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The Situational Imperative: A Predictive Model of Foreign
Policy Behavior

VALERIE M. HUDSON, CHARLES F. HERMANN, ERIC SINGER

Hudson, V. M., Hermann, C. F., Singer, E. The Situational I i icti
V. M. . .C.F., ,E. mperative: A
Model of Forcign Policy Behavior. Cooperation and Conflict, )?XIVl, iQBQPiiglclt;\ée

Forcign policy behaviors, defined in terms of the intensity of affect and commitment
an actor conveys to external recipients using various instruments of statecraft, are
explained in terms of a situational model. The model represents an externall -defined
predisposition that will influence any group of policy-makers to act in a cezltain wa

once Ithuy recognize a specific foreign problem. In addition to different types o)é
situations, the model includes as its variables the configuration of roles assumed in a
situation by other international entities. [t also includes a set of relationships, each
capable of assuming different values, that exist between the actor and other role
occupants, For each type of situation a decision logic is developed and expressed in a
decision tree. [ach branch of the decision tree constitutes a hypothesis about the
configuration of behavior properties that will likely result. The model is illustrated by
reference to two cases of foreign policy decision-making — the Zambian government’s

response to the Unitateral Declaration of Independence by the white regime in
Rhodesia in 1965 and the response of the United States government 1o the impending
war between Britain and Argentina over the Falklands in 1982.

L, SITUATIONAL INFLUENCES ON
FOREIGN POLICY DECISION-
MAKING

In some intriguing respects an inter-
national  situation  resembles a single
frame of motion picture film. Imagine an
endless reel of film, cach frame of which
captures a set ol actors engaged with cach
other over some issuc. Reviewing the strip
of the frames up to a given point fre-
quently enables one to forecast the likely
behavior of the actors in the next frame.
It in previous frames we have seen one
actor jabbing his fist toward another actor,
we might expect that in subsequent frames
we would sce the recipient duck and per-
haps strike back. The situational context
provides structure and behavioral cues for
{he actors involved that shape the form
and often the content of their behavior.
Ifone defines an international situation as

the relationship at a given point in time
and space between two or more inter-
national actors who assume certain roles
with respect to a foreign policy issue, then
the similarity to the film frame becomes
evident,

As a means of analyzing foreign policy,
the power of a situational approach is
enhanced by shifting from the orientation
of an outside observer to that of one of
the actors in the situation. From the per-
gpective of any involved actor, the situa-
tion, like the film frame, permits the actor
to establish who else is immediately
involved and to define the roles of others
in relation to itself. As the actor sorts out
who is doing what to whom and where it
stands in relation to the other players, we
argue that a predisposition for a certain
type of foreign policy behavior on the part
of the actor will arise from the require-
ments of the situational context.
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We propose a conceptual f{'amework
for understanding these situational pre-
dispositions and their ramifications for
foreign policy behavior. A situational
approach appears to offer at least three
major advantages. First, situations arc
observable. Analysts frequently can
observe the situational features vital in
reconstructing an actor’s perspective far
more readily than many other aspects of
the foreign policy process. If a model of
foreign policy is to be subject to empxngal
investigation, we must be able to acquire
the necessary information to check it out.
Second, situations organize the external
environment. For any contemporary
international actor (and for analysts
studying that actor) the external environ-
ment of potential influences is extensive
and complex. A simple enumeration of all
current international entities, govern-
mental and otherwise, illustrates the
point. Situations provide a vantage point
or frame by which policy-makers establish
that part of their external environment
that is immediately of concern. Third,
situations offer necessary antecedents for
predicting action. We have long acknowl-
edged the logical importance of any
aclor’s external environment for under-
standing its foreign policy behavior. If
one views foreign affairs as a continuous
stream of sequential situations, as sug-
gested by the film analogy, then knowl-
edge of situational features would appear
to I_Je an effective means of capturing
environmental features close to the point
of decision,

Thf: proposed model consists of 4 set of
dec1S}on rules and hypotheses based upon
a series oﬁ assumptions about the effects
of three kinds of situational varjables.

1.1. Roles

The_: model requires us to designate one
entity in the situation as the foreign policy
actor” from whose perspective a problem

is defined. Other situationally involved
international entitics (cither governmenty

or non-governments) occupy various roles |

defined from the actor’s perspective.

[.2. Role Relationships

Tao establish the actor’s motivation, power
base, and relative autonomy the model
requires information on various dimen-
tions of the relationship between the aetor
and the other role occupants in the situg-
tion.

1.3, Types of Situations

An actor can be expected to deal with o
situation based not only on its previous
relationship with the other role oceupants
but also on the nature of the fmmedtate
configuration of roles, Beceause o foreign
policy actor can assume multiple roles in
a situation, we belicve o potentially
powerful classification of situations can be
devised [rom the roles oceupied by the
actor,

Before detailing roles, relations, and
situations, the cornerstone ol the situa-
tional approach must be  introduced.
Every situation involves an immediate
foreign policy problem as defined by the
actor’s palicy-mukers. The nature of the
problem determines which other inter-
national entitics occupy roles in the situa-
tion; in other words, the problem
establishes the boundaries of the situa-
tion,

A problem exists when the authoritics
of a government perecive a diserepancy
between present (or anticipated) con-
ditions and those that they would prefer,
A problem can be said to jnvolve foreign
affairs when (1) the policy-makers per-
ceive the origin of the problem as beyond
the political jurisdiction of the govern-
ment, (2) the policy-maker’s intended
remedy requires action or restraint by
external entities, or (3) the policy-makers
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seek to influcnee domestic  audiences
indirectly by communication to external
entities. In the situational approach, we
assume that governments act in foreign
affairs only in response to a problem they
recopnize.  They act (or deliberately
decide not to act) if, and only if, they
pelieve their action will somehow influ-
ence a problem that they pereeive to exist.
We do not assume that their response to
the problem nced be “rational” or even
that the problem is “real™ to others.! The
basic variables (i.e. roles, role relation-
ships, types of situations) constituting the
situational model can be illustrated by
reference to an actual foreign policy prob-
lem,

2, INTERNATIONAL ROLES IN
RELATION 'TO A PROBLEM

On 11 November 1965, the white minority
government in Rhodesia issued its Uni-
lateral  Declaration  of  Independence
(UDD) from Britain.’ Until its own inde-
pendence a year carlier, Zambia had been
patt of a federated British colony with
Rhodesia that entwined their ecconomices
and necessitated a high level of inter-
action. Zambia's President Kaunda and
his associates had expected the British to
establish majority rule in Rhodesia fol-
lowed by the granting of its independence.
Indefinite rule in Rhodesia by the white
minority, free of British control, posed
notonly serious ideological difficulties for
Zambii's government but also appeared
likely to complicate Zambia’s own devel-
apment.

A specific problem, such as the one
Zambiun leaders recognized in UDI, pro-
vides the mieans for establishing a set of
roles in the foreigh policy arenaand allows
us to determine the entities occupying
those roles. IFrom the perspective of an
actor in a sitwation, every problem it rec-
ognizes will produce a souree role and
a subject role and possibly facilitator or
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potential facilitator roles as well. The
actor, source, and subject roles are the
minimal set required to define a situation.

