a distinction between potential (political) and actual
(military) power. Potential power embodies a threat or a
potentiality to use capabilities, principally armed
strength, Whereas: -

the actual exercize of physical violence substitutes
for the psychological relation between two minds,

which is the essence of political power and
action.*’ .

4 - )

Consequently, the threat of violence can shape mens’z'minds
[ g

and actions” due to the perception that threats are

credible. Credibility, in turn, is a function of the

" 'Morgenthau, (fn.55), p. 29.

‘sMorgenthau, (fn.55), p. 29.
'*Morgenthau, (fn.55), p. 29.
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interpretation that the state g::Jthc requisite will to
fulfill its threat.

Morgenthau forwards a third nuance of the concept of
wtll. He castigates leaders for shaping thell foreign polic}
due to a misdirected interpretation of the national will,
The definition of the public disposition to support policy
is alledged to dissipate the leadership's dispositién to
act.** The employment of will in ihis‘manner clo?ely\
approximates that found in the previous paraéraph in that it
embodies a psychological relation between parties. However,
in this instance, Morgenthau suggests that a nationéi
disposition exists, though it might be only as a perceived
image.

Robert Strausz-Hupe waffles with the idea that pover is
improperly equated with a state's store of physical
‘capabilities. On the one hand, he suggests that the utility
of resources resides in the minds of ‘actors; that is, "where
they think power lies and what it will be used for."‘' On
the other hand, the apthor argues that those who can "bend
men to their will" can do so in light of their possession of
capabilities which affords them the "power to coerce."*? The

meaning of will in this context equates with the state's

objectives.

‘*Hans J. Morgenthau. In Defense of The National Interest.
New York: Alfred A. Knopf, 1951, p. 237.
¢ 'Robert Strausz-Hupe. Power And Community. New York:
Praeger, 1956, p. 12.

‘3Strauz-Hupe, (fn.61), p. 14.

&
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Elsevhere the author vriéos of will as a disposition to
act. This disposition is rolated to the particular
context.*® Power resources in the absence of will are -,
ineffecti§ea Strausz-Huée writes: ‘ o :

Weapons are indtruments of pover; they do not confer

pover upon their possessor. It is gnot true that

power "comes out of the mouth of a gun.” It is the

will to match power with power--the "will to

resist"--that confers political meaning "upon all

instruments of power, including nuclear weapons.‘‘®
Here, the author appears to be proposing that the utility of
weapons depends upon ;he necessary disposition to use them.

A third nuance of will,valluded to by Strausz-Hupe,
revolves around the idea that power can be grounded on the
perceptiaﬁ of will. Strausz-Hupe points ou&ﬁthat deterrence,
for example, is rooted in the perception that the state
possesses the will to make its threats credible.** The
upshot of the perception that the state does not possess. the
will to fulfill its threats will result in acts which-are
contrary to its objectives. Power, then, can be stationed
within the image that other states possess the disposition

%o act.

Karl Deutsch suggests thét thére exists a division
between power as a potentiality and as an actuai;ty; A
state's aggregate power resources is conceived to be the
basis of potential power. Actualized power is the conversion

- - - G S wp on wh am

‘3Strausz-Hupe, (fn.61), p. 12. .
‘*Robert Strausz-Hupe. "The Nuclear Revolution and Its
Impact on International Relations,” in William R. Kintner
and Robert L. Pfaltzgraff Jr. (eds.). Stategy and Values:
Selected Writings of Robert Strausz-Hupe . Lexington, Mass.:
Lexington, 4, pp. §1-42. i
‘sStrausz-Hupe, (fn.64), p, 35.. -
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of resources into successful foreign policy outcomes.'*® The e
level of skill in utilizing resources apb,ars to be the

single conversion process element referenced.*’ Elsevhere,
. . \"
Deutsch arqgues that power in no way approaches the

fungibi;ity of money. In this context, the authér notes that’
pover resources are subject to a state’'s commitment to uSe

them.** Commitment to policies may be important in order to
. d :
convey to other actors that one has the will to defend one's

interests if threatened.*‘® Will is conceived by Deutsch as
the disposition to act, which must be proved in the absence
of a psychological relation in which states perceive that

~their opponents possess®the will to validate threats.

a

Deutsch states: Z,/”;:\ -

. , _ e
governments that must continually prove their- w111
and capacity to fight probably de-not have quite
enough prestige for the policies they are engaged
in,’*

. Prestige is related to the establishment of influence on the

“~

basis of the perception that an opponent's threat to use
force is credible.’' A failure in conveying the perception
that threats are gredible necessitates a demonstration of

capabilities:” A show of capabilities, Deutsch ingimates,_

‘ ) . o A

does not mean their actual use. Rather, they present the

perception that the state possesses the will to use them.
s¢Karl W. Deutsch. The Analysis of International Relations.
(2nd ed.). Englewood Cl1ffs, New Jersey: Prentice-Hall,
1978, p. 27.

*'Deutsch, (fn.66), pp. 27-28.

¢speutsch, (fn.66), pp. 47-48.

*'Deutsch, (fn.66), p. 48.

"*pDeutsch, (fn.66), p. 48.

''peutsch, (fn.66), p. 47.

ipeutsch, (fn.66), p. 47.
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For Arnold'Woliers, power, in the end result, is a
function of military capabilities. While péwef can be
conceived as a psychological relation'betweenAstates;5’ that
1s, Ehe ability to move other actors by threatening‘
depfivation, power is ulﬁimately stationed‘in the available
resources to effect one's ends.’* @qwever, the'accumulatioh
and usage of power is sensitive toatﬁe "value that nations ~~
attach to the goals thgy seek to aitain."” In this context,
will means the disposition to act.

Though the teré; "will" is not used, the suggestion is
that a positive correlation exists between the degree to .
which the state values iﬁs objectives and the level of w{ij-

which it manifests in trying to accomplish its goals.

Wolfers notes that values and the resulting’ level of will

(commitment) to achieve’a pérticular goal, iS"suéject to the
degree that both aétors value their objective within a given
context.’* A state must muster sufficient resources to

overcome "the power of resistance put up by those who desire

to preserve things which they possess and cherish."’’ In
\ . “ ST
effect, successful influence is contingent ultimately on the

mobilization of resources in order to break the resistance

- - —— - - - — ———— - —

”Arnold'wOlfers, "power and Influence: The Means of Foreign
Policy,” in Arnold Wolfers (ed.). Discord And Collaboration.

_Baltimore: John Hopkins, 1962, p. 103.

[y

"+Arnold Wolfers, "The Pole of Power and the Pole of
Indifference,” in James N. Rosenau (ed.). International
Politics and Foreign Policy: A Reader in Research And
Theory. New York: Free Press of Glencoe, 1961, p. 147; and
Wolfers, (fn.73), pp. 106-107.

"sWolfers, (fn.74), p. 148.

"sWolfers, (fn.73), p. 106. .

*'Wolfers, (fn.74), p. 149..

3




of another party. The ability\£§ mobilize resources is
. ,
dependent, in turn, upon the degree to which the actor

values his objective.’* -
L

On the face of it, Inis ClIude”s definition of power is

denoted to include only milita ﬁapabilities." However,

\

Claude later in his discussion of deterrence, qualifies this
statement. He writes that within a context, such as
deterrence, which emphasizes the perception of power, what

inhibits aggression "is not power per se but the state's

“

evident willingness to use power."*® The implication is that

within the setting of contexts, such as deterrence, which
stress the psychological relation between states, that the
perception of the image of will is of greater importance

than the actual possession of armaments. Will, as a
disposition to act, 'is thought to be an essential conversion
element outside of this psychological relation. Will is

(%

concéiyed to be an essential element,conﬁributing to the
credibility of threats.

E. H. Carr's work is firmly set within the confines of
realist analysis. For Carr, .international politics is always
power politics.®' Thd state!s foreign policy is ultimately

defined by its level of méﬂitary strength.*? All other forms

- A o e G - - — = -

"*This point is inferred and is not located in the author's
‘articles.

"9Inis L. Claude, Jr.. Power and International Relations.
New York: Random House, 1968, p. 6.

seauthor's italicizations. Claude, (fn.79), pp. 125-6.
‘1'E.H. Carr. "Forms of Power," in Harold and Margaret Sprout
(eds.). Foundations of National Power. New York: D. Van
Nostrand, 1951, p. 50.
*2Carr , (fn.81), p. 44.
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of power, cited by the author, namely econom1c and the power.-
over publzc op1n1on, have utility only in assoc1at1on w1th
military capabilities and war. Within Carr's analysis,
consideration of scope and domain is absent. Furthgrmore,
any consideratipn of will is excluded from his analysis
either as a disposition to act, relaied to the particular
context, or within the vantage point of a psychological
relation between states. .

The Sprouts's conception of power differentiates

between power as a potentiality and as an ac&palfty.

‘Potential power resides in a state's store of physical

capabilities. The utility of resources, however, is subject
to such elements as skill, strategy and what the authors'
terms .as "baffling human intangibles."”*®® One of these
intangibles relates to the psychological disposition of the
séciety to support poficies. In‘this vein, the authors
propose the signifﬁcance of the following question: "What is
their &the populace's) moral stamina, their ability to stand
f?gp\and pull.together in adyersity.“" The authors7do not
directly use the term will, however, they imply that the
usage oﬁ capabilities is dependent upon the national

disposition (the will) to utilize resources in order to

fulfill objectives.

*3Harold a% Margaret Sprout. "Why Some States Are Strong
and Others®fe Weak," in Harold and Margaret Sprout, (eds.).
Foundations of Natlonal Power. (2nd ed.). New York: D. van

‘Nostrand, 1951, p. 110.

*+Sprout, (£n.B83), p.4110.
b
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A. Conclusions and Summary

Within realist analysis, the concept of will tends to
be alluded to. In-depth investigation of the concept is notr
undertaken despite most commentators tacit or explicit
'conclusion.that the coPcept of will is an important element
in the functioning of power. In opposition to Baldwin's
assertion, none of the authors surveyed explained away thei\
failed power predictions by directly pointing to an absenc:
of state will in carrying @®ut objectives. Apart from. Cline,

' L
commentators did not appear to have formulatéd pgher '
predictions as to which states would be more powerful in
specific c'icts or in conflicts in general.

. However,.upon examination of much of the literature,
bﬁé would surmise that had a majority of the theorists
surveyed formulated power. predictions, they would, owing to
the logic of their own theories, have to explain failure in
the mander in which Baldwin so severely.criticized. As a
disposition to act, the concePt of will figures prominently,
if not essentially,-in the analyses of Cline, Deutsch,
Kindleberger, Keohane and Nye, the Sprouts and Strausz-Hupe.
Baldwin correctly identifies the central position of will in
the translation of means to ends in the theories of many of
the analysts cited above. Reference to the concept of Qill
by power analysts is overwhelmingly done in this manner.

However, the conéept of will is also discussed in a
number of other ways. Claude, Knorr; Morgenthau and

Strausz-Hupe note that inhering in the concept of power is a

i



psychologital relationship exigtent between states. These
authors write that state behaviour may be “influenced by the
estimation, the perception, that the opposition possesses
the will with which to vitalize his capabilities. Reference
to will as an imaged disposition to act is typically done |
within discussions of deterrence. |
A third way in which;the concept of will is defined is

as the state's objectives. |

| Without elUcidating as tg1what constitutes a sta;e's
values, both Strausz-Hupe and‘wOlfers argue that a linkage
‘exists between the state's will, its disposition to act, and
the state's values. Strausz-Hupe appears to employ the |
" notion of values in the same manner that Baldwin does. A
state's ;ﬁccess in reaching a particular objective will
depend on its opponent's values, which will influence its
disposition to be or not to bé'influenced.

'When realist analysts speak of or allude to the concept
of will, they do not discuss whose will to act is relevant
in decision-making; For the most part, the authors'’ single
level of analysis is the state. In the works of
Kindleberger, Knorr, Morgenthau and the Sprouts, reference
is made to the national will as being an important element
in the success of policy. In Morgénthau's work, the national
will is significant only insofar as the leader believes it
‘to be, In effect, the leader's will to act may be

conditioned by his interpretation, his perception, of the

national will to support his policy. Morgerthau seems to be



'

suggesting that the individual leader is diiimately the
appropriate level of analysis in international relations,
whereas other theorists, including Baldwin, focus on the

abstraction of the state as actor.
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111. The Concept of Will And Deterrence

In this chapter, the concept of will will be examined
within the subject area of deterrence. Deterrence theory
will be looked at as it highlights the importance of
perceptions in the establishment of influenée, and
therefore, may yield some important findipgs regarding the
éoncept of will. Works by important theorists, including
Brodie, Jervis, Kahn and Schelling, among others, will b;
assessed. Examination of these authors' works is merited as
they represent the principal foundations of deterrence
theory. In looking at these works, my objective will be
similar to that in the preceeding chapter: to discover how
will is conceptualized by different authors and, second, to
determine whether will has various meanings within
deterrence literature.

