“chapter twelve

ALTERNATIVE MODELS OF
INTERNATIONAL CRISIS BEHAVIOR*

Charles F. Hermann and Linda P. Brady

The Editor's Introduction to Chapter 2 reproduced a brief segment of the ex-
change that occurred at the Princeton Symposium on International Criscs over
whether the concept of crisis participated in any theories relevant to the social
and behavioral sciences. In this concluding chapter we take a somewhat different
approach to the important issue of the theoretical relevance of crisis. Rather
than examine existing theories to determine if they can be extended to include
crisis, we have attempted to develop models dealing specifically with behavior
in crisis." The assumption is that such interrelated generalizations about the
patterns of crisis activity—if confirmed—improve our ability to discover relation-
ships between crisis and other areas of theoretical interest to students of human
behavior.

As a basis for model building, we have abstracted 311 propositions con-
cerning crisis from the ten research efforts in Chapters 2-11. The entire collection
of propositions appears in an Appendix to this chapter. For the most part, the
authors advanced these hypotheses as discrete relationships rather than as
components of some larger theoretical network. Furthermore, most of their
hypotheses are bivariate, stating the relationship between only two variables,
From these studies we attempt to construct chains of propositions that can be
associated with some broader or meta-hypotheses which characterize one of
several alternative perspectives on crisis behavior.

In some cases the original authors formed explicit hypotheses; in others we
have recast into propositional form relationships between variables that we
found in the author's research. Particularly in the latter cascs, we may have
interpreted the contributors in ways they did not intend. Therefore, it is impor-
tant to acknowledge at the outset that although the propositional inventory
draws exclusively from the contributions to this volume we are responsible for
the specific construction and interpretation of the propositions. (To help the
reader make his own evaluation, the Appendix provides the page from which
each proposition was abstracted.)

If one examines the 311 propositions as we have stated them in the

* An earlier version of this chapter was prepared by the first author for a con-
ference, “Political Theory and Social Education,” at Michigan State University under
a grant directed by Cleo H. Cherryholmes (rom the U.S. Office of Education, OEG-0-
70-2028(725). The second author, Linda P, Brady, is a graduate student al the Ohio
State University. In addition to contributing to the revision of the earlier paper, she
abstracted the propositions upon which this chapter is based.

1. As used throughout this chapter, the term model refers to a set of inter-
related and empirically testable propositions or hypotheses. By interrelated we mean
that the dependent variable of one proposition scrves as an independent or intervening
variable far some other proposition.
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Appendix, one encounters @ sumber of apparent contradictions about Crises,
,

hor claims that the response of a party inacrisis s 2 func-

For example, one aut i a par afy
tion of the amount and intensity of hostility he perceves In the communications

directed at him. Another holds that {he response is @ fun.ctlon gf hlst Sblh;?diti
cope with stress. In one study the author concludes that crises r? u;eha:i ;)r i
fability of opponents, whereas another Suggests that a p'art)]"sse o n
crisis can be reliably determined from the natur.e of tbe stlm}l i (})lm p ofhers
tions claim that more alternatives will be' conslldenled in a Crisis W erezfs e
advance the exact opposite. Some relationships indicate that orgamza.lzaﬁon
effectiveness will increase ina crisis, whereas others contend that' thg orga{lllC o
may manifest symptoms of extreme disorder. Anothgr contra}dlctlllgn cr(l) sltumed
the study of international politics concerns the opposing relgtlorll]s ips preasm "
between crisis and war. At least one author suggeslts thfﬁ crises have ml: " gof
become surrogates for war; ofhers suggest that criscs 1ocrease the probability
" How are we to account for these apparent con}racﬁc?ions? Var:;g:
competing explanations warrant examingtlon. Fpr one thmg lt. is by n(iur:lmd
certain that the same variable mentioned in two dlﬁ”erex'n st}ldles is coEcep e
in identical fashion, and even when the coqcept}lallz?tlons are the sag:h e
operationalizations can differ. With no term 13 this pomtlclearerlt an Wi e
pasic term of crisis. In general, the authors of the ‘ten studies emp o0y onte c]: -
different definitions of crisis. On the Enelhta]qg, cglsefs vzj;er: c(](;n:’l}::tl :,ﬁi ;ov o
ore partics in which the likelinood ol Wat, fvio

;r:Jteeechtt‘iV;n?;bTuptlf increases. On the other hand, crises are.deﬁned das _sxFu?ln:[tllcsl
characterized by high threat to major national vatues, shf)rt tlme fgr ‘ efl::loa ti,onal
surprise to the policy makers. When olne sel:pts 302:3112;“:2?;2 igl;; be] i

1o that are consistent with each alternative &c A¢0 . :
l:)(f)ltllifzgr]r?e events appear in both groups. Nevertheless, the Qlﬁerenczs El if(f)i:;l
tion may acoount for some contradictory hypotheses. This same defin
difference could apply to ofher variables as well

Another explanation assumes that one of the competing hypotheses 18

actually false and can pe disconfirmed. Using empirical data for final selection

hetween competing hypotheses found in this volume would be premature

hecause the type of evidence presented in these e studies varies widely. o

me instances the author advances
i | understanding of crises. Tn other words, we have the act of

intuition and genera e ‘ o
hypothesis creatior, but 1o evidence, Some propositions are illustrated with on

verse

of two case studies. Support for other hypothese;s colm‘es from such dnr/ieOus

sources as systematic interviews or questionnaires with cr1s1s1 pgmcxpt;nts, varaﬁ(m

t5 data or content analysis, or the OP¢

obsctver-based measures such as even R
imulati i7e. the hypotheses differ sharply 10 %

of simulations and games. To summarize, yo ™
nature and degree of investigation that has been performed tlo fietgrmme th

validity. These variations could account for apparent coptradlctlor;]s. .

An alternative explanation SUppOSeS that cc.)mpe'tmg hypotheses

inci d that the task 1st0 1

true under cerfain circumstances an oid e o

or intervening variables tht have ot been made explicit 10 the onimzl ef)z::;d .

j 0 an international system such &
tions. For example, what may hold in @ o
id in a system of nuclear powers.

the summer of 1914 may not be validina ‘ s poves B
i ' ] it that within the situations identitied 0¥ ©

illustration, consider the possibility ! e g’
of the deﬁr’litions of crisis mentioned above, thee exist other critical propert!

dentify these conditions

the proposition as the product of his

gach with different consequences. Variables such as geographical distance or
relative capability might consistently differentiate crises. As a result, instead of
one type of crisis, we have a “family” of crises.