2.1, Actor

The first role in every problem is the actor.
The entity whose behavior the analyst
secks to explain is stipulated as the actor
in the situation. In the government or
ruling political party designated as actor,
the individuals with the authority to allo-
cate resources to foreign policy are the
policy-makers from whose perspective the
problem as well as the source and subject
are identified. Assuming that we wish to
know what Zambia’s response will be to
UDI, the Zambian government is the
actor,

2.2. Source

Every problem has an inferred source or
a “cause”. We refer to the source as that
which is perceived by the actor to be
responsible for the immediate problem
(regardless of whether such perceptions
are accurate). Any human entities —
governmental or non-governmental — or
nature or the will of God may be regarded
as a source by the actor’s policy-makers.
The actor may recognize multiple entities
as constituting the source. Moreover, the
immediate problem might be seen as
flowing from a prior problem with a dif-
ferent, more remote source. The concern
here, however, is with the perceived
source in the immediate problem. From
the Zambian government’s perspective,
the problem was perpetrated in the most
direct sense by the white minority govern-
ment of Rhodesia.

2.3, Subject

Every problem also has a perce?ved sqb-
ject. The subject is some collective entity
that suffers or is deprived by the prob-
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lem — or will do so in the future. As with
the source role, a problem as perp;nvec!
by the actor may have.multlple entities as
the subject. The political leadership of
Zambia could be expected to perceive
the black majority in Rhodesia as one
collectivity immediately 'dep'rlved by
UDIL In addition, Zambia itself al.so
would be deprived by a potentially hostile
regime in Rhodesia.

Notice that not only can one role be
occupied by more than one separate
entity, but the same entity may a[so
appear in several roles. The actor, for
example, may also be the subject or the
source. In the case of the Unilateral Dec-
laration of Independence, we have seen
that two entities comprised the subject —
the black majority in Rhodesia and Zam-
bia. For a number of situations, two other
roles — facilitator and potential facili-
tator — may be present in the problem
environment. In contrast to the three pre-
viously mentioned roles, however, these
two may not always be involved.

2.4, Facilitator

Any entity that the actor perceives as alig-
ned with itself or one of the other role
occupants is a facilitator for the role. From
the actor’s perspective, the facilitator
neither caused the problem nor suffers
fromit, at least not directly. Nevertheless,
the facilitator supports one or more role
Occupants. From the perspective of the
actor, if an entity serves as a facilitator for
Someone the actor opposes, then (from
the actor’s point of view) the entity would
be an aggravator.

2.5. Potential Facilitator

This role applies to any entity the actor
Perceives as having the ability to assist a
role occupant in the immediate futyre
but that is not presently involved, Thus.
a facilitator js anyone who already has

committed support to one of the prima
roles and a potential facilitator is one th
could offer such support. By definit
neither a facilitator nor potential faci
tator can occupy one of the prima
roles — actor, source, or  subjec
Zambia’s government regarded Britain
a potential facilitator with the ability
intervene on one side or the other in g
UDI preblem. Britain's potential rol
resulted from its status as the coloni;
power with authority over Rhodesis
From Zambia's perspective, South Afric
might have been viewed as a potenti
aggravator because of iy strong ties wit
the white government in Rhodesia, |
fact, however, Zambia's leaders seem t
have shown little immediate concer
about South Africa,

Fig, T diagrams the five roles that ca
be found in any situation and illustrate
them with the YD1 problem from th
perspective of the Zambian governmen
as actor. The difTerent types of lines con
necting the role occupants in Fig. | rep
resent the essential relationships betweer
them deseribed below.

3. DIMENSIONS O
RELATIONSIIP AMONG ROLE
OCCUPANTS

In deciding how to treat a problem situa-
tionin which they are involved, the actor's
policy-makers must know not only who
clse is involved in the situation, but what
their relationship is (o these relevant
others. Of many possible dimensions of
relationships, the proposal model uses
three: prior affeet, salicnee, and relative
capabilitics. As will be detailed later,
these dimensions offer the theoretical
bases for assessing the actor’s motivation,
autonomy, and power base.

3.1 Prior Affect

As the name implics, prior affeet estab-
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lem — or will do so in the future. As with
the source role, a problem as percglved
by the actor may have multiple entities as
the subject. The political leadershlp‘of
Zambia could be expected to perceive
the black majority in Rhodesia as one
collectivity immediately deprived by
UDL In addition, Zambia itself also
would be deprived by a potentially hostile
regime in Rhodesia.

Notice that not only can one role be
occupied by more than one separate
entity, but the same entity may also
appear in several roles. The actor, for
example, may also be the subject or the
source. In the case of the Unilateral Dec-
laration of Independence, we have seen
that two entities comprised the subject —
the black majority in Rhodesia and Zam-
bia. For a number of situations, two other
roles — facilitator and potential facili-
tator — may be present in the problem
environment. In contrast to the three pre-
viously mentioned roles, however, these
two may not always be involved.

2.4, Facilitator

Any entity that the actor perceives as alig-
ned with itself or one of the other role
occupants is a facilitator for the role, From
the actor’s perspective, the facilitator
neither caused the problem nor suffers
from it, at least not directly. Nevertheless,
the facilitator supports one or more role
occupants. From the perspective of the
actor, if an entity serves as a facilitator for
someone the actor opposes, then (from
the actor’s point of view) the entity would
be an aggravator.

2.5, Potential Facilitator

This role applies to any entity the actor
perceives as having the ability to assist a
role occupant in the immediate future,
but that is not presently involved, Thus,
a facilitator is anyone who already has

committed support to one of the primary
roles and a potential facilitator is one that
could offer such support. By definition
neither a facilitator nor potential facili-
tator can occupy one of the primary
roles — actor, source, or subject,
Zambia’s government regarded Britain as
a potential facilitator with the ability to
intervene on one side or the other in the
UDI problem. Britain's potential role
resulted from its status as the colonial
power with authority over Rhodesia.
From Zambia’s perspective, South Africa
might have been viewed as a potential
aggravator because of its strong ties with
the white government in Rhodesia. In
fact, however, Zambia’s leaders seem to
have shown little immediate concern
about South Africa,

Fig. 1 diagrams the five roles that can
be found in any situation and illustrates
them with the UDI problem from the
perspective of the Zambian government
as actor, The different types of lines con-
necting the role occupants in Fig, 1 rep-
resent the essential relationships between
them described below.

3. DIMENSIONS OF
RELATIONSHIP AMONG ROLE
OCCUPANTS

In deciding how to treat a problem situa-
tionin which they arc involved, the actor’s
policy-makers must know not only who
else is involved in the situation, but what
their relationship is to these relevant
others. Of many possible dimensions of
relationships, the proposal model uses
three; prior affect, salience, and relative
capabilities. As will be detailed later,
these dintensions offer the theoretical
bases for assessing the actor’s motivation,
autonomy, and power base.

3.1, Prior Affect
As the name implies, prior affect estab-
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tor's behavior will be in response to a problem using

sitnational model secks to explain what the ac

information on the actor's relationship to the other ¢

defined by the problent.

lishes the affective history between the
actor and cach of the entitics occupying
the other roles. Affect is expressed feeling
toward another entity ranging from
extreme hostility to unequivocal friend-
ship. The accumulated manifestations of
affect in previous interactions that the
actor has expressed toward a relevant
other, and has received from it, comprise
prior affect. Generally, prior affect can be
viewed as a motivation for action. The

d to Zambia by UDI. The

ntities occupying roles in a type of situation

history of friendship, hostility, or neu-
trality suggests whether the actor will be
disposed to get involved and, if so, in
support of which other role occupant.
Thus, for example, the negative affective
ties between the Zambian government
and the illegal white Rhodesian rulers, on
the one hand, and positive ones with the
black Rhodesian majority population on
the other, left no doubt as to which side

Zambia preferred.
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3.2. Salience

An actor may have a record of rather
negative feelings toward another entity,
but refrain from substantial action
because the disliked country is physically
close or has many dealings with it that are
essential to the actor’s well-being. Such
circumstances illustrate salience, the
second dimension of importance in exam-
ining the relationship among the role
occupants. To the degree that the realiz-
ation of basic values for an actor’s policy-
makers or their society depends upon an
external entity, then to that degree the
other entity’s salience to the actor
increases. In other words, if the actor’s
well-being is contingent upon the status,
resources, or actions of another, then that
other is salient. Salience reduces auto-
nomy and often acts as a brake on nega-
tive action toward needed others and as
a reinforcement for positive steps.
Zambia’s earlier federation with Rho-
desia. their shared border, and Zambia’s
economic dependence, all made Rhodesia
extremely salient for Zambia.