Robert Jervis rarely uses the term;i"will." Terms and
phrases, such as "resolve,” "commiggknt,f and "standing
firm," are substituted in its place: Set out in Jervis's
work are a number of ways in which tthﬁif%on of will is
discussed. For example, the author de(?}ls'the centrality of
perceptions in the success and/or fail&gg of deterrence. In-
attempting to deter one's opponent from behaving in ways
contra}y to one's wishes, it is essential to convey the
message, the perception, that the expected value of the
action is outweighed by the anticipated costs.*®’ Basic to
understanding this perception is the state's ability to

ssRobert Jervis, "Deterrence and Perception,” 7
International Security (Winter, 1982-83), p. 4.
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signal to its opposite number that its threats iro credible.
The crux of this credibility resides in the opponent's
estimate that his adversary possesses the vill, the
"determination,™ with which to fulfill his threat.®*‘ Whether
the state actually has the disposition to fulfill its threat
is not essentigl to the short-term and perhaps long‘range
credibility of the threat itself. Deterrence is maintained
;o long as the adversar; possesses the image that his
ahtagonisé has the requisite disposition with which to
execute his threat. Within Jervis's depiction*of deterrence,
the suggestion is made that power exists, in large part,
within the'psychological relation existent between states.
Essential to that relation's maintenance is the perception
of will. In this vein, will surfaces as the imaged
disposition of a state to act. ‘

Jervié's work, dealing with deterrence and the notions
of perception 3nd image in international relations, cont%ins
two depictions of will. On the one q?nd; will is en imaged
perception. It is held to be highly resistant to change. On
the other hand, the arguement is made that perceptions of
yill are context-bound; that is, an estimate of will is not
automatically transferable from one situation to the next

over long periods of time. In short, perceptions of will are

subject to the particular dynamics of the given situation,

’

H

__________________ \

4 ¢Robert Jervis. The Logic of Images in Intggnatxonal
Relations. Princeton, New Jersey: Princeton\Univ. Press,
1970, p. 21.
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Regarding the first proposition, it has been argued
that the credibility of commi tment wjthin a givon context is_
related to the pre-establishment of patterns ot N
behaviour;*’ images of state behaviour, it is alledgod, are

highly resistant to change.'® Hence,.an acquired reputation

" for hostile behaviour will tend to "increase the chance that
‘ M

the state, currently under consideration, will be seen as
very dangerous.”*’ In this vein, Jervis writes that the
processing of incoming information is gemerally assimilated
to pre-existing images, even if that information i8
ambiguous or discrepent from the pre-held image of the
enemy.'* The reputation for standing firm, predicaiod upon
iteta@}ve behaviour, is thought fo be the corner-stone of
deterrence. -Jervis argues that as the peroeption of will
tends to be resistant to change, those who have attained a
reputation for standing firm are most likely to inhibit
would-be aggressors from undertaking contrary actions.’' In
effect, the ability to signal the willingness to act over a
dong duration; that {s, the ability to establish a
long-standing image of will ?,i!elieved to be a principal
base ‘successful deterrence.

Exhibiting a reputation for weakness has been argued to
have the analogous effects as those found inbthe -

"Robert Jervis, "Deterrence Theory Rev1s1ted " 31 World
Politics (No. 2, 1979), p. 298. :

""Robert Jervis. ercegtxon and stperCept1on in
International Politics Pr1nceton, New Jersey: Princeton
Univ. Press, 1376, p. 68.

s*Jervis, - (fn.85), p. 22,

*eJervis, (fn.85), p. 24; and Jervis, (fn.88), pp. 68, 357.
'+ Jervis, (fn.87), p. 309.
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establishment of ‘a ropuggtion for standlng firm. A state may
believe that its projected image of resolve may suffer if it
fails to respond decisively in each situation. Stated ‘
differently, it may be thought that losses, and ghe
presentation of weakness of will iff what qre believed to be
critical situations, will lead to W®xpectations of ueakness.
in the future. In effect, rctreating.in one nituation is
conceived to produce a slippery-slope, a "domino effect.”*’
Consequently, involvement in low-level conflict‘ may be
undertaken in order ‘to attempt to project an unhequivocable
image of ;ill so as to influence the long-term expectations
and actidgs of states, Té this end: "Issues of little
intrinsic value become highly significant as ind‘s of
resolve."’?’ Jervis notes that it is an open questfgt as to
whether outcomes are inﬁdrdependgggfand, in turn, whether
the alledged costs of retreat are not exaggerated.'® -

In any case, if statesmen understand proceés in the
international syétem in terms of a slippery-slope, this
interpretation will fuel their disposition--their will--to
act forcefully in most situatiohs. In effect, it may be
thought that displaying weaknes&bin one situgtion will
encourage the opponent £o further challenge the status quo.
The state, therefore, may act due to its feeling that its

imagekfor standing firm will be jeopardized and its general

credibility tested. An inference that may be tendered, thén,

Ao

*1Jervis, (fn.87), p. 298.
_*3Jervis; (fn.88), p. 58; and Jervis, (fn.86), p. 226.
*¢Jervis, (fn.87), p. 319.
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is that related to being powerful may be an ihsecurity that
_requires the state to project an image to itself and to 2
others that it is able and willing'to fulfill its threats.
rt should be noted that the state's perception that failing
‘to respond to conflicts will have a dynamo-like effect is an
unsubstatiated assumption @s are the beliefs that other
actors perceive situations in the same light; and that a
reputation for firmne;s actually influences the future
behavioug and expectations of actors.’

A second line of argumenfation holds that deterrence is
properly assessed within the given conEéxtual relatlonsplp
between states. Jerv1s writes that success 1n part1¢ular
conf11cts is often a function of the degree to which the
state values its objectives. In other wordf, the degree to:'
which the state values its goals will influence the level ef
-will instilled within the part;cular context.’
Supplementlngkfhe preceeding point is the 1dea that the

A

degree of will invested by the staté in a glven confllct -
y ot

will be related to the state's estlmatlon of the goal s

value in comparison with the perce1ve§ costs to be 1ncurred

. A
in attaining 1t.,;&ﬁowever, the level of. WIll 1nvested by
the state insike given context will not only_aepend upon the

-deqree to which it values its objective. Jervis adds that

—

the state's will to act will also be influenced by its

estimation of it opponent's will to act within the ‘-

- - - ——

Z-Jer'ns, (fn.87), pp. 293, 306; and Jerv1s, (fn.85), p. 9.
»¢Jervis, (fn.85), pp. 8-9; and Jervis, (£fn.86), p. 318.
*7Jervis, (fn. 85) p. 8; and Jﬁrv1s, (fn.88), p. 51.
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lsituation." For instance, Jervis suggests that the North
Vietnamese coficluded ﬁhat the United States could be beaten
in a protracted conflict as it would not be willing to pay
the §rice necessary to deter the North.'’ In effect, the
credibility of threats is }elated to the opponent's
perception of the other state's will to act in a particular
context. -

, Jervis proposes that a proper assessment of the concept
of will within deterrence theory should embody a
considération of the particular context as well as images of
resolQe, outside of the particular situation. fghe will to™ -
act is often variant, both in its possession and its
estimation, within specific contexts. However, apart from
the particular situation, Jervis comments that successful
deterrence requires that the threatener himself is believed
to be to be credible.'°® The reputation for being willing to

pay high costs to achieve one's goals is deemed to be a

salient consideration in the success of deterrence, though
the author notes that there is no clear understandiqg of the
influence of reputation on states' expebtations and future
behaviour. _ .

Thomas Schelling's work emphasi%es-the poﬁnt that
’ ‘ - - . 1%, .
success in the Tields o6f bargaining: ard deterrenke is

—

grounded, in large paft, upon -the psyg&oldgical:relationship

existing between states. Basic to the development’oi this

*2Jervis, (fn.87), p. 306.
1 Jervis, (fn.87), p. 306.
1eo3jervis, (fn.85), p. 8.
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psychological relatignship is the state's ability to shape
the expectations, or perceptions, of its adversary. In doing

so, Schelling stresses that the state must be able to

v

clearly and persuasively communicate its intent.'®' Credible

threats, for example, are tied to the expectation that the
/

L

state possesses the requisite will to utilize its

[
capabilities. In this context, two nuances of the notion of ;
will surface. First, will refers to the opposition’'s

expectation that the state possesses the requisite

disposition to act upon its projected threats. In
deterrence, Schelling argues, that which lends uti
-~ power is not situated in the state's capabilitiz:f
credibility t® the state's physical means is the bAgWPE,”the
perc?ption}gthat one has the will to uSe them. Its the
_expectation of their usage that makes the state "dedQly."‘“’
Schelling remarks that owing to the central position of
image 1in éeter;ence, a great- deal of unpertainty exists as
- to if and at what point the state will actually fulfill its
- threat. Schelling suggests that deterrence and bargaining is
- strongly reminiscent of the Game of "Chicken." Fhe Game of
Chicken involves a contest of resolvé.ATpe.author regards
deterrent threats in somewhat the same way in that their
credibi 'ty,i; often uncertain, requiring states to test ;he
vdegreeqié resolve of their opponents. Drawing upon the

fonclusion of Bertrand Russell, Schelling concludes that the

- - - —— = " - — - -

tet*Thomas C. Schelling. Arms and Inflyence. New Haven: Yale .
Ay. Press, 1966, .n. 3S5. .
chelling, (fn.101),%p. 37. ;2?
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nuclear threat between East and West is characterized by an.
uncertalnty as to the opponent s threshold.'®® Schelling
writes that many situatjons in international relations are
matked by uncertainty and that states are continually
engaged in demonstratione of resolve and attempts to
discover whether their opponent's genuinely possess thevwili
to act.'°®* Schelling remarks that states endeavor to offset
this discovery process by attempting to shape the
perceptions. of adversaries thatia number of visible
"trip—;ires" have beenllain, wﬁ if setloff, will lead to
a chain reaction down the line.lIn short, movement 1S at
one's own peril.‘“i Ascertaining whether the adversary
possesses tne will to act implies that, in the final
analysis, he must have the necesﬁary disposition to act if
the occasion arises.

The second nuance of the concept of will, then, arising
from Schelling's work, concerns itself with the idea that at
some point the etate will have to show that it actually has‘
the will, the disposition, to fulfill 1ts threats. The trpe

test of credibility, then, is man1feste3'1n the actual

display of resolve, as images of resolve imbue uncertainty

and are given to frequent challenges as to .their

credibility.

I )

'*3Thomas C. Sche111ng, "Uncertainty, Brinkmanship, And The
Game of "Chicken," in Kathleen Archibald (ed.). Strategic
Interaction and Conflict. Berkeley, Calif.: Institute of
International Studies, 1966, p. 75. :

vo ¢gchelling, (fn.101), p. 93.

1esgchelling, (£n.103), p..75. . ZQJQ» o
. | '1.@" o
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Schelling discusses at length how actors can increase

the credibility of their/threats. The author tends to
éxahine this question within the perspective of power as a
psycholégical relation betwesen states. The credibility of
deterrent threats is he;vily r?lated to thé shaping of the
opponent's expectatidn thet the state possesses the will to
fulfill its threats. Schelling comments that an effective
manner . ip which to increase fhe-credibility,of one's will to
act is to link it with one's essential values. Essential
values are deemed to include such principles as one's
reputation, and honor.'®* By tyihg the success or failure of
one's objective to principles, the particular commitment
becomg# very difficult for the state to disentangle itself
from,'°®’ Linking one'SﬁEommitment to values can increase the
credibility of will within the situation as options to
retreat are destroyed and the commitment to stand firm
becomes subject to irrevocableness.'®* Schelling concludes
that maximum credibility is related to the state's ability
to convey the perception that its commitment will not be - -—

watered down--that the state has no choice but to carry out

its threat.'*’ i} \

Linking one's core values with issues is thought to
have an additional function. Standing firm over a series of

issues may be commissioned due to the belief that shows of

- - ———— - - -

vo¢Thomas C. Schelling. The Strategy of Conflict. Cambridge,
Mass.: Harvard Univ. Press, 1960, p. 29.

ve’gchelling, (fn.98), pp. 65-66.

resgchelling, (fn.101), p. 45.

1ev'gchelling, (fn.106), p. 40.




50

« o

weakness in particular issues will establish in the
opponené's mind the expectation that weakness of will will
.be repeated in the future.''® Schelling ascribes to tﬁe
p}oposition that standing firm in particular situations is
important because "threats age‘intgrdépendent;“ to not react
st;ongly in some conflicts yould give thé enemy the
perception that in other conflicts the state would not rea-t
firmly,'"" ’
One inference that can be drawn is Quite puzzling. On
the one hand, standing firm is believed to establish a
‘long-term image that the state possesses the will to defend
its interests. The development of such a reputation 1is
conceived to be iundamental to successful and long-term
deterrence. Yet, if this is the case, why, as the author
reports, do states constantly chalienge the{r opposition's
willingness to standhfirm? Perhaps, standing firm in one or
a series . of situations does not have the iterative effect
upon states that the author claims. Rather, it might be
reasonable to assess each situation in isolation or in
context: therein regarding how actors perceive each other,
and their individual willingness to be committed to action
based upon the degree to which they value their objectives.
The problem may be solved by focusing on individuals

rather than speaking of states.''? The decision to stand

firm in a series of issues, and indeed to test the strength

t19gchelling, (fn.101), p. 118¢
't18chelling, (fn.101), p. 83.
*'21 am indebted to Dr. J. A. Lejnieks fow- this idea.



of other states's commitments, may not necessarily result
from the‘féilure of the state's reputation. Rather,
decisions and actions are taken by"individuals whose
part{cular personalities and leadership styles bear on their
decision-making. Conflicts involve a relationship between
:pa;ticular individuals; comm%tments are subject to their
individualistic judgements. Irrespective of the fact that a

particular leader has a repq}atioh for standing firm in
WAL

conflicts, and“er state's decision makers may be strongly
mot ivated to achieve a particular goal, which will pit their
state ‘in conflict ;ith the former. Second, although the
individual leader believes thét his self-image and that of
his state's will to act is strong, other state leaders may
have contrary perceptions. Finally, as the state's
reputation for standing firm may well be associated with
‘that of the particular decision maker, changes in leadership
may occassion probing actions by opponents in qrder to test
the new leader's disposition té act.

