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THE TRANSITION FROM THREAT SITUATIONS TO INTERMATIONAL
CRISES

Richard Smith Beal
international Relations Research Institute
Septembar 1976

In recounting how the Kennedy Administration formulated
its policy toward the Cuban missile crisis, Stewart Alsop
and Charles Bartlett (1962) ranked Secretary of State Dean
Rusk's off-hand comment *hat '"We're eyeball to eyeball, and
! think the other fellow just blinked" as a classic in
American diplomatic history. sccording to Alsop and
Bartlett, the Secretary's observation captured the essence
of the most expltosive moment in the cold war. The momentum
of Soviet-American interactinn had so activated the "engines
of war" that the superpowers were carrfed perilously clocse
to the brink of nuclear disaster before one of the nuclear
Titans stepped back. For thelr parts, both President John F.
Kennedy and Premier Niklta Khrushchev seemed to recognlze
that if they acted hastlly or without measured restraint an

awful doom threatened the entire world,-~indeed history
itself,

The October crisls of 1962 was propelled by a pervasive
force in human affairs,~--namely & threat dynamic. The
driving concern for prominent political 1leaders was the
threat of an adverse future glven present condlitions or
trends. Cues from the environment are interpreted :0 suggest
that the situation anticlpates a future condition of severe
depi'ivation, more than 1likely Involving some form of
physlical harm, The prevalence of nregative signals heralding
the advent of an unpropitious future stimulates systems to
take action to avert the anticlipated state of
undesirabilicty. The impending event precipltates the
formation and Implementation of tactics designed to steer
the course of events away from the projected danger.
President Kennedy read the presence of Soviet medium and
intermediate-range ballistic missiles on Cuba as portending
an adverse futurc that should, If at all possible, be
avolded. He Interpreted the situation as demanding
strategles to neutralize, dlisslipate, or avert the prospects
of such an unwanted conditlion.

In announcing his intention to I!mpose a naval
quarantine and demanding the removal of the missliles,
Kennedy (1969) noted: '"Should these offensive military
prepa: ations continue, thus Increasing the threat to the
heml sphere, furthe- actlon will be justified. | have
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directed the Armed Forces to nrepare for al! eventualitles;
and | trust that, In the interest of both the "uban people
and the Soviet techniclians at the sites, the hazards to all
concerned of continuing this threat will be recognized." It
Is obvious the President linked the presence of ballistic
missiles In Cuba with a future situation at odds with the
national security of the United States. The missiles augured
a future danger the United States Governmment deemed
unacceptable. On the basis of 1its appraisal of the
situation, the Administration took steps to eliminate such a

; future. The overt action taken by the United States entalled
(1) selzing the pollitical-diplomatic inlftiative by
announcing the discovery of the missiles, labelling them as
offensive and threatening to U.S. interests, and demanding
thelr removal, (2) Imposing the naval quarantine, (3)
Iintimating a willingness to escalate the incident if Soviet
compliance was not forthcoming, (4) employing a velled
threat of a surgical air strike against the launching sites,
(5) utilizing non-routinized channels of communication, e.g.
via the private exchange of letters between the heads of
state and speclal envoys such as Robert Kennedy, John Scall
and U Thant, and (6) issulng an ultimatum to insure removal
of the missiles. These maneuvars were actlions taken to
dampen the prospects of an adverse future. They constltute
the overt behavior of national systems taken under the
stress of an anticipated danger.

The Cuban missile crisis illustrates, 1In the most
dramatic terms, the <threat c¢ynamic frequently at work In
international affalrs, and most assuredly operative »rior to
and during most International crises. This Inquiry s
designed to monitor iInternational political behavior to
determine If the system of action between nation-states
changes markedly from benlgn states of interaction to
mallgnant ones prior to an international crisis. The Intent
Is to explore whether irternational crises are preceded by

‘ “threat situatlions." For preseat purposes, threat situatioas
: are assumed to precede most international crises. The
research objective is to ellicit a clearer understanding of
how International conflicts pass from the threat stage to
the crisls stage.