3.3. Relative Capabilities

The third dimension of relationship in the
model consists of the relative capabilities
( pertaining to the immediate problem) of
the actor compared to those of the other
role occupants, Given that an actor has
the autonomy (low salience) and motiv-
ation (prior affect) to direct behavior
toward another entity, it must still con-
sider whether the other entity has
substantially greater capabilities that
would neutralize the effect or lead to
retaliation. This calculation involves some
comparison of relative capability. Exactly
what capabilities are applicable depends
upon the nature of the problem. For our
purposes it is sufficient to differentiate
problems according to the basic values
they involve. The deprivation created by
any perceived problem can be understood

as interfering with the present or future
enjoyment of some basic values cherished
by the entity being deprived. Thus, we
classify problems according to which of
the following broad value areas they con-
cern: security/physical safety, economy/
wealth, respect/status, and well-being/
enlightenment.® To promote these basic
values, virtually all societies have devel-
oped skills, resources, and institutions
that collectively can be regarded as com-
prising the capabilities in each value area.
Turning again to the case of UDI, Zambia
and the black population of Rhodesia
faced decided disadvantages in many criti-
cal economic and military areas when
compared to the relative capabilities avail-
able to the white regime in Rhodesia. This
disadvantage governed Zambia’s limited
initial reaction to an appeal to Britain to
reassert control over Rhodesia.

4, TYPES OF SITUATIONS BASED
ON ROLES

We have described roles and relationships
and must now consider the third element
of the model — types of situations. The
actor’s relationship to the source and to
the subject define four types of situations.
To introduce this classification of situa-
tions, we need to consider only the three
necessary roles (actor, source, and
subject). For purposes of demonstration,
let us assume situations involving three
nations: the actor (A), nation X, and
nation Y.

4.1. Confrontation

In this type of situation the actor also
assumes one of the other roles — either

‘source or subject. The actor, therefore, is

directly affected by the problem by either
having created it or being deprived as a
result of it. Another entity occupies the
third role. From the actor’s perspective
this type of situation appears as a Con-
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frontation; that is, someone challenges
the actor directly. It can be summarized

as follows:

ACTOR SOURCE SUBJECT

Nation A Nation X Nation A
(or if subjectis  (or if source is

“X” then source “A” then

is Nation A) subject is

Nation X)

It should be evident that our UDI case
exemplifies a Confrontation Situation. As
shown in Fig. 1, the Zambian government
is the actor and, along with the black
majority of Rhodesia, it is also the sub-~
ject. The source of the problem is Rho-
desia’s white regime.

4.2, Intervention

Separate entities occupy each of the three
basic roles in Intervention Situations. The
actor, as a third party, observes that some
external entity has created a problem for
another external entity. The issue for the
actor is whether to become involved.
Thus, we can diagram an Intervention
Situation as follows:

SUBJECT
Nation Y

ACTOR SOURCE
Nation A Nation X

4.3, Assistance

Actually two subtypes of role configur-
ations occur in this category. We have
grouped them together because they share
a concern with assistance or support. In
one situation the actor is also the source
and the subject; that is, it has created its
own problem and seeks a solution. In
identifying the source of the problem as
being the actor we are including as poten-
tial creators of a problem both natural
or societal conditions within the actor’s
country (e.g. drought or poverty) as well
ashuman behavior. For example, a nation
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with a no-growth economy would be
assumed to fit this category. When such
situations result from human behavior,
it is analogous to an individual deciding
how to treat his own injury after shooting
himself in the foot. This international
equivalent of “shooting oneself in the
foot” would not be a foreign policy situa-
tion unless there was an outside entity
in another role (presumably a Potential
Facilitator) who could help. This subtype
can be diagrammed as follows:

ASSISTANCE REQUEST

POTEN-
TIAL
SUB- FACIL-
ACTOR  SOURCE JECT ITATOR

Nation A Nation A  Nation A Nation X
In the second subtype of assistance situa-
tions someone appeals to the actor for
help. A nation, other than the actor, is
both the source and the subject of the
problem. It turns to the actor for assist-
ance as diagrammed below:

ASSISTANCE RESPONSE
ACTOR SOURCE
Nation A Nation X

SUBJECT
Nation X

4.4. Collaboration

In this situation the actor shares both
other basic roles with another entity. The
actor and one or more other entities
acknowledge they are both the source and
subject of a problem about which they
negotiate. The outcome of the situation
might be a communiqué or a treaty. The
diagram for this situation would be:

ACTOR SOURCE SUBJECT
Nations Nations
Nation A A&Y A&Y

Several additional points concerning
these configurations of situations should
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be noted. First, the other roles do not
have to be nation-states; they can be any
type of international entity. Second, more
than one entity can assume the roles we
have illustrated with nations X and Y. For
example, a problem could result from the
behaviors of multiple nations acting sep-
arately or in concert or, as in the example
of the subject in the UDI case, a com-
bination of a country (Zambia) and a
subnational group (Rhodesian blacks).
Third, we have not introduced the roles
of facilitator or potential facilitator in the
presentation of the four situations, except
for Assistance Request, because they do
not alter the logic that underlies each basic
configuration.

These then are the three sets of explana-
tory variables used in the model (i.c.
roles, role relationships, and types of
situations). Through the model they
determine selected properties of foreign
policy behavior. The key properties of
the actar’s behavior, which comprise the
dependent variables, will be briefly intro-
duced before describing the model’s
operation.

5. PROPERTIES OF BEHAVIOR TO
BE EXPLAINED

We all define foreign policy behavior as
attempts to influence others and, as such,
these behaviors are one kind of com-
munication. As a form of communication
foreign policy behavior can be divided
into the attributes of any communicative
act — who, does what, to whom, and
how.

For the moment, we regard the actor
(i.e. the “who™) as a given because we
specify what national government or rul-
ing political party will be the actor. Four
behavior properties account for the
remaining attributes of communication:
(1) The recipient indicates the type of
entity(ies) the actor will address and
answers the question “to whom?". (2)
Affect consists of the manifest feelings

of approval or disapproval that the actor
expresses and answers the question “does
or expresses what?”. (3) Commitment
establishes the degree of the actor’s
resolve or the degree to which the actor
binds itself to future behavior and also
answers “does what?”. (4) [nstruments
comprise the skills and resources of state-
craft that the actor uses to answer the
question “how?”. Each of these four
behavior propertics is claborated in Cal-
lahan et al. (1982) and Hermann & Dixon
(1982).

These measurable properties are com-
mon to all foreign policy behavior. If we
are able to understand why they are likely
to assume certain values under certain
conditions, then we will have gained much
thatis of practical and theoretical worth in
understanding foreign policy.! 1t is these
foreign policy behavior propertics that the
situational model secks to explain. In
Zambia’s confrontation with Rhodesia
over UDI, we want to know whom Zam-
bia will address, with what kind of affect
and level of commitment, and by what
instruments ol statecralt. Fig. 1 also
displays these behavioral components of
the model that we specify as the depen-
dent variables.

