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Preface to the E-book

It has been 25 years since the publication of A Study of Crisis by the University of Michigan Press. In this preface to the e-book edition, we want to point out several important developments in the International Crisis Behavior (ICB) project, which is at the core of this volume.

First and foremost, this is not an update. The e-book is simply an electronic version of the original book, all 1,064 pages of it! But although the volume has been frozen in time, as is the case with all books, the ICB project itself has not stood still. The 1997 publication covered the period between 1918 and 1994, and included data on 412 international crises and 895 foreign policy crises for individual states. ICB has just released Version 14 of the dataset, now covering all crises from 1918 to 2017, including data on 487 international crises and 1,078 foreign policy crises.

After 45 years of leadership of the ICB project, Michael Brecher and Jonathan Wilkenfeld have been succeeded by a new leadership team, Kyle Beardsley of Duke University and Patrick James of the University of Southern California. With this change, ICB is now housed at Duke University and the annual updates are in the hands of Kyle and an able group of Duke graduate students. And after 20 years of service as Project Manager, David Quinn has turned this task over to David Kennedy at Duke.

The ICB datasets are now available from Duke University at https://sites.duke.edu/icbdata/ as well as from the University of Michigan at https://doi.org/10.3998/mpub.14982.

With this e-book publication, we also introduce an updated Data Viewer available at the Duke ICB website listed above. This impressive tool allows users of the dataset to search its contents by virtually any variable, set of cases, time period, region, crisis trigger, major responses, outcomes, interventions, etc. Readers should also note that an important new suite of variables pertaining to mediation has been added to ICB since the publication of A Study of Crisis.

We hope that this e-book edition will widen even further the community of scholars, students, and members of the policy community who have relied on ICB for insights into the onset, escalation, de-escalation, and resolution of crises in the international system.

Michael Brecher
McGill University

Jonathan Wilkenfeld
University of Maryland

2022

As the e-book “goes to press,” we note the passing of Michael Brecher on January 16, 2022, at the age of 96. An obituary to Michael can be found at the ICB website referenced above. May his memory be a blessing.
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Preface to the Paperback and CD-ROM Edition of A Study of Crisis

While it is unusual for authors to prepare a new preface for the paperback version of their book, the nature of this particular publication warrants comment. As the reader can readily see, this is no ordinary book, and so something of the origins of, and motivations behind, this project should be brought to the attention of readers.

Ever since the publication of A Study of Crisis by the University of Michigan Press in fall 1997, we have been concerned that the mammoth size of the volume, and its accompanying high price, would mean that only research libraries and a select few scholars in the field would actually acquire the book and thereby have ready access to its considerable resources. We viewed this as particularly unfortunate, for this book was twenty years in the making, and for it to land with a thud (literally) was quite disappointing to those of us who had worked on it for so long.

As those familiar with the book know, it contains a veritable wealth of reference information on the 412 international crises between 1918 and 1994, as well as analysis of patterns of crisis onset, escalation, de-escalation, and termination in the context of the major analytic themes that scholars of international politics have employed in their analyses of international crises. While making the datasets themselves available on a web site addressed some of our concerns about accessibility, there remained a disconnect between the considerable research capacity that these materials represent and their general availability.

Therefore, we were delighted that the University of Michigan Press, and specifically its director Colin Day and political science editor Charles Myers (now with Princeton University Press), had the foresight to open discussions with us on the production of a modified paperback version of A Study of Crisis. Even more gratifying was their enthusiasm for our proposal that those portions of the book containing reference material in the form of crisis summaries, overviews of protracted conflicts, and summary tables be presented on an accompanying CD-ROM. Further, together we saw that the CD-ROM route not only allowed us to reduce the size and bring down the price of this work, but would allow us to present this material in such a way as to render it immediately useful in a user-friendly format to a wide variety of potential readers and users. Through long discussions with Chuck Myers at virtually every ISA and APSA meeting since 1997, furthered by a volume of e-mail that often seemed like it would bring the Internet to its knees, we gradually developed an approach to this complex undertaking, Page xviii →the results of which you see before you. Frankly, the Press has seen this project as a pathbreaker in terms of the way research of this sort may be presented in the future; and as authors we are delighted to be among the first to explore this unique mode of presentation.

The reader familiar with the original hardcover edition of A Study of Crisis will notice that the entire Part III and accompanying Master Table are missing from the paperback edition. Part III, which covered pages 65–737, is on the CD-ROM and is inserted into the back inside over of this edition. This new edition contains a brief guide on how to use the CD-ROM. We hope that readers will be as excited as we are about the myriad research possibilities this mode of presentation opens up, and we are particularly hopeful that this important material will now find its way into the hands of students.

In this endeavor, J. Joseph Hewitt of the University of Missouri has taken on a leadership role in conceptualizing the manner in which the summaries and data would be presented, and how the various search mechanisms would be constructed. Had it not been for his talent in visualizing how a data base format could transform this material into a rich accessible resource, the CD-ROM would have contained little more than a literal replica of the original text of Part III and the Master Table. At the University of Michigan Press, Matthew Richardson, the local guru of FileMaker Pro, has worked imaginatively with us in producing the version you have before you.

Since this is, to our knowledge, the first effort of this type in international politics, we expect that readers and users will think of all sorts of things that we could have done better, or at least differently. Not every project will be amenable to this type of presentation, but many will be, and publishers will need to try to anticipate new ways to serve their constituencies. We are pleased that the University of Michigan Press has taken a considerable gamble with us, and we hope that this work will stimulate others to use these new technologies even more effectively than we have.
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Preface and Acknowledgments to the First Edition

This book is the culmination of two decades of research on crisis, conflict, and war. At first, we planned a straightforward updating and revision of Crises in the Twentieth Century (1988).* But as so often happens, a continuing quest for knowledge, newly discovered sources, and suggestions by colleagues led us far afield. Many changes were introduced in scope, structure, and focus so that the initial version was transformed into a veritable new book.

First, the time span has been extended: whereas our earlier work covered the period 1929–79, this volume begins with cases in late 1918 and reaches to the end of 1994. The number of cases has grown substantially: from 278 to 412 international crises and from 627 to 895 foreign policy crises for individual states. Moreover, some cases were merged and others split, in light of new material.

There are changes, too, in the data set. New variables were constructed to tap hitherto-neglected dimensions (e.g., ethnicity). And many of the key variables (e.g., value threat, form of outcome) were checked and recoded as part of an ongoing attempt to achieve maximal clarity, rigor, and salience in the overall objectives of the inquiry.

Another basic change relates to the framework. While the earlier version examined crises at both the international (system) and state (actor) levels, this book applies the “Unified Model of Crisis,” as set out in Michael Brecher’s Crises in World Politics: Theory and Reality (1993). Thus Part I presents an integrated framework for the two levels of analysis. Part II specifies the combined methodology. And Part III offers comparable summaries of the cases, interweaving the flow of events from a system perspective and the behavior of the principal actors, along with the roles of the involved major power(s) and international organization(s).

Noteworthy, too, is the enlarged conceptual and substantive scope of this book. While crisis remains the primary focus, much greater attention is given to protracted conflicts. This is evident in the presentation of the cases in a format designed to make a large body of knowledge more user friendly and more relevant. All crises are classified into two types, instead of being presented in a simple chronological sequence: those that form part of a protracted conflict (PC)—60 percent of the cases—and those that are unrelated to a PC. The former Page xx →are grouped into 31 protracted conflicts, some that have ended (e.g., East/West), others that are still unresolved (e.g., India/Pakistan). A brief background to a PC is followed by a summary of each case, in chronological sequence, providing a broader conflict perspective for the unfolding of related crises between the same adversaries. A multiple cross-reference system in Part III, which contains information about the key dimensions of each of the 412 cases, will, hopefully, ease the reader’s task.

This book also attempts to break fresh ground in the analysis of crisis, conflict, and war (Part IV). The innovation takes the form of an intensive inquiry into seven enduring topics/themes: polarity; geography; ethnicity; democracy; protracted conflict; violence; and third-party intervention—their roles and effects on the configuration of crises and conflicts. Most of these distinct analytical “cuts” are guided by models from which hypotheses are derived and tested against the voluminous evidence generated by the ICB (International Crisis Behavior) Project. The objectives of these analyses are twofold: theory construction, through a systematic and rigorous search for patterns of turmoil in the twentieth century; and an indirect contribution to world order, through the generation of knowledge to be communicated to policymakers and the attentive public alike about this pervasive phenomenon in the global system.

From the beginning of this long voyage of discovery we were convinced that no single path to knowledge is flawless or even adequate. Competing claims to the “correct” method always struck us as arrogant and counterproductive. We recognize that deductive logic is capable of generating models and hypotheses to guide systematic inquiry. We also believe that generalizations can be derived from inductive research, both from comparative case studies, usually a small N, and from aggregate data analysis through large N studies. In short, we try to demonstrate the merit and validity of multiple paths to knowledge.

One final reflection, on the structure of the conflict domain, is in order. When this inquiry began, in 1975, the state was still the hegemonic actor in the global system. Since then, the state-centric or Westphalian model of world politics has been increasingly challenged as no longer an accurate representation of reality (e.g., Keohane and Nye 1977; Rosenau 1990). Certainly, a plethora of nonstate actors have acquired high visibility—transnational, international, nongovernmental, intergovernmental, subnational. And nationalism, in the guise of ethnicity, has reemerged as a powerful force, especially in the domain of crisis, conflict, and war. We have taken note of this important development, both in the data set and in our analyses (e.g., the specification of nonstate actors as triggering entities, the section in Part IV on “Ethnicity”).

At the same time, interstate turmoil has continued unabated in the post–Cold War years: from 1990 to 1994 there were 21 full-scale international crises. The most violent were the Gulf crisis-war of 1990–91 and the interstate and intrastate conflict that wreaked havoc in former Yugoslavia from 1991 to 1995. Moreover, other high-profile, non-violent crises in unresolved protracted conflicts contained a potential for grave regional and global instability, notably the Page xxi →Kashmir III-India/Pakistan Nuclear crisis of 1990 and the North Korea Nuclear Crisis in 1993–94. And in 1995-early 1996 there have been eight more international crises, of which one, between the People’s Republic of China (PRC) and Taiwan, indicated that their protracted conflict continues to pose a threat to stability in East and Southeast Asia, with a potential fallout far beyond those regions.

In terms of the structure of the global system, it is noteworthy that, despite the assault on the state-centric paradigm, dozens of nationalities/ethnic groups continue to seek self-determination, more precisely, the right to create an independent state, with all of the rights to statehood that the global system confers on its members. In sum, while the state is no longer the virtually exclusive actor in terms of crisis, conflict, and war, it remains, in our judgment, the most important actor in world politics, certainly in the military-security and political-diplomatic issue-areas. Nor is this likely to change significantly in the coming decades.

Many scholars gave generously of their time and their knowledge as regional specialists, with much benefit to the ICB enterprise: Douglas Anglin, Alexandre de Barros, Luigi Bonanate, Thomas Bruneau, Naomi Chazan, Karen Dawisha, Richard H. Dekmejian, Jorge I. Dominguez, Alan Dowty, Benjamin Geist, Galia Golan, Kjell Goldmann, Ehud Harari, Karl Jackson, Ellis Joffe, Nelson Kasfir, Paul Kattenburg, Edy Kaufman, Jacob Landau, Guy Pauker, Leo Rose, Martin Rudner, Amnon Sella, Yaacov Shimoni, Saadia Touval, Yaacov Y. I. Vertzberger, Robert Vogel, and George T. C. Yu.