Franklin Weinstein's discussion of the concept of
commitment mirrors the manner in which other authors have
utilized the notion of will. Two currents of thought dealing
with the concept of commitment are identified. First, a
' sgate's commitment can be situational. Within a given
context, the state's commitment is dynamié‘and is related to
an evaluation as to whether the national interest is being
served.''’ The nature of this commitment tends to be

v 3Franklin B. Weinstein, "The Concept of Commitment in
International Relations,” 13 Journal of Conflict Resolution
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shortlived, as it is characterized by Rebus sic Stantibus,

that is, that circumstances that contradict the obligations
are terminable upon the occurrence of changing éircumstances
that contradict the state's "vital national interests."”''*
The inference is that the will to act in the given situation
is subject to constant ;eevaluations of the value of the
goal.

The second way in which the concept of commitment has
been regaréed, and the one, according to Weinstein, which

predominates in American strategic and governmental

thinking, views commitments non-situationally. In other

_words, commitments in particular situations are assessed in

terms of principles, and the establishmént of long-term
expectations of behaviour. In this vein, referring to the
work of Schelling and Kahn, commitments are viewed as being
interdependent.''® The state is engaged in psychological
warefare in which it endeavors to shape the long-term
expectations of the adversary that it (the state) is’
unwilling to back aown from its éommitments."‘ The will to
act in the givyen situation is not grounded on the intrinsic
value of the situation, but on the desire to present an
image that ‘e state's disposition to fulfill its objectives
is credible. Some advocates of the Vietnam Conflict, for
instance, favored, according to the author, involvement in

order to majintain the credibility of the United .State's

11 +Weinstein, (fn.114), pp. 42-43,
''3yeinstein, (fn.114), p. 46.
t1'¢wWeinstein, (fn.114), p. 46.
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other commitments by showing that the state's "will" was
firm.''’ In deterrence, then, will surfaces not only as the
disposition to act. But also ;he state is deterred by its
expectation, rooted in past precedent, that its opponent
possesses the disposition to act. '

An associated method of establishing the credibility of
one's commitments is to tie the outcome of situations with
the state's core principles. Doing so in the par;icula;
§ituatién may be commissioned in order to develép long-term
expectations. Conversely, to link the success of one's goals
with such values as the loss of one's honor and reputation,
and then to back down in the given context, may be at the
expense of one's long-term image. Such thought, then, holds
that the iong-range national interest will derive greater
benefit by maintaining principle.''® Ascription to core
principles appears to increase the will to act in two ways:
(1) in lieu of success, oneis national self-conception will
suffer: and (2) that one's allies and enemies' conception of
the state's willingness to defend its interests will erode.

Bernard Brodie's work recurringly-emphasizes the idea
that the foundation of successful deterrence is stationed in
ihe psychologicél relation éxistent between states. At the
rooz/QL\EPis psychological relation is the ability of the
state to shape the expectations-of the opponent that it (the
state) possesses the will to make its threat credible. At
this point it should be mentioned that the author freely

- - - = S e -

"' 'Weinstein, (fn.114), p. 52.
"' 'Weinstein, (fn.114), p. 44.



’ 54

substitutes the terms, "resolve” and "will." The credibility
of threats is noi'only grounded upon the perceptioﬁ that the
state possesses the will and the capability to validate its
threat.''® In addition, Brodie suggests that the credibility
of a threat is related, at least in part, to an estimation

that the threatener is himgself credible. The author relates,
for example, that Khruschéi did not believe, based upon his
~assessment of Kennedy's previous behaviour, that the
President would object to the placement of misgkles in
Cuba.'?® A number of inferences may be set foreward: (1) the
disposition to act is dynamic given the particular
personalities of decision-Takers;"' (2) the will to act 1is
variable given the value of the objective in the particular
context; and (3) related to the previous point,'a state's
antecedent behaviour is not necessarily a reliablg index of
its future conduct. Consequently, due to the establishment
offana reliance upon past images.of will, a state's
appraisal of its antagonist's will may be misperceived as
considerations of such factors as the opponent's valuing of
the particular objective may be overlooked.

Typically, Brodie writes, the perception is rarely

absolute that another state possesses the will to fulfill

its threats. The author presents basic deterrence; that is,

"'’Bernard Brodie, "The Anatomy of Deterrence,” 11 World
Politics (January, 1959), p., 188; and Bernard Brodie. War
And Politics. New York: Macmillan, 1973, p. 404.
"i'Bernard Brodie. Escalation and the Nuclear Option.
Princeton, New Jersey: Princeton Univ. Press, 1966, pp.
48-49.

'21'Brodie, (fn.120), p. 116.
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the deterrence of nuclear attack within the home territories
of the United states, and the threat to retaliate if v
attacked, as an instance in which the credibility of the
threat is not in guestion.'??® The reason that the
credibility of the threat is high in this case i? that it is
relatéd to the state's greatest,i‘re value, its '
self-preservation.'?® Writing in 1946, Brodie noted thpt the
credibility of deterrence would be undermined if the
adveréary believed that he would go unpunished if he were to
violate the core values of th? state.'?* Two inferences
surface: (1)that a state's willingness not to acE may be
influenced by the perception that its adversary's threat is
linked with its‘Egre values: and (2) the threatener's will
to act is increased when his pegpition is linked with his
core vgiues.

Brodie suggests that a mofe typical situation in
international relations is characterized by uncertainty as
to the degree to which the state is committed to its
objective.'?* States may endeavor to discover the resolve of
the opponent on‘a given issue by undertaking probing
actions.'?* By the phrase, 'probing the resolve of the .
opponent,' the author seems to refer to the process of
discovering the degree to which the opponent values its

) .

objective. States may undertake actions due to their

v228r0die, "The Anatomy,"” (fn.119), pp. 175-76.
v23grodie, (fn.122), p. 185. -

1348ernard Brodie. The Absolute Weapon: Atomic Power and
World Order. New Yorks Harcourt, Brace, 1946, p. 142.
"3iBrodie, (fn.122), p. 179.

v2¢Brodie, (fn.124),“pp. 114-115, 125,
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misperception of the degré¢ te which their adversary values

his objective, '?’ In this vein,

. ‘r“’
Chinese reaction to McArthot's Epa
\ oy

as an example illustrating two poihts: (1) that states may

Qdie identifies the

h)ion of the Korean War
fail to realize that'their actions ma; be perceived by other
actors to constitute a threat to their core values, for
instance, to their self-bresetvation; and (2) as hés been
prev{ously,nentioned, there is a positivé relationshib
between threats to the state's principal values and the
level of will invested in a particukar context. The author

-

suggests that a principal sourc misperception may be the

development of %he expectation image, that the
opposition is given to backing down*.** Such an expectation,
as has been previously stated, may be at odds with the
1degree of value ascribed to a particular outcome and,
coextensively, with the level bf will invested in the given

~

context.
o
The notion of core values may be extended to include
such interrelated principles as reputation, face and
prestige. Brodie notes that when outcomes become linked with
these principles, commitments become stronger and
increasingly irrevocable. Backing down from such
commitments, Brodie writes, will not only influence the

given situation, but, in addition, witl have long-term

repercussions upon other states' image of one’'s resolve.'’’

- - - - = - = -

‘i7Brodie, (fn.124), p. 134.
., '**Brodie, (fn.120), p. 115,
'**Brodie, (fn.120), p. 120.
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Understanding Siat a strong corrélation exists betwo“ will-
and core principles, Brodie comments that states should
provxdg their opponents with accessible outlets of backing
'down w:thout having to sacrifice their principles.'’*® He
examples Kennedy's determination not to humiliate Khruschev
during the Cuban Missile Crisis as a case in point. -
Robert 6sgood discusses the idga that stability within
the balance of terror places a high preﬁzum upon the
estimation ‘that threats are credible. Cenfral to the
maintenance of stability is the state's assessment that its
adversary's intentions are credible. Osgood interchanges the
term, "intentions” with "will."'>' The calculation of will e
‘as the intention to° acx upon one's threat, is given to
uncertainty ag it 15i&1t1%£§31y ba d éﬁ p eption. will,

'fwhogp cal religgonxbd’ween
(‘ nh ., ”-"r,

largely groundgd upom ﬁh&‘

states, is subjebt go«ﬁblse #Eﬁﬁgﬁtﬁon

Elsewh!r v Opgpod?notedathat the pé chéibn of w1ll can

U*V !

potent1aﬁ§y dxsastrdﬁs tonseqpeocsséﬁr §g, s

have a strong im luence,l og the" éourae &cmﬁhcts. C1t1ng

ict: as a ﬂase ltudy, the author proposes
\, Lo

o £ the ‘North ugs to a significant degree,

'the Vietnam

:
that the suc?g

,&

anchored 1n'ﬁhe1 rcggt1on ‘that the United States was

! ., - . .
rfygihe price needed to achieve its goal: the

“unwilling to}
':'i54heeded to exert influence upon Hanoi's will

Polxtxcs.. (£n.119), p. 426.

'3 'Robert E tabalizing the M111tary Environment ,”
in Dale J.HeNNRpe et. al. (eds.). International Stabllxty'
Mxlxtarz! , Bc and Politjtal Dimensions. New York: John
Wiley and 3§ H964, p. « .

"'Osgood,; p. 87. g
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opinion.'?’ Hanoi perceived, and it became obviohs as the

var continued, that the national will of the American public
to support the war, given the mounting human and tinancia;
costs, was waning.'** Furthermore, Osgood notes that the
value of the goal influenced the balance of will--the
asymmetry of motivation,'®'® Greater resolution, on the part .
of Hanoi, was produced by the higher ;alue it placed on -
reaching its objective. Hanoi could outlast the United

States because, as has been previously alluged to, it was

willing to bear a higher proportion of cosé‘ﬁ&’ order to

achieve its goal of unifica{ibn. ‘ h*q“ ‘
" .
The concept of will is utilized in Ariety of ways in

pb Oigood's texts: (1)the pereeived intention to fulfill

‘threats; (2)the national disposition to support policies;
(3)the necessary disposition to utilize capabilities; (4)the

disposition to act based on a calculation of cost/gain. In

~ short, the will to act based on an assessment of the value

of objectives; and (5) the disposition to act based upon
principles, such as reputation.'’*

-Bruce Bueno de Mesquita's text, The War Trap, garely

explicitly uses the term, "will."” Nevertheless, allusi®bn to
r 4

'3 3Robert E. Osgood. Limited War Revisited. Boulder,
Colorado: Westview, 1979, p. 45.
'340sqood, (fn.133), p. 42.
'330sgood, (fn.133), p. 44.
'3¢0sgood, (fn.133), p. 47. By 1968, the author reports, the
justification for the war had become simply the state's
reputation for defending its allies under hardship.

It may be an open question whether principles are
dissimilar from values. '
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the concept is made in a number of propositians. The author

argues that the individual leader--the "critical gatekeeper”

--is the appropriate level of analysis when examining
Jb

decision-making- during war.'?®’ However, individual leaders
0 _

differ not only(iﬁ.their choice of policy options, but "may

also differ in their willingness to take risks or in their

A

response to uncerta1nty “;;' In short, the leader's own

particular w1111ngness to take rlsks may play a significant

L]

role in decision-making during war. Elsevhere, the author

mentions that wars are subject to the national estimation

that the conﬁlict.is important enough to make sacrifices

for.'?’ Stated differently, the author infers that the

success of the war effort is subject to the natvonal

disposition (the will) to support it. That disposition, in

P

turn, is dependent upon the general belief that the

conflict's value'outweighs its costs.

" Alexander George regards the concept of will, firét,

within the conceptlon of deterrence as a psycholog1cal

relation between states. The credibility of one's threats

hinges,

'in large part,

upon the deterring power's ability to

convey to the opponent that "it has the will and resolution

to\ﬁefend the interests in quest10n."}‘° Shaping thé

"378ruce Bueno de Mesquita. The War Trap New Haven: Yale
Univ. Press, 1981, p. 27.

'3%*Bueno
t32*'Bueno
t4*autho

Craig. Force And Sta

de Mesquita,
de Mesquita,

(fn.137), p.33.
(fn.137), p. 44.

rs' itakicization. Alexander George and Gordon A.

tecraftr. New York: Oxford Univ. Press,

1983, pp.

us the terms,

172, 183. 1t should be mentioned that the authors

will and resolution in tandem; neither do

they draw a distinction between the two, nor is one visible
_todthe observer.