‘ To meet this research objective, an Investigation
strategy is employed which draws heavily wupcn the

; theoretical advances In international system analysis made
o during the 1last two decades, the empirical research on
3 international crises, and Insights from cybernetics about
B monltoring change Ir a system--in thls case a threat system,
f The strategy is gulded by an interaction model of

" International behavior elaborated on slightly to capture
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changes In the states of the system of Inter-state action.
The basic model is McClelland's event analysis model which
has already proven to be a robust strategy for monitoring
and analyzing high politics generally (McClelland,
Tomlinson, Sherwin, Hill, Calhoun, Fenn & Martin, 1971) and
crises specifically (McClelland, 1961; 1962; Tanter, 1967;
1974; McCormick, 1973; 1975).

International event analysis takes the position that
regular behavior between national systems dellineates the
character of the interaction system. Changes In the patterns
of interactlion reflect changes in the International
situation. Consequently the analytic task is to monitor the
flow of events between national systems to identify both the
pattern of regularity In the event/inteiractions and its
change dynamic. Thls information can then be used to index
the varlous behavioral modes of the International actlon
system. Here, Iinternational event analysis 1|s used as a
strategy to identlify the patterns of pre-crlisis behavior, of
selected antagonistic states, to determ'~e the regularities
in the behavior, che propensity to change, and the threat
content.

o To—y

Yo 1Increase the international event analysis model's
sensitivity to international threat situations, a cognlitive
appralsal element 1Is attache' to the basic event analysis 3
perspective. The logic follows rather routinely from the
researchh on stress by Lazarus (19€6), Withey (1962, 93-123;

1964) and others,~--namely that threats arise by inferring, g
or In the case of an issued threat being told, that present
conditions or trends are intimately 1linked with some
impending disaster. In effect, threats and the behavior
assocliated with them, relate directly to the expectation of
harm, danger, adversity, and deprivation, sometime in the
future. '"The notion of threat specifically implies that the
noxious stimull are not actually present. Only the cues
heralding their coming are Involved" (Withey, 1962, 94). As ]
Iindicated by Withey, before a threat dynamic Is operative,
the relationship between present conditions or trends and
future dangers must be recosnized. The expectation that

e e

danger Is approaching must be present before It 1is
reasonable to assume that the affectad system Is (1)
actually threatened, meaning that the approaching

confrontaticn 1is viewed with apprehension and preferably
should not be experienced (2) acting to avert, neutralize or
disslpate the possibility of an unwanted ruture. Tne
cogn!tive appraisal dimension of this study serves as a
means for determining the presence of this expectation amcng
exverlenced observers of world affairs.
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The union of International event analysis with the
cognitive appralsal perspective combines the known
advantages of each technique as a means of tracing and
analyzing potentially dangerous sequences of Inter-state
behavior. Cognitive appralsal concepts give insights about
which Interaction sequences are perceived as alarming and
foreboding by International political analysts within the
national system. Meanwhile the international event analyslis
traces the behavior sequences that are generating that
concern and apprehension. Furthermore, event analysls
provides an Iimpartial measure of the Interaction behavior
which 1Is not viewed as threatening, but which results iIn
[ unwanted consequences. In other words, it helps to recognize
. the cognitlvely unrecognized threat situation.

The end product sought using this strategy of
investigation is a compilation of empirical findings
describing how patterns of international conflict change and

- 3 become International crises. he theoretical expectation is
- 4 that the threat dynamic is a significant force propelling
] conflicts to thelr crisis levels. Guided by this
% expactation, the study attempts to delineate the behavioral

i; characteristics most commonly assocliated with the
| 3 transformation of a threat situation to a crisis situation,
e The result is an aggregation of empirical findings

R describing the '"explosive mix" of factors most likely to
0 lead to a crisis. Such information is Indispensible to an
b understanding of how crises arise, how they can be detecte:
E at thelr earliest stage of development as well as how they
RE can be managed.