6. THEORETICAL UNDERPINNING
FOR ASSEMBLING MODEL
COMPONLENTS

Iaving introduced the components of the
model, a brief review and introduction of
the next steps may be helpful, Our task is
to explain an actor’s response (i.c. the
behavior attributes of recipient, affect,
commitment and instrument) to a prob-
lem based on the type of situation and
the role relationships (i.c. prior affeet,
salicnce, and  relative  capabilities)
between the actor and the entitics in the
situation perceived as the source and sub-
ject of the problem. ‘To do this we need
to consider the theoretical logic to be used
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incombining these elements. To that end,
we introduce some ideas about action
based on motivation and capabilities. We
also identify the modeling process (a rule-
based production system) that will serve
asthe actual operating procedure. Finally,
we present the rules themselves that are
based on the action theory and are applied
in the model.

6.1. A Theoretical Perspective on Action

Why do governments act? We conceive
action as a function of motivation and
capability or as the will to act combined
with the ability to act. No novelty is
claimed for such a formulation since it has
been similarly stated by many others.’
In accordance with this perspective, the
model must account for the interplay of
both motivation and capability.

As represented in the model an actor’s
motivation flows {from three sources: (a)
the actor’s recognition of a problem, (b)
the actor’s pattern of friendships and
antagonisms for those involved in the
situation, and (¢) the actor’s autonomy
(i.e. the absence of any necessary relation-
ship with the desired object of action that
might constrain the will to act). Motiv-
ation begins with a recognition of the
existence of a discrepancy between a
present or anticipated condition and that
which the actor would prefer; that is, the
perception of a problem. Depending upon
the situation, friendship may activate the
desire to support, conciliate, or forebear,
whereas antagonisms may trigger the
desire for opposition, resistance, or intol-
erance. Motivations that might be trig-
gered by friendship or antagonism can be
severely curbed, however, if the actor’s
own well-being is understood to depend
on the continuance of some relationship
with the intended object of action. Auton-
omy or its absence becomes the third com-
ponent of motivation.

Capabilities make possible the realiz-
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ation or actualization of motivation. As
portrayed in the model, they include (a)
the actor’s own resources relative to
others, (b) the resources of those aligned
with the actor or other role occupants,
and (c) the possibility of engaging the
resources of presently uncommitted
others. Because the actions of concern in
foreign policy are influence attempts, the
requirement is not absolute capability, but
rather the actor’s capability relative to
those who are the object of its attempte-
influence. Thus, when a domain of capz
bilities (e.g. military, diplomatic, econ
omic) becomes salient for influencing a
problem, it is the actor’s capabilities in
that domain relative to those of the entity
it is motivated to influence that become
important. The alignment of others with
or against the actor augments or reduces
the actor’s own relative capability. Fur-
thermore, if there are others with relevant
capabilities that are not aligned with any-
one in the situation, they may be the
object of an appeal to alter a capabilities
balance that otherwise would constrain
the actor’s ability to act.

6.2. A Rule-Based Production System

It is these described elements of motiv-
ation and capability that must be repre-
sented in the model. The model proposed
here uses a computational modeling
approach in that it can be viewed as a
rule-based production system. (For
example, see Alker et al. 1972, as well
as Thorson & Sylvan 1982.) Among the
merits in the present circumstances of this
approach are the ability to handle non-
numerical data and the facility for the
representation of complex combinations
of variables. The decision rules represent
the penultimate step in a four-tiered
design. First, we establish a set of defi-
nitions and assumptions. Second, using
these definitions and assumptions we con-
struct sets of propositions that relate key
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operating variables to behavior in each
type of situation. Third, we generate
decision rules that establish specific expec-
tations regarding the value of a behavior
property for each applicable explanatory
motivation and capability variable in all
types of situations. Fourth, these indi-
vidual effects are combined in interactive
hvpotheses that take into account the
combined consequences of the explana-
tory variables.

The model involves a series of assump-
tions. They have been introduced at pre-
vious points in this essay, but the most
important can now be summarized:

1. An actor initiates foreign policy
behavior only in response to a per-
ceived problem.

. The definition of the problem varies
with the perceived type of international
situation. The problem for each type of
situation posed in the form of a
question, can be stated as follows:

a. Confrontation: How can we (the
actor) reduce the adverse effects that
the other entity in the problem cre-
ates for us?

b. Intervention: Should we (the actor)
intervene in this problem on one side
or the other and, if so, in what man-
ner?

c. Assistance Request: Who can give
us (the actor) assistance in reducing
the adverse effects of the problem
we are experiencing?

d. Assistance Response: Should we
(the actor) provide assistance to
those who are experiencing the
adverse effects of the problem?

e. Collaboration: Can we (the actor)
reach a substantive agreement with
those with whom we share this prob-
lem?

3. In a given type of situation, an actor’s
response will be shaped by the inter-
action of his motivation and capability.

6.3. Decision Rules

To operate the model we need a set of
rules that take the theoretical insights
about action and apply them in specific
types of situations. Table 1 displays the
first step in that process. It presents the
theoretical propositions generated from
the examination of motivation and capa-
bilities and suggests how our key explana-
tory variables operate in the five types of
situations. These are propositions about
the general effects of each of the role
relationships (i.e. prior affect, salience,
and relative capabilities) on foreign policy
behavior attributes in each of the five
types of situations. Because two non-
required roles (facilitator and potential
facilitator) may also be present in any
situation, additional propositions are
required to indicate how the situation may
be altered by their presence.

As an illustration, consider again our
example of the Zambian response to the
Unilateral Declaration of Independence
in Rhodesia. As indicated earlier in the
paper, we know this is a Confrontation
Situation for Zambia’s policy-makers
because Zambia is both the actor and one
of the subjects. As a result when referring
to Table 1, we need to consult the section
on Confrontation Situations. In that
section, the first proposition (concerning
prior affect) suggests that when prior
affect has been negative — as Zambia’s
had been toward Rhodesia — the actor
will tend to respond without regard to
protecting the relationship. The second
proposition indicates the influence of the
variable, salience, on the actor. We find
in Table 1 that when the source is salient
for the actor, as Rhodesia was for Zambia,
then it constrains the actor’s behavior.
The inferior position of Zambia with
respect to relative capabilities also is
hypothesized to constrain Zambia (prop-
osition 3). The reader will note that the
propositions in Table 1 describe the gen-
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Table 1. Decision propositions for five situations.

Lo

3. Relative Cuapabilitios: 11 the actor does not have

4, Facilitators: 1 the actor or the

wn

1, Confromation Situations S

L

Prior Affect: ‘The more positive the actor's prior relatio
disposed the actor is 1o respond 0 the immediate problem in a way that minimie
of altering the favorable relationship and with the expectation tha%, tth at minimizes risk
responsive in obtaining @ resolution to the problem: the opposite h lde other(s) will be
relationship has been negalive, ' P olds when the prior
Safience: 'The more important to the well-being of the actor is the relationsh;

(regardless of whether prior relations have been friendly), the more d?sns lpdtot?mv)ther
is to respond to the immediate problem so as to minimizza disruptin tﬁfsel the dCt,Of
the opposite holds the fess important the relationship is to the agtorg relationship:
more rel iliti . -
then the actor will be more disposed to respond to the if:rilitd?zfeasstl:;?isotr??r? ;u:\oihcr
as not (o trigger harntlul retadiation from the other; and conversely, if the actor t;as 1"30?-(:
relevant cupubilitics, ! N

nship with another, the more

relevant others in the situation are strongly supported by
other entitics, then the relative capabilities estimation is assessed on the basis of the
relevant capabilities of the actor and its allies in comparison to those of the other and
its allies,

- Potential Facifitators: 1 the relevant capabilitics of the actor and any supporters are less
than those of the other and any of its supporters or if the actor lacks autonomy from the
other, then the avtor is more {ikely to seek the assistance of any uninvolved, non-hostile
third parties in addressing the problen.