Considerations such as these serve as mine fields that are likely to explode
beneath those who uncritically accept propositions that have been abstracted
(perhaps one should say “yanked”) from unknown and often quite different
contexts. The growing number of propositional inventories—as valuable a
resource as they are—can be badly misused unless one is aware of more than the
simple assertion of the relationship between two or more variables.

The authors of this chapter have attempted to maintain a sensitivity to
these various sources of explanation that might account for the competing
hypotheses about crisis. The thrust of our work, however, rests on the assump-
tion that different students of crisis make reference to alternative models of criss.
A substantial number of the discrete propositions can be associated with (if not
specifically derived from) one or another of these theoretical perspectives. The
four models considered in this chapter can be described as (1) individual stress,
(2) organizational response, (3) hostile interaction, and (4) cost calculation.
After examining the models and the individual hypotheses associated with each
one, we will be able to address more general questions about the differences

between the models.

INDIVIDUAL STRESS MODEL

Like the other three models, the one based on individual stress can be stated in
terms of several assumptions and propositions—many of which have received
empirical support in studies of crisis, The basic statements for the individual
stress model arc as follows:

1, Assumption. International crises involve a threat to one or more major
national goals of the nation experiencing the crisis.

2. Proposition. Individual national policy makers tend to internalize
national goals and to treat them as personal objectives toward which they are
motivated.

3, Proposition. Threat to personal objectives increases stress within that
individual,

4. Proposition. Therefore, national policy makers experience stress in
international crises.

By national policy makers we mean those individuals who have de facto
or de jure authority to structure, select, and execute the policies of the nation.
International crises can threaten harm to any national goal, but almost always
include goals associated with the nation's foreign policy or national security.
This consideration has implications for the particular subset of policy makers
most affected by the crisis.

5. Proposition. The national policy makers likely to experience the most
stress in an international crisis are those charged with the conduct of the nation’s
foreign affairs.

Stress is defined as the activation of the individual’s coping mechanisms in-
cluding the capability for “reality” appraisal and evaluation (perception,




memory, learning, and calculation).’ As previou§ly noch, two primary dcﬁmtlo?s
of crisis appear in the basic studies upon which thfs. work 1s bj‘isedj T re‘gg Z
national goals is a component in each. In one definition the threat s spculcf
a5 an increase in the risk of war which is normally a danger to the bgsm goa (i
the nation’s continued existence. The other definition does not specify the gpa ,
but requires that it be of major significance for.the g.overnm?rllt: Thus the relation-
ship between crisis and stress should oceur with e}ther dehmtmn.. .

Both definitions of crisis support the following further specification of the
relationship between crisis and individual stress.

6. Proposition. International crises increase the probability of disruptive
stress.

Disruptive stress refers to the defective operatior? 'of a persop's coping llnecha-
nisms—such as misperception or rigidity in cognitive processing. Not al sl.resi
stimuli produce defective coping—in fact, the degree of Stress.and the nature ol

the individual experiencing it appear to be important determnpanl; lp genera%
evidence suggests that the relationship between stress and various indicators (1)

performance conforms Lo an inverse “U-shaped” curvs:.“ Threats that cr;ate only
mild stress result in improved performance. Increases in threat produc.c mcreasecs1
in performance (but in gradually decreasing increnients) up to som point befyor:

which performance begins to decline. Beyond thgt threshold we can refer 12
stress as distuptive. As might be expected, the kind of performance or tas

involved makes a difference in the point at which the threshold is reached. The
thrashold point also varies considerably with iqdi\ridual differences; thgt {sj-zomle
people can experience much more threat to their goals t‘han can pther indivi gats
before the defective operation of their coping mechanisms begins to depreciate

i rmance. ‘

" p\e\/r}i(; a:le international crises likely to produce defectivc coping me((j:han-
isms in the policy makers experiencing them? The spec1ﬁg answer depends on
the selected definition of crisis, but with both conceptualizations the et’fect’ls
the same—to create threat of such magnitude and problems qf sgch compleﬁlty
that they almost always exceed the critical threshold of most mdlv1dya]s. W" ;n
acrisis is viewed as a sudden increase in the risk of war, the threat. l?y .1tself Wi ‘e
enough to surpass the beneficial side of the stress curve. When crisis is defined 12
terms of threat, time, and surprise, the latter two components serve to compoun

or intensify the threat to any of a number of basic valugs.l “Temp'oral.nearness
of the confrontation with harm increases the threat,”* Similarly, snuat;ons that
occur as a complete surprise contain more threat than those for which some

icipation has led to planning and preparation. ‘ .

anmpsac:;?: E?Sthe prol;osiliori in the ten crisis studies degl speqﬁ;ally Wlth
elements of the individual stress model as we have describgdllt, In hls.mterwex.»s
with State Department officers, Lentner found that in crisis they did not dis-

2. The definition of stress used in this chapter has been strongly influenced 'b'y
Margaret G. Hermann, “Testing a Model of Psychological Stress,” Journal 'of Pers.onaht)[}
34, no. 3 (September 1966), 381-396; and Richarldggé)Lazarus, Psychological Stress an

] New York: McGraw-Hill, 1966). '
" Co??hir?;z: of the relationship between stress and performance has begl
established in a number of diverse studies. For example, see C. N. Cofcr and M. H.
Appley, Motivation: Theory and Research (New York: Wiley, 1964).
4, Lazarus, Psychological Stress and Coping Process, p. 119,

tinguish between threats to the nation, their bureaucratic organization, and
themselves (67).° This finding suggests the internalization of national and
organizational goals, The State Department officers also reported that they
experienced stress and anxiety in times of crisis (82). A comparative study of the
1950 Korean crisis and the 1962 Cuban crisis led Paige to advance several
hypotheses about the confounding or multiple effects of international crises (40,
42) and the increases in threat that result when national values of the highest
priority are threatened (41, From his knowledge of the psychological lirerature,
Milburn includes several hypotheses about the curvilinear relationship between
stressand performance (262, 263, 264) and about the differences that task comp-
lexity (265) and personality (266, 267) make in determining disruptive stress,