4 The Iintellectual! pre-occupation of this inquiry Is to
2 know more about the Internaticnal Interaction typlcally
; evoked when external events are elivher appraised as
i threatening, or are in fact stress-inducing, and disruptive,
1 3 The baslic theoretical orlentation posits that natlonal
il systems, Indeed almost all open systems, are constantly
: confronted with external threat situat'ons with which they
: must cope. An international crisls arlses from the presence
e of such stimull (Hermann, 1969%a; 1972b, 3-17; 1972c,
. 187-211; Roblinson, 1972, 20-35). In keeping witk this
orientation the most critical research question Is:

> 1. What patterns of event/Interaction characterize
) the pre-crisis vuvehavior of antagonistic natlonal
systems?

e D

Obviously the empirical cbjective of thls question is
¥ to ferret out the regularities in the intera~tion sequences
W during the period prior to a crisis. Sirce the context,
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Issues, participants, location, duration, tempo, and role
¢fintermediaries are highly variable items, the expected
area of meaningful comparability across crises 1is the
interaction patterns. As threatening events unfold, it Is
expected that national systems will adopt sequential
strateglies to nullify the 2pproach of a negative future. The
Iinternational event analysis model assumes that patterns of
behavior can be identified for pre=-crisis periods and
distingulished from non-pre-crisis periods. Tanter (1972, 13)
correctly asserts that McClelland's basic notion "is that
events Iin conflicts might form a chain of iInteraction
sequences, and the discovery of these sequences would permit
comparisons across cases." But while this Information is
extremely Important, the more demanding research task Is
embodied In the second research question which seeks to
unearth the threat content of the pre-crisis Interaction.

Considerable empirical evidence exists to support the
commonly held belief that the threat of harm is worse than
the actual experience of It (Cook & Barnes, 1964; Janis,
1951; Mechanlic, 1962). This research emphasizes the
distinction between the threat of harm and the actual
confrontation with it. Behavioral responses in anticipation
of an unwanted event are different from those responses
undertaken in the face of the actual event. For example,
President Kennedy was initially threatened oy the prospect
that the Soviets might Introduce offensive weapons into
Cuba. On September 4th and again on the 13th, Kennedy warned
the Soviet Unlion that his administration would not tolerate
such a move. These warnings probably served multiple
functions:--domestic and forelign, but they were undoubtedly
Intended :0 deter the Soviets from taking any unwise actlon.
The threat dynamic precipitating Kennedy's sequential
attempts to deter the Soviet Union was substantially changed
after 1Intelligence analysts ~=tudied the films of a single
U-2 surveillance plane taken Jduring an overflight on October
14. Now the President was confronted withk the reality of the
adverse future he had sought to deter. At that point the
threat dyaiamic changed. The anticipated, unwanted condition
was no longer the Introduction of such weapons, but the
concern that they would become operationai. Of necesslty,
the coping strategy changed from deterring the Soviets to
persiuading them to 'undo" what they had already done
(George, Hall a Simons, 1971, 24).

2. What is the "threat content? of the interaction
sequences between the antaronists during the
pre~-crisis period?

The "inreat content" question is subdivided to account

A
e e adeie’s '%mew od !..E !!'ml




for two fundamental elements of a threat sltuatlion: the
perceptional and the behavioral.

2.a What interaction behavior 1leads to the
perception of threat by political leaders and
opinion elites in affected national systems?

2.b Are interaction patterns prlor to an
international «crisis significantly different from
“"steady state" system of action which normally
describes the pattern of behavior between national
systems?

These questions highlight a distinction that should be
made in threat recognition and analysis models. The
distinction Is between threat as an act, sequence of acts or
& statement (an Issued threat), and threat as perception. In
the 1latter Instance, threat is a perceptual varlable, It Is
customary in recent psychological, disaster and
International relations literature tc view threat perception
as a function of an opponent's destructive capability and
the "nerception of intent." Singer's (1958, 94 )
quasi-mathematical model is an excellent example;
accordingly, threat perception 1Is equal to the "estimated
capability x estimated intent." A similar position Is taken
by associates of the Stanford Studles 1iIn International
Confllct and Integration Project. The conceptual framework
for the 1914 case (Holstl, 196%) and the Cuban missile
crisis (Holstl, 1972) is a rather standard stimulus-response
model where the perceptions of decision makers serve to
mediate between the external stimuli and the decision making
unit's response.