IL. Interoention Sirtations

I Prior Afject

AL The greater the actor's dilferentiation between role occupants in terms of previous
friendship and hostility, the more motivated the actor is to intervene to assist that
entity with which it is more friendly and against the entity with which it has been
haostile,
IF the actor has previous friendship with all the role occupants, then the actor is
molivated to infervene to mediate their dispuate,
I the actor acks a previous friendship with any of the role occupants, then the acte
is motivited (o remain uninvolved in their dispute.

3.

C.

2, Sulivnce

A. When one role occupant s salient to the actor and the other is not, the actos
more fikely (o intervene in support of the salient entity to preserve the necessa.
relationship. o ) N

B. When hotli role accupants are salient to the actor, .then the actor will likely intervene
to encouragye mediation, but without alienating either party. ) ey

C. When neither role occupants are salient to the actor, ther} that. actor is unlikely to
intervene for fack of interests and to preserve its future discretion.

3. Relative Capubilitivs

A. When the actor's relative capabilities are greater than those of the other role

occupants, then the actor is maore likely to‘intervgne v.xgoro'usl(yjr fl:ql'thfvri{t?rtt?;edii‘rlttifsn
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then the actor is less likely Lo intervene w:th other than ver .3 ass‘et:]s1 ne lémental

. When the actor's relative capabilities provide a preferred Slb?lit?gs thar?ahe other
resources that would appear to give it equal or greater capabl
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Table 1 - cont.

wn

role occupant (and that balance or advantage would not exist in the absence of the
actor’s support), then the actor is likely to intervene n support of the preferred
side. If the actor's capabilities are unlikely to alter the perce'lvgd balance, then its
intervention is likely to be limited to verbal assessments. Similarly, abstention is

likely if the actor has no preferred side.

_ Facilitators: If either of the other role occupants is aligned with outside entities whose

capabilities would alter the capabilities balance between the role occupants, then the
actor will re-assess its intervention posture and act as it would if the relative capabilities
were possessed by the role occupants directly. (See proposition on relative capabilities).

. Potential Facilitators: An actor will attempt to mobilize potential facilitators as mediators

or as supporters of its friends and will warn against intervention by supporters of its
adversaries.

II. Assistance Request Situations

L.

ta

w

Prior Affect: An actor is more likely to appeal for assistance and make a larger request
to an entity with which it has positive prior affect than to one with which it has neutral
or mixed prior affect; and it is more likely to appeal strongly to an entity with which it
has neutral or mixed prior affect than to one with which its prior affect has been negative.

. Salience: The more important the relevant other is to the actor, the more cautious and

constrained will be the actor’s request to that other; and conversely, the less important
this relevant other is to the actor, the less hesitant and larger its request for assistance
will be.

. Relative Capabilities: If the actor has greater relative capabilities in the area of the

problem than the relevant other®, then its request will be modest; if the actor has less
relative capabilities than the relevant others in the area of the problem, its request will
be greater; if the actor has less applicable capabilities in the area of the immediate
problem, but more in some area, it will propose a reciprocal exchange arrangement.

. Facilitators: Tf the relevant other is aligned with additional entities that increase sig-

nificantly its relative capabilities in the area of the problem, then the actor will make a
substantially larger request for assistance.

. Potential Facilitators: The actor will always address a potential facilitator in assistance

requesting situations and in selecting a recipient will approach the most friendly entity
that has substantially greater resources than itself.

IV. Assistance Response Situations

L.

2

Prior Affect: The greater the existing friendship between the actor and the entity making
the request, the more likely is the actor to attempt to supply assistance and in greater
amounts; conversely, the more hostile the existing relationship, the less likely is the
actor to supply any assistance.

- Salience: The more important the source of the request is to the actor, the more likely

is the actor to attempt to supply assistance and in greater amounts; conversely, the less

important the source of the request to the actor, the less likely is it to supply any
assistance.

* In Assistance Request Situations typically the only other entity involved is the potential
facilitator since the actor assumes both the source and the subject roles. However, it is possible

tohhave a facilitator as well as a potential facilitator, in which case both become the “relevant
others™.

Table 1 - cond.

3, Relative Capal
the request, t

i conversely, if

! agsistance.

s | Facilitators: If

l palance in the

‘( determined or

L 3

1

|
i
]

and if the so
capabilities, tl

5, Potential Faci

! source of the .
1 actor, then th
ﬁ V. Collaboration 2
1. Prior Affect:”.

' in a negotiatl
compromises

| relationship I
' 2, Salience: The
more disposc
perceive its ¢

holds when t

3, Relative Capr

|
1 others, then
\' an agreemen

true if the ac
4. Facilitators: ]
not immedi:
assessed on 1
to the releve
5. Potential Fac
role occupal
relevant oth

;
) S
|

eral theoretical
' variables. We ne
“l translates these
 more specific bel
is the function ¢
’\ sented in Table
' Table 2 speci
each of the five !
" ol One Or MOoTe
‘butes in a C
Recall that the t
variables in a gi
{ relationships (i




I :706 B canz: JX1 .C66

The Situational Imperative 129
Table 1 - cont.
?nce o th 3, Relative Capabilities: | _thc actor’s relevant capabilities are greater than the source of
;eprtehf rl‘eg the request, the actor is more likely to supply assistance and in greater amounts;
) ) conversely, if the actor's relevant resources are not greater, it is less li :
‘ ] s ¢ ess likely to su

stent; Its assistance. , ’ PPIY
s 4, Facilitarors: If the actor or the source of the request is aligned with others that alter the

balance in their relative capabilities, then the caleulation of the power base wilt be

1ties v, determined on each party’s extended resource base (i.e., including resources of allies)
s, tha, 1OSe and if the source of the request in combination with its allies has greater relevant

capabir;- the capabilities, the actor will first ask that they assist.

.pabi[it-ltles 5. Potential Fucilitators: 1f there exists an uninvolved third party that is not hostile to the
les), source of the request and which has relevant capabilities at least as great as those of the

imediatol.s actor, then the actor will ask it to assist.
rters Of ;
s N/ . Colluboration Situations

1. Prior Affect: The more positive the prior affect between the actor and the relevant others
in a negotiation, the more readily will the actor be prepared to make concessions and
compromises in order to reach an agreement; the opposite holds when the prior
relationship has been negative,

2. Salience: 'The more important the relevant other is to the well-being of an actor, the
more disposed is the actor to make coneessions and compromises even it it does not
pereeive its concessions are fairly balanced by offers of the relevant other; the opposite
holds when the actor is antonomens.

3. Relative Capabilities: If the actor’s relevant capabilities are not greater than the relevant
others, then the actor is more disposed to make concessions and compromises to reach
an agreement even if its offers are not fully reciprocated by the other; the opposite is
true if the actor has greater capabilities.

4, Facilitators: 16 the actor or relevant others in the situation are aligned with other entities
not immediately involved in the situation, then the refative capability estimation is
assessed on the hasis of the relative capabilities of the actor and its allies in comparison
to the relevant other and its allics,

Potential Facifitators: 1l any uninvolved third party - not hostile to any of the immediate
rale occupants in the situation — has greater relative capabilities than the actor and
relevant others, then they will jointly appeal to the outside entity for help.
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variables, We need an additional step that
translates these gencral tendencies into
more specific behavior expectations. That
15 the function of the decision rules pre-
sented in Table 2,

Table 2 specilies the consequences of
each of the five key explanatory variables
On one or more of the behavioral attri-

utes in a Confrontation Situation,”

Recall that the three primary explanatory
Variables in a given situation are the role
relationships (i.c. prior affect, salicnee,

we add the two optional roles (i.e. facili-
tator and potential facilitator) that if
present can alter the primary role relation-
ships between the actor and the source
and the subject. '
We can again illustrate the information
presented in Table 2 with the Zambian
reaction to UDL. From historical analysis
of the Zambian—Rhodesian relationship
prior to UDI, we know that the affect of
Zambia’s policy-makers toward the white
regime in Rhodesia was negative. From
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Table 2. Decision rules relating values of explanatory variables to behavior properties in
confrontation situations.