In addition to hypotheses relevant to the basic relationship between
international crises and disruptive siress, the selected studies of crises contain
propositions detailing the defective nature of coping mechanisms, Disruptive
stress reduces the number of cues or bits of information of which ong s aware
andinducesa rigidity in peroeption (271, 294), Suchstress also increasesrigidity in
cognitive processes and reduces one’s ability to engage in complex learning
(268, 269). Two studies report that the individual's time perspective collapses
under stress so that he becomes almost exclusively concerned with what happens
in the present or very immediate future (47, 296). Consequences of defective
coping not mentioned in this volume could be described, but those included
provide sufficient basis for other hypotheses about the effects of stress on
behavior,

In his hypothesis the author of one of our studies may simply report
a direct relationship between crisis (or stress) and some observed behavior.
Although we will cite the more general hypothesis, the particular defective coping
mechanisms triggered by the crisis suggest more specific reasons for the behavior.
For example, Paige notes that in an international crisis less attention 1 paid to
the domestic political consequences of any intended action (18}, This neglect
can now be interpreted as a result of collapsed time perspectives. After the
public learns of actions taken in a crisi, i usually takes some time for politically
relevant groups to make the prior crisis behavior a political issue that could
affect the public life of the policy maker. The stress theory suggests that policy
makers are unlikely to have futuristic orientations during a crisis that would
make them sensitive to such long range political considerations,

Now consider some other reported crisis behaviors that can be understood
as consequences of disruptive stress. The threat that is an integral part of any
crisis may be sufficient to lead policy makers to a restructuring of their priorities
in terms of tasks and objectives to be given first consideration (259). The reduc-
tion in the policy maker's time frame which we already mentioned as an effect of
disruptive stress also tends to reorganize an individual' priorities.

Several studics indicate that policy makers recognize fewer alternatives
in a crisis than they do in a nonerisis, or that they perceive that their side has
relatively fewer options available to it than do their opponents (49, 50, 51, 298).
A reduction in alternatives can be explained in terms of rigidity in cognitive
processes and the inability to engage in the complex learning tasks required
to create additional options. Cognitive rigidity also might account for the

5. Numbers in parentheses in the text refer to one of the numbered propositions
in the Appendix,
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return to simpler forms of behavior which Milburn reported (270) and the ten-
dency to see anyoutcome of the crisis in terms of absolute victory or defeat (299).
With stercotyped communications and increased difficulties with complex cog-
pitive tasks, it can be expected that tacit bargaining will be difficult for policy
makers in an international crisis tocomprehend (300). Tacit communication byits
very nature involves a degreeof ambiguityand uncertainty. Detecting such signal-
ing under conditions of reduced cognitive processing would certainly reduce the
probability of their successful use. Finally, the restriction on cues and the limita-
tions on cognitive processing can be expected o result in the increased tendency
to make inadequate analogies to past situations (15) and to repeat actions taken
in prior situations that were regarded as successful (272, 273). The difficulty in
being innovative and creative in the construction of new alternatives tailored to
the present crisis has already been noted. Moreover, the inability to identify
aspects of the existing situation that would differentiate it from prior occurrences
increases the tendency to believe that old successful actions will work again.
Figure | summarizes the relationships described in the individual stress
model of crisis behavior, The general implication of this perspective on ctises is
clear. If the threat present in the international crisis is sufficiently severe, the
policy makers' normal abilities necessary 0 handle the situation will be impaired

—perhaps critically.

298)
political conseguences (18)

self and allies (493, BO,

51,
bargaining mowves (300)

regarded as successful

(156, 272, 273)

—+ repetition of prior responses
of situation (299)

— alternatives available to
+ simpler behaviors {(270)
—comprehension of tacit
+ zero-sum interpretation
—consideration of domestic

+shift in priority of
objectives (259)

ORGANIZATIONAL RESPONSE MODEL

Another theoretical perspective on crisis behavior rests not upon the eﬁ“ecls‘ of
such situations on individuals but, rather, on the changes the situations brmlg
in the organizations that conduct the nation’s forcign affairs. At ifs core this
mode] contains statements about the number and location of the policy makers

who will cope with the crisis.

1. Proposition. Participation in the decisions regarding the treatment of an
international crisis is limited to a small group of individuals.

2. Assumption, Individuals charged with the formation and conduct of
foreign policy in contemporary nations are embedded in large, hierarchically
structured organizations.

3. Proposition. The more important to the nation a foreign policy problem
is perceived to be by those in the government who detect it, the higher in the
organizational hierarchies will be the individuals who consider the problem. ,

4, Assumption. International crises are defined by those in foreign policy
organizations as extremely important problems. .

5. Proposition, Therefore, in an international crisis, participation In the
decision 25 to the treatment of the situation will primarily be Jimited loa sm’all
group of individuals from the highest levels of the government’s foreign policy

organizations.

reduced time perspectives(47. 296 )

rigidity in cognitive processes

reduction in cue awareness
(268, 269)

271)
rigidity in perceptions (294)

( examples:

1
)

42, 67, 82,
262, 263, 264, 2865,

266, 267)

+ disruptive stress
(4G, 41.

Tn brief, the organizational response model holds that crisis decisions ;re
olicy

concentrated in the hands of a small number of the government's foreign pol .
leaders. Thus crisis decision making can be contrasted with “normal” decision -
making in which a much larger number of individuals at various levels throughout =
the foreign policy bureaucracies become involved. Notice that the statements do
not assert that all of the highest level foreign policy makers will be involved:

The head of state will most likely select persons who enjoy his personal trust,

Relationships associa with o tr m f cr T m r 13 ri fer r of the
(o2 ted ith the individual stress odel of crisis behavior. The numberin parentheses after each variable re s to the numbe 1

appropri iti i i i i i 3
ppropriate proposition in the Appendix. Plus and minus signs indicate positive and nagative relationships,. respectively

FIGURE 1.

crisis
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whose judgment he respects, and Wholmdhe fze(l)sr hma(;/:e ?ﬁﬂiﬁg;ﬁfﬁ; (())12 t:i
f the issue. He may also mclude on !
;l:;lsst i)nfclil(s) appreciation of their advice even lhoggh they preselntly hold[m;l rl:f:]
position in any foreign policy bureaucracies. This personal selection gf 0pr o
pantsoften makes the decision units ad hoc rather thgn a pt_armanent a? ol
constituted organ of government, The oc.casxonal .mclusmn oﬁﬁtru;e ii o
from outside the foreign policy burcacracies cxpllams the qualfca 10? 0}% "
five that the decision unit consists primarily of high-level foreign po 1cyriate.
holders. Therefore, the following additional statement appears appropriaic.