In the declislon making framework adopted 1in the
Stanford Studies, perceptions serve the very vital role of
cdefining the situation (Snyder, Bruck & Sapin, 1962; Prultt,
1955, 391-432; March & Simon, 1958). In an overall sense a
perceptual component of any threat recognition research is
analyticaily unavoidable. "Threat as perception" provides a
necessary conceptual apparatus to explain a system's
sequential accommodations to a serles cof events that are not
particularly disturbing by objective standards, but are
responded to as If they were. When the perception of threat
Ils a causally determining behavioral factor, systems are
expected to behave as though they were threatened despite
the exlistence of evidence to the contrary.

"Threat as behavior" focuses on the stimulus events
that cue harm or are harm producing. Through learning
certaln eavents, sequences or configuration of events are
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assoclated with danger and adversity. The inference from
these events to the idea that Injury, even ruv!n, approaches
Is both reasonable and direct. The content of the events
and/or the sequence of events has an "endangering" quality
to them. They threaten the target system. They thwart its
objectives, stifle its motives, Imoose pressure on !ts
capabllities and Iimpair, even hurt, its functions and
structures. In JInternational affairs, warnings, denials,
accusations, demands, demonstrations and acts of force are
Inherently more threatening than agreements, consultations,
negotiations or grants-in-aid. It 1{is an almost banal
observation that past experience determines what 1Is
threatening. Diplomatic history 1Is replete with accounts
describing how these events Irritated ongoing systems of
action, challenging the steady state and frequently inducing
change In the behavioral patterns. The.. is a tendency for
these events to produce threat situations,--that 1is
disturbed bhehavicral settings of a highiy explosive and
lethal character.

Threat as perception and threat as behavior are
distinct yet indispensible components of any threat
recognition model. Both are fruitful concepts in determining
when a threat slituation exists and what the prospects of an
international crisis are.

In social-psychological research, disaster studies, and
International relations investigations, threat perception Is
a well explored concept. For many scholars of the behavioral
persuasion, 1!t was only reasonable to expect that the
individual's perception of threat glven selected
environmental cues or personality traits would play a
signiflcant intervening role in determining how individuals
behave 1in stressful situations. This 1is exactly Richard
Lazarus' point (1956) in his argument that threat appralsal
Is the Yintervening variable" in how individuals cope with
psychological stress. Recent research by Alexander Ceorge
and Ole Holsti (1975) demonstrates the centrality and
utility of this perspective In international relations
research deallng with how policy makers make decisions under
the stress of a crislis,

In contrast to the threat as a perceptual varlable,
threat as behavior Is a relatively unexplored concept. While
it Is true that deterrence and game theorists (Kahn, 1960;
Snyder, 1661; Wohlste.ter, 1959; Schelling, 1963) have
elaborated extensively on the threat concept, thelr Insigh .,
are restricted to a particularized sense of the term and are
operative under rather special circumstances. There |Is
little dount that thesa insights have wider application in
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International relations research, but to-date the task has
not been performed. Similarly in the study of crises, both
generail and internatioral, definitions of crisls frequently
entall some threat element (Miller & Iscoe, 1963; Wiener &
Kahn, 1962; 1972c), but this fact has not lead to a well
developed notion of threat behavior.

The theoretical proposition adopted to expand the
threcat as behavior notion is that pre-crisis behavior witl
be characterized by marked changes from what is normal.
Question 2.b seaks to determine whether significant
differences exist bDLetween interaction sequences during the
pre-crisis period and a known bechavioral baseline. The
baseline Is an empirically generated measure of the "steady
state" In the system of action between antagonists. A system
is a set of entities Ystanding In Interaction" (Von
"ertalanffy, 1956, 3), and the state of the system refers to
a vparticular pattern of interaction between the entities. A
state Is a "whollstic" notion and emerges as a signifigant
unlt of analysls Is systems research. A steady state is one
of many possible states of Interaction for a system; for
present purposes, It 1is the systemic condition of least
disturbances and greatest cecnstancy.