In the preparation of this book, we have incurred many other debts. One is to a group of dedicated coders who, working under stress, meticulously gathered the data relating to the cases from 1918 to 1928, and from 1980 to 1994: Tod Hoffman, Eric Laferriere, Michael Lebrun, Ronit Lupu, Iris Margulies, Merav Mishali, Mark Peranson, Joel Schleicher, Noam Shultz, Michael Vasko, and Sarah Vertzberger.

Another debt is to colleagues who read with care and made helpful comments on parts of a very large manuscript: Hemda Ben Yehuda-Agid, Mark A. Boyer, J. Joseph Hewitt, Patrick James, and two anonymous readers for the University of Michigan Press.

Ben Yehuda-Agid and Hewitt deserve special recognition for invaluable assistance on many aspects of this work: the former supervised the coding in Jerusalem, helped in the task of recoding key variables, and contributed thoughtful ideas on the structure of the book; the latter generated the data on power and power discrepancy for the cases in the 1920s, 1980s, and 1990s, and coauthored an earlier version of the “Democracy” section in Part IV.

Two institutions provided generous funding for the myriad of tasks associated with this book: the Social Sciences and Humanities Research Council of Canada, through a research grant to Michael Brecher, 1993–96, and the National Science Foundation, through research grants to Jonathan Wilkenfeld. The University of Maryland Computer Science Center provided extensive support throughout this project, and the General Research Board of the Graduate School Page xxii →provided key research support. Finally, Brecher is grateful for a one-term annual leave from McGill University, and Wilkenfeld is grateful for a one-semester leave from his duties as department chair in fall 1995 and for the support of the University of Maryland Institute for Advanced Computer Studies, where he was able to work in comparative peace during that period.

We are also indebted to several persons for their valuable technical services: Sarah Lemann and Cissy Abell for outstanding work on preparing the manuscript; Andrea Olson for rigorous copyediting; Glenda Pringle for the comprehensive name and subject indexes; and Charles T. Myers of the University of Michigan Press for supervising the splendid production of the work.

Michael Brecher
McGill University

Jonathan Wilkenfeld
University of Maryland




Note

*For the full citation of all works noted in this book, see References and Sources, pp. 223–310.
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PART I. FRAMEWORK


Prologue

With the close of the twentieth century, it is timely to look back on an epoch of pervasive turmoil—two world wars, the end of the colonial era, and a large number of crises and conflicts. Notwithstanding the “long peace” between the two superpowers,1 the post–World War II international system has been characterized by persistent violence in many regions.

The most frequent type of hostile interaction in global politics during the past century has been interstate military-security crises, the main focus of this volume.2 Like its predecessors (Brecher and Wilkenfeld 1988, 1989; Wilkenfeld and Brecher 1988), this book builds upon insightful studies of great power images and behavior in one global crisis—1914;3 the conflicts over Berlin and the Taiwan Strait;4 decision making by the United States in several high-profile crises;5 one type of crisis management—the practice of deterrence—by the same superpower;6 and evidence of the promising state of the art.7

In the mid-1970s, however, there was still little systematic knowledge about crisis perceptions and the decision-making style of the USSR;8 the myriad of twentieth-century crises in regions other than Europe;9 crises experienced by weak states;10 the role of alliance partners in crisis management; the immediate triggers of crises; crisis outcomes; and the consequences of crises for the power, status, behavior, and subsequent perceptions of participant states. Nor was there systematic work on protracted conflicts (enduring rivalries) or a widely shared theory of crisis.11

It was an awareness of these lacunae that led to the initiation of the International Crisis Behavior (ICB) Project in 1975. Underlying the project are three assumptions: first, that the destabilizing effects of crises, as of conflicts and wars, are dangerous to global security; second, that understanding the causes, evolution, actor behavior, outcomes, and consequences of crises is possible by systematic investigation; and third, that knowledge can facilitate the effective management of crises so as to minimize their adverse effects on world order.

The aim of the ICB Project is to shed light on a pervasive phenomenon of world politics. There are four specific objectives: the accumulation and dissemination of knowledge about interstate crises and protracted conflicts; the generation and testing of hypotheses about the effects of crisis-induced stress on coping and choice by decision makers; the discovery of patterns in key crisis dimensions—onset, actor behavior and crisis management, superpower activity, involvement by international organizations, and outcome; and the application of the lessons of history to the advancement of international peace and world order.

To attain these ends we undertook an inquiry into the sources, processes, Page 2 →and outcomes of all military-security crises since the end of World War I, within and outside protracted conflicts,12 and across all continents, cultures, and political and economic systems in the contemporary era.13 Its methods are both qualitative and quantitative: in-depth studies of perceptions and decisions by a single state; and studies in breadth of the 412 crises that plagued the international system from the end of World War I to the present, involving the participation of 895 individual states as crisis actors.

This book is both theory directed and policy directed. Its rationale goes beyond the goal of lessening the probability of violence. Many crises do not involve violence (see Part IV–Violence and the CD). In fact, one significant question is why some do—and some do not—escalate to military hostilities (see Part IV). Another relates to the types of situational change that lead to more intense violence. Some changes are induced or are accompanied by violence; others are not. Thus the focus of our research on crises and conflicts is not exclusively or primarily on violence. Rather, it is change in the international system, with crisis and protracted conflict serving as the analytical keys.

The links between crisis, conflict, and change are threefold. Crisis and conflict erupt from change in the environment. Crisis and conflict generate change in state behavior. And crisis and conflict often lead to change in an international system. These links draw attention to both system and actor levels of analysis (see the next section).

In the realm of theory, the data on crises and conflicts facilitate the testing of hypotheses and thereby contribute to the framing of generalizations about world politics. There are also policy benefits from a large-scale study: improved crisis management, control over escalation, and reliable crisis anticipation. If the data support propositions regarding crises and state behavior, we will acquire a reliable basis for projecting the profile of future crises. Moreover, an understanding of behavior under crisis-induced stress can assist in reducing the likelihood of resort to violence in crisis management.





Concepts

Our first task was to frame definitions of crisis at both micro- (actor) and macro- (system) levels that are valid and comprehensive. It was recognized that the definitions must differentiate the two levels of analysis, yet relate them to each other.

Page 3 →

Foreign Policy Crisis

A foreign policy crisis, that is, a crisis for an individual state, is a situation with three necessary and sufficient conditions deriving from a change in the state’s internal or external environment. All three are perceptions held by the highest level decision makers of the state actor concerned: a threat to one or more basic values, along with an awareness of finite time for response to the value threat, and a heightened probability of involvement in military hostilities.14

This view of crisis, which guided the aggregate and in-depth case studies at the actor level, concentrates on the perceptions and behavior of a single state.15 Interaction among states, too, is explored, for crisis decisions are usually made in response to threatening physical and/or verbal acts by another state. Moreover, the catalyst to a foreign policy crisis may be a destabilizing event in the international system. Nevertheless, the state remains the central object of inquiry into foreign policy crises: how its decision makers perceive change; and how they choose in conditions of complexity and uncertainty and in the context of perceived escalating or de-escalating threat, time pressure, and probability of war.

Our definition builds upon a view of crisis for a state enunciated by Hermann (1969b:414): “A crisis is a situation that (1) threatens high-priority goals of the decision-making unit, (2) restricts the amount of time available for response before the decision is transformed, and (3) surprises the members of the decision-making unit by its occurrence.... Underlying the proposed definition is the hypothesis that if all three traits are present then the decision process will be substantially different than if only one or two of the characteristics appear.”16

The definition of foreign policy crisis presented here differs from that of Hermann on five points: (1) the omission of “surprise” as a necessary condition; (2) the replacement of “short” time by “finite” time for response; (3) the recognition that a crisis may originate in the internal, as well as the external, environment of the crisis actor; (4) the concept of “basic values,” rather than “high-priority goals,” as the object of perceived threat; and (5) the addition of “higher-than-normal probability of involvement in military hostilities” (hereafter, war).

The most important change is the addition of heightened probability of war as a necessary condition of crisis.17 This probability can range from virtually nil to near certainty. For a crisis to erupt, however, perception of war likelihood need not be high. Rather, it must be qualitatively higher than the norm in the specific adversarial relationship. This applies both to states for which the “normal” expectation of war is “high” and to those for which it is “low.”

In sum, it is an upward change in perceived probability, from a “high” or “low” norm, that is necessary to trigger a foreign policy crisis. The term “heightened” is preferred to “high” because it encompasses all types of upward change, from “very low” to “low,” “low” to “high,” and “high” to “very high.” What is crucial to the explanation of crisis outbreak is a change in, not the level of, probability. Finally, the probability of war clearly implies a perceived threat to Page 4 →values and time pressure, but the reverse does not always obtain. Thus, while the presence of all three perceptions is necessary, probability of war is the pivotal perceptual condition for the eruption of a foreign policy military-security crisis.18

The role of perceived probability of war is also evident in the Snyder-Diesing definition of crisis (1977:7): “The centerpiece of [the] definition is ‘the perception of a dangerously high probability of war’ by the governments involved. Just how high the perceived probability must be to qualify as a crisis is impossible to specify.... [It] must at least be high enough to evoke feelings of fear and tension to an uncomfortable degree.” (See also Snyder 1972:217.)

While perceived probability of war is common to the Snyder-Diesing and Brecher-Wilkenfeld definitions of crisis, there are important differences. For Snyder-Diesing, crisis is an interaction process; we focus on both the perceptions and behavior of one state, a foreign policy crisis, and disruptive interaction, an international crisis. Second, they ignore the time component, though we share their view that crises need not be short; some last months, even a year or more. Third, our view of the violence condition is much broader, not solely war likelihood, but the perception of likely involvement in any military hostilities. And finally, for Snyder-Diesing (1977:7), “the term probability of war excludes war itself from the concept ‘crisis’...,” whereas we have developed the concept of intra-war crisis (see the next section).

There are several spillover effects among the three elements of a foreign policy crisis. First, the more active and stronger the threat and the more basic the value(s) threatened, the higher will be the perceived probability of war. That, in turn, will lead to more intense stress. Second, the more active, the stronger, and the more basic the threatened value(s), the more limited will be the perceived time for response. Third, the more acute the time pressure, the higher will be the perceived probability of war and the more intense the perception of threat. The reverse relationship also holds: the higher the perceived probability of war, the more basic and intense will be the perceived value threat and the more limited will be the perceived time for response.

The linkages among the three components of a foreign policy crisis determine the extent of stress experienced by decision makers.19 Stress begins with a higher-than-normal perception of value threat (pre-crisis period). It escalates with more intense threat and the addition of time pressure and anticipated military hostilities (crisis period). It ends with de-escalation toward “normal,” that is, non-crisis, perceptions of threat, time pressure, and war likelihood (end-crisis period). (This process is elaborated in the Part I section, “Phases and Periods: The Unified Model.”)



International Crisis

There are two defining conditions of an international crisis: (1) a change in type and/or an increase in intensity of disruptive, that is, hostile verbal or physical, Page 5 →interactions between two or more states, with a heightened probability of military hostilities; that, in turn, (2) destabilizes their relationship and challenges the structure of an international system—global, dominant, or subsystem. In terms of formal logic, these are necessary and sufficient conditions: that is, a crisis follows whenever they occur, and whenever a crisis erupts it must be preceded by them (X always leads to Y; and Y is always preceded by X). The likelihood that these conditions will exist is illuminated by system, interactor, actor, and situational attributes (e.g., structure and level, conflict setting and capability, regime type and territory, trigger and violence). As such, these are enabling variables, the most likely conditions in which an international crisis will erupt, escalate, de-escalate, or affect the adversaries and/or the system(s) of which they are members (Brecher 1993:29–42).20

An international crisis begins with a disruptive act or event, a breakpoint (trigger), that creates a foreign policy crisis for one or more states; for example, the Soviet-supported attempt by Iran’s Tudeh party on 23 August 1945 to take over the Azerbaijan capital of Tabriz, the beginning of the Azerbaijan crisis; the crossing of the Thag La Ridge in the North East Frontier Agency by Chinese forces on 8 September 1962, setting in motion the China/India Border crisis-war; and the dispatch of Egypt’s 4th Armored Division into Sinai on 17 May 1967, along with its overflight of Israel’s nuclear center at Dimona the same day, leading to the June Six Day War.