,“‘\‘

b
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"‘

adVersary's expectations that the state possesses the
repuﬁagion for havind the disposition to fulfill its.
threats, is in itself often insufficient in deterring
opponents. In the final analysis, however, the deterring
power must possess the capabilities, o;"persuade the
opponent that it has them, with which to deal with the
would-be aggressors.'*' However, in another work, George
comments that the usage of means may be done in order to
demonstrate the resolve 6£ the state to defend itself. In
effect, the use of capabili}ies may be undertaken in order
to signal the expectation fhat the state will defend its
future interests.'*? Nevertheléss, George comments that the
specific situation is the most suitable venue in which to
examine the concept of will. In wars of attrition, for
éxample, success\%s oftgn é function of the willingness to
bea} pigher costs, to outlast an opponent, as oppossed tO
the raw possession of superior physical capabilities.'*X
Yet, if the deﬁerrent power is able to convey the percepticn
thag its threat is allied with inalienable values and

interests at stake, in aisociation'with the actual

exhibition of an asymmetry of motivation, it may influence

‘the épponent's behaviour.'‘‘ In George's texts, the notion

ijiill\is identified, explicitly or tacitly, in a number of

4

‘v'vay,sr (1Y as the perceived dispesitionto act, bgsedrpon

g —————————————

;' ¢'George, et. al., (fn.140), p. 172. ° S

ve2plexander L. George, et. al.. The Limits of #lercive
Diplomacy. Boston: Little, Brown and Company,. 1571, p. 9.
“*Giﬁ?ge, et. al., (fn.142), pp. 19-20.

' ¢+George, et. al., (fn.142), p. 26.

~
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A\

ma

the valuxng of a goal; ‘13) associated with the preceeding

thazestimqtion of the state's past behaviour; (2) as the

vation to act within the particular context, based upon

poznt 1s the willingness to pay costs in, .light: of the value

of the end; (4) the inference is made that the usage of

i

physical capabilities requires the disposition to utilize
o LN
them; and (5) the estimate of‘motivatibn based, to some

degree, upon the commun1cat1on of intent. N s

In Herman Kahn's work, the terms, w111" and "resolve"
are used intefchanéeably. Deterrence hinges, in large parmt,
u;on the state's estimation that its opponent s threat of
retaliation is credlble. Kahn writes that the credlb111ty of
the state's retaliatory threat does not inhere in the
posseéQion of capabilities as it i%§ a givén that both
s@i’ﬁpéwers.posseés.the necessary weapénry to validate their

threatened second strikes. Rather, influencing the

-

,'opponent s behav1our depends not only upon the state's

Can
posse551on of the will, the disposition, to utilize its

capabilities, but on the adversary's perception that that -
will exists.'*® However, while a facade of resolve may
induce the enemy to behave in certain ways if he was to

deduce that theé threat of retaliation was incredible, he

might, on the other hand, conclude that by simply raising

_the stakes in c:itical issues, the other side would be

¢ ¢
forced to conceed. The suggestion is that state behaviour

may be s1gn1f1cantly affected by the state’ s 1maged

- WS -y - -

v
ve’Herman Kahn. On Thermonuclear War. (2nd ed.). Princeton,

New Jersey: Princeton Univ. Press, 1961, p. 32.



perception of the opposition's willingness to fulfifi its b

threat. ' . -

; »
Kahn notes that the credibility of deterrent threats, ‘

as they are often p;edicated upon assumptions as to the

possession of will, are typically subject to a@biquity."‘ N

States may endeavor to assess the conveyed iﬁage of th?ir

opponent's will by probing his reaction to provocations. '

However, the objectives in undertaking probing actions may

be far greater than simply testing thé iﬁage of the

adversar}'s resolve. The underlying goal of what Kahn terms,

"Type 11 Deterrence" (Controlled Reprisal and Limited e

General War), envisages through a series of tit-for-tat

attacks, not the destru¢tion of the other side's military

capabilities, but, more importantly, the destruction of his

general resolve.'**' The infetence is ;hat loses in key -

issues and contexts will hpéeké far-reaching influence upon

the nation's will to séqnéififm in future crises.

v

However, Kahn copments that in backing down, states

very’often signal to their opposition that behaviour in the
~

palt1cu1ar case should not be generalized.'*' In extricating

A"

-

1tself from the given context, the state may attempt to
leave the impression wlth would-be violators of the status
guo t%it it has both the resolve and the capability to

1nsure that it w111 not readlly yield in future contexts.'
t4¢Kahn, (£fn.145), pp. 18- 19,

v+7Kahn, (fn.145), p. 34; and Herman Kahn. Thinking About
The Unthinkable. New York: Horizon, 1962, p. 115.

"+ iKahn, (fn.145), pp.*116-117.

vesgahn, (fn.147), pp. 132-133.

tsekahn, (fn.147), p. 205. ¢,

. : S <
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In effect, the author intimates that a state's contextual
show of resolve will be influenced by the belief that its -~
projected image of resolve will be jeopardized.

: Kahn remarks that the state's contextual demonstration
of resolve will be strongl§ iniluenced by the values at
stake within the péiticular situation. The author.stresses,
for example, that the usage of nuclear weapons would be
related to the estimation that in lieu of their firing&‘the
preservation of the state would be in question.'®'The
judgement of the values at stake in the given context as
well as the willingness to act will be subject'to the
particular personal dynamics pof the decision*maker.""

Raymond Aféh does notjkena to explicitly use the term;
"will." Nevertheless, he ggeéﬂpoint to a numher of themes
which are closely reminiscent of those in which other
analysts have employed the concept of wifﬁ. For exaﬁble,

Aron emphasizes that a good part of deterrence is based upon

the state's ability to convey messages of intent that will

be cleérly grasped.'®’ The establishment df the perception
_ that one's commitment to deterrent policies is credible has
been thought ﬁo be related to thé development of a
péychological relation between states. Aron writes‘thét
poteﬁtial aggressors, who are thinking of upsetting the
status quo, should atfempt to take into account what is

*s'Kahn, (fn.145), p. 28; ighn, (fn.147), p. 158.
'%2Kahn, (fn.147), p. 20.

*$3Raymond Aron. The Great Dibate. Garden City,; New ¥York:
Doubleday, 1965, p. 60. ' _ .

. S




likely to be going\on in the mind of the choséﬁ.vipilm.'d
Reading the opponent's mind, the author éuggeﬁidﬁuiillz
include an assessment of the opposition's resolve,'®'*® The
deterrent power will endeavor to communicate its resolve by
linking the particular situation with his core principles,
such as his honor and reputqtion in order to influence the
behaviour of the adversary.'®*‘ In this conéext, the
expectation of resolve approximates how other author; have
discussed one aspéct of the notion of will,

Elsewhere, Aron shifts his attention to étraﬁhgy within
the particuiaf context. He writes that "in all conflicts one
must distinguish between the trial of force and—the test of
will,..."'®" Therein, Aron elucidates upon what he means by .
the term, "will." In doing-so, the author identifies two
separate nuances of the term, both of which strongly
influence.upon what Aron refers to as "the actual military
aspect of the operation."'** First, Aron comments that the
national attitude (the national will) of the civilian
population is one of the principal stakes in conflicts, as
well as one of ghe main ¢ trithing factors in the success
or failure of the state's policy.'®® Second, Aron suggests

that the state's.faiiure or success to reach a particular

e o — - — P e —— - — =

", pp. 201-202. ¢
* 3 Aron) Fi53), pp. 201-202.
"’Raymo oeAron, "The Evolution of Modern Strateglc
‘ Thought " in Alastair Buchah (ed.). Problems of Modern
~ Strategy. London: Chatto anq,W1ndus, 1970, p. 26.
"3¢aron, (fn,157), p. 6.
"s*Aron, (fn 157), p. 26. - .

‘*ﬁAron

¢ .
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objective is also related to the ﬁersonal will of the .
decision-maker, whom Aron'refers to as "the | |
counter-insurgents,” to commit the neS’ssary cépabilities
required to achieve success.'*® The author‘aotes the strong -
relationship between these two nuances. Specifiéally, the
leader's will to act is often affected by his estimation of
the public's willingness to support his policies.'*’

The communication of threats, warnings, and bluffs are
made to influence the oppoﬁent?s expectations and, in turn,
his behaviour, according to Freg Ikle.'*? The credibility of
the threatener is ultimately based upon his adversary's
perception that the threatener po8$sesses the sufficient
capability and motivation to inﬁliét the damaée after he has
been challené?d."’ In the perceived absence of the
motiv%tion——the will--threats are hollow ana can be
explbited.“‘ The inference is that the image of the
possession of the willingness to act can function as a
deterrent.

In international. bargaining, the credibility 8£ one's
commitments i§ often referenced by decision-makers in terms
of past precedent. Not only is the expectation of will or
lwe;kness conditioned by theuf,;ie's cust:omary'beh.aviour.'"s

- .

f'?:m”cf;ghe'gxpectation of

I Tttt :
“¢*Aron, {¥n.157), 'p. .26 :

1¥yaran,: (£n.157), p. Esg‘w g - V _

'¢1fred Cbgilgs Ikle. How ‘N&r3ons Negotiate. New York:

Harper and w, 1964, p. 62. -

vesrkle, (£n.162), p. 64. ° Torose

veeI¥e, (fn.162), p. 64. °
1es1kle, (fn.162), p. 83. R S
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behaviour, continue to obtain favorable outcomes so as to’
preserve or improve one's future credibility.'** In doing
so, one might indicate that positions are being maintainéd
in order to safeguard core principles, such as one's honor
and reputation.”‘’ Doing so, might increase the credibility
of the perception, albeit legitimate or false, that the
threatener possesses the disposition to act upon his threat.

Hgnry Kissingér comments on the importance of
perceétion in the success or failure of deterrence:
"deterrence requires a combiaation of power, the will to use
it, and the assessment of these by the potential
agéressOf."“' Will surfaces in this context not only as the
necessav‘ry“ disposition to utilize one's capabi‘vt'ies. In
addition, the effectiveness of deterrence is‘dependent upon
the percéptjon.that the opponent's willingness to use his
resources is credible. It should be acknowledged, however,
that Kissinger accords the same weight to the variable of4
physical éaphbilities as he does to the possession of will.
If the possession of "any" of these elements (will,
capabilities :and the perception thereof) is zero, deterrence
fails.'*’ ’

The estabiishment of the.perception of the willingness

to validate threats is furthered by ascribing the success of

one's position to.,core values. Creating, what Kissinger

re¢¢1kle, (fn.162), p. 77.

'¢71kle, (fn.162), p. B84.

1¢sHenry A. Kissinger. The Necessity of Choice. New York:
Harper and Brothers, 1961, p. 12.

'¢*Kissinger, (fn.168), p. 12.

..
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calls, "psychological asymmentries” is done by communicating
the perception that the, state is willing to run greatér
risks than its opposition in order to achievg'its particular
6bjective."' The establishment of the image that one is
willing to bear a high cost in order to achieve goals is
believed to have an iterative effé&t upon the behaviour of
future aggressors contemplating challenging the status \

quo.'"’
: 3

dor

N e

ey <

v WA

17egigsinger, (fn.168), pp. 46-55.
'71kissinger, (£fn.168), p. 48.



~A. Conclusions and Summary
A number of variations of the concept of will have
surfaced within this chapzer.‘On the one hand, theorists
’ Jﬁaintain that successful deterrence emphasizes the idea of
pover as a psycho;ogical relation between ‘states. Effective
deterrence embodies three elements: (1) the state's | ‘)
capabilities; (2) its willingness to use them; and (3) the
oppénent's perception'of the state's willingness to utilize
them. Many theorists have discussed the third point in
reference to the individual decision-maker's willingness to
act. Leader's may operate on the assumption that failure to
act decisively in conflict situations will ramify upon their
own image of seff as well as upéh the adversary's long-term
perception of the individual's andvthe state’'s willingness
to act. Situations are interpreted to be interdependent as
they are casually linked by their effects on the opponent'’s
actions, which are derived from his perceptual image o{\the
state's willingness to act.
A number of authors, igg;gg;;g Schelling, George §nd
_Kissinger, have taken issue with the proposition that
deterrence rests, principally, in the psychological relation
existing between states. They contend that ultimately the
state cannot rely on its projected image of will to sustain
the credibility of its threats. At some point the image will
be tested. And, the state will have to show that there is

bite behind the bark. In other words, successful deterrence,

in_thé final analysis, only requires two components: (1) the

v
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possession of capabilities and (& the will to use them.
Deterrence theorists tend to focus on the state as a
single level of analysis; however, allude to the individual
decision—maker in exampling ideas, especially during crisis
situations. When the \ndzvxdual 1s-regarded for example in
Brodie's analysis, his previous behaviour is thought to‘
influence the opponent's expectation of his futpre behaviour
and, coexten§ively, the adversary's willingness to act.
Bueno de Mesquita remarks that the individual's willingness
to take risks is related to his particular personality.
Whether speaking of the state or of the individual,
theorists tend to argue that the‘wiil to act is variabl;
given the degree to which thé state values the particular
objective. Valuing an objective, many theorists. contend,
relates to the values at stake in the given context. When
the concept of core valﬁes is referred to, for example by
Brodie and Kahn, its meaning'does not appear to extend
beyond the notion of self-preservation. It would appear to
be the case, furthermore, that authors freely substitute the
termﬁ "core values” with the term, "core pr1nc1ples.” The ’
latter is said to include such principles as reputation,
credibility, honor and face. Ascription of positions to core
principles is thought to increase their irrevocability. In
addition, commentators, including Schelling and Weinstein,
remark that linking the state's position with its cqre
principles is intended to influence opponents'’ perce;tual

image of the state's disposition to act both within the



70

immediate situation and within future conflictual contexts.
Jervis suggests tﬁpt the influence of success in low-level
conflicts on oppoﬁents' long-term perception of the state's
willingnes§<to act may well be exaggerated.