Theoretically the steady state Is the system's stable
region where the tendencies toward displacement and
disturbance are counterad by the forces of maintenance and
stability {Berrien, 1968, 32). The steady state baseline
se-rves as an unobtrusive, objective measure of the 'normal
operating" mode of the system. [t 1Is a state In an
international system or subsystem where th: volume of action
Is moderate, the conflictual forces are restrained and the
cooperative elements balanced. The steady state represents
the range of action least straining to the system. |t
persists so long as the variables, often called state
varlables, sustaining the stable condition are not forced
out of the range of their stability. On this point, James G.
Mitler (1971, 294) argues:

A1l living systems tend to maintaln steady states
(or homeostasis) of many variables, keeping an
orderly balance among subsystems which process
matter-energy or Information. Not only are
subsystems usually kept in equllibrium, but
systems also ordinarily malntain steady states
with their environments and suprasystems, which
have outputs to the system and inputs from them,
This prevents varlations In the environmerit from
destroying systems. The variables of 1living
systems are constantly fluctuating, however, A
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moderate change in one variable may produce
greater or Jlesser alterations 1In other related
ones. These alterations may or may not be
reversible.

This systems perspective endorses the definition of
threat content 1In question 2.b as a disturvance in the
steady state of behavior. Clearly, not all disturbances to a
steady system of action are necessarily threatening.
"Recognition of the meaning of the information of ... a
threat must be based of previosly stored (usually learned)
information about such situations. A pattern of input
information Is a threat when--like thke odor of the hunter on
the wind; a change in the acidity of fluids around a cell; a
whirling cloud approaching the city-- 1t 1|is capablie of
eliciting processes which can counteract the stress ir
presages. Processes--actions or communications =--occur in
systems only when a stress or a threat has created a strain
which pushes a variable beyond its range of stability"
(Miller, 1971, 294)

Systems reasoning in international relations suggests
that crises tend to be associated with states of systemic
Instability,-~that 1is disturbances to the steady state. On
this point Oran Young has written that political fluidity
"frequently evoke(s) an air of political expectancy which
creates in decision-makers a psycholngical recaptivity to
the possiblility of sharp breaks with the past. In this
context crises often appear as short but Intense
confrontations growing out of a merging in place and time of
the disturbances just outlined" (1968,63) Crises are
preceded and attended by disturbances in the system; they
are products of, as well as catalysts for, international
dislocations. Under extremly fluid, transitory political
conditions crises tend to develop. Young extends his line of
reasoning to the point of actually defining an international
crisis as "a set of rapidly unfolding events which raises
the impact of destabilizing forc-z in the general
Iinternational system o+ any of Its subsysytem substantially
above 'normal'... and Increases the likelihood of violerce
occurring in the system" (1967,10) McClelland's position is
similar., in the "A.cess to Berlin'" study (1968), he bases
the analysis =f "he 8lockade Crisis of June, 1948-May, 1949,
the Deadline Crisis of November 1958-May, 1959, and the
Berlin Wall Crisis of August 1961 on the premise that a
crisis can be distinguished from a non-crisls situation
because the «crisis 1is a ‘'change of state in the flow of
international political actions" (1968, 160) The change is
s.~nifigant enough to be readily detected and reveals a
"'sharp brask" has occurred in the preva:ling pattern of




behavior in favor of a new pattern. Systems theory logic
holds that the state~variables supporting the steady state
system of action are significantly altered to the point that
they dramatically rearrange t.e relationships between the
Iinteraction entities. Empirical evidence in international
crisis research (McClelland, 1972, 90, 96; Zinnes, Zinnes &
McClurae, 1972, 140; Robinson, 1972, 25; Sigal, 1970,
133-149; Halperin and Tsou, 166€; Holsti, 1279; Lentner,
1972, 119; Jervis, 1970, 920-138; Janis, 1967;) is rich
enough to sustain this basic argument and to warrant further
research on more crises,~~and especlially the pre-crisis
behavioral patterns.

The reason for trackling any sequence of events presumed
to have some threat element associated with it is to know
more about what combination of behavioral factors
contributes to political expiosions, and which do not. It
is, therefore, not enough to describe the system of action,
the perceived threat content or even how disturbed the
system Is from the normal range of behavior. Equally
Important 1Is the task of defining what strategies national
systems take to handle the stress generated by the advent of
adversity. Consequently, the third area of ‘ocus for this
Iinquiry is to determine the character of the adaptive
behavior of national systems threatened with adversity.