An international crisis ends with an act or event that denotes a qualitative reduction in conflictual activity. In the cases noted earlier, crisis termination was marked by the following: the withdrawal of Soviet troops from Iran on 9 May 1946; the unilateral declaration of a cease-fire by China on 1 December 1962; and the end of the Six Day War on 11 June 1967.21



Crisis, Protracted Conflict, War

International crisis and international conflict are closely related but not synonymous. The focus of crisis is usually a single issue: a territorial dispute, an economic boycott, a threat to a political regime, etc. By contrast, protracted conflict has been defined as “hostile interactions which extend over long periods of time with sporadic outbreaks of open warfare fluctuating in frequency and intensity.... the stakes are very high.... they [protracted conflicts] linger on in time.... [They] are not specific events..., they are processes” (Azar et al., 1978:50).

All protracted conflicts are lengthy, some of them several decades or more. All have fluctuated in intensity: many have moved from war to partial accommodation and back to violence (e.g., India/Pakistan since 1947); others have been characterized by continuous war, but of varying severity (Vietnam 1964–75). All have aroused intense animosities, with spillover to a broad spectrum of issues. And conflict termination has yet to occur in many of them.

Even when an international crisis is very long, it can be distinguished from Page 6 →an international conflict, as with the Kashmir war in 1947–48, which was one of nine international crises during the India/Pakistan protracted conflict over many issues, tangible and intangible, since the end of British rule over the subcontinent.

Using a modified version of the Azar et al. definition—deleting violence as a necessary condition, because it did not accord with reality (Brecher 1984)—we have uncovered 31 protracted conflicts since the end of World War I: for example, at the global level, East/West; and, at the regional level, Ethiopia/Somalia (Africa), Ecuador/Peru (Americas), China/Japan (Asia), France/Germany (Europe), and Iraq/Iran (Middle East), among others. Many international crises in the twentieth century erupted within a protracted conflict (PC). Others occurred outside that setting; that is, they emerged in an environment without the prior condition of prolonged dispute over one or more issues and without the spillover effects of cumulative crises between the same adversaries. Operationally, for a conflict to qualify as a PC, there must be at least three international crises between the same pair of adversaries over one or more recurring issues during a period of at least five years.

This distinction in conflict setting provides the conceptual basis for the presentation of the 412 cases in Part III and for the guiding questions in the analysis of protracted conflicts and crises in Part IV. Are there differences in the configuration of crises that occur within and outside protracted conflicts and, if so, what are they? Specifically, how does the attribute of protractedness affect the crisis dimensions from onset to termination?22

Conceptually and empirically, crisis is also closely linked to war. Most international crises erupt in a nonwar setting. Some do not escalate to war (e.g., Berlin Blockade, 1948–49). Others begin in a nonwar setting and escalate to war later (Entry into World War II, 1939). And still others occur during a war, such as defeat in a major battle (Stalingrad in 1942–43) or the dropping of atomic bombs on Japan in 1945. These intra-war crises (IWCs) profoundly affected the decisions of German and Japanese leaders during World War II.

All of these types of international crisis manifest its necessary conditions, namely, a basic change in disruptive interactions and a likely outbreak of military hostilities (or an adverse change in the military balance), which undermine the relationship between the adversaries and pose a challenge to system stability. Moreover, the effects of the intra-war crises cited here were more significant than most non-IWCs for state behavior and the evolution of world politics. In sum, a crisis can erupt, persist, and end without violence, let alone war. Perceptions of harm and stress do not require war. Nor do they vanish with war. Rather, the occurrence of war at any point in the evolution of a crisis intensifies disruptive interaction, along with perceived harm and stress.

Since war does not eliminate or replace crisis, intra-war crises were integrated into the overall set of international crises from 1918 to 1994. At the same time, IWCs have one distinctive attribute, a war setting. Of the 412 international crises that comprise the ICB data set, 76 (18 percent) were IWCs. Thus they can Page 7 →be separated from the nonwar cases and analyzed as a distinct subset of crises, as can other segments of a multifaceted data set: the geographic dimension of crises; a specific time/polarity frame, for example, crises in the post–World War II bipolar system; subsystem crises; superpower cases; etc. (In Part IV of this volume we will analyze several such subsets of ICB data.)


[image: Figure I.1: Depicts the relationships among crisis, protracted conflict, and war]
Figure I.1.Conflict, Crisis, War

To conclude the discussion of core concepts, the relationships among crisis, protracted conflict, and war are presented in Figure I.1.

As evident, not all crises escalate to war. Some crises occur within, others outside, protracted conflicts. Some crises within and some outside protracted conflicts are accompanied by war. In the most general sense, all types of interstate turmoil are encompassed in international conflict. In terms of conflict space, protracted conflict is the broadest phenomenon, followed by crisis and war. In fact, war is a subset of crises; that is, all wars result from crises, but not all crises lead to war.23



Actor-System Linkages

There are several levels of analysis in all branches of knowledge. Every level is capable of illuminating part of the whole, but no more. The challenge is to link the findings in order to comprehend as much as possible of knowledge in any field.24 It is in this spirit that we approach the task of linking the actor or unit (micro-) and system (macro-) levels of crisis analysis.

At the unit level there are crisis actors, that is, states whose foreign policy/national Page 8 →security decision makers perceive the three conditions of crisis. For threat at the unit level the system counterpart is challenge to the structure. Threat to basic values, such as existence, influence, territorial integrity, political regime survival, and economic welfare, guides decisions and actions of states. At the system level, stability is the core value. Threat at the actor level denotes (subjective) perceptions by decision makers. Challenge at the system level means an (objective) possibility of disruptive change in the structure. A challenge to the structure may or may not materialize, just as a threat to one or more basic values may or may not be realized (see Figure I.2).


[image: Figure I.2: Crisis definition for actor (challenge to values, finite time for response, violence); and system (challenge structure of system, increase disruptive interaction)]
Figure I.2.Unit- and System-Level Crisis Components

In the 1948–49 Berlin Blockade crisis, the threat to Soviet and Western influence in Germany and, more generally, in Europe generated a sharp increase in conflictual interaction. This posed a challenge to the existing structure of the system, both to the number of Germanys and to the degree of polarization around the superpowers as a result of the crisis.

The link between unit- and system-level concepts of crisis can be further illustrated by two different cases: when a crisis is identical in time for all the actors; and when their foreign policy crises overlap but are not identical in time. Establishing this link requires the clarification of static and dynamic concepts at both levels. The former are trigger and termination at the unit level, breakpoint and endpoint at the system level. The dynamic concepts are escalation and de-escalation, distortion and accommodation (see Figure I.3).

Page 9 →

[image: Figure I.3: At actor level, crises move from trigger to termination, escalation/de-escalation. At system level, crises move from breakpoint/endpoint and distortion/accommodation.]
Figure I.3.Static and Dynamic Concepts of Crisis

At the unit level, a trigger is defined as the catalyst to a foreign policy crisis. In the Berlin Blockade case, the trigger to the Soviet Union’s crisis was the publication by the Western powers on 7 June 1948 of the recommendation at their March London Conference to integrate the three Western zones of occupation into West Germany; the trigger for the U.S., the U.K., and France was the Soviet decision on 24 June to block all Western transportation into and out of Berlin. Viewed in terms of a dynamic process, a trigger denotes escalation in perceived threat, time pressure, and the likelihood of war.

Crisis termination at the actor level takes the form of exit points: it occurs when decision makers’ perceptions of threat, time pressure, and war likelihood decline to the level that existed prior to the trigger. In the Berlin case, the termination date for each of the Four Powers was 12 May 1949, when an agreement regarding West and East Germany as separate political entities was signed. Thus, while the triggers did not coincide, the exit points, that is, termination dates, did. In dynamic terms, crisis termination for each actor marks the final de-escalation in perceived threat, time pressure, and war likelihood.

Parallel notions exist at the macrolevel—breakpoint and endpoint as counterparts of trigger and termination. A breakpoint is a systemic disturbance created by the entry of an actor into a crisis. An international crisis, as noted, erupts with an initial breakpoint event, such as the Western powers’ challenge to Moscow on 7 June 1948 regarding the integration of their zones of occupation. In dynamic terms, this change denoted distortion in East/West interaction. Similarly, endpoint refers to a qualitative reduction in conflictual activity, such as the Four Power agreement on 12 May 1949 about the future of Germany and the lifting of the Soviet blockade.
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Distortion may be gradual or rapid; so too with accommodation. In general, international crises are characterized by gradual distortion, that is, several escalation points (entry points) over time, and rapid accommodation, one or few exit points. The reason is that an international crisis is usually a process in which actors cumulatively challenge one another. The result is that escalation points tend to differ in time, and, therefore, distortion is gradual. Accommodation, however, usually requires agreement. Thus actors tend to exit from an international crisis at the same time. Conceptually, termination of a foreign policy crisis for the last participant and the end of the international crisis are identical in time.

Trigger/breakpoint and termination/endpoint also indicate the entry into, or departure from, an international crisis. Each escalation point denotes an increase in conflictual interaction whereas exit points signal withdrawal of crisis actors and, therefore, accommodation. Linking the unit upward to the system level of analysis, the effects of trigger/termination on breakpoint/endpoint are immediate and direct; that is, a trigger at the actor level always denotes an escalation point at the system level and thus a further distortion in international interaction. In the Berlin case, both 7 June and 24 June 1948, triggers for the Soviet Union and the Western powers, respectively, were also escalation points in the international crisis. However, when international crisis is linked downward to actors, the effects of exit points on de-escalation are immediate and direct for some but may be delayed and indirect for others; that is, not all system-level changes affect all units (actors) simultaneously and equally. The Berlin Blockade crisis provides an example of direct and immediate effects: the last exit point—by all four actors—on 12 May 1949 denoted final de-escalation for the Four Powers and the end of the crisis.

In sum, an international crisis requires behavioral change by at least two adversarial actors leading to more intense conflictual interaction. Although a crisis is catalyzed by a behavioral act or an event, this act or event, the trigger to an actor-level crisis, can always be traced to its perceptual origin. Here lies the conceptual and empirical link between the two levels of crisis.






Phases and Periods: The Unified Model

Having defined the links between the two levels, we now specify them in more formal terms, via the Unified Model of Crisis (Unified Model, UMC). The Unified Model is a heuristic device to explain interstate crisis as a whole. The Page 11 →theory of interstate crisis, as represented by the Unified Model, integrates the two levels. Separately, each captures a segment of complex reality. Together, they illuminate more of the whole. Specifically, cause-effect relationships at the international level require the analysis of images and behavior at the state level.


[image: Figure I.4: Crisis phases – onset (Incipient distortion), escalation (peak distortion), de-escalation (accommodation), impact (non-crisis interaction).]
Figure I.4.Toward a Unified Model of Crisis: Phases and Periods

The Unified Model of Crisis is based upon the concept of four interrelated phases/periods: onset/pre-crisis, escalation/crisis, de-escalation/end-crisis, and impact/post-crisis. What do the phases and periods mean? How do they differ from each other? And what is the nature of their relationship?