Prior Affect o o _
nl. Pri{{r Affect (4 values) influence on Affect. The basic disposition of the actor is to express

low negative affect toward the source (subject) of its problem, but the disposition is altered

when prior affect is . . . ) ] o . N
A. Negative. An established adversarial relationship reinforces the basic disposition to

produce high negative affect. o ) _ . )

B. None/Neutral. The absence of any significant prior relationship neither tempers nor
reinforces the basic disposition, hence it produces low negative affect.

C. Mixed. The existence of some satisfactory aspects of the relationship (even though co-
existing with negative ones) serves to temper but not eliminate the expression of
displeasure, hence it produces low negative affect. ' .

D. Positive. The presence of a generally satisfactory relationship which the actor wishes
to retain together with the expectation that the other is a friend who will be willing to

cooperate in reducing the problem produces neutral affect.

2. Prior Affect (4 values) influence on Commitment. The basic disposition of the actor is
to warn the source of the problem that the deprivation cannot be tolerated and such a
warning results in low commitment, but this disposition is altered when the prior affect
has been . . .

A. Negative. An established hostile, adversarial relationship reinforces the basic disposition
and results in moderate commitment.

B. None/Neutral. The absence of any significant prior relationship neither tempers nor
reinforces the basic disposition, hence the result is low commitment.

C. Mixed. The existence of some satisfactory aspects of the relationship is offset by some
displeasing ones so the basic disposition is not changed and the result is low commitment.

D. Positive. The existence of a generally friendly relationship which the actor can be
assumed to wish to continue together with the expectation that the other is a friend
who will be willing to cooperate in reducing the problem produces minimal commitment.

3. Prior Affect (4 values) influence on Instrument. The basic disposition of the actor is to use
diplomatic instruments to protest the problem, but it will be altered if the prior affect
is...

A. Negative. The existence of an adversarial and hostile relationship disposes the actor to
wish to back his protest with the use of resources that underscore its aggravation and
intolerance, hence the instrument is likely to combine diplomacy with appropriate other
instruments determined by the problem domain (i.e., economic, military, etc.).

B. None/Neutral; Mixed; or Positive. In each of these conditions the actor has no reason
to believe that the other will not respond to a diplomatic appeal for redress of
grievances, hence the instrument will be diplomacy only.

Salience
4. Salience (3 values) influence on Affecr. The basic disposition of the actor is to express
negative affect toward the source (subject) of its problem, but this disposition is altered

when the other’s salience for the actor is . . .

A Sa{ient (non-adversarial). When the source of the problem is important to the well-
being of the actor for other than adversarial reasons, then the actor’s reduced autonomy
curps its tendency to express displeasure over its grievance and results in neutral affect.

B. Salient (t'raditional enemy). When the source of the problem is important to the actor
because it is a traditional enemy, then the actor’s disposition to express negative affect
is reinforced and the result is high negative affect.
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C. Non-Salient. When the source of the problem is not of special importance to the actor,
then salience does not alter the basic disposition and the result is low negative affect.

5, Salience (3 values) influence on Commitment. The disposition of the actor is to warn the

source of the problem that the deprivation cannot be tolerated and such a warning results

in low commitment, but this disposition is altered when the other’s salience for the actor

is. ..

A, Salient (non-adversarial), When the source of the problem is important to the continued
well-being of the actor for other than adversarial reasons, then the actor’s reduced
autonomy curbs its tendency to demonstrate resolve with the result of minimal com-
mitment.

B. Salient (traditional enemy). When the source of the problem is important to the actor
because it is a traditional enemy, then the actor’s disposition to demonstrate its resolve
to seek redress of its grievance is reinforced and the result is moderate commitment.

C. Non-Salient. When the source of the problem is not of special importance to the actor,
then salience does not alter the basic disposition and the result is low negative affect.

Relative Capabilities
6. Relative Capabilities (2 values) influence on Affect. The basic disposition of the actor is

to express negative affect toward the source (subject) of its problem, but the disposition

is altered when the relative capabilities are . . .

A. Actor has Greater Relative Capabilities. When the actor’s capabilities in the area of the
problem are greater than those of the source (subject) of the problem, then the actor’s
confidence that it can insist on some redress of its grievances is reinforced with the
resulting expression of high negative affect.

B. Actor has Equal or Less Relative Capabilities. When the actor’s capabilities in the area
of the problem are no greater or even less than those of the source (subject) of the
problem, then the actor’s confidence that it can avoid harmful retaliation if the other
entity elects to escalate, results in a tempering of the basic disposition with the resulting
expression of low negative affect.

. Relative Capabilities (2 valucs) influence on Recipient. The basic disposition of the actor

when another entity creates a problem for it is to address that source (subject) directly,

but the disposition is altered when the relative capabilities are . . .

A. Actor has Greater Relative Capabilities. When the actor’s capabilities in the area of the
problem are greater than those of the source (subject) of the problem, then the actor’
confidence that it can insist on some redress of its grievances is reinforced with tt
result that it has no hesitation in addressing the source (subject) as the recipient.

B. Actor has Equal or Less Relative Capabilities. When the actor’s capabilities in the are
of the problem are no greater or even less than those of the source (subject) of the
problem, then the actor’s confidence that it can avoid harmful retaliation if the other
entity elects to escalate, results in a tempering of the basic disposition with the resulting
tendency to seek support from others by appeals for assistance and support to third
parties as recipients.

- Relative Capabilities (2 values) influence on Instrument. The basic disposition of the actor

is to use diplomatic instruments to protest the problem, but it will be altered if the relative

capabilities are . . .

A, Actor has Greater Relative Capabilities. When the actor’s capabilities in the area of the
problem are greater than those of the source (subject) of the problem, then the actor’s
confidence that it can insist on some redress of its grievances is reinforced and it
underscores its dominance by combining diplomacy with appropriate other instrumenis
determined by the problem domain (i.e., economic, military, etc.).

Call #: JX1 -C66
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Table 2 - cont.

B. Actor has Equal or Less Relative Capabilities. When the actor’s capabilities'in the area
of the problem are no greater or even les_s than thqse of the source (sub!ect) of the
problem, then the actor’s confidence that it can avoid harmful I'fftall«':ltlon'lf the other
entity elects to escalate, results in a reinforcement of the basic disposition to use

diplomacy alone as the instrument.

Facilitator

9. Facilitator (4 values) influences on affect, instrument, and recipient. The bgsic disposition
of an actor with respect to facilitators supporting 1tsgl'f or the relevant. other is to recalculate
the relative capabilities as if the facilitator’s capabilities were combined with those of the
entity it supports. If either or both the actor and the releva}nt .other have facilitators whose
relevant capabilities, when combined with those of the entity it supports, alter the estimate
as to whether or not the actor has greater relevant capabilities, then the relative capabilities
decision tules must be reassessed. Specifically, if the actor with its facilitator(s) now
has. ..

A. Greater Capabilities than the relevant other with its facilitator(s), then with respect to
the estimate of affect, use rule 6A; with respect to recipient, use rule 7A; and with
respect to instrument, use rule 8A.

B. Equal or Less Capabilities than the relevant other with its facilitator(s), then with
respect to the capabilities estimate of affect, use rule 6B; with respect to recipient use
rule 7B; and with respect to instrument, use rule 8B.