6. Proposition. High-level ofﬁce-holdqs in goy;mmepta] f(])(r'elgn r}())ﬁhciyf
organizations ar more likely to be included in the crisis pohcy.-'mzl l!fuih “I,Jho
they enjoy the strong personal confidence of the head of sta}e, in l%w s o
do not hold high-level office in one of the governmental foreign po hm);] grsonal
tions will not be included unless the head of state has extremely high pe

confidence in them.

Several important definitional problems in these §ix state.menlt: dem;:jlz;i
attention. The concept of a small group figures grommemly 1;1 .t is mrzdsé
Although an appropriate definition cannot be esta})llshed by. specl yglg :te[;ms .
maximum number of individuals, limits on group size can be indicate 1T1t N
functions to be performed. The group must pe small enough to permi t 1 -
face interactions in which each participant Wl.“ have an adequat;e opgor unmz1 v
express his views without elaborate, formalized procedural rules. (;ngje e
indicators might be that the group be able to ga:ther aroupd an avai a;f o
and that the members share a sense of “intimacy” 50 that if each is no amin ;
with all the others at the outset of their deliberations, he can become s0
" bz:f;lw:);s, the dual definitions of crisis in the stu<_iies must be con::gﬁrsegf
Are the six organizational response stafements ngrogrqlaltf Scet::rrlzsicrt:;z:nable .

isis activity regardless of which way crisis is defined ! It seems :
;lestﬁn?:gatythegevems classified as crises by either deﬁmtlon ‘Wln be pc;t::z;(i
as extremely important problems by members of for'ellgn policy Or\ila}:“n o
and, therefore, will be referred to the highest !evel decision ma}grs. t‘ edimen-
are defined in terms of threat, time, and Surprise Ithe shqrt decmog-'lme e
sion serves to keep limited the number of palmupants in the decision ;;nmem.
Time is insufficient for widespread discussion Fhrough.out thF dgove elapse.
Similarly in the other definition of crisis, 3 relatively brief geng 1' {(n?,)}/\ o
between the initiation of events that sharply increase the p.ercelv.c l t; e
war and the occurrence either of conflict or the psychological dissipa :ﬁe .
threat, Besides physical time limitations, othe;r factors act to l;ee{) ¢ egd "
small, When major goals are lhreaten;:'d,hpohcge n:zl;ezsc }:)lit::d E; liamiting o
ring the deliberative stage which can best be achieved Byl
;e:;:grd:f in%lividuals involved. The high stakes assocnlated w1t}; me:;g;stl:ml;
generate a concern for careful coordinfatilonh and sull'):ltllzgrcfeo rom :i; else e
ing the crisis. Policy makers often feel they can
g?rrect%on stems from and feedbacl; r‘et.ums fto 'a'sme:}:, lzzgtelrfzn; tgl:;l:é)ﬂs'ftl;l;i

i xpect either definition of Crisis w iy

:;f:az rtfl:wa:%r;stlg frilg)gering features described in the organizational response

model. o |
The proposition that decision making in crises 1S conducted by a sma
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group of the highest authorities received support from a number of the ten basic
studies. Evidence supports both the small size of the decision unit (10, 84, 133,
133, 280) and its limitation to the highest level officials (9, 14, 74, 279). Of even
greater interest is the large number of hypotheses in the studies that appear to
follow directly or indirectly from this characterization of the decisional unit,
The magnitude of the crisis problem and the limited number of individuals
participating i its management forces the policy makers to put aside most of the
othermatters that would normally come to their attention (6,39,71).(Incidentally,
this deferral of other issues may lead to subsequent crises because matters of
rave importance fail o receive the proper attention at the critical moment.) The
near total commitment of the highest authorities to coping with the crisis means
that they will demand more information from the governmental information
network (13), and spend a considerable proportion of the time searching for
alternative methods of treating the crisis (4). Here we have a potential conflict
with the individual stress model of crisis which would mmply less search because
of defective cognitive processes. It is interesting to note that several hypotheses
that contended search would be less in crisis were not confirmed (81, 138).%
Without relinguishing any of the decision-making authotity, these search proce-
dures of high-level officials may generate extensive demands for information
inputs from subordinates in their bureaucracies (11). As a result of these inquiries
and—at a later stage—the instructions for action, the total volume of internal
communication within the government increases (149, 150, 152, 259, 286), But,
because the decision unit is small with physical limitations on the number of
communication channels in which each individual can participate, the number
of communication channels is less in crisis than noncrisis (286), The individual
stress model suggests that psychological reasons as well as physical limitations
minimize the number of channels used by the policy makers. If the number of
channels becomes too restricted, the probability of distortion in the information
Increases because of the imperfect fidelity that exists in any channel (28). The
heavy communication traffic and restricted number of communication channels
result in a severe strain on the communication system that can be referred
to as communication overload (53)

Because most of the participants in the decision unit are high-ranking

. It may be that stress reduces the effectiveness of search procedures, rather than
the amount of effort devoted to it. There may be more search for information or alterna-
fives, but Jess discovery of new inpus, Alternatively, if high-level officials devote
their time and effort exclusively to the crisi, they may actually generate more alternatives
than are obtained for noncrisis. The stress, however, may appear in the efficiency of this
effort. In other words, it may take more time and energy 1o obtain a given number of
options than would be required under less stress, The fewer number of alternatives in
nonerisis (compared to crisis) may result from the absence of 2 sirong incentive fo
search for them, Crisis provides the motivation for identifying the alternatives, but af the
same time the stress that accompanies a crisis makes the acquisition mote difficult and
costly.

7. In the rescarch for Chap. 6, Lentner asked officers in the State Department if
information in a crisis was either overwhelming or inadequate. The officers did not
associate an acute crisis with either of those characteristics (85, 86). His finding, however,
is not surprising because his respondents did not include offcials at sufficiently high
levels of the organization to be likely candidates for inclusion in the crisis decision-

making group. Therefore, they would be less likely to experience the information
channel overload,
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nment's foreign policy organizations, they have the
authority to bypass established procedures, authorize innovations in operations,
and otherwise establish new and innovative procedures that scem approptiate

in the immediate crisis situation (9). This ability to innovate and get things

done fast as well as the almost exclusive altention that these men devote fo the

crisis may contribute to the increased frequency of action that occurs in crisis
(60, 162, sce also the explanation in the hostile interaction model) and certainly
adds to the range or diversity of actions taken in a crisis (61). In turn, the
volume and diversity of actions, together with the demands imposed on the
government by the highest authorities dealing with what they regard as a major
threat, contribute to the tendency for crises to consume encrey and resources and