The phases and periods of crisis, along with the linkages at international and state levels, are presented in Figure I.4.26

As evident, each phase of an international crisis has its counterpart at the state level, a period in a foreign policy crisis. The essential traits of the former are interaction and distortion, of the latter, perception and stress. In terms of sequence, phases and periods are inextricably linked in time; that is, escalation must be preceded by onset, the crisis period follows the pre-crisis period, etc. However, phases and periods may diverge in another sense; that is, the corresponding phase and period do not necessarily begin or end at the identical time.

Phase-change from onset to escalation, for example, occurs when at least one crisis actor experiences a change from pre-crisis to crisis period; but not all actors need undergo that change simultaneously. In fact, the evidence indicates that, in most interstate crises, actors made the “step-level” jump from pre-crisis to Page 12 →crisis period at different points in time, in response to different triggers to escalation.

A notable example was the Cuban Missile crisis: the U.S.’s crisis period and, with it, the escalation phase were triggered on 16 October 1962, when the CIA presented to President Kennedy photographic evidence of the presence of Soviet offensive missiles in Cuba. However, the USSR and Cuba continued to perceive low threat, no time pressure, and no or low probability of war until six days later. The catalyst for their step-level change from pre-crisis to crisis period was the official announcement of a U.S. “quarantine” against all ships en route to Cuba. The crisis period for both the U.S. and the USSR, and the escalation phase of the Cuban Missile crisis, came to an end with their semiformal agreement on 28 October; and, with it, the international crisis entered its de-escalation phase. However, Cuba, the third crisis actor, continued at the high stress level of the crisis period until 20 November when it yielded to joint superpower and UN pressure and agreed to the removal of the Soviet IL-28 bombers from the island. With that act, marking Cuba’s exit from the crisis, the Cuban Missile crisis ended for all three actors; that is, de-escalation gave way to stable equilibrium between the two superpowers.

What we seek to explain about each of the four phases can be stated in dichotomous terms: for onset, the eruption or noneruption of a crisis; for escalation, whether or not it leads to military hostilities; for de-escalation, whether or not it terminates in some form of voluntary agreement, formal, semiformal, or tacit; and for impact, the reduction or increase in tension between the adversaries, and change or no change—in one or more state actors and/or their regimes, the balance of power, the alliance configuration, and the rules of behavior—in the relevant international system. In short, we seek to uncover the conditions in which an interstate crisis is most likely to break out, to escalate, to wind down, and to effect change.

Onset identifies the initial phase of an international crisis. Conceptually, it begins with the pre-crisis period of the first actor, in which the non-crisis norm of no (or low) perceived value threat gives way to low (or higher, that is, increasing) threat from an adversary and, with it, low (or higher, that is, increasing) stress. Onset/pre-crisis does not refer to any hostile interaction or threat perception, for conflict and stress are pervasive in a global system of fragmented authority and unequal distribution of power and resources. Rather, it is characterized by a change in the intensity of disruption between two or more states and in threat perception by at least one of them, for example, a statement by A threatening to attack B unless it complies with some demand from A.

Operationally, onset is indicated by the outbreak of a crisis, that is, the eruption of higher-than-normal disruptive interaction. The onset of an international crisis requires at least two adversaries, one or both of which perceive higher-than-normal value threat and respond in a manner that generates heightened disruption. As such, an interstate crisis erupts as a foreign policy crisis for a state through one of three kinds of trigger: a hostile act by state A, a disruptive Page 13 →event, or an environmental change. The catalyst may be internal or external.27 In order for B to experience a crisis, however, the catalyst must be perceived by B’s decision makers as a source of higher-than-normal value threat. That perception, in turn, generates modest stress, indicating the beginning of B’s pre-crisis period. However, the change is not yet an international crisis. Thus the outbreak of a foreign policy crisis is a prerequisite to, but not synonymous with, the onset phase.

Whether or not B’s pre-crisis period will set an international crisis in motion depends on its decision makers’ (henceforth B’s) perception and response. If B ignores A’s trigger or the adverse event or change as posing a marginal or transitory threat—and does nothing—B’s incipient foreign policy crisis will be aborted, and an international crisis will not ensue.28 More often than not, B will perceive a trigger as seriously threatening and will respond, in accordance with the dictates of a universally shared security dilemma (Herz 1950) that arises from the underlying anarchy of the interstate system (Carr 1939; Morgenthau 1948; Waltz 1979; Gilpin 1981; Mearsheimer 1990). B’s preliminary response may be a verbal, political, economic, non-violent military, or violent act; or it may take the form of a multiple response. Whatever B’s response, other than “do nothing” or compliance, it will generate a reciprocal perception of threat by A’s decision makers and, with it, A’s pre-crisis period. If A responds, more-than-normal hostile interaction between A and B would follow. That, in turn, would transform a pre-crisis period into the onset phase of an international crisis, characterized by incipient distortion. Considerable time—days or weeks—may elapse between pre-crisis and hostile interaction (e.g., the pre-crisis period for Kuwait started on 17 July 1990 as a result of Saddam Hussein’s verbal threat; but hostile interaction—the outbreak of the Gulf international crisis—began on 1 August with Iraq’s military invasion and conquest of Kuwait).

A pattern of behavior is associated with the onset phase. In response to a perceived opportunity or a perceived threat from an external or internal source, A triggers a perception of low value threat by B, generating low stress. B’s decision makers cope with modest threat and stress through several crisis management mechanisms, notably a preliminary probe of each other’s intention, capability, and resolve, to test what Ellsberg termed their “critical risk” (Snyder and Diesing 1977:50, 198–207). The parties may negotiate, formally or informally. They may accept mediation by an international organization or a mutually trusted state. They will try to enlist support from one or more major powers29—economic aid, diplomatic pressure on the adversary, and/or pledges of military assistance. Where alliance commitments exist, these will be invoked. In their absence a crisis actor may attempt to forge a coalition. It may seek legitimacy for its intended course of action by attempting to enlist the involvement of the global and/or regional organizations, usually in the form of statements or resolutions supporting its cause.

For the same reasons—low value threat, unawareness of time constraint, and the perception of war as unlikely—decision makers will rely on bureaucrats Page 14 →to process information, essentially as in a non-crisis period.30 Consultation and decision making, too, are likely to follow the non-crisis norm. Because the cost of erroneous decisions is small in the onset phase/pre-crisis period, decision makers often will not seek fresh options on how to respond to the challenge. Alternatives will be assessed by the non-crisis decisional forum. Choice takes the form of one or more decisions designed to meet the perceived threat. Time is irrelevant. And military hostilities are viewed as remote. In general, the decision-making process will be unhurried and largely free from stress. The same coping pattern characterizes state A, once it responds to B’s trigger.31

The key to the first phase-change, from onset to escalation, is a new constellation of system, interactor, and/or actor attributes that generates for at least one of the adversaries an image of more acute value threat, along with an awareness of time pressure and an expectation of war before the disruptive challenge is overcome. For example, in the Berlin Blockade crisis, the severance by the Soviet Military Command of all land communications between West Berlin and the three Western occupation zones in Germany on 24 June 1948 transformed the low-intensity pattern of East/West hostile interaction and generated a high risk of force. With that type of fundamental change, one or more actors—in the Berlin case, all three Western powers—experience a higher level of stress, denoting a change from pre-crisis to the crisis period. And the international crisis experiences a step-level jump, that is, from onset to escalation. The escalation phase and crisis period mark peak distortion and maximal stress, respectively. Escalation may be characterized by a change from no violence to violence; or the entire crisis may be non-violent (e.g., Berlin Blockade, 1948–49). As in the onset phase, hostile interaction is not constant; that is, there may be escalation points within the escalation phase. If non-violence prevails, a military buildup may occur through sharp increases (e.g., Prague Spring, 1968). If hostilities have begun, the buildup will become more intense (e.g., China/India Border, 1962). In short, stress and disruptive interaction, while higher than in pre-crisis/onset, may fluctuate as well during the crisis period and escalation phase.32

Escalation begins with a process replicating the move from pre-crisis period to onset phase. The catalyst may be a verbal, political, economic, non-violent military, or violent act. Or it may be a disruptive event or environmental change. The target may comply with the initiator’s demand, in which case the crisis will terminate abruptly in victory/defeat. This is a rare response because of raison d’état. More likely, the target will perceive the trigger to escalation as communicating a step-level change in hostility and respond accordingly. The combination of A’s trigger and B’s response, or vice versa, completes the initial jump from onset/pre-crisis to escalation/crisis.

The Unified Model postulates a different pattern of coping in the crisis period. The number of important decisions is likely to be larger than in the pre-crisis period, due to higher stakes, emergent time salience, and greater expectation of war. Actors will continue to seek to uncover each other’s intention, capability, and resolve, that is, to assess their critical risk. But the emphasis will Page 15 →shift: to the adversary’s disposition to use violence or diplomacy (or both); to relative military capability; and to the likelihood that the adversary will stand fast, rather than compromise or yield. More important, the search for options will be much more intense because of the higher stress.

Crisis management will be more elaborate generally. Actors will search more intensely for information and process it quickly, at the highest level. Senior decision makers will become more directly involved. They will broaden the scope of consultation and possibly include competing elites in order to enhance national unity (e.g., Israel in the October–Yom Kippur crisis-war, 1973–74). They may create an ad hoc decisional forum in order to expedite the decision-making process. And because basic values are under threat, they will embark upon a more careful search for, and consideration of, alternatives to manage the crisis. Time becomes highly salient; thus decision makers will be more concerned with the present than the long-term future. Military hostilities will be viewed as increasingly probable. Stress will be high. Choice is more likely to be novel, to deal with a more serious threat. Crisis actors will also seek support from one or more major powers, other states, and international organizations (e.g., Zambia, in Rhodesia UDI, 1965–66). Moreover, because the stakes are higher and the risks greater, actors are more likely to adopt a strategy of coercive diplomacy as the basis for crisis bargaining.

What produces the next phase-change in an interstate crisis? According to the Unified Model, as long as behavior by the adversaries sustains the high level of mistrust, hostility, disruptive interaction, and stress, or as long as cost-benefit assessments remain unchanged, the escalation phase will persist. However, eventually, an act or event will indicate a willingness to accommodate (e.g., the cessation of hostilities and the second cease-fire between Egypt and Israel on 26 October 1973 marked the start of de-escalation in the October–Yom Kippur crisis-war, 1973–74). This portends another phase-change, from escalation to de-escalation. It is preceded, at the actor level, by a shift from crisis period to end-crisis period, with a lessening of overt hostility.

De-escalation denotes the “winding-down” of a crisis. At the macrolevel it is manifested in a reduction of hostile interactions leading to accommodation and crisis termination (e.g., the Berlin Blockade crisis ended with the Four Power Accord of 5 May 1949, formalized a week later, that removed all restrictions imposed by the USSR on access to West Berlin, in exchange for a meeting of the Council of Foreign Ministers to “consider” the future of Germany). At the actor level, de-escalation is expressed in a decline in perceived threat, time pressure, and war likelihood toward the non-crisis norm. As such, the end-crisis period is characterized by decreasing stress for the decision maker(s).

Several scenarios of de-escalation are evident in twentieth-century interstate crises. This phase may begin force majeure, that is, when one actor achieves a decisive military victory and imposes the conditions of crisis termination (e.g., the USSR’s military occupation, in the 1968 Prague Spring crisis). At the other extreme, de-escalation may occur with a mutual signaling of a wish to terminate Page 16 →a crisis. Such a calculus may occur before military hostilities have erupted (e.g., Berlin Blockade, 1948–49) or during a war (e.g., October–Yom Kippur, 1973–74), with a coincidence of perceptions that continuing the war will increase one’s losses, whereas accommodation (cooperation) will increase one’s gains. If the adversaries arrive at this assessment simultaneously, phase-change will occur abruptly and is likely to be of brief duration. The awareness that military victory is impossible or too costly relative to the anticipated gains rarely is simultaneous, in which case a bargaining process will ensue. Its duration will depend upon the parties’ assumptions concerning the military balance before or during a war.