Potential Facilitator
10. Potential Facilitator (5 values) influence on affect, commitment, recipient, and instrument. |

The basic disposition of the actor depends upon the status of the actor’s relative capabilities

after including the consequences of any facilitators. If the actor’s combined relative

capabilities are . . .

A. Greater than those of the relevant other, then the basic disposition is to deal with
the source of the problem directly while warning potential aggravators to keep out.
The effects depend upon whether the potential facilitators are . . .

(1)  Both (Potential Facilitator and Aggravator). Then the actor’s disposition is to
address neither.

(2)  Potential Aggravators. Then the actor addresses the source, but also separately
addresses the potential aggravator with a warning not to interfere using a
diplomatic instrument conveying low negative affect and low commitment.

(3-4) 1.0. or Non-1.0. Potential Facilitators. Because the actor does not require
assistance, it will address neither.

(5)  Neither. (No behavior rule applicable.)

B.  Equal or less than those of the relevant other, then the basic disposition of the actor
is to search for help rather than address the source of the problem. The specific
effects depend on whether the potential facilitators are . . .

(1) Both (Potential Facilitator and Aggravator). The actor will ignore the potential
aggravator :and source of the problem and address the potential facilitator as
recipient with a diplomatic instrument, low commitment, and high positive

affect.

(2)  Potential Aggravators. The actor will ignore the potential aggravator and
address the source of the problem.

(3) Non-1.0. Potential Aggravators. The actor will ignore the source of the
problem and. addres_s an appeal for assistance to the Potential Facilitator
involving a diplomatic instrument, low commitment, and high positive affect.
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1.0. Potential Facilitators. The actor will ignore the source of the problem and

address an gppeal for assistance to the 1.O. Potential Facilitator involving a
diplomatic instrument, low commitment, and low positive affect (the affect
reflecting less certainty of support).

©)

Neither? (No behavior rule applicable.)

Table 1 we know in general how negative
prior affect influences behavior. Using the
first section of Table 2 (dealing with prior
affect) we can identify the decision rules
that establish the particular values of the
behavioral attributes associated with
negative prior affect in Confrontation
Situations. Section 1A of Table 2 indicates
Zambia should express high negative
affect, section 2A indicates the behavior
should involve moderate levels of com-
mitment, and section 3A reveals that a
continuation of diplomacy plus other
instruments of coercion will be applied.
(There is a fourth behavioral attribute in

: the model — the target or recipient of

behavior — but the explanatory variable
of prior affect is not used to determine it.)

Notice that we have reviewed the hypo-
thesized effects of only one of the five

, explanatory variables (prior affect) oper-

ating in Confrontation Situations such as
Zambia’s response to UDI. Table 2 also
provides the decision rules for the four
other variables. With certain values of
some variables, the expected influence on
behavior may be opposite that predicted
from other variables. In the Zambian case
such conflicting expectations arise for
commitment and instruments, Based on
Zambia’s negative prior affect, we would
expect moderate commitment and use of
instruments of coercion. Zambia’s rela-
tive weakness in applicable capabilities,
however, leads to expectations of low
commitment and exclusive dependency
on diplomacy.

1In order to resolve potentially con-
flicting expectations among the effects of

different explanatory variables, the
authors have devised a set of overarching
decision rules to provide one set of inte-
grated expectations.” With these syn-
thesizing rules the model is complete.

For application of the model to actual
decision situations, we have constructed
a set of decision trees. There is a separate
tree for each of the five types of situations.
In each tree the five key explanatory vari-
ables (i.e. prior affect, salience, relative
capabilities, facilitator and potential faci-
litator) serve as the basic choice points
with a different branch established for
each value of every variable. Together
the five trees have 221 branches or paths
leading to different outcomes.® The end
of each path through the tree reveals the
particular set of behavioral attributes that
theoretical analysis indicates should be
associated with that particular set of
values for the explanatory variables.

We recognize that the procedures
described in this essay may appear com-
plex and cumbersome on first encounter.
It is important, therefore, to be clear
about the purpose and anticipated capa-
bilities of the model that may justify the
effort to comprehend it. Our intention is
to establish a model that will allow us to
forecast the expected behavioral attri-
butes of any actor’s response to any of a
number of different types of international
situations. By determining the value of
key variables in the emerging situation,
we propose to indicate the likely attributes
of a government’s response to the
problem. Although we cannot here dem-
onstrate the operation of the model in a
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forecasting mode, we can illustrate how
it would work by using postdictation to
interpret another historical case. We con-
clude the essay with such an application.

7. THE US DECISION TO
INTERVENE IN THE FALKLAND
ISLANDS WAR, 1982

The conflict leading to war between Brit-
ain and Argentina over the Falkland
Islands (referred to as the Malvinas by Fhe
Argentines) provides a good illustr'fitlon
of the logic and decision rules associated
with the Intervention Situations when
examined from the perspective of the
United States as the actor. On 19 March
1982 a party of Argentines (the source of
the problem for the US) landed on South
Georgia, one of 200 islands that form the
Falkland archipelago, a British crown col-
ony. After refusing a British (the subject
of the problem) request to remove its
citizens, the Argentine government
headed by Leopold Galtieri indicated it
would provide its citizens with the nec-
essary protection for their maintenance.
Thus, after 150 years of contention con-
cerning sovereignty of the islands, the
government of Argentina had precipi-
tated a confrontation with the British over
control of the archipelago.

Nine days later the British Ambassador
to the United States, Nicholas Hender-
son, hand delivered a note from British
Foreign Secretary, Lord Carrington, to
US Secretary of State, Alexander Haig.
In essence, the note indicated that unless
a solution to the situation was found, Car-
rington “feared the gravest of conse-
quences” (Haig 1984). Two days later,
on 30 March, the US picked up signs of
increased force readiness in Argentina,
and on the night of 1~2 April an assault
force of about 300 Argentine marines
landed near Port Stanley, the capital of
the Falklands. The United States, now
fully apprised of the situation, had to

decide whether or not to intervene, and
if so on whose behalf. In Fig. 2 a selected
portion of a decision tree enables one to
determine the actor’s (in this case the US)
response.

As the model frames the interpretation
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the acting nation, the type of behavior
engaged by the actor will depend upon

its motivation (prior affect), autonomy *®

(salience), and power base (relative capa-
bilities). In this case the nature of prior
affect between the US and Britain and the
US and Argentina, the degree of salience
they hold for the US and the US capa-
bilities relative to the two nations. The
first question in Fig. 2 concerns prior
affect. The historical record suggests that
the US, particularly during the Reagan
Administration, has maintained friendly
and warm relations with both nations.
With regard to Argentina, as Brown
(1983) states, Reagan perceived the
“authoritarian” military junta as an ally
of the US in its campaign to counter the
efforts of Marxist-Leninist “totalitarians”
to take over Latin America. As for
Britain, its leader Margaret Thatcher was
undoubtedly Reagan’s closest ally in
Europe. As a consequence the US had to
decide how to intervene in a confrontation
between two allies. As indicated in Table
1 (proposition II11B) there is an impulse
to mediate a dispute between two friends.
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highly interdependent economic relation-
ship and its strategic military/diplomatic
ties with the US, whereas Argentina does
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This reduced incentive to mediate (Table
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greater relevant capabilities than both
sides thus contributing to the desire to

i Both

| /
\

-

|
. Yig. 2. Branch of i

, mediate the dispr
| Fig. 2reveals the «

tree branch that
| the actor has supe
¥ parison to both th
Itconcludes that
| attributes will ir
diplomatic instru
of commitment,




‘ene, and
1 selected
€s one to
e the US)

pretation
ective of
behavior
'nd upon
utonomy
ive capa-
of prior
n and the
f salience
JS capa-
ons. The
‘ns prior
1ests that
Reagan
friendly
nations.
iy Brown
ved the
s an ally
inter the
itarians”
As for
cher was
ally in
'S had to
ontation
in Table
impulse
+friends.
stermine
: of sali-
:ain and
1 is dif-
1e of its
-elation-
rlomatic
ina does
the US.
3 (Table
sth prior
JS had
in both
esire to

The Situational Imperative 135

1. Prior Affect with Source and Subject?

/ Mixad/Mixed

Posilive/Positive Positive/Mixed

Mixad/Negative Negative/Negative

2. Ara Entities Salient to the Actor?
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Both
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mediate the dispute (proposition 113A).
Fig. 2 reveals the outcome for the decision
tree branch that ends after establishing
the actor has superior capabilities in com-
parison to both the source and the subject.
It concludes that the expected behavioral
attributes will involve exclusive use of
diplomatic instruments, moderate levels
of commitment, low positive affect, and

T T e e e e e &

Neither

3, Are Actor's Ralative Capabilities Greater?