to focus attention (284).
Because of the small size 0

officials in the gover

f the group, there is licle slack in the decision

unit. Each man’s participation quickly becomes vital. The loss of a man or some
icipation becomes a serious disability

occurtence that obstructs his continued part
to the group. When individuals assume such critical positions in the decision
process, they serve as potential hottlenecks or points of breakdown (287).
Unfartunately, ctises often fead to fatigue and physical extiaustion (7, 258) that
increase the probablity of a critical man being slowed down or forced to with-
draw from the group. The greal stakes and the urgency imposed by time co-
straints are the brutal factors that induce fatigue by depriving men of rest and
diversion.
Another characteristic of the small decision-making unit is its increased
ability to control information about the details of the crisis and to keep it from
various audiences—domestic andforeign. Such control has diverse consequences.
The policy makers can delibecately and emphatically take a public position 0

aspects of the situation, thereby increasing their commitment 0 that position

(290). Alternatively, they can, (02 greater degree than in a large decision unit,
position, thus increasing

attempt to minimize public knowledge of their current
their ability to shift at a subsequent point if it should be advantageous {0 do

50 (289).

Nongovernmental members of the small, high-Jevel group also provide
another means of (ransmitting commitment to allies and opponents. We have
previously noted that one or more highly trusted citizens may be members of the
decision unit, Tn criss, the head of state may be increasingly tempted to use them
for the communication of positions (199). By selecting private individuals moré
or Tess closely associated with the head of state, policy makers vary the credibility
of the communication (196). Private cmissaries prove valuable in crises not only
for reasons of credibility but also 0 circurnvent (he previously noted tendency
for overload of regular communication channels. Their use may partially account
for the observation that crises give rise (0 improvised communication channels
(57).

Several propositions We have revie
control of information and the instituting
general proposition. It might be stated as follows:

wed—such as those concerning the
of search routines—suggest 2 more

1, Proposition. A government in which action 18 directed by a small group
of men, whose complete attention and energy is addressed to the crisis and who
ate able to command all the available resources of the government, is less likely
{o permit an unintended or uncoardinated response than government whose

&Vl
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tesponse i ini
ponse is a product of bargaining between large bureaucratic organizations.

This hypothesis explgins the statement in one study that a centralized decision
process reduces the likelihood of inadvertent war (214).

. Whep the organizational response model—which is summarized in
.F]gu're. 2—1s_ corppared to the individual stress model with respect to behavior
ig (C:Ezllss, trgeggrl edslsffert[:;]ces aEpear. In gengral, the stress model expects behaviors
i ed eicuve than those in ppncrisis, By contrast, the organiza-
e e | ooe t;uggests both positive and negative implications for
sl i f.e n the one he}nd, dangers of inappropriate responses can
d : w. communication channels, information distortion, break-

owns 'followmg fatigue, and so on. On the other hand, the small high-level
groyp 1ncrease§ control over the decision process and over the information
avallab.le to various audiences. It activates search procedures, it makes innovation
mqre likely (Qr at Jeast makes less likely burcaucratic obs’tacles to nonroutin
actions), and it expands the array of attempted international beﬁaviors. e

HOSTILE INTERACTION MODEL

cTrlll:l th;r;i1 mgdel relevant to some of the individual hypotheses about international
S behavior asserts that the actions of a nation in crisis are a function of the
hOStl]lty.ltS government leaders perceive the nation to have previously received.t
The basic elements of this model can be briefly summarized as follows: |

o 1, Plzoposm'on. The expr.ession of hostile behavior by governmental
gemz rtl;]a £Is towarq a targe; is a function of the previous hostility they per-
| g target F)r its associates to have dircted at their country and their
own prior expression of hostility toward the target. '
" W?ﬁ :ssumpt{onalnternational crises involve a sudden threatening action
ill be perceived by the leaders of one or m ' ‘
ore i
vl e e nations as hostile behavior
" t3 Prgpgszr{on. Therefgre, the more threatening the policy makers perceive
Verszlcy pt;eui)ltatu;g the crisis o be, the more hostile their response and, con
, the less threatening the act is percei e the
o g the act s perccived to be, the less hostile their

percep{i:; carllltcllczictgrms in Fhese three statements are hostility, expression,
pr Sm;‘e goe glrse, crisis. As used herle, hostility can be defined as opposi-
A | , ils government, or actions (either initiated or anticipated)
nzli prc;entz.at.wes of that goverpment or nongovernmental groups within that
i on. psuhty ranges frgm mild statements of displeasure to physical acts of
" hs:;v:e:;zllegze nlj;(p:esszonhref‘ersl :10 the communication of that hostility by
Ir Ve nts or physical deeds in a manner that can (but not neces-
i:z;]lilzglll) be ?etected by the hgman targets of the hostility. Despite the higl:lsy
use of the term perception, we stipulate that it is the interpretation by a

8.1 indivi
- imx;zgg;r;s;n todt:le 1gd1}\\ idual stress and organizational response models, the
odel and the final model to be considered in thi :
o ' : onsidered in this chapter (cost
RObinson?s) gggg to aC t;]roader range of behavior than that accurring in crisis.]i{ecalling
mn (Chap. 2) with the participation of the crisis variable in theoretical

formulations about oth
formala er areas of human activi : ici
e nd o e ity, these two models offer an explicit—
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ALTERNATIVE MODELS OF INTERNATIONAL CRISIS BEHAVIOR

nation’s policy makers that they or some part of their nation is the farget of
another nation’s hostility. We have previously established that both definitions of
crisis used in the ten studies involve threat, The initiation of a threat is one kind
of hostile behavior; that s, it is behavior indicating the future intent to harm the
values of the target if the target does not conform to the demands of the one
making the threat. Thus international crises are occasions that precipitate
substantial hostile behavior.
Considerable evidence for the basic relationships in the hostile interaction
model appears in Chapter 7 by Zinnes, Zinnes, and McClure and in Chapter 8
by Schwartz. For example, they substantiate the relationship between crisis and
hostility (87, 122) and between expression of hostility by one party (4) and the
perception by the target (B) of that hostility (93, 94, 95, 106, 107), The research
by the Zinnes’ and Snyder (Chapters 7 and 10) confirms the impact of actor B's
previous expressions of hostility toward 4 on 8's current expression of hostility
toward A (%0, 255). In addition, these studies support the hypothesis that B's
perception of hostility from 4 influences B's current expression of hostility
toward A4 (89, 96, 97, 98, 99, 100, 101, 108, 109). One of the basic extensions of
these initial statements stems from the severity of the threats associated with
inernational crises—a point discussed earlfer in connection with the individual

stress model. The more severe the threat, the greater the probability of physical
acts of force and violence (62).