There are other scenarios for phase-change from escalation to de-escalation. In all of them, at least one crisis actor must perceive a decline in value threat and/or time pressure and/or war likelihood. That perceptual shift marks the beginning of a “crisis downswing” toward the non-crisis norm.

The volume of disruptive interaction is expected to decline in the de-escalation phase, as will the intensity of perceived harm on the part of crisis actors. As a result, the decision makers’ stress level will decline. And behavior will be affected. Because of the downward spiral, coping will differ in the end-crisis period. Adversaries will continue to engage in bargaining, with threats, promises, and the inducement of future benefits to accrue from a less harsh outcome. The search for information about the adversary’s “critical risk” is now expendable. Information processing is expected to revert to the pre-crisis norm, with bureaucrats playing the main role. Consultation and the decisional forum will likewise revert to the pre-crisis norm. The focus shifts to accommodation; and adversaries seek to involve global/regional IOs in facilitating an agreement.33

The end of an interstate crisis does not mark the termination of its role in world politics. Crises have multiple effects—on the actors, on their relations, and on one or more international systems. These are captured by the concept of impact. In temporal terms, impact designates the phase after the crisis, that is, its aftermath, the counterpart of post-crisis at the actor level of analysis. Moreover, following normal usage, it identifies the consequences of a crisis. Impact means the extent of change in both adversarial relations and the core elements of a system. The focus, in this domain, is the “fallout” or legacy of crises.

Impact differs from the other three phases in several respects. Its time frame is arbitrary. It has no coping dimension. It is less precise than the other phases; that is, the empirical traces of impact/post-crisis are more difficult to discover than the evidence of a crisis proper. Nevertheless, its boundaries and content can be measured in terms of the extent of change in: actors/regimes, power distribution, alliance configuration, and in rules of the game, formally or informally.

In sum, the impact phase is an integral part of crisis viewed holistically. Moreover, it provides the dynamic link between a specific, time- and space-bound disruption, an interstate crisis, and global politics writ large. Without impact, the dynamism of the Unified Model of Crisis is confined to the perception-decision-behavior-interaction flow from phase to phase and period to period, within an interstate crisis, per se. Impact traces the feedback from a crisis to the Page 17 →system, interactor, and actor attributes of the larger environment from which the crisis originated. As such, it links crises to the array of events, acts, and changes that, together, constitute the flow of world politics.





Research Design

Now that the concepts, system-actor linkages, and phases-periods have been delineated, we present the research design for our inquiry into interstate crises.

The aggregate study has two distinguishing characteristics. It is cross-national in scope and quantitative in form. Two types of analyses probe the cross-national data set. One explores the distributions of crisis attributes over time, such as triggers/breakpoints, the gravity of value threat, crisis management techniques, the severity and centrality of violence, and crisis outcomes. The other focuses on the international system at the time of a crisis, the extent of major power activity, international organization involvement, and similar systemic variables.

The quantitative form of the aggregate data set permits the use of statistical techniques to test propositions, in an effort to explain various aspects of the phenomenon of crisis. (The methodology used to construct the data set is elaborated in Part II.)

Although the ultimate decision was arrived at in stages, a fundamental determination was made to span the entire twentieth century from the end of World War I onward. Several considerations shaped this choice.

First, a data set encompassing the twentieth century since the end of World War I maximizes the bases for comparison: crises in multipolar, bipolar, polycentric, and unipolar international systems with diverse global and regional organizations. For the period under inquiry, every international crisis falls within one of the following system-periods of polarity: multipolar—1918–39; World War II—1939–45; bipolar—1945–62; polycentric—1963–89; unipolar—1990–94.

Second, by incorporating the 135 new states emerging from the end of the European imperial era, we achieve great variation in such actor attributes as age, size of territory, population, regime type, regime duration, belief system, economic development, and so forth. Third, we can explore the crisis-laden years of Germany’s reascent to major power status and the approach of World War II, 1933–39, as well as the profusion of crises in Africa since the mid-1970s. Finally, the reliability of our findings from aggregate data analysis is enhanced by a relatively large number of cases.34
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[image: Figure I.5: Macro level dimensions of crisis (8 clusters from breakpoint to impact), and context of crisis.]
Figure I.5.Conceptual Map: Macro Level
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Data have been collected on four sets of variables, two at the state (micro-) level, two at the international (macro-) level. Data on the first relate to the foreign policy crisis for each crisis actor, that is, every state whose decision makers perceive for themselves the conditions of threat, time, and war likelihood. Data on the second relate to the international crisis as a whole. Guided by a two-level Conceptual Map (see Figures I.5 and I.6) two codebooks were designed to tap the myriad of data. Research on 85 actor-level attributes and on 67 system-level attributes yielded comparable data on 895 foreign policy crises and 412 international crises in the period end of 1918–end of 1994. (The codebooks and data are discussed in Part II.)

All the variables were incorporated into the two-level Conceptual Map (see Figures I.5 and I.6).

At the system (macro-) level, there are eight clusters of Crisis Dimensions: Breakpoint-Endpoint, Setting, Crisis Management Technique, Major Power Activity, International Organization Involvement, Outcome, Intensity, Impact. Each cluster contains one or more specific variables, as indicated in the map. From these variables we inferred a set of macrolevel questions that guided our research. These will now be elucidated.


Breakpoint-Endpoint

Content: What was the specific event(s), act(s), or situational change(s) that catalyzed disruptive interactions by generating the three perceptual conditions of crisis for the first crisis actor in the international crisis?

Triggering entity: Which state(s) or nonstate actor(s) triggered an interstate crisis?

Dates: When did the crisis erupt? When did the international crisis end?

Duration: How long did the international crisis last?

Setting

Value threat: What was the most salient value threatened during the international crisis?

Timing of crisis: Did a crisis occur during a war (IWC), or did it erupt in a nonwar context?

Involved actors: How many states were involved in an international crisis?

Crisis Management Technique (CMT)

Content: What was the primary CMT for the crisis as a whole?

Severity of violence: Did violence occur as a crisis management technique?

Centrality of violence: If violence occurred in crisis management, how central was it to the achievement of foreign policy objectives?

Timing of violence: When did violence occur (if at all)?
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Major Power Activity

Content: What was the substance of major power activity in the international crisis?

Effectiveness: How effective was major power activity in preventing hostilities or contributing to crisis termination; or did it escalate the crisis? If positive, which activity was most effective in crisis abatement? Did major power activity affect the rapidity of de-escalation?

International Organization (IO) Involvement35

Source: Who initiated intervention by the global or regional organization?

Most active organ: If an international organization was involved in crisis management, which organ was the most active?

Content: What was the most salient IO role in the crisis?

Effectiveness: How effective was IO involvement in abating the crisis; or did it escalate the crisis? What was the most effective type of IO involvement? Did IO involvement affect the rapidity of crisis abatement?36

Outcome

Content: What was the outcome of the crisis as a whole?

Form: What was the form of crisis outcome?

Satisfaction: Were the adversaries satisfied or dissatisfied with the crisis outcome?

Effect: Did the crisis outcome lead to more or less tension between the adversaries?

Intensity

How intense was the crisis, in terms of the following indicators.

Number of actors: How many states were direct participants in the crisis?

Major power involvement: What was the extent of major power activity?

Geostrategic salience: How broad was the relevance of the crisis?

Heterogeneity: What was the extent of heterogeneity between the adversaries?

Issues: Which issue(s) and issue-area(s) were the focus of contention in the crisis?

Violence: What was the extent of violence in the crisis?

Impact

What was the impact of the crisis, in terms of the following indicators.

Actor change: What were the effects on the participants?

Alliance change: What were the effects on the pattern of alliances?

Power change: What were the effects on the relative power of the adversaries and on their ranking in the power hierarchy?

Rules change: What were the effects on rules of the game?

(The data on these eight macrolevel Crisis Dimensions can be examined Page 21 →through six Contextual Variables—Geography, Polarity, System Level, Conflict, Power Discrepancy, and Ethnicity [see the “Contextual Variables” section pp. 23–30]).



The second part of our aggregate data analysis was guided by the unit- or actor- (micro-) level Conceptual Map (Figure I.6).

There are five clusters of Crisis Dimensions at the actor level: Trigger, Actor Behavior, Major Power Activity, International Organization Involvement, and Outcome. As with the system level, a set of questions was inferred from the Conceptual Map to guide the actor-level research.


Trigger

Content: What act, event or situational change generated crisis perceptions by decision makers?

Date: What was the date of the crisis trigger?

Triggering entity: Which state(s) or nonstate actor(s) triggered the crisis?

Source: What was the perceived source of threat?

Actor Behavior

Decision making: What was the size of the decision-making group? Was it an institutional or ad hoc unit? What was the highest level of communications with its adversary?

Major response: What was the crisis actor’s major response? What was the date of its response? How long was the time span from trigger to response?

Crisis management technique [CMT]: Was the primary CMT peaceful, violent, or a mix?

Violence: If it was violence, how central was it in coping with the crisis? And how severe was the violence?

Major Power Activity

Content: What was the most salient type of activity by the great powers (1918–45) or the two superpowers (1945–94) toward the crisis actor?

Actor perception: How did the crisis actor view major power activity in its crisis?

International Organization (IO) Involvement

Organ: Which IO organ was most actively involved in the crisis?

Content: What was the most salient verbal or physical IO involvement in the crisis?

Actor perception: How did the crisis actor view the IO’s involvement?

Outcome

Content: How did a foreign policy crisis end?

Form: What form did the crisis outcome take?
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[image: Figure I.6: Micro level dimensions of crisis (5 clusters from trigger to outcome), and context including system attributes and actor attributes.]
Figure I.6.Conceptual Map: Micro Level
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Actor perception: Was the crisis actor satisfied or dissatisfied with the outcome?

Date: When did the crisis end?37

(How the system- and actor-level variables, along with the contextual variables [see the next section], were operationalized for purposes of ICB data accumulation is discussed in Part II, in the “Variables” and “Indices” sections.)







Contextual Variables

The data on twentieth-century crises form the empirical basis of the analyses presented in Part IV of this book. In particular, the evidence is used to test models and hypotheses on enduring facets of crisis, conflict, and war. Moreover, analysis is enriched, we discovered, by the introduction of contextual variables, for patterns are often obscured when a large body of data is aggregated. Thus we added six system-level contextual variables to our inquiry into international crises. For foreign policy crises, the same system-level variables were employed, along with war/nonwar setting, and seven additional actor-level contextual variables. All these are specified in the map. We turn now to their conceptual underpinnings.

The first contextual variable in the analysis of data on crisis is Geography. Each international crisis was located in one of 18 subregions: for example, the North Korea nuclear crisis of 1993–94 in East Asia; the Teschen crisis of 1919–20 in Central Europe; the Gulf crisis-war of 1990–91 in the Middle East; the Angola crisis-war of 1975–76 in southern Africa; and the Ecuador/Peru border crisis of 1981 in South America. For purposes of analysis the subregions were collapsed into five regions: Africa, the Americas, Asia, Europe, and the Middle East.