Percoptuai images of will are given to uncertainty.
Henée, the individual decision-maker's will to act can arise
on the basié of faulty assumptions as to the pe:ceptions and ,
behaviour of the opponent. A leader, for example, may
illegitimately assume that the reaction ofihis opposite
number should equate with his own. Such an assumption may be
predicated on the misperception of the opponent’'s valuing of
an objective, or, indeed, the values and perceptions of the
adversary may not be taken into account at all. Second, and
related to the previous point, the leader may fail to
‘realize that by standing firm, his opponent may react

similarly, especially as backing down may defined to be only

at the expense >f his core values.
‘O'
[
«
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‘decision maker's personality} and (4) the rol

-

" 1v. The Concept of Will and Gtho Vietnam Conflict

Finally, the concept of will has to be e&amined within
the context of the Vietnam conflict. To delimit the subject,
I will confine my investigation to dohnsbn'; Presidency.
Vietnam is being used as a case study duéizo David 8a1dwin's
reference to it as a prototypical example ialwhiéh.aéademics'
employ the concept,of will as a stand b; device to expla:n*
away the1r fa11ed power o3 tctxons. In Baldwin's judgement,
the emphas1s on an actor's willingness to use h;\\ﬁhyslcal
capabilities "encourages sloppy power analysis."'’ It is my
contention that Baldwin's conglusion, with respect to
Vietnam specifically, és suspect %iven a fplle} delineation
of the'concept of will.?Specifically, an asseésmegf of the
psychological images of the advgrsarydif/well as the

'S
selfv1mages ofﬂthe individual, combatants w111 be conducted/

as these factors have been shown éo be - hlghly sallent in the

J

» .«

funct1on1ng of the cgﬁcept of will., _ ‘ '

In investigating the sources of the combétantS' r?
willingness to act in Vietnam; a number of inter:élated key
toéics have to be addrqsééd; (t)the perception of the
conflict of as a threat to tﬁe state's core values;  (2) the
pefception of the advers;}y; (3) the role of ghé’indiviaual

;of public
&,

I

ies. To

swfport 1n the success of the leaderships’

Vo
A

proceed, these issues are examined in relatlon to the

American will to act, and subsequently, to North Vietnam's.

.

"’Davzd A. Baldwin, (fn.1), p. 1§3.
76
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Jmnd‘honor. Lyndon Johnsdn's depiction of American
1h

77

By‘"nmer}can” and "North Vietnamese, " f am referring
primarily to official thinking, and secondarily, in the case
of the United States, to American public opinion. |

A pr1nc1pal senior governmental exoignatlon for the
An'ican entry ard commitment iW Vietnam was that its status
was thought to be linked With a;enes of interrelated ' |
American core values. In part, the stakes at risk in South
Vietnam were related, by Anorxcan decision m&qus( to a \.
threat to such-prinéipl‘p as the genetal_credibility_of
Am‘?ﬁc:n compitments and to the staté's,preotige, reputation

4 [ ] . ) Iy

¢

1nvolvement ietneg as a""questmn’.‘ptt h@nor" in defending

the 1ndependehce of an ally is typ1cal af government i

statements equating the 1055 ofvvldtnam w1th a ‘threat to the

4

" core values of the United States." hxs theme Was present

in official thinking throughout Johnson s Presidency. It .

numbered as one-of a series of s1gn1f1cant 1deas wh1ch ‘ e

.

sustained the adm1n1strat1on}s wxll to act in Vietnam. .
.Contributing to the admindst;otion's wiil to fight tﬁiév
Vietnam as well’as to thewtinlikelihoqd of compromi;e.was the

administrati n's conviction that ;hefﬁ.involvement ensued
from the 4::Ton s 1deolog1cal pr1nc1p1es. ‘Baritz, for
example, cogently arqued_ thht an - rmportant theme unden1y1na\

both the Vietnam 1nvolvement,and»the general history of

' Ane:ican foreign policy, could be’termed,

~

*73Lynddn Baines Johnson, "pattech for Peace in SOutheast »
Agxa," Sz,ggpartment of State Bullefin (April 26, 1965) ,
607

no N
“
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missionary/evangelical,.'”* By ﬁﬁié }he author means that the
‘ " United States has often operated from the solfpsistig
- assumption that other nation-states have wahied to model

themselvesfa. United States and that it was the duty of

L P
gk
;w** t Americans typically fight Qbrs on the
SR ‘ ¢
. Ract principles.'’¢ Johnson, fof instance,

§. ¥ help them do so.'’* Parentujdically,

.basis of

-

. stated that thz‘ American willingness to saerifice would be a}

Fy »

related to "keeping the faith for freedom."'’’ Rusk
‘.siﬁilaply Jelated the Americén involvement to ideological
principles when the authors defined the Americag~gole in the
context ‘of providing for the figﬂtéﬂof the South vietnamese.
t*tex:mine their 6w‘h. future.'’* The Arqérican self-image as
, éhqgéuarantor‘qf Sﬁuth Viétnam;s "freedom” E‘l}tibutea to
- -+  both the admiﬂistratidn's wiliingnesslto pursue its
commitmegt and to the irrev°céble nature of that commitment.
As a third reference ﬁo the state’s core values, the
administration equated the defense of the status of South _
V{etnam with the natioﬁaf iﬁtq{eét/of~the United States.'’’

Speéifiqaliy, it was alledged that United State's secur i

was bound up with the étqtection of South Vietnam's

'"4Loren Baritz, Backfire, New York: William Morrow 1985,
p. 42. . — ST ‘“@
'78Baritz, (fn.174), pp. 24-25.

v 1¢Batitz, (fn.174), p. 38. g Q
'77L,vhdon Baines Johnson, "The Struggle to 'Be Free," 56

tment of State Bulletin (June 5, 1967), p 340, 344,
“Rusk, and Maxwell D. Taylor, -"The United States

Commitment in Viet~Nams Fypdamental Issues,” -54 Department

of State Bulléggn (March®?7,.1966), ‘f. 353. L - -
T""’Lyn)aon(viBa;mes Johnson. The VahtagghPoint:nPers ectives of 8
The Presidency, 1963-1969. New York: Holt, Rinehart an '
Winston, 1§?1,ip.‘ 3.7 ST
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indepengence."' This perspective, which eleute& the status

‘of South Vietnam, concur’mtly raxsed the ptake which would
»

be associated with its loss. Concmitant&y, the

administration's willingness tod’n't fwas 1niruétby 1ts ‘N
detimtlon of the presumed danger to the‘ﬂ:ate 8 ucuntyum "»J

Faly - e ! J‘ . - %
the, mnt of ‘the Ioss of South \hetnam., ,g“ § “" ‘
' A

., *

A 'u'rﬁe administration, then, endeavored to link its

i ltnam policy with a threat to the state's core values. The

3

notion%f core values, in the administration's thinking,

’encqmpassed a variety of ideas, including a threat to the
’ 9

state's. nati% security, which is generally thought to be
en

the qumuess of the'concept of core values. By

- attrlbutlng the American commltment in Vletnam to the

State s core 'values, the administration was arguing,’ in J

effect, that 1tsﬂ1etnam pol1cy was ta* w

believed to be, the American national interest. ?
Alt‘hough the adm1n1strat1on might heye con.ended that a

. series of core values were threaxenﬁ in \}%a'ﬁ'{, the
Success of its Vietnam poixcy was. ul}:;ma-t‘buxlt on pubhc 3
support. In turn &publ‘lc approval was based on the
estxmatlon that the state’ s°dore’va1ues vere at stake in the
confliet, As the w.ar continued, the public increasingly' |
began r’o re*%&valuate whether the state' s %)re values, |
specifically whethex the nation's secunty was actually at
risk. In effect', the public's definition as to what
const’;tuted; core yalues, in'f:he context of Vietnam,

'* *Rusk, et. al., (fn, 179), p. 350. o .

’ »



.the domino theory and the theory of containment.

increasin91y~became,centered on the issue of national ) ¥
J .
,secur1ty. Accompanying public questioning as to whether the

nationyl s‘curxty was in )eopardy 1n Vietnam was the erosion

'3& support for the administration's pollcy The public's, or

a largo segment thereof estimation of that whxch

constituted relevant core values for fighting in Vietnam o
* . " - Y»r e
ultlmately ﬁ:ffereq.from the adm1n1stratxon s definjgion @l
-» & < ati'
what were the germane core values at risk in Vietnam,

&

The administration's uilﬁxngneSS to act in Vietnam was

enhanced by its underatanding of process in the o .
‘internatiorfal system as well as by its percept{on of . ‘;?ff‘h{
Communism. Contributing to the admxnlstnat1on s concl"xo‘ ?325
that the retention of South V1etnam s»"freedom wa vktal to‘

v
‘American security were thg overlapp1ng theoretica bases bP \;‘
As
intelleptual-roots, these thé;ries were wh 1ncorporated
fbto the administration's stéfeﬁents justifying the American
patticipation in Q&etnam. However, these th;b\ies were not
merely ideas that were alluded to. Rather, it %é eviddnt
that they were part and parcel of the decision makers'
percept1ons of the conflxct and 1ndeed of the h
adm1n1strat10n s general weltanschauung Moreover, thexr

L 3
acceptance was intrinsic to the executlive's will to act.

‘—;~‘~\ihe administration did not regard the conflict as-an

inéigenous strdggle, which was, at ‘base, a social conflict

to overthrov a partlcllar social system."' Instead, the’

'¢1Jeffrey Race, "H v They Won," 10 Asian Survey (August,
1970) p. 649 ~' S

S ) . -
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administration regarded the conflict "Iietnam as a probing
action, whigh was rooted in the Cold War struggle between ka

East and'West."”yietnam was construe?/to be an initial.

Communist ptobe, which would summarily bé followed by the

downfall of Southeast Mgla or worse."""_ a ?{bbe, which
was thought to have such far-reaching consequences, the
Stakes at risk'in Vietnam were.heightened._-gr‘: Hilsman's
terms, the stakes were\psychologicéL,cstratégig, politic,i )

and economic.'*? N

Having established that the admin{;%ration defined the
vietnamégg struggle in terms of a prfbing action, the
questidfat;mains as to what the executive believed was being-
tested in Vietnam. Repeatedly emphasized by the President
and his ainsors, was that the wakr was a Eest,of the

American, the national will to rebuff the eneroachmenks of

the ideological adversary, Communism.'®® However, as a te
of the American will te act, the Vietnam conflict, t n in

3 .

. ’ L] » o
isolatign, was not of great importance. Rather, Vietham's -
significance inhered in the belief that American beheviour

tﬁere would‘effect the adversary's long-term expectation of

the American will to act. The development of this, perception

would, hopefully, deter future édVeréaria} probiﬁg. The

- - - > - - e - — . .

1v1gygene V, Rostow, "A Certain Restlessness About
Viet-Nam," 58 Department of State Bulletin (March 25, 1968),
_pp. 406-407. - .

"13Roger Hilsman, "Orchestrating The Instrumentalities: The
Case of Southeast Asia," in Foreign Policy In The Sixties: /.
The Issues and the InstrumentaIities. Roger Hilsman, et,. al.
Teds.). Baltimore, Maryland: John Hopkins, 1965, p. 192.
tesHilsman, (fn.183), p. 192,

'**Baritz, (fn.174), p. 68..




82

)
flip-side of this proposition boded odious consequences: "If

thG!Communists find out that We will not pursue our

commxtment to the end, I don't know where they will stay
>
their hand."''* And, in the words of George Ball and Dean

Rusk: "If we yiold... We would be expectld s1m11arly to’
yield on other matters as well. ”"% The admxoxstriflon's

involvement in Vietnam was heavily 1nf1uenced‘b{’a mindset,
: - v ) l
which was colored by the shadow of Munich and appeagﬁment;

in short, by a train of thought that‘accepﬁed "straighf‘linéﬁ
projections into the future based dn pzededent\""'

In large measure, the theoretical ratlonaléfahr

'8
maintaining the status of south Vietnam was stetloned in ‘the

idea of power as‘a psycholog1cal telatxoﬂ‘be&ween states?

The administration bel1eved that failure in Vietnam would
: : $ .

have long-term effects upon the adversary's expectation of

the Americanwill to aoffWand coextensively, upon his \
\

perception that the United States coudd be cognted on to
. 3 - . . - 13 13 /-“\ .
defend issues which it linked with 1its corée values. Letting
South Vietham fall, it was arguad, would lead to'a slippery
slope of belief that American_c ments were not credible:
"1f you abandon one commitment how ujxp_e'ct us to .
persuade/gﬂygbdy else that our word is to be relied on?"tey
. (¥ 4

In additgon, as upholding the status of South Vietnam was

—— - - - - - - - -

's¢pDean Rusk in Johnson, (£n.179), p. 147.

‘s 'Henry F. Graff. The Tuesday Caxnet. Deljiberation and
Decision on Peace and War. Englewood Cliffs, New Jersey:
Prentice-Hall, 1970, p. 70.