Strategies of adaptation range from the simplest ways
of dealing with minor problems to the imost complex
techniques for handling environmental change. Strategles
vary from system to system. Lower forms of animal life rely
heavily on instinctive, built-in mechanisms for handling
siress, variety and change. Systems higher on the
phylogenetic scale of development are increasingly dependent
on learning as the source of inspliration in dealing with
external stimuil. More advanced systems, human and human
generated, frequently react more to the cues of dan-er
rather than the danger itselif. Through learning, advanced
systems realize the disadvantages of attempting to deal with
harm once [t has actually occurred. Greater emphasis is
placed c¢n anticipating the harm, on reading environmental
cues that project the 1likellhood of harm ocaurring.
Cognition, Interpretation, symbols and learning play
critical roles 1in determining how complex systems adant to
adverse environmental events.

Exactly how sysrtems strike compromises wlth their
environments is an intriguing question and it might be
added, a very serious business. Primate field studies have
shown the importance of blosocial adaptation to threatening
environments. Non-human primate studies reveal the primary
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role of group In maximizing the chances for survival for
Individual! animals. Studies of the Old torid monkey and
African apes suggest that at no time can individual animals,
1iving alone, handle the problems of the environment.
Complex soclal systems exlst among nor-human and humans to
facllitate adapting. Hall (1965) provides one of many
1Mlustrations of the Importance of the soclal system in
adjusting to the environment. Pata monkeys, Erythrocebus
patas, are physiologicaliy built for speed which parmits
them to adapt to 1ife in the grasslands of Uganda :way from
trees. When danger approaches a troop, the single, adult
male, attracts attention to himself by his bright colors,
jumping, screams and other techniques, and decoys the danger
away from the troop. The young, lacking the speed t. escape,
and the females freeze In the tall grass und play "possum”
until! the danger passes. Young animals practice decoy and
possum behavior 1In thelr play thereby learninz the system
that contributes to thelr survival. The point Is that speed
alone does not Insure strvival. The social structure of the
group (one adult male with several female and thelr young),
sleeping hablits (troop members sleep separately), play
behavior, speed, even the tall grass which permits possum
behavior contribute to a successful adaptive behavior.

How natlional systems adapt to the Iinternational
environment 1Is as iIntrigulng and as serious as how pata
monkeys adjust to the Uganda grasslands. According to
Rosenau (1970, 365) environments are constantly changing
resulting (n "a threat to the Integrity and survival of the
organism." If national systems are to persist and grow, the
argument hclds, foreign policies must be enacted to adapt to
the external environment. Adaptation depends on the
maintenance of essentlial structures (Rosenau, 1970; Kaplan,
1957; Ashby, 1952), on an Internal! and external homeostaslis
or steady state (Ashby, 1952, 58-7n; Cannon, 1939; Seyle,
1956; Smelser, 1963; Grinker ® Speingel, 1945; Arnoid, 1960),
on vital Information processing (Miller, 1965; Hamburg &
Adams, 1967), and autonomy (Angyal, 1941, 49). Adaptive
behavior by national systems Involves a diverse repertoire
cf strategies to meet the variety of conditions In the
environment.

Adaptive behavior should be thought of as master
concept. It covers all types of bhehavioral compromises and
adjustme ts (French, Bodgers & Cobb, 1974, 316-333), The
primary concern of this inquiry Is restricted, however, to a
type of adap*live behavior,--namely coping. Coping behavior
is a class of adaptation exhibited by systems when faced
with an acute disturbance or threatened with one. Coping
bahavior occurs prior to and during highly stressful




situations. Stressful situations are those Instances where
environmental changes are sufficlently drastic to force the
system to operate In a radically new environment. Crippling
sicknesses, death of close relative, floods, storms,
marriage, starting or graduating from school, exams, or
business fallure are all iInstances that elicit coping
behavior from individuals (Dohrenwend, 1°74, 275-319).
Collectives such as national political systems are similarly
challenged by rtloods, storms, epidemics, mass migrations,
panics, riots, revoiutions, wars and international crises.
Coping bhehavior refers to those strategies employed by
systems threatened with or confronted by drastic changes In
the environment that defy familiar response patterns. it is
adaptation under severe, short term, abnormal conditions.
Coping ls a temporary adjustment to an inflamed, or
potentially explosive situation.