Each crisis actor, too, is placed in a geographic subregion, for example, the U.S. (North America), the USSR (East Europe), and Cuba (Central America) in the Cuban Missile crisis. Moreover, all crises are coded in terms of their proximity/distance from the participants. That distinction provides the rationale for geography as a context of crisis: major powers are likely to behave differently in foreign policy crises “close to home” than elsewhere: for example, the USSR’s military intervention, in the 1968 Prague Spring crisis, compared to its military aid to government forces via Cuba in the Angola crisis-war of 1975–76; the U.S.’s political pressure on the U.K., France, and Israel to withdraw from Sinai, in the Suez crisis-war of 1956–57, compared to its threat of direct military Page 24 →intervention, at the risk of superpower nuclear war, in the Cuban Missile crisis. (The link between geography and crisis is analyzed in Part IV of this book.)

Polarity refers to the number of power and decision centers in an international system: a structure may be unipolar, bipolar, or multipolar, the counterparts to monopolistic, duopolistic, and oligopolistic market systems (Keohane and Nye 1977:20). These are structures with one, two, and more than two centers of power and decision, respectively. Hybrid systems, with unequal numbers of power and decision centers, are also possible. The most notable is polycentric.

A unipolar structure requires an overwhelming concentration of military capability and political decisions in one entity, a virtual “world state” that would shape the rules of the system, dominate relations among lesser actors, and assert its hegemony at will. There is no historical case of pure unipolarity. The western, international system of antiquity, with Rome at the height of its power and authority, constituted quasi-unipolarity. The Ch’in empire was the unipolar center of China for a very brief period (221–207 B.C.E.). In the contemporary era, both the USSR (in Eastern Europe) and the U.S. (in Latin America) have exhibited subsystemic power unipolarity but with at least one other autonomous decisional center—Tito’s Yugoslavia in the former and several in the latter, meaning Argentina, Brazil, Mexico, and, most visibly since 1961, Castro’s Cuba. Finally, the post–Cold War global system resembles unipolarity, with the U.S. as the military hegemon.38

Bipolarity denotes two centers of military power and political decision in an international system. The poles may be individual actors (e.g., the U.S. and the USSR after World War II).39 Or they may be coalitions (e.g., the Ch’i- and Ch’u-led alliances during the “Spring and Autumn” period of the Chinese state system, 771–483 B.C.E. [Walker 1953]; the Athens- and Sparta-led blocs in the Greek city-state system from 431 B.C.E. onward [Thucydides 1930]). The two poles or coalitions determine the “essential rules of the system” (Kaplan 1957), the conditions of stability, the limits of independent behavior by bloc members or unaffiliated actors, and the outcomes of major wars. Bipolarity is characterized by tight alliances and greater certainty about the behavior of the “other” power or coalition. This pattern of hostile interaction constrains crisis behavior, notably with regard to the use of violence, and assures bloc support in a crisis, unless core interests of the coalition leader contradict those of the crisis actor.

Multipolarity denotes a diffusion of military power and political decisions among three or more relatively equal units in an international system (e.g., the Greek city-state system prior to the Peloponnesian War; Italy in the fifteenth century [Mattingly 1955]; and most of the Western state system, 1648–1919 [Schuman 1933; Holsti 1991]). The diffusion of power led to flexible alliances and pervasive violence.

The twentieth-century inter–world war period was a multipolar system par excellence, with seven relatively equal great powers: France, Germany, Great Britain, Italy, Japan, the Soviet Union, and the United States. At the Page 25 →subsystem level, the Middle East since 1948 and Southeast Asia after 1949 qualify as multipolar systems. Unlike unipolarity and bipolarity, the inter–world war system was characterized by flexible alliances, multiple centers of power and decision, and uncertainty about behavior by the other great powers in the system. These traits are likely to influence the behavior of crisis actors, for they perceive more opportunities to gain support from one or more great powers. The result is more freedom of choice (and constraints) in crisis management techniques, the resort to violence, etc.

Polycentrism, a novel ICB construct, refers to a hybrid structure—two centers of military power and many centers of political decision. As such, it resembles both bipolarity and multipolarity. This type of structure was present in premodern “international” systems: the Greek city-state system on the eve of the Peloponnesian War, with Athens- and Sparta-led military coalitions, along with a diffusion of decisional authority among the lesser members; the Indian state system of antiquity (Ghoshal 1947; Modelski 1964); and the Ch’i- and Ch’u-led alliances of northern and southern states during the latter phase of the “Spring and Autumn” period of the Chinese state system, 741–483 B.C.E. This duality also existed in early nineteenth-century Europe, with Napoleonic France and the coalition of traditional European powers—England, Austria, Prussia, and Russia—exhibiting power bipolarity but with each state an independent decisional unit. A similar pattern of power bipolarity and multiple decisional centers characterized the period before World War I, with the loose coalition of Triple Alliance and Triple Entente (Rosecrance 1963).

The empirical referent for polycentrism at the global level in the twentieth century is from late 1962 onward. However, polycentrism began to reemerge in the late 1950s. The international system remained essentially bipolar in terms of military capability. At the same time, intrabloc cohesion was seriously undermined by the assertion of independence within the U.S.- and USSR-led coalitions, notably China’s withdrawal from the Soviet bloc and France’s military dissociation from NATO, a process dating from soon after de Gaulle’s return to power in 1958. More broadly, the global system experienced a profound structural change created by the vast and sweeping process of decolonization. The global system had moved in the direction of universality and a notable diffusion of decisional authority from the bipolar concentration of decisions organized around U.S.- and USSR-led bloc organizations—NATO and WTO, EEC and COMECON, etc. In short, by 1963, polycentrism had arrived.

While a precise date marking the onset of contemporary polycentrism is uncertain, the change can be identified with the immediate aftermath of the Cuban Missile crisis and the Sino-Indian Border war, both in October–November 1962. In the former, the superpowers withdrew from the brink of nuclear war, dramatizing the constraints on overwhelming military capability; and, in the latter, the deepening Sino-Soviet split became irrevocable. Together they indicated that power bipolarity and decision bipolarity are not synonymous and that Page 26 →other centers of decision in the international system could no longer be controlled by the U.S. and the USSR; that is, bipolarity had given way to polycentrism, the global structure until the end of the Cold War.40

To recapitulate the conceptual distinctions and similarities: multipolarity is characterized by wide dispersion among many centers of military power, while polycentrism retains the bipolar concentration of power; both have many centers of political decision. Thus, the difference between the conception of polarity specified here and definitions cited earlier is the addition of polycentrism as a distinctive structural type, a hybrid between bipolarity (dual power concentration) and multipolarity (diffusion of decisional centers). In both conceptual and operational terms, this means a polarity variable with four values—unipolarity, bipolarity, multipolarity, and polycentrism.

One further point to be clarified is the disjuncture between the number of centers of power and decision. It is inconceivable that a state with a noteworthy level of power would fail to function independently in terms of decision; even the choice of isolationism would constitute an individual selection of policy. In sum, every center of power is, ipso facto, a center of decision, but the reverse does not obtain.

The assumption underlying polarity as a contextual variable is that the structure of power and decision in an international system will affect the dimensions of crisis and crisis behavior, from trigger (breakpoint) to outcome, including the propensity to war.41

A third macrolevel context is System Level. Every crisis can be located in one of four system categories: dominant system, mainly dominant system, subsystem, mainly subsystem. The dominant system is identified with interaction among the major powers in world politics. For the inter–world war period, this means the Europe-centered great power complex, with the U.S. and Japan as members. And for 1945–89 it refers to the U.S./USSR interbloc system. The mainly dominant system category denotes a situation in which crisis interactions among great powers have spillover effects on one or more subsystems and their state actors (e.g., the Suez Nationalization crisis-war in 1956–57).

The two main attributes of a subsystem are geographic proximity and regular interaction among its members. Others cited are intrarelatedness, external recognition as a distinctive region, self-identification, shared bonds, inferior military capability, evidence of integration, etc. (Brecher 1963; Haas 1970:101; Thompson 1973). Subsystem crises are those that occur within a subsystem without the direct participation of any major power (e.g., El Salvador and Honduras in the 1969 Football War).42 There are also mainly subsystem crises, in which the key crisis actors are lesser powers with a predominantly regional focus but where there is some spillover to the dominant system, as a result of participation by one or more of the major powers, for example, the Angola crisis-war in 1975–76.

Underlying the choice of system level as a contextual variable is the assumption that crisis actors will behave with greater caution in dominant system Page 27 →and mainly dominant system crises than in crises at the subsystem level because the stakes are higher, the constraints are more visible, and vulnerability to pressure from the major powers is greater.

Some interstate crises, as noted, occur in a setting unburdened by long-term hostility. Others erupt in a context of protracted conflict. This distinction provides the rationale for Conflict Setting as a contextual variable. More precisely, it is assumed that long-term, multiple-issue hostility affects all the dimensions of an international crisis: type of breakpoint/trigger; value threatened; crisis management, in particular, the role of violence; major power activity and its effects; IO involvement and effectiveness in crisis abatement; and the substance and form of crisis outcome.

Power Discrepancy refers to the capability gap between adversaries. As a contextual variable in the analysis of crisis, it derives from the concept of power relative to a specific international crisis. Capability incorporates several types of resources: human (size of population); economic (a composite of several components, notably gross national product [GNP]); diplomatic (alliance relations with major powers); geographic (size of territory); and military (conventional and nuclear weapons, as well as military expenditure). The extent of power discrepancy in a crisis ranges from none (e.g., Rwanda/Burundi, 1964) to maximal discrepancy when the principal adversaries are a superpower and a small power (Mayaguez, 1975, between the U.S. and Cambodia).

As with other system-level attributes, the rationale for using power discrepancy as a contextual variable is the assumption that differences in capability will affect crisis dimensions after the breakpoint; that is, crisis management behavior of the more—and less—powerful actors; the type and degree of intervention by major powers and international organizations and its effectiveness; and the substance and form of outcome.

Ethnicity, in the context of crisis analysis, refers to the role of ethnic conflict in the hostility between crisis adversaries. Interstate ethnic conflict takes one of two forms: secessionism—where an ethnic group aspires and acts to secede from a state in which it is a minority community (e.g., Armenians in the Nagorno-Karabakh conflict between Armenia and Azerbaijan); and irredentism—where a state claims part of another state’s territory on grounds of ethnic affinity with its population and/or its historical association with the territory (Italy’s claim to Trieste in the 1953 crisis with Yugoslavia).

It is assumed that the presence of secessionist or irredentist ethnicity as the driving force in an international crisis will affect many crisis dimensions, notably the following: the greater likelihood of severe violence in the trigger and in the major response by the adversaries; the gravity of value threat—high values, including existence; the substance of outcome—victory/defeat, rather than compromise; and the form of outcome—an imposed agreement or a unilateral act, rather than a voluntary agreement.

Seven actor attributes, too, are applied to the data set in an attempt to explain state behavior in crises and crisis outcomes. These actor-level contextual Page 28 →variables are indicated in the Conceptual Map: Age, Territory, Regime, Capability, Ethnicity, Values, and Social/Economic Conditions.

Members of the global system from 1918 to 1994 vary in Age: from European and Asian major powers (e.g., Britain, France, Russia, China, and Japan), whose independence antedates the beginning of the Western state system in 1648, to the vast majority of African states, all but four of which (Egypt, Ethiopia, Liberia, South Africa) became independent from 1957 onward, Eritrea as recently as 1993. Most Latin American states attained sovereignty in the early years of the nineteenth century, almost all Middle East and Southern Asian states in the decade following World War II.

It is assumed that many components of state behavior in crises will vary with age, notably the following: primary crisis management technique, including the intensity of violence; the time span between trigger and major response to the value threat; the level of communication among crisis adversaries; the size and structure of the decision-making unit; the likelihood of an appeal to an international organization for support, etc.