4. Proposition. If hostility occurs in the context of an international Crisis,
then the likelihood of physical acts of force and violence increases.

Of course, one form of force and vioknce is war, but there are many such
physical acts short of war. The introduction of violent physical actsinto a conflict,
even though they be on a much less massive scale than war, increases the pos-
sibility of even more violent acts of reprisal by the other party (204, 205), thus
initiating an escalation cycle. Although the introduction of physical acts of force
and violence makes escalation more likely, this progression of increasing re-
ciprocal hostility can ocour in a crisis even in the absence of violence.

Figure 3 displays the deadly sequence. A triggers the crisis for B which
responds with stronger expressions of hostility toward 4. In turn, 4 perceives
the hostile expressions of B and initiates new and more intense hostile actions
toward B. Figure 3 does not show a feedback Jine from A's counter-expressions
of hostility to new perceptions of hostility by 8, but that loop is justified in
terms of the hostile interaction model. None of the present studies offer evidence
that the hostile expressions of the second party in a crisis lead to perceptions of
hostiity by the first, but such a link can be inferred given the hypotheses con-
cerning additional hostile actions by the initiator of the erisis (223, 250, 251).
The escalation spiral requires a fifth statement.

5. Proposition, Hostile expressions by the recipient (B of the behaviors
that precipitated the crisis will be perceived by the initiator A and will result in
mare intense expressions of hostility by A toward B,

Inthis unmodified form the hostile interaction model means that, inevitably,
every crisis spirals to higher and higher levels of hostile expression and, pre-
sumably, ends in war and destruction. Because actual situations defined as
international crises by either of our definitions do mot always lead to war,
researchers must consider amendments to this basic model that could alter the
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initate an escalatory hostile response (307). Threats whﬁch are not clear as to
e required to avoid execution of the threat will be reggrded a e
:hen:eelspg?:/ocgtive and will increase the likelihood gf a very hostlli behgvm;
i;erepliz (301). Accommodative gestures, however, w@ch ared uqdeztoa ::V?nn:l;n
tancously with coercive tactics (such as threz}t.s) may signal a ;:m;z . l;; o
escalation spiral and will reduce the probability of an extremely
- The hostile interaction model, which is summarized hm F¥g'ur§ei,asi1(i)1;eriz
from the others we have considered in thz}tﬂtlhe ;g;:lrelto;ltpslztrésslz s

ished in the basic statements of the modeL.

f)l;:rll():rfjtztfﬂgﬁg L[::ltla:ior—hostility“and the issue‘il‘n the dev;l(zﬁm:;ta;):t:)l;;
model is essentially how much and under what conditions might the

spiral be broken,

COST CALCULATION MODEL

The final mode! characterizes the polic.y.makerst as weighing tlhles ﬁ)lt;::l:;ittso (;lf1 gzlry

iven action—in crisis as well as noncrlslsﬂ-a_gams't the costs o
%Wen : sense (his model can be viewed as identifying some of Fhe proge "
“lilhit?lecurb or prevent the endless cycke of hostility described in the host

interaction model, . i ior
mtefﬂc;;e hasic statements for the cost calculation model of crisis behavio

are as follows:

i jonal
1. Assumption, The national goals that are most lmportant. to ga;::}no :
policy r.nakers concern the physical survival of the pre;ently ions}l:;gzmitment
d ors
' ' define the socicty. The policy ma |
and certain core values that ) R
' Tues will be called their su .
ofection of these goals and va S W sl .
o grAssumption. The national goals initially endangered in an internatio
‘ i ival goals. '
isi r may not include danger to survival g -
- ]?ai’rooposizon In response to an international crisis, natlonaieé)ec:tlzz
makers.will ake actions designed to eliminate or minimize the danger p:
isis fo major national goals. | o -
! the4chropositi¢jn If the policy makers believe that the initiation of C?n:f de.
tion of‘certain actions in the crisis substantiglly increases the (fii;iecrisis .
stroying survival goals, they will seek t0 negotlat.e a settlement od B
failing a successful negotiation, they will forfeit the threatene
. ' i olicy
goal(S)S Proposition. If the crisis poses a direct threat to surv1fval goal;, ;lzigmte
' ‘ . . n
i ' ttlement and will refrain from a
makers will seek to negotiate a s¢ tan o
actions that they believe will reduce the hkehhqocti osaz:lzzt;iegj;s e
it Te an inter
6. Proposition. Therefore, the mo : e
nation’s sur£val goals, the more effort will be made to aghlive a settlgzglle .
conversely, the less threat to survival goals, the rpore likely a:e T el
to be taker’l as part of the effort to protect the major goals that a

R ' al

The basic statements could be interpreted as the gu1delmc;:1 ef;);] ; 2?1;1;15

decision maker who calculates his costs. He has a preference ?o e ol

that minimally distinguishes between those. goa}s necgssa;]y e

those which are not, He will take such action ('mclu(‘lmg 0 s el
thinks necessary unless or until responses to his actions are
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endanger even more fundamental goals. As used in this paper, survival podls
refer to the commitment of national policy makers to protect from externally
directed attacks (1) their nation’s territory, people, and institutions, and (2) the
core values that are regarded by all politically relevant groups within the nation
as essential for the definition of their socicty (¢.g., the rights of the individual,
the nature of government, ¢tc.). The two definitions of crisis have slightly
different implications in the calculation of cost model, If crises are defined ag
situations that suddenly increase the Jikelihood of war and if war is construed
to involve heavy sustained attacks on the homeland (i.¢., “central war”), then
such criscs ahways endanger surviva] goals. The threat-time-surprise definition
of crisis, however, need not involve survival goals. The difference in definition
will be important in establishing whether the onset of a erisis leads to hostile
reactions and escatatory behavior (less likely, according to the model,if survival
goals are immediately endangered).