'ssLeslie H. Gelb and Richard K, Betts. The Irony of
Vietnam: The System Worked. Washington, D. .C.: Brookxng,
1979, p. :
"'Graff, n.187), p. 83.
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deemed to be a question of principle,''*® and its loss would

challenge the administration's belief that the United States
was honorable and responsible,'®' Given the administration's
analysis of the consequences' of failure, the‘likeiihood was
greatly reduced that the Qnited States would yield.

Pars -and parcel of the a@ninistga;?ﬁn's vholesale
pcceptaﬁce of the‘domino theory was the‘felated assumption

that Communism was a.monolith whose adherents formed a

homogenous grouping. Vietnamese nationalism wag perceived to

be legi'lf its orientation was anti-Communist and
invalid W espoused tenets of Communism.'’? The Viet Cong

vere not éﬁiy afledged to be’;nSupported in South Vietnam,
but were lab;iled with~éuch“%ﬁvedtivesiaééﬂterrorists,

assassins, subversives and insurrectionists.’'’’ The nature
of the co;flict wasé not regaréed as an indigenous struggle

for power, but Yather as part of \he larger East-West) >
. . e

cenflict. Withinrthis perspective, administration officials .

N\ .

perceived Hanoi's goals in two ways; (1) that they
. "y

paralleled those of China, and (2) ¢that Hagoi's actipns were
dictated chiefly by Communist China; Hénoi itself ,was )
. . , - ) . >

'2°U, Alexis Johnson, "The 1sQue and Goal In Viet-Nam," 54
Department of State Bulletin (April 4,%1966), g 530. .
" iThis 1dea echoes throughout the statements issued by
administration officials. Two examples include: (1) George
Ball, "The Issue in Viet-Nam," 54 De?grtment of State

Bulletin (February 14, 1966); and Lyndon B, Johnson,
e ense of Vi¥t-Nam: Key to the Future of Free Asia,”

56 Department of Sf¥te Bulletin (April 3, 1967).
3"wigfiam P. Bundy, "The Path to'Wiet-Nam: A Lesson In

Involvement." 57 Department of State Bulletin (September 4,
1967l£ p. 276. o, S

'735¢® Roger Hilsman's introduction ‘in Vo Nguyen Giap.,
PFgg;e's Army People's War. New York: Praeger, 1962.

A . an
a . '
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thought to be simply a satellite o%ﬁChina. These pcrcoptxonu
are manifest in-administration statemcnts, for examplex "Ho
and Mao are a team;"'"‘* anq "the Chinese will fight to the
laet Vietnamese.""** The upshot of this view, as has been
alluded to, was the echutive's denialvthat Hanoi's goals
had any legitimacy. For, in the words of Eugene Rostow: “the
national liberation waA was simply an integral part of the
catechisms of both Pekihg and Hanoi."'®* :

( . 3 A )
The perceptual image that Hanoi and Peking were ¥
nel ’ _
partnered influenced Jornson's conduct of the-war,

Specifically, it acted as a deterrent in '@hat Johnson?s :ill‘

to ipt was bounded by the bcl1ef that provocat1;é actions

might trigger a Chinese troop movement or a greater e

confrontat1on with China and the Soviot Union. veo Kearns
\vﬂstes, for ex:mple, that Johnson's step-by step escalation

policy derived, in part, from the de§1t3 to monitor what the-

reactions of 'China and Russ1a/ﬁdﬂ$d be.''* Military

officials have contended that Johnson's définition of,the
_situation constrameq his military optxons and 1¢¢ tg the

unsuccessfulness of his goals in Vxetnam vy Thodgb thew )

prev1ous statement 1s contentxous, the : fagt is §5$k

. ', o T
. :','- .)-':'vf._'\, Vv\,

Ha1phong, vas mfluencedg fia b : B

'*+Rostow, (fn.182), p.*409. - ' ;;g L )>,*

'*'Georges Ball 1n4Graff (€n.187), p. 72.;%%)ﬂf' i
~1*sRostow, (fn.182), p. 409. I ' ’

"*7Larry Berman. Plgnn1ng a Tragedy: The Amgaidgnizatio “of
the wWar in Vietnam. NBw York: W.W, Norton, ' P ¢
"inoris Kearns. LGdon Johnson and the American Dream. New

York: Harper an 1973 P. 264,
'*'Berman, (f 7)., p. 143, :
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of Hanoi's relationship wi .. S
As a third source of erican willingness to act in
Vietnam, Johnson's parti personality has been deemed,
by a number of commentg , to haJ: had an importaﬁi :
influence upon the couv"f the American commtment ink_//,‘/,f

L4

Vietnam. Particularly salient is hov Johnson coupled the
gsuccess q"the Amefican commi&ment'in Vietnam with both his
own, self-image and with the .Buccess of his Presidency.
Admittedly, & number of authors have referred to both
Johnson's early insecurity in foreign policy decisjon making
and to his heavy reliance upon hxs advisors' advic!”" ’
Ge;:ge Herring, for example, character1zes Johnson's polxcy
in V1etnam as followzng bms\pndeéessors footstep:
however attemptxng to do so in a more eff1c1ent manner.?
Johnson himself believed thtt his policies were contxnuous
with those of the Kennedy admxnlstratlon,"’ he was reputed X
) to be if‘e egreement with h1s advisors, most of whom were
members of Kennedy”s cab}net, on the presumed Eamiflcations

of the loss of Vietnam.?*? o . ‘

‘:—« : However, it would be illegitimate to to designate

"\vﬂ\

nson either as an unc0nsc1ous follower of prevzod§m\
" Pf ? o
polzc\es, or as, xn B111 Moyer ‘S words, "the prisoner: of ny’ &

/ _ ~

* ~ aeepor example: Gelb and Bettg, (£fn.188), p. 324; and George
C. Hdrring. America's Longest War: The United States'and
1950-1975. New York: John Wiley, 1979, p. 12

ing, (In !50), p. 116.

"‘Bar'tz, (fn. 174) p. 145.

G. Stoessxnger. Crusaders And Pragmatists: Movers of

or:Lgmerxcan orexgn PoI{cz. Nev w York: W, W. Norton,

‘!"Q\ : .
. . D. (-\
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man."fP* For Johnson the consequences of .failure in’Vi;tplm
vwere highly personal., Johnson's wili to act was sharply.‘
increased by his estimation of his personal staké; in the
event of defeat in Vietnam. Johnson believed, first, that ;t

risk would be his self-image. In Johnson's own terms} his o
politica1 opposition and the public at large would- p.rc)ive

That I had let a democifacy fall into the ‘hands of
the communists. That 1 was a coward. An unmanly man.-
A man without a spine,?**

From Johnson's perspective, the black consequences of
defeat would be visited not enly updn his personal
reputation, but upon that of the na}ion. 3ohnsoﬁ's personal
willingness to persist in his course in Vietnam'wag
furthered by the irrefrangible linkage, which he made
betweenlihe fate of his Presidency and the succegs of his
Vietnam policy. Johnson's will, therefore, was not simppylk
‘product ot‘his wish not to appear as the fi?st Am;rican
PréSident to lose arwar.'*! Rather, Vietnam subsumed .

Johnson's domestic goals and increasingly Johnson ascribed

;he.value of - hlS Presadency %0 a successful utcome }h
Vietnam. It seands to reason, therefore, that as the'wer .
continued and began to appégr stalemated, Joh;;on would feel
-trapped.?*®’ Faxlure in Vietnam, ‘Johnson believed, would

occasuon a divigive natxonal debate, wrhch would, 1in

‘ Johnson s words: shatter my Ptes1dency,,k111 my I

- \ '

__________________ .. . : '
1e+Graff, (fn.187), p. 50. ‘ ‘

"'Barltz, (£n. 174) p. 147. PR oo
3¢¢Gelb and Betts, (fn. 188), p. 328 - o e

**°'Rearns, (fn.198), p. 252.
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| administration, and damage our democracy."?°®*® More
importantly, an admission of faileré could not be made, as
Johnson had staked his personal prest1ge, his
| self-integrity, on the success of hlS policy in Vietnam.2°"
Johnson's steadfastneSS'(h1s willingness) in° followlng“ﬁzs
policy in Vietnaﬁ, then, was closely allied with‘the linkage
which he drew between the outcome of his Vzetnam pol1cy and
hxs definition of self. In effect Johnson's will to act was
sttengghened‘by his estimation of the'bersoqal costs which -
would be associated with defeat.

Another important aspect of Johnson's style, one which
had a profound impact upon the administration's conduct of
the war as well as upon its estimation of Hanoi, was the ‘
belief that both parties to the conflict had dissimilar but _

negotiable interests.!'® The foundation of this belief was
built on the premise that the adversary was a “rational’
decisiop maker who could be convipcea to settle on the
administration's terms. By inflicting enough punishment upon
North Qietnam, the.administration believed that it could
persuade Hanoi to agree to American terms. Hanoi would

settle when it re-evaluated its policy goels in light of the

costs to be incurred in their achievement. It was simply a

°sJohnson related his feelings to Kearns in 1970 as to what
he perceived, in the early weeks of 1965, would be the
repercussions of failure in Vietnam. Kearns, (fn.198), pp.
251-252. \

ievgearns, (fn.198), p. 257.

i1 °Kearfs, (fn.198), p. 265. It would be incorrect to
confine this theme solely to Johnson. Instead, it would be
more apt to extend its presence to the m1ndset of the
cabinet in general.

*

v
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matter of dxscover1ng how much force was requrred to reach
Hanmoi's threshold. However, the American deflnrt1on as. to
what‘woutdfconstitute rationa} North Vietname®e dbehaviour -
failed to grasp.Hanoi's view of the conflict, especially as

¥§ related to the depth oﬁ Hano1 s commitment to~achieving

the core value of reun1f1cat1on. Gareth Porter. wr1tes, for
example, that for Hanoi, the principle of unification, andi
concomitantly the status of the South Vietnamese were

_non- negotlable core values. *'* The Americans, similarly,
misjudged the(w1111ngness of the V1etn§2$se to sacr1f1ce in
.order to achieve their goals. Rational Vietnamese behaviour,
from Johnson's perspective, would have been‘to{compromise in
order to preclude the harsh costs of the war. Stoessinger
v.aporopriately terms this sort of thinking as the ’
"superimposition of misperceptiohs on(Asian realities,” as
Johoson was unable to'understand an adversary who was

unwillioo to bergain.{" !r
: -

Operating on the assumption that Hanoi would negotiate,
Johnson believed that he possessed the necessary ;
capabilities with which to convince Hanoi to settle. In |
order to persuade Hanoi that it should bargain, North///
vietﬂam's perception--that it could attain its o
objectiyes-~would have to be altered. The United States-
could do this, Johnson believed, by raising the costs that
Hanoi would have to pay to such a level that it would desist

—— - ——— = s = - ——

111Gareth Porter, A Peace Denied: The United States,
Vietnam, and the Parls Agreement. Bloomingon: Indiana Univ.
Press, 1975, p. 29.

1136toessinger, (£n.203), p. 198.

i
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from its "infiltration"™ of the South.-As the pringipal
instrument of behaéiour modification, the use of massive
force was dirééted not only at Hanoi's ability E? wage. war,
buE, more imbortanply, at its will to continue the
struggle,?®'? Inhering‘in thé administration's persgpective,
at least initiallyw was the belief in the assuredness of

\
victory, give

‘the wide gulf between,Rhe.two sides
(physical) cébabilities--the thought that America,.with all
*its might/, could lose ;as unthinkable.?'* The use of force
would eveﬁlually yield the wén ed result: "We had to apply
the maximum deterrent till he.s bers up and unloads his
pistol."*'® It was unknown, hoyéver, how much force was
needed ‘to persuade Hanoi éhat the costs of continuing were

\
prohibitive,

B As the war progressed, however, the American view of
the role of force began to alter. The change in perspective
~ was brought about, -according to Gelb and Betts, by the
realization of most American leaders that, by the fall ofl
~19655 thé struggle i Vjetnam had become a "test of wills"
in which each ;ide keived that it could not win a quick
viéfory."' At the outset, it was believed that the use of
force could convince Hanoi that the costs of the war
necéssitated a settlement--on American terms. This
reasoning, Richard Betts comments, fuelled Johnson's bombing
and ground operations policies, characterized by gradual

—— - ————— - - — - =

2135ee, for example, U. A. Johnson, (£fn.190), p. 534. -
314Baritz, (fn.174), pp. 44-45.

:13Lyndofl Johnson in Graff, (fn.187), p."64.

11¢Gelb and Betts, (fn.188), pp. 331-332?E\\

N
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escalation, during the period between 1965 and 1967.''’
stalémated, the use of force was {ncreasingly directed at
influencing Hanoi's‘Perception ;ﬁat,the United States
possessed the long-term will to continue the struggle. The
need to do this'stemmeé from the adm;nistration's belief
that 1t had an image problem: the adversary's 1maged
perception of the United States' long-term will to act. The
execuEiQe thoughtfgpg; thigﬁjmage could be rect1f1ed, a
viewpoint, which turned out téibe a,misperception. The
problem, and its perceived solution, were well-stated by

Bundy inAJohnson's, The Vantage Point:

There 1T one grave weakness in our posture in
Viet-Nam which is within our power to.fix and that
is the widespread belief that we do not have the
will and force and pat1ence and determination to
take the necessary action and stay the course.''’