The third and final research question of this study is
concerned with the problem of Ildentifying how national
systems cope with threat situations,

3. What copling strategies do natlonal systems
adopt to meet undefined, unstructured situations
that threaten adverse future confrontations?

It i3 reasonable to expect that national systems wil}
engage in coning behavior only 1If the sltuation |Is
disquieting and depreciating, or appraised that way. Coping
strategles ara employed when management of a gliven situation
exceeds the normal operating range of the system. New
measures in greater amounts are tried to arrest a trend that
is foreboding, unbearable and potentlally rulnous.

The collective purpose of these research questions Is
to explore more thoroughly the pre-crisis behavior of
national systems and to uncover the relationship between
threat situations and International crises. Comparatively
little 1s known about what types of behavior precipitate
International crises, what sorts of acts are assessed as
threatening by relevant publics, what kinds of behavioral
patterns cause disturbances In a system of action, or what
classes of activity constitute coping behavior. Knowledge
about what determines whether an International crisls
develops from a sequence of behavior rather than a mild
episode or flare-up 1|Is virtually non-existent. Current
behavioral explanations of international crises are
unsatisfactory, scientifically speaking, because as yet no
unique combination of Interaction sequences Is known to be
assoclated with an internatlional crisis as a unlque nutcome.
This oroblem 1Is certainly not pecuiiar to crisies research
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(Evans, 1969; Smelser, 1963); nevertheless, it remains an
impediment to accumulating a thorough knowledge of how
threat situations evolve Into crises. To reduce the
disadvantages of this fact Is a major goal of this
undertaking.

"The alm of the sciences Is to diminish uncertainty
about the world" (Katz, 1974, 394), The aim here Is to
reduce some of the uncertainty surrounding how international
interactions pass from relatively benign states to "acute"
crises., It Is assumed that a partial reduction of
uncertalinty can be achieved by monitoring tk: pre-crisis
interaction of national systems to track the transition from
the non-crisls to the crisls state.*

The problems of monitoring the evoiution of a
non-crisis sltuation to a crisls cone are severe. McClelland
(1961) reminds us of the classical ciplomatic historian's
view that a crisis is idlographic, and that the search for
Its pattern and regularity 1Is a useless undertaking. No
amount of nomothetic analysis can generate comprehensive
generallizations when each case appears to be sul generis
with respect to Issue, actor, location, duration, tempo,
role of third parties and superpower Iinvolvement. The
general structure of pre-crisis and crisls situations Is
highly ambiguous; it never seems developed enough to
evaluate, jeast of all managze. It Is constantly changing and
emerging. Crisis management and crisis preventive diplomacy
must of necessity be context-dependent. They are contingent
upon many unspecified variables which fluctuate over time
(George & Smoke, 1974, 50, 54).

The problems of identirying similarities in particular
cases are unquestionably sobering (Rosenau, 1968b; McGowan,
1975, 96). Verba (1967) acknowledges that generalizatlons
tend to vanish 1In particular cases. Immensely complicated
soclal processes frequently cloud the general dynamics at
work 1In unique cases, The variety of crises selected for
analyslis do not constitute a sample of post-war crises, but
they are sufficiently alike, meaning they are members cf the
same class of phenomena (Kalleberg, 1966), to warrant
comparisons, to permit empirical probes (Eckstein, 1975),
and to specify what similarities exist amidst the diversity
(Rebinson, 1972, 23).
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* For his Ph.D. dissertation, Richard S. Beal is monitoring
pre-crisls Interaction activity among the natlons invoived
in nine post-Y%World War || international crises: the ferlin
blockade «crisis of 1948, the outbreak of the Korean War in
1950, the Taiwan Straits crisis In 1955, the United
States~-Lebanese crisis iIn 1958, the Bay of Plgs crisis in
1961, ¢the Berlin Aide-Memoire crisis in 1961, and the Cuban
missile crisis of 1962, included in this monitoring activity
are the cognitive appralsals of natlonal pollitical leaders
and/or prominent opinion elites. The coupling of these two
enterprises foliows the techniques described in this paper.
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