Territory has three dimensions as an actor-level contextual variable: size; number of borders; and contiguity with major powers. Large states, such as the USSR and China, are assumed to have greater flexibility than small states, like Denmark and Israel, in coping with crises, especially violent ones: their primary CMT is likely to be different because of the risk involved (e.g., the USSR’s strategy of trading space for time in crisis-wars, compared to Israel’s strategic doctrine of interceptive war). Moreover, states that are encircled, such as Austria and Hungary, are likely to experience more constraints in crisis management than states that are distant from the geographic center of the dominant system and/or their subsystem. And states that are contiguous to one or more major powers, such as Belgium and Poland, will be more constrained in coping with crises than states that are distant from the powers (e.g., Indonesia, Peru).

Behavior in interstate crises is also likely to vary with political Regime, both type and duration. It is expected that democratic states will respond with less resolve than civil authoritarian regimes (e.g., France and the U.K. in the 1936 Remilitarization of the Rhineland crisis or Munich in 1938, compared to Germany in both cases).43 There may also be different response patterns among military regimes (e.g., Pakistan in the 1965 Rann of Kutch crisis). Regimes also vary in Duration, from long-time parliamentary or presidential regimes (the U.K., the U.S.), to many African states in which regimes change rapidly, sometimes more than once within a year. These and similar expectations underlie the selection of regime as a context for actor-level behavior in crisis.

Capability, as noted in the discussion of power discrepancy, is a multifaceted attribute, comprising human, diplomatic, military, and economic resources. For example, it is expected that state behavior during a crisis will vary with the alliance configuration of the adversaries; that is, if an actor perceives reliable support from one or more major powers, it is likely to act with greater resolve than in a situation where it must act alone, especially if the adversary has Page 29 →a great power as a patron (e.g., Israel, in alliance with Britain and France during the Suez crisis of 1956, compared to its “waiting period” alone during most of the May–June 1967 crisis).

The assumed link between military power and crisis behavior is even more pronounced for nuclear capability. States with large stockpiles of nuclear weapons (the U.S., the USSR) are likely to be prudent in using violence as a crisis management technique because of the risk of rapid and destructive escalation. States with modest nuclear arsenals, such as France, the U.K., and China, may act with greater confidence in coping with a crisis. Near-nuclear states (e.g., India, Pakistan) may manifest a third pattern of behavior and nonnuclear states, a fourth.

Closely related to capability is Power Status, which is determined by a state’s military capability in the international system in which its crisis occurs. Power status denotes the scope of its potential impact—superpower, great power, middle power, small power. However, a state may be a small power in the global power hierarchy but a middle power—or even a great power—within its subsystem (e.g., Egypt and Israel were small powers in global terms after 1956 but great powers in the Middle East subsystem).

The choice of power status as a contextual variable is based upon an assumed link between state behavior in a crisis and its perceived capability. Small powers are expected to differ from others in their techniques of crisis management. The time span from trigger to major response will be different for superpowers than for all others. Middle powers are more likely to accept a compromise outcome because of their inability to impose their will on an adversary with the same status.

Another actor-level contextual variable is threatened Values. It is assumed that violence will be the most likely primary crisis management technique when a state’s existence is threatened. Differences when high, medium, or low values are threatened are likely to be manifested in other facets of behavior as well: in decision making—by large or small, ad hoc or institutional groups; in response time—slowly or quickly or instantaneously; in crisis management technique—pacific or violent and, if the latter, severe or moderate, central or marginal in coping with crises; in reliance on external support by a major power or an international organization, or both; and in crisis outcome—willingness to compromise will be more evident in cases where values other than existence are threatened.

Social and Economic Conditions, too, have been postulated as affecting state behavior in a crisis. Some argue that political leaders beset with internal difficulties tend toward more aggressive external behavior. Others contend that decision makers are less able to deal effectively with external challenges, such as crises, while trying at the same time to maintain their positions in the face of internal dislocation. An overall index of social/economic conditions is imposed as a context in order to test these propositions in a crisis setting.44

As with the crisis dimensions, a set of research questions was inferred from the system- and actor-level contextual variables specified in Figures I.5 and I.6.
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Geographic location: In which region did the crisis occur—Africa, the Americas, Asia, Europe, the Middle East?

Polarity: What was the structure of the international system in which the crisis erupted—unipolarity, bipolarity, multipolarity, polycentrism?

System level: Did the crisis take place within the dominant system of world politics or a subsystem; or was the context mainly dominant system or mainly subsystem?

Conflict setting: Did the crisis occur outside a protracted conflict, within a protracted conflict, or was it part of a long-war protracted conflict?

Power discrepancy: Was the power discrepancy between the adversaries high, medium, or low?

Ethnicity: Did the crisis adversaries belong to the same or different ethnic group(s)? Was ethnicity the driving force in their hostile interaction? If so, did secessionism or irredentism shape their crisis behavior?



The questions relating to context at the actor level are the same as those at the system level, except for War: did the crisis occur during a war or in a nonwar setting, or was the crisis initiated by war? Among the actor attributes employed as intervening variables in this inquiry, one cluster of questions will suffice.

Age: Are young states more inclined than old, established states to do the following: to rely on violence rather than negotiation or mediation to cope with crises; to respond more quickly to a value threat; to decide by small, ad hoc units, rather than larger, institutional forums; and to rely more on major powers and/or international organizations in coping with crises?

Similar questions guide our use of the other actor-level contextual variables: territory (large or small crisis actors); regime type (democratic or authoritarian); regime duration (long or short); capability; power status (major, middle, small powers); ethnicity (secessionist, irredentist, nonethnic); values (high, low); socio/economic conditions (stable or unstable).

The framework for this book has been introduced, along with core concepts, research questions, a model linking the macro- and microlevels of analysis, and the contextual variables to be applied as controls in the analysis of data on crises and conflicts.45 In Part II, the procedures used in data collection and related methodological issues will be discussed. Part III will present a summary of each of the 412 cases on the CD-ROM. This is accompanied by the Crisis Overview and related tables on the CD-ROM containing 50 attributes for all international and foreign policy crises from the end of 1918 to the end of 1994: the duration, power status, triggering entity, trigger, gravity of threat, crisis management technique, extent of violence, major power activity, IO involvement, content, and form of outcome. Finally, Part IV will analyze enduring themes in the study of world politics. This will focus on the impact of seven basic attributes—polarity, geography, ethnicity, democracy, protracted conflict, violence, and role of major powers and global organizations as third parties—in order to illuminate the lessons of twentieth-century crises and conflicts.
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Notes to Part I

 1. The most lucid statement of the “long peace” thesis is by Gaddis (1986, 1987, 1991). For a dissenting view, see Brecher and Wilkenfeld (1991).

 2. The term, “interstate crisis,” as used in this book, applies to any military-security crisis between or among legally sovereign members of the global system. It does not include the following: environmental, political, economic, social, or cultural crises; interethnic disputes within a state; civil strife between nonstate actors; or conflicts between colonial powers and groups aspiring to independence.

 3. The Stanford Group’s mediated stimulus-response model and their analysis of the crucial link between perceptions and decisions in the crisis leading to World War I (Holsti 1972; Nomikos and North 1976).

 4. McClelland’s (1964, 1972) examination of quantitative data pertaining to actions and responses by contending parties in two “conflict arenas”—Berlin from 1948 to 1963 and Taiwan from 1950 to 1964.

 5. Paige’s (1968) “guided reconstruction” of America’s response to the outbreak of the Korean War in 1950 and application of Snyder, Bruck, and Sapin’s (1962) decision-making framework; and Allison’s (1969, 1971) use of three paradigms—rational actor, bureaucratic politics, and organizational process—to explain U.S. behavior in the Cuban Missile crisis.

 6. George and Smoke’s (1974) “focused comparison” of deterrence in 11 crises for the U.S., from the Berlin Blockade in 1948 to the Missile crisis in 1962.

 7. At a more general level, Hermann (1972) presented the collective wisdom of behavioral research into crisis in the late 1960s.

Notable works in the second wave were Snyder and Diesing’s (1977) analysis of the bargaining process in 16 international crises, from the Anglo-French dispute over Fashoda in 1898 to the Middle East conflagration in 1973; Azar et al.’s (1978, 1985) concept of protracted conflict; Leng et al.’s (1979, 1982) studies of bargaining in nineteenth- and twentieth-century crises; Stein and Tanter’s (1980) analysis of Israel’s multiple paths to choice in the 1967 Middle East Crisis; and Lebow’s (1981) probe of 26 cases, from Cuba in 1897–98 to the events preceding the 1967 Arab/Israel War, with emphasis on misperceptions, cognitive closure, and crisis management.

The most recent wave of high-quality works on crises include Brams and Kilgour’s (1988) game-theoretic studies of bargaining in crises; Leng’s (1993) emphasis on the dynamics of bargaining within crises; Mor’s (1993) use of game theory to analyze the 1967 Middle East crisis; Morgan’s (1994) theory of international crisis; Brams’s (1994) theory of moves by crisis actors; and Lebow and Stein’s (1994) comparison of U.S. and USSR behavior during the Cuban Missile crisis of 1962 and the October–Yom Kippur crisis-war of 1973–74.

The ICB Project concentrates on interstate crises and on the behavior of states under externally generated stress. In so doing, it continues in the tradition associated with, among others, the scholars noted in the preceding paragraph. At the same time, it analyzes Page 32 →in detail the multiple roles of suprastate actors (League of Nations, United Nations, regional organizations) in crisis management, as well as the (often significant) roles of substate actors (e.g., nationalist movements, ethnic and tribal groups in Africa) as triggering entities, stimuli to state behavior, etc. Moreover, the activity of nonstate actors is discussed in the summaries of the 412 international crises in Part III.

 8. For attempts to overcome this lacuna see Adomeit (1982); K. Dawisha (1984); George (1983); Horelick (1964); Kaplan (1981); Triska and Finley (1968); Valenta (1979); and Wilkenfeld and Brecher (1982).

 9. There were a few exceptions: George (1991); Stremlau (1977); and Whiting (1960).

10. This is indirectly explored in Paul (1994); and Singer (1972).

11. For surveys of the theoretically oriented literature on crisis see Brecher (1993); M. Haas (1986); Holsti (1989); Hopple and Rossa (1981); and Tanter (1979).

12. In earlier works (Brecher and Wilkenfeld 1988; Wilkenfeld and Brecher 1988) we described and analyzed 278 international crises comprising 627 foreign policy crises from 1929 to 1979, the initial time frame. We also compared the configuration of crises within and outside 24 protracted conflicts from 1929 to 1979 (Brecher and Wilkenfeld 1989:chaps. 10, 11). Since then the ICB data set has been expanded by 50 percent in both the number of cases and time span. Protracted conflicts, too, have grown—to 31, from 1918 to 1994. (The concept of protracted conflict is discussed later in this Part and in Part IV.)

13. One of the major constraints on research into crises in world politics prior to ICB was the paucity of reliable data about their range, volume, and content in any historical era or geographic region. This was partly overcome by some inventories of related phenomena—conflicts, military engagements, deadly quarrels, and wars: Deitchman (1964); Greaves (1962); K. J. Holsti (1966); Kende (1971); Leiss and Bloomfield (1967); Haas et al. (1972); Richardson (1960); Singer and Small (1972); Wood (1968); Wright (1942, 1965). For the types of disruptive interactions addressed, the years covered, and the number of cases in these and other compendia on interstate turmoil, see Table II.1.

14. For an elaboration of this definition see Brecher (1979a).

15. The ICB case studies published thus far are Brecher (1979b); Brecher with Geist (1980); A. I. Dawisha (1980); Shlaim (1983); Dowty (1984); Dawisha (1984); Jukes (1985); Hoffmann (1990); and Anglin (1994).