Among the ten research chapters, the study by Snyder (Chapter 11)
offers the most detailed consideration of hypotheses related 10 the cost caloulae
tion model of crisis behavior. He uses the risk-of-war definition of erisis, there-
fore, we can assume that survival goals almost always are present in situations he
analyzes as crises. For this reason he advances hypotheses about behavior in all
crises that are consistent with those basic cost calculation statements concerning
crises in which survival goals are endangered. For example, Snyder contends
that in crises the policy makers will be increasingly concerned about avoiding
war and reducing risks (203, 211). Snyder also introduces the concept of eritical
risk that can be interpreted as the maimum risk of war a party can stand
without capitulating. He contends that when an opponent’s threat credibility
exceeds the policy makers' critical risk, they will then make concessions (245),
If one treats an executable theat directed at survival goals as exceeding the
critical risk threshold, then (his proposition—like the two previous ones—
supports the sixth basic statement. That statement holds that crises endangering
survival goals will ead to increased efforts to obtain a seltlement,

When crises are notdefined so as to always involve survival goals from the
outset, then the parties to the situation will behave in such a manner as fo make
increasingly hostile behaviors likely. McClelland (Chapter 5) refers to this as the
“upswing phase” of a crisis and it is represented in the top portion of Figure 4,

The basic studies suggest four hypotheses regarding a crisis—or that stage
of a crisis—in which survival goals are not involved, First, (he policy makers are
more likely to give the appearance of irrationality or inability to control events
(70, 221). This deliberate effort to appear unable to control the situation is
used as a tactic to shif responsibility for modifying positions to the opponents,
Second, because survival goals have ot heen endangered, policy makers have a
tendency to perceive opportunities in the situation to increase their opponent's
risk relative to their own. As a result policy makers will be willing to manipulate

9. Some of the work by Charles McClelland in Chap. 5 also bears on the cost
caleulation model,

10. Proposition no. 70 results from Lentner's interviews (Chap. 6) with State
Department officials and does not indicate whether the loss of control is a ruse or an
actual condition. Because his respondents were lower level officers who would not be
involved in crisis decision making, according to the organizational tesponse theory,
they may actually feel that they have far less control in criscs as compared to noncrises in
which they exercise somewhat more influcnce in shaping the government's action,

e e bah B gt
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the amount of risk present in the crisis (208). The previously mentioned tendency
o appear irrational to the opponents may be a specific manifestation of the
tendency to increase risk. Third, when survival goals are not endangered, the
policy makers will initiate fewer attempts to settle the crisis (64). Finally, they
will initiate more conflictful, physical actions (63). All of these behaviors tend
to increase the hostility between the parties to the crisis and make likely the
expansion of the goals threatened, so that at some point survival goals are
perceived to be endangered, This development—shown in Figure 4—represents
a seventh basic statement in the cost calculation theory,

1. Proposition. Tnternational crises that do not initially involve existence

goals will tend to result in increasingly hostile behavior until the policy makers
perceive that their survival goals have become endangered,

At the point when policy makers believe that significant threat jeopardizes
survival goals, the crisis enters a second stage in which different kinds of behavior
occur. These behaviors will be like those associated with crises in which survival
goals have been involved from the outset. Before proceeding totheexamination of
behaviors that occur when crises reach this stage, it should be emphasized that
the capabilites of the parties to an international crisis can be decisive in estab-
lishing whether threat to survival goals is perceived at its beginning. If the threat
explicitly calls for the use of military force in the event execution should become
necessary, then a substantial differential in military capability will lead the lesser
mation’s policy makers to perceive a threat to their survival goals, Similarly, if
both parties have the capability to inflict substantial damage on the other’s

homeland, both groups of policy makers are then more likely o perceive threat
to their survival goals. A special case of this symmetrical situation involves a
crisis between nuclear powers, Certainly, the prospect of nuclear war threatens
destruction of survival goals, Thus in Figure 4 the nuclear power status of the
parties to the crisis is an intervening variable that assures threat to survival goals.
Some abstracted propositions concern crises in the nuclear age or among
nuclear powers, but for our purposes these hypotheses can be regarded as
applicable to any crisis in which the nation’s most basic goals are threatened.
We can briefly identify the propositions in the basic studies that seem
appropriate characterizations of crises involving such threats. In contrast to
carlier behaviors, policy makers will exercise great caution and will engage in
efforts to avoid or minimize the introduction of further risks in the situation
(170, 210). They will seek to terminate the crisis without war (172, 174). To this
end, the government will initiate fewer physical acts of conflict than during the
earlier phase (63). Furthermore, more efforts will be made to seek a settlement
and to enter into negotiations with their opponents (653). Theresulting willingness
tocommunicate with their opponents increases the probability of fewactionsthat
will expand the existing level of hostilities (116, 217). The attempts to scek 3
settlement can be interpreted as one form of the capacit
and as such decreases the probability of escalation (
Figure 4, the policy makers will attempt to project
of firm control over the actions taken by their country (218) in order to ensure
that an accidental o irrational action will not precipitate the execution of threats.
One consequence of seeming to be in control, however, is increased susceptibility
to coercion from the opponents (215).

The last proposition raises an important question. What happens if one

y todelayhostileresponses,
297). Finally, as shown in
to their adversarics an image
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ir survi d
nation’s policy makers perceive their survival goals to be sevfer}e]}y threma]:::;y
i if— this asy
' 7 More specifically, if—because 0 .
and their opponents do not e o 1 WS
—attempls at settlement fail, what happens!
or for some other reasons—at i i g 7
insi culation model, but two
/ MOV the insights offered by the cost calcu :
e ives threal to some survival
ible, Either the party that perceives threa !
answers seem possible, Either t . ,
goals redefines the necessities for survival to exclude those goals so that it can
forfeit the goals in question or it engages in war,