Neither

4, Likely Behavior Attributas:
Low Positive Affect
Moderate Commitment
Diplomatic Instrument

Source and Subject are Recipients

Fig. 2. Branch of the intervention decision tree when a power mediates between the sides.

efforts addressed to both sides. As the
following account reveals, these prop-
erties characterize America’s response.
As events unfolded in early April 1982,
it became clear that the US sought to
defuse the crisis via its good offices with
both governments. By the time American
Secretary of State Alexander Haig arrived
in London on 8 April the Argentine mili-
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tary had dispatched more troops to the
islands. Meanwhile Britain broke diplo-
matic relations with Argentina, and
jmposed a complete economic embargo,
urging its partners in the European Econ-
omic Community to follow suit. Haig
(1984) characterizes his meeting with
Thatcher and her cabinet as forceful. The
British would not reward aggression
(going so far as to suggest this was a test
similar to Munich in 1938), and insisted
upon a return to the status quo ante before
resuming negotiations with Argentina.
Armed with that message, as well as the
understanding of British resolve, Haig
flew to Argentina after a short debriefing
with President Reagan.

In Buenos Aires, Haig was met by
Foreign Minister Costa Mendez and taken
to the Casa Rosada to meet with General
Galtieri and his military colleagues. Haig
sought to convey to the General his
impression of British resolve and the
urgency of finding a peaceful solution to
the crisis. It became apparent to Haig that
despite Galtieri’s personal predilections,
he was not able to dictate a change in
course:

On at least three occasions Galtieri pre-
vented offensive operations from taking
place, and there is reason to speculate that
when the invasion was finally put to train, in
deepest secrecy and employing only naval
forces, the air force and perhaps the army,
may not have known exactly what was hap-
pening until it was too late to stop it
(1984:277).

Against this backdrop Haig received
conflicting signals from the Argentines at
every turn. It became clear to him that
the prospects for a peaceful solution were
sim. The Argentines insisted upon
Argentine sovereignty as a precondition
and then offered to compromise. Haig
was prepared to work around the compro-
mise, provided the Argentines agreed to
a withdrawal as a precondition to nego-

tiation. After several protracted and frus-
trating negotiating sessions with the
Argentine junta, Haig became convinced
that war was inevitable. In the course of
shuttling back and forth from London to
Buenos Aires a second time (13-18
April), Haig concluded that the military
junta was both unable and incapable of
bargaining. What was agreed upon one
moment was rescinded the next:

Once again, in an exercise of bad faith that
is unique in my experience as a negotiator,
the Argentineans had gone back on their
word and returned to their original impos-
sible terms: the British must either give
Argentina sovereignty over the Falklands,
or approve an arrangement for governing
the island that amounted to de facto Argen-
tinean sovereignty (1984:290).

The US, unable to use its good offices
to mediate the dispute, made one last
attempt to resolve the crisis. With Presi-
dent Reagan’s approval, Secretary of
State Haig presented an American pro-
posal to Argentina and Britain. The US
proposal called for the eventual “transfer
of sovereignty but presented the basic
British position by providing for free
choice by the islanders as to whether they
would be associated with one or the other
of the parties, opt for independence, or
even accept compensation for leaving the
Falklands” (1984 :290).

As the British fleet steamed toward its
destination in the South Atlantic time was
running out. Between 23 April and 30
April, Haig conducted a series of discus-
sions with both parties, but to no avail.
Britain declared a total air and sea block-
ade effective at 7.30 a.m. on 30 April.

That same day Secretary of State Haig
announced a breakdown in negotiations.
That changed the basic situation and
required us to review anew the Inter-
vention Situation decision tree. Fig. 3
offers the pathway for this alternative
branch of the decision tree. Essentially in
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The Falklands provides a useful illus-
tration of the operation of the model. Not
only can one assess the interaction of the
decision rules, but also the dynamic
character of the model. As a consequence
of a change in US perception of the situa-
tion, the US motivation to mediate the
dispute altered.

8. CONCLUSIONS

Optimally the situational model dpscribed
in this essay should not operate 1n a vac-
wum. Information regarding the charac-
teristics and processes of the nation-states
involved must always take primacy in
explanations of foreign policy behavior.
This having been said, we co ntend that the
situational predisposition model provides
two invaluable services for those inter-
ested in constructing comprehensive
cross-national models of foreign policy
behavior.

First, it lays bare the contextual require-
ments that shape and constrain the actor’s
behavior. The situation may at times even
create a situational imperative that the
actor ignores at the cost of its own power
and so strong that regardless of all dom-
estic considerations, the situational
explanatory variables will override all
other determining factors. In such cases,
policy-makers resist the consequences of
situational characteristics at the risk of
their power and status.

Second, the model introduces a method
of making forecasts about real time,
discrete decision-making problems. It
offers a very explicit procedure for testing
its own validity. Forecasts can be made of
emerging situations with the model and
its expectations can then be compared
with actual results. It is imaginable that
more advanced versions of such a model,
which include domestic considerations as
well as situational properties, can be used
as an adjunct tool in foreign policy de-
cision-making.

In summary, then, what the present
situational predisposition model dem-

onstrates is that, in any more com- .

prehensive explanatory undertaking, a
component based on the configuration of
situations and associated roles will be an
essential and powerful contributor.
Inclusion of a situational perspective
seems imperative for a comprehensive
explanation of foreign policy behavior.

NOTES

1 We emphasize that coping with the prob-
lem does not mean that it will be solved. It
should be noted that the “problem” can con-
cern great issues of war and peace, but it
also can concern a sightseeing tour for the
ambassador’s wife or ways to enhance the
foreign minister’s prestige with the cabinet.

2 Elaborations of the developments
described in this section appear in Anglin &
Shaw (1979) and Tordoff (1974).

3 These basic values are drawn from a more
comprehensive set proposed by Lasswell
(1971). The authors used, with some com-
bination, those values we judged to be com-
mon in international affairs.

4 Of the numerous possible ways of con-
ceptualizing the elements of foreign policy
behavior, we believe a strong case can be made
for the merits of a scheme that (1) can be
observed in a reliable fashion, (2) can be found
in all instances of the foreign policy activity of
any actor, and (3) can describe behavior in
terms of widely recognized features of com-
munication including target (recipient), dispo-
sition (affect), determination (commitment),
and means (instrument).

5One such similar conceptualization in
international relations appears in Singer
(1962:72). Although he examines “threat per-
ception” rather than action, the basic idea
remains the same. Singer proposes a quasi-
mathematical formula: Threat perception =
Estimated Capabilities X Estimated Intent. In
our context motivation can be seen as parallel
to estimated intent. When intent or motivation
cannot be established in international

relations, analysts occasionally apply the
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