The corollary of this statement was exemplified in the

‘administratjon’'s w1sh to eschew actions, which were thought
to signal an image of being weak-willed. Johnson, for
example, perceived'thaé bombing halts would be interpreted
by Hanoi as-a sign of weakness of will.?

Another aspect of Johnson's personal style, which had

an important influence upon the conduct of the war as well

as upon the whole of Johnson's Presidency, related to his ™
treatment of public opinion. Johnson's decision-making style

emphasized the formulation of policy by a narrow coterie of
*'7Richard K. Betts, "Misadventure Revisited,"” in Peter
Braestrup (ed.). Vietnam As History: Ten Years After The
Paris Peace Accords. Washxngton, D.C.: Unaiv. Press of
America, 1984, pp. 5-7.

11 3Emphasis is mine, Johnson, (fn.179), p. 127.

31v3Johnson, (fn.179), p. 377.
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advisors, who shared common assumptions about the United
States' commitment in Vietnam. Johnson's own fear of the

conseqhences of public debate was reinforced by his concept

T

of the President's role in foreigp policy decision making.,
Public disclosure was'hnnecq.sary as Johnson thought that
the Congress and the general public should rightly defer to
the execufive on matters of foreign policy.??°®

As the war continued, and the administration concluded
that the conflict was likely to be protracted, the problem
arose as to how to maintain the public's willingness to
support fhe war, In McNamara's judgement, public support for
the war would be related to the administration's ability to
convince the public that the "formula for success has been
found and that the end of the war is merely a-matter of
time."??' In effect, it waé re®ognized that the public's
‘perceptual image of the war's course would affect its
willingness to support the government's policy. It was
believed that the public's will would be greatly influenced
by its perception of the costs of the war. To positively
affect the general will, the administration laid stress upon
two points: first, McNamara emphasized the importance of
-"making the dosts to the American people acdzaiablz.
limited;"??? and second, the government's o%ficial positidn
repeatedly emphasized that progress was being made slowly

td

but steadily;*®® in short, "a poliey of controlled
119Kearns, (fn.198), pp. 283-284.

311Gelb and Betts, (fn.188), p. 337.

3113McNamara's emphasis. Gelb and Betts, (fn.188), p. 337.
113g5ee, for example, Rostow, (fn.182), p. 414.
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optimism,"***

Johnson understood that the -viability of his'Vletnam
policy rested on public support. Gelb suggests th;t
Johnson's use of force in Vietnam was temperod.bf his
conside;ation as to what would be the effects'Of his
decisions upon American public,bpinion."' Gelb comments,
for) exaﬁple, that decisions about strategy were partly based
on vhat was thought to be the best way to maintain public
support. *?* It could be argued, then, that Johnson's
consfai?if{;n of public opinion acted as a detérrent upon
his_willingness to act in Vietnam.

Johnson's style of concealment as well as his
adminigkration's attempt to convey to the public the ﬁmage
that the end of the war was close at hand ul;imately laid
the foﬁndation for the failue of his Vietnam polf?y as well
as for his own resignation. The success of the
‘adminigtation's goals, in the final analysis, vas fouhded
upon the national will to support the government's 5olicy.

——

By 1968, the national will had signicantly eroded. Peter
. ‘
Braestrup cites a mational Gallup Poll, suggesting a close

relationship between public support for Johnson's Vietnam

7

policy and for Jdﬁﬁson as President (see Table 1). ?*?
. ‘[ »

And Vietnam," 50 Foreign Affairs (April, 1972), p.;465.
113Gelb, (fn.224). i B

11¢Gelb, (fn.224), p. 464. - ; ‘

117peter Braestrup (ed.). Vietnam As History: Ten Years
After The Paris Peace Accords. Washington, D.C,.: Univ. Press
of America, 1984; Appendix, citing John B. Mueller, "War,
Presidents, and Public Opinion," Journal of Defense Research
Series B, (Fall 1975), n.p.. ' R




Public support, in both cases, diminished gradually.

P

Table 1 Popular Support For Vietnam War And For'Johnsdf‘

Year Ending | .Approval of War |  Approval of Johnson
1965 | 65% N 65% :
A [}
1966 ° 45% 52%
1967 ' 45y . | a5
mid 1968 | 35% { N 35—
. \ , . . ~

g

Aside from the mounting hugpan and Tinancial costs of
the war, Kearns recounts that by 1968, the national will had
considerably declined prima;ily due to ihe general
perception ‘that Johggsh had reqularly deceived the public.
The Tet Offensive (June, 1968) was highly effective in
cﬁuntering, for a large segment of the American_public, the
e;ecutive's claims that the war was beimrg won. The public no
longe"thought that Johnson was a credible leader;’**® and
this estimation, in turn, affected the public's willingness
to support Johnson and his Vietnam policy. .

Hanoi's goals were composet of long-term and short-term

objectives. The overarchimg—goal was the quest for national

@

12s85earns, (fn.198), p. 337.
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independence and unification.??® However, Hanoi understood

that the realization of this goal would be far-off as the

nature of the conflict was protracted. In the short term,

irected it efforts to achieving two goals: (1) to

‘the cdlla South Vietnameéé government, and

® (2) to cteate th , whereby the United States would
become ‘exhausted and decide to withdraw. As a principal
. means in accomplishing the first goal, the Viet Cong

-

endeavored to discredit the South Vietnamese goverﬂhent by
demonstfating to thg‘peasantry that it (the Viet Cong;’was
more representative and sensitive to the people's needs.***

- Alongside tactics of'benevolence, the Viet Cong used
widespread terror to divide the peasahtry from the South
Vietnamese government. Gaining the peasantry's allegience
was fundameﬁtal toxthe success of the war, whose character
was, at base, civil. The indigenous nature of the conflict
militated against a negotiated settlement, as both Hanoi and
Saigan were ultimately dhingeresged in a compromise.?®?®’

In the context of Vietnam's political culture,
furthermore, éomptomisekwas anathema, according to Frances -

FitzGerald. The nature of Vietnamese society was

hierarchical: the character of power relations was

symbolized by the structure of the family wherein the father

represented the locus of authority.?*?! The state model of

13'porter, (fn.211), p. 29.

13+gee, for example, Jeffrey Race, (fn,181).

12:'Gelb and Betts, (fn.188), p. 339.

131Frances FitzGerald. Fire In The Lake. Boston: Little,
Brown and Co., 1972, p. 15.
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authority replicated that found ‘in theltamily structure. The
ruiler, sitting atop the socio-political structure, vas
looked upon to example the "Tao,"” the correct way of
life.??® It was a tenent of the society that there vas a
single correct answer to every question.?®’* It follows,
therefore, that plbralisﬁ, multiple sovereigns, and the
division of the state, were signs of chaos and crisis.

During such times, the populace would look for a man who

expres::d, in his life, how the government and the society
ought to behave (the Tao)-a leader who demonstrated that he
possessed the "Mandate of Heaven."?’® The struggle, -
tﬁerefore, in the longllerm, could not embody compromise.
Given the two competing factions vying for the allegience of
the South Vietnamese people, it follows that it was.Ho and
his confederates' goal to demonstrate that She Sai;on regime
did not represent the society's best interests.’’®

Ho's own will to act was fuelled by the threat which
the conflict posed to his core values. He héd dedicated his
life to achieving Vietnam's independence and unification,??’
In his biography of Ho, William Warbey notes that the
inability to achieve reunification would have meant the
failure of Ho's lifelong dreams.*’* Certainly, the
"willingness of the.North Vietnamese populace to bear

————————— — - - - oy - -

133pjitzGerald, (fn.232), p. 28.

134FitzGerald, (£fn.232), p. 17.

133pitzGerald, (£fn.232), pp. 26-27.

*3¢porter, (fn.211), p. 28. .

137gee, for example, Jean Lacouture. Ho Chi Minh. Peter
Wiles (trans.). London: Pengquin, 1968.

138William Warbey. Ho Chi Minh. London: Merlin, 1972, p.
216.



enormous costs vas related, :sff;rgopnrt. to the
affilistion which existed be¥ween it and Ho. He vas
consi‘dored,’ccgrding to Jean bacoutpre, to be the "father

. of the people:' Ho and the populace were bound by reciprocal
bgnds of oblxgatxon, dcvotedness, loyalty, discipline and

** 0

filial pioty 230 ' -

+« From Hanoi's perspective, the American objective vas to
ttanstotn\SOUth Vietnam into an American colony and military
baso.f" The American involvement was depicted as an

"undeclared war" and as a specxal war in that the United
’
States, Hanoi believed, regarded South Vietnam as a test
case in establishing the pr1nc1p1e that the concept of the

national liberation war'was invalid and would be therefore

combatted.?*'

Both parties to the conflict realized that securing ﬁhg
South Vietnamese public's will was crucial to their success.
Each side concentrated\with differing programs, levels of
intensity, and with a dEStinct asymmetry of success--in
Hanoi's favor--on securing broad public support. In waging
.its war effogrt, it should be noted that Hanoi did not draw
any verbal distinction between attacking the enemy
militarily and destroying his political base, indigenous and

external.?*? In doing the latter, within South Vietnam, Ho
12sLacouture, (fn.237), pp. 163-166.

*¢*Ho Chi Minh. On Revolution: Selected Writings, 1920-66.
Bernard B. Fall Ted.). New York: Praeger, 1367, p. 363.
14'Vo Nguyen Giap, "The South Vietnamese People Will Win,"
in Russell $tgtler (ed.). The Mxl tar Att of People's War:
Selected W s of Genera Nguzen Gia p. . New York:

2 ¢3yo Nguyen Giap. lanner of People's War, The Party's
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~and his cadres successfully expended much of their energy
t@éardlhconvincing the populace that the Party represented ,,}
the "correct political line.* ‘' The goal of politiciszing

' ¢ the pc‘hantry wvas to increase the affiliation betveen the ’

-

individusl and the statg__lgcfpointodly, to "make the
Vietnam Pccpio;s Army grulx child of the people.”’**

’ ' . ]
Establishing bonds between the Party and the peasantry,

included inculcating the belief, the perceptual image, that
a common to; was existent. This perception, in térn,
increased the individual's estimation of his stake in the
conflict, and heightened his willingness to fight on behalf
of the Party and the Viet Cong.

Hanoi ,realized that success wvould ultimately be

- grounded upon the willingness of its constituency to support

thg war effort. A recurring theme in the writings of key
-NLF/DRV (Démocratig Republic of Vietnam) figures, stressed
the willingness of the populace to back Hanoi and to defeat
the Americans. It should be noted, however, that the
writings and the épeecheS»of the Vietnamese leadership
served as a principal means of raising the mgrale of the
troops and the society at large. General Nguyen Chi Thanh,
for example, noted that *ideological mobilization” was
essential to. the acquisition by the troops of "a staunch

"evolutionary stand and a firm determination to fight and

#

143(cont'd) Military Line. George Boudarel (Intro.). New
York: Praeger, 1970, pp. 56-57.

143Giap, (fn.242), p. 25.

144Vo Nguyen Giap. Peogle's War People's Army. New York:

Praeger, 1962, pp. 52-53.

~
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defest the Americans.”’*® Maintaining a positive
psychological spirit vdl fundamental to the success of the
var effort, especially as the North Vietnumese populace and
military vere asked to heat ever-incteas#hg costs as the war
continued.

'A fundamental sssumption, which underpinned the
American conduct ;t the war, vas the idee’thet the massive
use of force could veaken the will of the ﬁRV/NLP ih order
to deter tontinuing “"aggression” in the South.'‘‘ As primary
sources of mieperception, the administration ovegestimated
the utility of force and undervalyed the strength of will of
'Nor;? Vietnam's leadership and populace. Porter, for
example, arques that the Americans vere unwill?.g-to
undertake serious compromise due to theirvpercep;ion that,
vithin a short space of time, the will of the DRV/NLF could
be brpken and victory, on American terms, cquld be
achieved.**’

Hanoi repeatedly enphasizeﬁ that the outcome of the
conflict would not be decided on the basis of which side
possessed superior phyeicallcapabilities."' Decision in the
’conflict, insteed, would ultimately be based upon the

/)"

1¢sNguyen Chi Thanh, 'Generai\ﬂ@uyen Chi Thanh On The

South's Ideological Task,” in Patrick J. McGarvey (ed.).

sz1ons of victor Selected Vietnamese Communist Military
m-—m%a

Writing ngg, “Stanford, Callif.: Hoover Inst1tutxon
Publication 81, 1969, pp. 61- 62.
14U, Johnson, (fn. 190) pl. 534.

ve'porter, (fn.211), pp. 54*55.

1¢'Truong Son, 'Truong Son on the 1965- 66 Dry Season, " in
Patrick J. McGarvey (ed.). szxons of Victo Selected
Vietnamese Copmunist lextarz riting s 554-2935 Stanford,

Calif.: Hoover Institution Pub catxon 81 ’ p. 81.
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possession ot a’linql\, intangible capability--the long-term

wi}lingnoll to pny’tho cooiq alsocgutcd vith victory.