CONCLUSIONS

We began with a number of discrete prc;pﬁsitions. ss(l)[rll;; wa \Zrelc?e&r::gatr;(i ;c; l())e;
contradictory. A fairly large number of t ¢ proposiions ¥ s
the four models of crisis behavior. The assouatllon of in ;wﬂ ua tieve]s -
with one of the larger frameworks makes more evxdentltha.t | dl clrer; el
units of analysis are involved. The stress modgl concerns indivi 3:1 paz i
and physiological behaviors. The orgapllzanonal 1eSponse tm(:hat,smu g
implies, deals with collectivities gf individuals and s?ggets §n e
will replace formal organizations in the performanceq cetain de oo
' risis. Both of these models are largely %n‘dlfferent to i
g;;g]egs t?lai normally participate in an intemgtional uriss. By cont;]ast, ;fh:tl;os;cl;
interaction model achieves a dynamic} Iqua;lty bzcl;xclludl;rtli sr,ln ; dec Ici ;} o
party to a crisis has on the other, Finally, the cos e
al nature of the decision unit, but assumes thaF it will have a
gt‘gloa]s and will act in such a way as tg giv&‘: maximum prol;:ctlz?s taorl (tih:r;n;)s:
important goals, Thus the models deal with different aspects of cri
i ntradiction. .
' Com(lfacl)e;fr;gictions do exist, however. These opposipg perspectives can;] l;z ;;:1
by examiningat a macro level the kinds of crisis bghawor f:xpectefi by ;:hcavior-—ii
In general, the individual stress model suggests 1neffecl}ve copmg i
may be total capitulation to the opponents or complt?te Intransigen : i
the behavior, it will be based on an assessment of reality and the actor i
ship to that reality which is less accurate than would ocour in & n:(:; ra1l1gir1g
behaviors predicted by the organizational re.sponse.model 'are m '| ; o
from information distortion that produces meffechye coping §|m1aSed o
encountered in the individual stress model to inpovapon and an m;reg .
of kinds of actions. With some important quahﬁcan'ons, the hosti el lm -
model predicts cycles of increasingly hostilg expressions. And, ﬁn:f“yt,)e .
caleufation model suggests that under certain conditions efforts wi
taken to curb hostile behavior and seek a settlem«'ant.' | ool
The conflict may be sharpest between the individual stress i o
culation models, The cost calculation modc] depends'on.the eﬁegltllzz (ziztf:ective.
of certain cognitive processes which the stress model mdllcates wi e
For example, the cost calculation model suggests the ex1ste]nc.e othe preference
ordering of goais and that behavior depends on what go:;l1 § 1(;1 confe el
ordering are threatened. The stress model, on the other han ,rience P
priorities and time perspectives will be altered by the stress exp; - lthe o
not take much extrapolation from the stress model .to contend e
which has been immediately and severely.threater.\ed will be tre'fllg z}i g
priority objective regardless of its posmoq prior tol the crisis. )
stability of the preference ordering is called info question,
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Undoubtedly, multiple solutions (o the points of contention between the
four models can be advanced, In these conclusions we propose one means of
integrating certain basic featurcs of each model that allows a resolution of the
differences between them, Although it does not account for all the individual
propositions previously associated with each model, we believe this integrative
model could be expanded to incorporate most of them,

According to the integrative model, any crisis contains critica branching
points that have the effect of engaging, combining, or overtiding the salient
features of each of the four models, The actor’s response to the crisis depends
upon the route taken at these major branching points, To represent the model
pictorially in Figure 5, we have used a flow chart like those used in computer
programming, The flow chart provides an unambiguous sequence and highlights
the branching points (epresented as yes-no questions in the diamond-shaped
boxes). For the present, it allows s to avoid the difficult problem of what
factors determine the response to a given question. As indicated in Figure 5, the
infegrative model yields four alternative behaviors as the response to any crisis
(represented as trapezoids).

One response—the expression of hostility to the opponent—involves the
hostile interaction mode! supplemented by disruptive stress. The absence of
threat t0 any survival goals releases the policy makers from the restraints that
would likely result from danger to these most basic values, At the same time, the

experience of disruptive stress blocks the positive effects of search and innovation
that might otherwise occur from such organizational response features as high
level decision group and bureaucratic bypass. Under such conditions the policy
makers react in terms of the hostilty they perceive in the crisis and the prior
hostility they have expressed to that opponent. Thus the response constitutes a
step in the escalation cycle postulated by the hostile interaction model,

If the policy makers experience neither a threat to survival goals nor
disruptive stress, then the positive effects of the organizational response model
combing with the rationality present in the cost calculation model, Tnnovative
methods of tackling the situation and information generated from search routines
—both consequences of the small, high Tevel decision group and bureaugratic
bypass—become inputs in the decision process. Should the policy group calculate
that their position in the present situation is favorable relative to their opponent,
then their response will be coercive and will put pressure on (he opponents to
yield. These calculations also ingrease the likelihood of behaviors allowing the
enemy to withdraw with some grace or face-saving gesture,

The two columns on the right side of Figure 5 both result when policy
makers perceive survival goals as threatened, When they remain free of disruptive
stress, the policy makers caleulate that ther energy must be devoted to prescrving
the survival goals and, therefore, accommodative behavior occurs—proposals
for settlement, offers to negotiate, partial withdrawals, Imaginative proposals
for accommodation can occur from the search input that has not been minimized
by distuptive stress. Also note that accommodative behavior results when the
policy makers caleulate that the balance of Tesources applicable to the present
situation favors their opponents,

Perhaps the most troubling response appears in the extreme right column
of Figure 5. The decision group experiences threat to their survival goals and the
reduction in effective cognitive processing that follows from severe stress.
Rational calculations that in the absence of Stress would lead to accommodat

ive
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L.\ behavior become unlikely. Experiencing reductions in cue awareness, restricted
208 23 0 time perspectives, and rigidity in perceptions and cognitive processing, the policy
> o} . . . . . .
§ 2 § - ﬁ £ makers fall back on their prior experiences and equate the present situation with a
a . . . C .
2 §> 2 ¢ § o previous one to which a successful response was made. In a “knee-jerk” reaction
Cig rar 3 that may be quite inappropriate to the present crisis the policy makers may do
| s niothing, escalate sharply, or suddenly capitulate, If the crisis continues through
o E: multiple cycles, responses that initially passed through the extreme left-hand path
” a in Figure § will shift to the extreme right when the exchange of hostilities has
c . . .
‘m\ g ncreased lo the point that threat to survival goals occurs,
2 g The proposed integrative model remains incomplete. We noted that it does
i é 9 9 |%c8 g § g £ not account for all the propositions in the other models. Furthermore, the
£ L0c , . . .
32 %§ S§E Zga E dynamic processes between parties that are necessary for systematic analysis
G2 Q i . . . . , o
0 Qéltg 7 chd £ 53 94 have not been considered. To include the interaction would require determining
o® § 5 § the oppanent's processes and responses to the initial reactions of the actor
4( $ E diagrammed in Figure 5 plus a means of introducing these further inputs into the
£3 present model. Such expansion exceeds the basic inventory of propositions
- . . R . . N
a 2 0 abstracted from this book, What the mtegrative model does provide is one way
> 'é of connecting the various models introduced in this chapter and a possible
2 ) 2 cxplanation for the diverse outcomes associated with actual rises, lts elaboration
3 £ , A o H ; or replacement awaits the further study of international criscs,
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