American bombing vas regarded as a form of compellence.
) ]

Instead of diminishing North Vietnsm's will, Qidosproad

bombing, according to Giap, only inckeased the pgbllc's
’aonthity behind the policies of Manoi:

The U.é. a reilor: have attempted to shake our
people's ¢ ghting will through the ma?sivo use of
bombs and shells. However, our people's
determination to win is nov higher and firmer than
cvef before.**’
The propaganda of key leaders was critical to maintaining
the popu}atiok's morale; it Jaq especially important in
endeavoring to ;liminate "erroneous thoughts,” such as the
'overestimitiqn of the enemy and underestimating
ourselves,"?** . | : -

' Hanoi believed that it was‘the United States
leadership's perception that the war could pf won through
the large-scale use of force. Maintaining the~popu1ace's
morale wvas part and parcel of Hanoi's strategy to avoid any
move that would be construed as a sign of weakness of
vill,**' Conversely, by displaying a continued strength of.
vill, Hanoi believed that it could alter ;ashington's
perception that a military victory coulé be achieved;
negotiation of a compromise Settlement would be possiblel
only wvhen the United States believed that victory was no

' «'Emphasis is mine. Vo Nguyen Giap, "The War of
Escalation,” in Russell Stetler (ed.). The Military Art of
People's War: Selected Writings of General Vo Nguyen Giap.
Nev York: Monthly Review Press, 1370, p. 310. ~ -

1s*Thanh, (fn.245), pp. 63-64. ‘

1s'porter, (fn.211), p. 30.

o
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longer imminent.?
" The style of warfare which was put into practice by

Hanoi was directed at undermining the opponent's willingness

3

to prosecute the war. This would be achieved by forcing the

adversary to re-evaluate whether the value of the goal

\]

mer1teq'.pe costs. The idea of protracted war stresses the

transformat1on of the enemy's will to act by inflicting upon
3 ‘4
his populace unbearable costs. Supplementing this perception

.

is the development of the viewpoint that the conflict is a

blind alley without any forseecable exit. The notion of the

protracted war is also intended to convey the perception

that the V1etnamese willingness to sacrifice is infinite and
1, Ld

indefinite.?®? “
. - .‘.

An explication of the concept of protracted war was

»

outlined by Ho when he stated:

I1f we must fight, we will fight. You will kil ten
of our men; but we will kill one of yours. And in
the end it is you who will tire,?*®*

-

Inhering in the notion of the protracted war is the idea
*

that the adversary'g‘citizges willingness to support the war
1 .
is heavily contingent upon the level of incurred costs as

well as upon the perceptlon that a favorable resclution to
the confl1ct is in 51ght. Giap's assertzon-—the longer the
struggle, the weaker the enemy becomes; and conversely, the

longer the struggle, ‘the stronger we become®*® --is built
isiporter, (fn.211), p. 31. : -

133Minh, (fn.240), p. 384,

"‘Jeffrey Race, “The Unlearned Lessons of Vietnam,%’ 66
China Quarterly (December, 1976), p. 170.

73%Yo Nguyen Gilap. Big Victory Great Task. New York:
Praeger, 1968, p. 90.
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upon éhé idea that the war wili be fou?ﬁt in a manner which
ig advantageous to Hanoi, specifical;§ a low-level guerilla
war, which will slowly wear down ayé exhaust the opponent?**
The objective was twofold: to weat down the opponent's will
to act both m111tar11y and pol1£1ca11y 37 A principal means
of influencing the opponent gpl1t1cally, and, by
correlation, militarily, wgs/to attempt to diminish his
constituencies’ willingnegg to support the administration in
its handling of the war;xIn SO doing,'Hanoi'essayeé to
foster a rift between the public--what Gelb and Betts

termed, the "key stress point"?**--and the administration.

1s¢Giap, (fn.244), pp. 29-30.

57In the Vietnam conflict, m111tary actxon was frequently
undertaken by Hanoi with the view that it would have a
political impact in the United States. In short, one
component often devolved upon the other.

238Gelb and Betts, (fn.188), p. 332,

\



102

q
A. Conclusions and Summary
David Baldwin had alledged that it was inappropriate
for analysts to point to a lack of will in explaininé the
Americnn failure in Vietnam. Will, in this context, refers
to the state's disposition to utilize its capa‘ﬁlities._f
Neither does Baldwin assess whether there is any merit to
w-,this interpretation of the American loss in Vietnam, nor
does the author investigate what were the sources of the
respectlve combatant s will to act in V1etnam.

‘In th1s chapter, I studied-the concept of will in the
context of the Vietnan conflict. In that context, I have
éxanin;d.the concept ofnwiil, taken as a psychological
disposition to act. Regarded ffom the American perspective,

a the will to act resulted‘nnly ﬁaftiaily*from tne pgrceﬁtual
image of the npponent in thé»actual conflict. As important
”were factors such as the personal1ty of the leader and his
—perception o!vhls personal stakes in the conflnkt the
ascripfion of principles and core values with the outcome of
éhe conflict; key assumptions held about the natute of the
_;international system, spécificaily, the belief that the 
conflict was masterminded by‘confrontafionalwstétes‘outside
of Vietnam; and the dynamics of—cgnflict. The
administration's understanding of the dynamics of_confiict
bear a strong relation to key assumétions wnich ére parﬁ and
parcel of the theory of deterrence;”spedificelly,‘that‘the"
state's disposition}to aét in specific contexts establishes

perceptual images of its will to att in future conflicts.

-
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Baldwin had also argued that the state's success in
inflﬁencing the behaviour of another state partially
depended upon the latter's values.‘Ostensibly, the state's
values would bear upon its willingness not to be influenced.

‘Baldw{n neither Qefiped what he meant by the term, "values,”
nor did he draw a distinction -between the'notions of values
and core valu;;. )
| In contrast to Baldwin, I have contended that a
¢ohsﬁder§tion of both parties pefception of their core
values at risk in the conflict constitutes an important
source 6f their respective wills to act. Most commentators
on Vietnam who allude to Ehe notion of core values, however;
do not precisely set out what the term means. Here, I have
understood a core value to be an abstract principie; which
Wstrehgthens the state's commitment to its>policy. I have
_noted fhat as the wér continued a sizeable segment of the
‘American public increasingly questioned whether American
‘core values, especially whether the nation's security, was
a?vrisk in Vietnam. The discrepency, in the public's mind
over this relation, acted as an important source of the °

hpbpulace's'gfadual disaffection with Johnson's Vietnam
policy. :

. It hés also been shown that the administration;s own

will‘to act was based on a sefies of misperceptions
regarding its ability to alter the opponent's will to act.

The administration both misunderstood and invalidated

Hanoi's own stakes in the conflict. Specifically, the
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I ‘ ‘ .
* adm{histration misperceived the strength of will, especially

“:ﬁhp v&ll of the North Vietnamese populace and leadership to
sacrifice in order to achieve their goals. Third, the
_admiﬁiétpation overestimated the utilit$y of force in being
able-'to aiter the :illingness of Hanoi to fight. |

The nature of the 1ndxgenous conflict did not provide
for compromise. The conflict represented a threat to the
core values of independence and reunification, whlch had
been thénlifeloné aspirations of the North Vietnamese
leadership‘ Furthermore, in the context of the Vietnamese
'culturc, comprom1se was inappropriate. Ho and his advisors
vere successful because they possessed an understanding of

- thre opponent's weak points. Specifically, it was understood
that it was to Hanoi'sAédvantége to draw oﬁt the length of
the war as long as possible. This understanding resulted
from the correct .assumption that the opponent's will to act-
was heavily dependent upon pubiic support.YHanoi essayed to
diminish American public supporﬁ for the war, and
coextensively for the administration, by infliéting s

large-scale'costs upon the American public as well as by

showing that the war's course, as posed by the

administration, was dis¢repent from ngality.
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V. Pinal Conclusions

To conclude, David Baldwin's :ndcrstanding of the
concept of will has to be reassessed in light of the
éonclulionl drawn out in this study. In so doing, I will
}pccitically comment upon the author's complaint rcdarding
the alledged tendency of power analysts to explain avay
their failed power predictions by*fRinting to an absence of
state will in converting its potentialJpouét resources into.
actual power. Second, Baldwin's proposition that influence
is properly appraised within a given context wherein powef
(influence) is related to the relationship betveen state A's
caﬁ;bilities and state B's values, perceptions and

[ -

propensities has to be reviewed.

FPungibility analysts, according to Baldwin, set the

r] .

concept of will within the context’ of the mobilization of
resources; This sort oflexplanation, according to Baldwin,
"makes it all too easy for the power analyst to aﬁoid facing
up to his mistakes,"?*'® Despite Baldwin's view to the
contrary, it may be argued with some merit that the American
failure in Vietnam did résul: from the administration's
unwillingness to muster ali available armaments, including
nuclear weapons.

W

It is evident that Baldwin's goal is to diminish the

-

role of will by relegatihg it to the status of one of a
myriad of potentially significant state capabilities. Yet,

intrinsic to the conversion process which Baldwin introduces

------------------ \
**90avid A. Baldwin, (fn.1), p. 170.
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is the notion of commitment, a term which the auth;r appears
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to freely substitute in the place of will, Baddwin's
analysis, however, does not roxlay offer any conclusions as
to vhy states do commit themselves to policips, aside from
an illustration alluding to the‘idca of core values.’*®

. The Cb}liiy of the state to influence a second state is
said to inhere in a conversion pfbccsl‘canQ?ing th;
former's capabilities/and the latter's value system,
perceptions and propensities.’*‘' Presugpably, these elomeﬁtq
bear on the state's owp degree of;commitmont not to be c/
influenced. However, as has bean shown in the case of the

—

Vietnam conflict, these factors‘contribute to both parties
villingness to’act within the piven context, not simply to
one actor's. In other words, as sourcq*q;g the will to act,
the anayst should evaluate the core values, perceﬁt{qns and
propensities of both states to a pa?&icular conflict.
However, it should be noted that in Baldwin s article,
conversion ptocess';lementl are deemeqffgﬁbe releéhntuonly
insofar as to whether influénce will b;\agpieved as oppossed
tO'ghether the will to influence or not éo be effected will

be increased. The conclusions, drawn from this study

o suggests that an analysis of influence in particular

conflicts cannot be properly conducted in the absénce of a

consideration of the states' willingness to act.
Certainly, Balf8win's inclusion of the factor of

perception suggests that it cannot be separated from the

1¢*Baldwin, (fn.1), pp. 178-79.
1¢'Baldwin, (fn.1), p. 171,
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state's will to act. A threat’s effectiyeness is dependent, ,
in part, upon B's perception.of it.2*? 1t was found,
however, that the sﬁccess of the threat included B's
perceptual image that the threaiener was himself credibfe,
‘which included the belief that he possessed the required
will with whith to fulfill bis threat. The perception of
another actor's will to act becomes ;TEalient factor in
Baldwin's conversion process, and cbextensively, in the
successfulness of the influence attempt.

Deterrence theorists, including Jervis and Schelling,
among others, have concluded that the validity of perceptual
images of will are given to uncertainty. An individual
decision-maker's will to act can arise on the basis of
faulty assumptions as to the perceptions and behaviour of
the opponent. A leg?gr may alse misperceive, or fail to take
into account, the‘aééree to which‘the advefsary»values his
objective, and cbrrelatively, his willingness to sacrifice
in order to achieve his goals. Furthermore, the leader may
' inéorrectly assume that the reaction of his opposite number
| should equate with his own. These misperceptions were i
manifest in Johnsoé's Vietnam policy.

A final problem in Baldéin's crifique of the conversion
process deals with levels of analysis. While Baldwin lists
the eleménts which he believes are pertinent in- the process

of influence, he does not_detail whose values, perceptions

and propensities should be assessed in the given gontext. In
[3

+

W T
1¢2Baldwin, (fn.1), p. 171,

~
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the case of Vietnam, for ex;mple, the.individual leaders'
will to act, éspecially Johnson‘s, was subject to a variety
&of goveynmental and societal, typically heterogenous
influences. The former included the cabinet, the
Bgangécrac;, and the military, while the latter took in
public opinion and the media. Also relevant were the
particular personality traits of the Johnson, especially as
he related +he value of the goal to his own self-integrity,
and to ‘ﬁ;; f the state. It was also pointed out that
individuc .5 will to act may have been influenced by
ideology; their understanding of the dyhamics of conflict;
and by t%eir perceptual images of their .opponent's 3
willingness to act. What is apparent is that the will to act
in a particular conflict is not énly deriTéd from a series
of sour?es, but is changeable given re-evaluations of the
goal's value in ligﬁt of the costs required to achiéve it,
Balawiﬁ's own attempt to exclude the concept of will as
a central element in the functioning of influence was
unsuccegsful. This studylillustrated that inhering in the
.process of influence is a psychological dimension, which,
includes the staté's perceptual image of another state's
will to act. Though it was found in successive chapters that.
the foundations of the state's will to act was much more
complex than\simply the psjbhological relation existent
between states, it is the conclusion of this thesis that

power analysis, as Baldwin's article has so aptly shown,

cannot be divorced from the inclusion and examination of

v
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states'’ will to act.

This thesis- proceeded by defining the concept of wzllv
as an imaged d1sp051t1on to act. This definition was framﬁ’
within the concept of power regarded as a péychologxcal
relation between states. However, this thesis concludes,
taking its lead from deterrence theory, that thie definition
of will is too narrow. Ultimately, the state's bluff will be
called and it will have to show whether its projected image
of will is credible. In effect, images are given to teeting.
In the final analysis, the state will be asked to display

its possession or absence of an actual willingness to act.

s
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