16. Hermann’s definition emerged from Robinson’s (1962) conception of international crisis as a decisional situation with three components: “(1) identification of the origin of the event—whether external or internal for the decision-makers; (2) the decision time available for response—whether short, intermediate, or long; and (3) the relative importance of the values at stake to the participants—whether high or low.” (The quotation is from Robinson in Sills [1968:3, 511] and is also in Hermann [1972: 23].)

Hermann retained two of Robinson’s traits, time and threat, but with significant changes: “restricted” (or short) time only; and threat to “high-priority goals,” not values. And he replaced “origin of event” with surprise. The first Hermann formulation is in a paper (1963:61–82). See also his article in Rosenau (1969:409–21). The Hermann version was adopted by many scholars. Holsti, for example, in his major work on the subject (1972:9), wrote: “crisis—defined here as a situation of unanticipated threat to important values and restricted decision time...” He did not question its validity or utility, though he noted: “there are many usages of the term ‘crisis’” (1972:263 n. 3). Nomikos and North, in their detailed narrative of the processes of conflict escalation in 1914 (1976:1), Page 33 →also accepted Hermann’s definition. For a suggestive view of the link between time pressure and the initiation of war, see Paul (1995).

17. The term “military hostilities” is much broader than “war.” In fact, it encompasses any interstate hostile physical interaction, classified as “minor clashes,” “serious clashes,” or “full-scale war.” However, for stylistic convenience, the terms “war likelihood,” “probability of war,” “likelihood of (involvement in) military hostilities,” and “probability of (involvement in) military hostilities” are used interchangeably throughout this book. They all denote the prospects for any level of military hostilities, from minor clashes to full-scale war.

18. The other definitional changes are elaborated here.

(a) There are high-threat, finite-time, and probability-of-war perceptions by decision makers that do not occasion surprise; that is, they are not unanticipated. For example, the situational change created by East Germany in 1961, triggering the Berlin Wall crisis, did not come as a surprise to U.S. decision makers. But the perceived threat—to Western influence in Europe—catalyzed a crisis atmosphere in Washington, leading to changes in the American behavioral response and decision-making process.

Hermann and others, too, were skeptical about the surprise component (Hermann 1969a:69; 1972:208). The lower frequency of “surprise” and doubt about the adequacy of the overall definition of crisis are also evident in the findings of Brady (1974:58). McCormick (1975:1, 16) questioned whether “surprise” could be operationalized at all. And Hermann (Hermann and Mason 1980:193–94) dropped “surprise” as a necessary condition of crisis.

(b) The lack of universality of the short time condition is demonstrated by the behavior of the three Western powers in the Berlin Deadline crisis of 1958–59. Choice could not be delayed indefinitely: it was not a short time, a week or a month, but six months; there was a realization that a major response to the Soviet announcement on 27 November 1958 setting a six-month deadline for the change in West Berlin’s status to a demilitarized “Free City” had to be made within that time frame; in fact, the Western powers responded on 14 December with a communiqué rejecting the Soviet Note; it was formally presented on 30 December. The response could have been earlier—or later; it could not have been after 27 May 1959; the time constraint was finite, not short.

(c) For many states, the change that triggers a foreign policy crisis occurs internally, via verbal or physical challenges to a regime—strikes, demonstrations, riots, assassination, sabotage, and/or attempted coups d’état. Thus, on 25 July 1934, Austrian Nazis attacked the Chancellery in Vienna and killed Chancellor Dollfuss, triggering a crisis for Austria, as well as for Czechoslovakia and Italy. Such crisis triggers are frequent in the new states of Africa and Asia, which are deeply penetrated political systems; there, domestic changes, some of which derive from foreign sources, may give rise to an image of external threat, time pressure, and war likelihood, as illustrated in a 1976 coup attempt to overthrow the Numeiri regime in Sudan, triggering a crisis for Sudan vis-à-vis Libya.

(d) “High-priority goals” as the focus of threat, in Hermann’s definition of crisis, has been broadened to “basic values.” These include “core” values, which are few in number, such as survival of a state and its population, and the avoidance of grave damage through war. A second value dimension is context-specific “high-priority” values that derive from ideological and/or material interests as defined by decision makers at the time of a specific crisis. “Core” values, by contrast, are shared by changing regimes and decision-making groups, as well as by the attentive and mass publics of the state under inquiry. A foreign Page 34 →policy crisis may be said to exist when an external threat is perceived to either “core” or “high-priority” values, though the former alone, and a combination of the two types, will evoke more stress than the latter alone. In any event, it is values, not goals, as Hermann later acknowledged (Hermann and Mason 1980:193–94), that are under threat in a crisis situation.

All five departures from the Hermann definition of crisis—the omission of surprise, finite rather than short time, internal as well as external trigger mechanisms, basic values instead of high-priority goals, and the high probability of war—are strongly supported by empirical evidence.

19. A precise operational definition of the ICB concept of stress levels, which combines type of threat to values and the power of the adversarial actor, is presented in Part II.

20. Definitions of international (or systemic) crisis can be classified into two groups, process and interaction-structure.

Process definitions view an international crisis as a turning point marked by an unusually intense period of conflictual interactions: for McClelland (1968:160–61), a “change of state in the flow of international political actions”; for Azar (1972:184), “Interaction above the...upper critical threshold...for more than a very short time.” Structural-interaction definitions view an international crisis as a situation characterized by basic change in processes that might affect structural variables of a system: for Young (1968:15) “a process of interaction occurring at higher levels of perceived intensity than the ordinary flow of events and characterized by...significant implications for the stability of some system or subsystem.”

Some definitions of crisis are a mix of unit- and system-level concepts, for example, Wiener and Kahn’s (1962) 12 generic dimensions of crisis. They include a turning point in a sequence of events; a new configuration of international politics as a crisis outcome and changes in relations among actors, along with such unit-level indicators as a perceived threat to actor goals; a sense of urgency, stress, and anxiety among decision makers; and increased time pressure.

For a critique of 25 definitions of crisis at both the macro- and microlevels, see M. Haas (1986:25–33). The definition of international crisis presented here is based upon a revised concept of system and system properties. This was elaborated in Brecher and Ben Yehuda (1985).

21. Economic processes can produce changes at the international level that are no less significant, and sometimes more significant, than military-security issues. Although this book focuses on dilemmas of war and peace, some international crises will reflect the prior and cumulative impact of conflicting economic interests, for example, Cod Wars I and II in 1973 and 1975.

22. The concept of protracted conflict elucidated here is similar to that of “enduring international rivalry.” An emerging consensus specifies three conditions of an enduring international rivalry: severity—at least five militarized interstate disputes between the same adversaries, each lasting at least one month; durability—25 years from the first to the last dispute within the rivalry; and continuity—a gap of no more than 10 years between two of these disputes. A militarized interstate dispute, the counterpart of the ICB concept of international crisis, has been defined as “a set of interactions between or among states involving threats to use military force, displays of military force, or actual uses of military force” (Gochman and Maoz 1984:587). For analyses of enduring international rivalries, see Geller Page 35 →and Jones (1991); Goertz and Diehl (1992a, 1993); Huth, Jones, and Maoz (1991); Maoz and Mor (1996).

23. Even in cases of seemingly unprovoked military invasion (e.g., Germany’s invasion of Belgium and the Netherlands in World Wars I and II), there was a notable increase in the intensity of hostile verbal and physical interactions, that is, an international crisis that enveloped many states in Europe—the June–July 1914 crisis and the August 1939 crisis. Germany’s invasions of the Low Countries flowed from these crises. More generally, all but one of the twentieth century’s recorded wars in the Correlates of War project are included in the ICB data set of international crises.

24. McClelland (1955:34; 1958) was perhaps the earliest to specify levels in the study of world politics. Boulding (1956:202, 201) introduced the idea of “system rungs” (levels). The “levels of analysis” problem in world politics was first given explicit formulation by Singer (1961). North (1967:394) emphasized the need to probe—and compare the findings from—the unit and system levels. Deutsch (1974:152–56) set out a 10-level political system, including four levels in international politics. Andriole (1978) argued in favor of five levels of analysis.

25. The duration of an international crisis is measured from the first breakpoint to the endpoint which, in unit-level terms, means from the trigger for the first actor to termination for the last actor. For the initial breakpoint to occur there must be two or more adversarial actors in higher-than-normal conflictual interaction. The adversaries may become crisis actors simultaneously, a rare occurrence, for this requires triggers on the same day, as in the 1965 India/Pakistan crisis over the Rann of Kutch. More often, international crises begin with one crisis actor and one adversary that triggers the crisis; the latter may later become a crisis actor, as with Belgium and the Congo in the 1960 Congo crisis, or it may not.

A variant is one initial crisis actor (the U.S.) and one adversary (the USSR), the initiator, with the latter joined by another (Cuba) in the process of becoming a crisis actor, as in the 1962 Missile crisis. Another variation is one crisis actor at the outset with several adversaries that later become crisis actors simultaneously, as with the USSR and the U.S., the U.K., and France in the 1948–49 Berlin Blockade crisis. As for the winding down of an international crisis, the majority of cases reveal simultaneous termination for all crisis actors. By definition, the international crisis has only one endpoint, the date the last actor exits from the crisis.

26. The outer closed lines in Figure I.4, both vertical and horizontal, indicate that the four phases and four periods are an integrated whole. The broken vertical lines between the four phases and the four periods indicate that, while each phase and each period is distinct, they are closely linked, sequentially, from onset to impact and from pre-crisis to post-crisis. The summary of the phases presented here is based upon the Unified Model of Crisis, elaborated in Brecher (1993:chap. 6).

27. The types and varieties of external and internal triggers are specified later in Part I.

28. There are many such “failed” interstate crises in the twentieth century, for example, Bulgaria/Greece Border Dispute, 1932; Communist Threat to Burma, 1945; Buraimi Oasis, 1955; Hong Kong Riots, 1967; Indonesia/Netherlands Hostages, 1978. See Brecher and Wilkenfeld (1988:32, n. 3) for a list of 65 “failed” cases.

29. The hierarchy of powers comprises the following: superpowers; great powers; medium powers; and small powers. Throughout this book superpowers = the U.S. and the USSR 1945–94; great powers = France, Germany, Italy, Japan, the U.K., the U.S., the USSR 1919–39; and Page 36 →China (since 1949), France, the U.K. (since 1945). The term “major powers” refers to the superpowers and great powers together, differentiating them from lesser or minor powers.

30. The one exception to this non-crisis norm of information processing is an interstate crisis in which pre-crisis is characterized by very high value threat, despite the absence of perceived heightened probability of war and little, if any, time pressure: in this situation, information processing will resemble that of the crisis period, with direct involvement by senior decision makers, for example, the U.K. in the 1938 Munich crisis.

31. This pattern is derived from the findings on coping with low threat and stress in the pre-crisis period in 10 foreign policy crises, from the U.K. in the Munich crisis of 1938 to Argentina in the Falklands/Malvinas crisis of 1982. See Brecher 1993:77–129.

32. In this context, the difference between escalation point and escalation phase merits attention. Acts or events such as mobilization of reserves or more extreme language of threat are escalation points, that is, specific markers of more disruptive interaction. But they operate below the new and higher threshold of distortion created by the phase-change from onset to escalation. Escalation points are thus not synonymous with phase-change. That occurs only when an act, event, or environmental change causes a fundamental shift in perceptions of impending harm and in disruptive interaction. Moreover, once the jump to the escalation phase occurs there is no reversion to the lower level of disruptive interaction that characterizes the onset phase. In sum, an escalation point designates a specific increase in disruptive interaction within a phase, while the escalation phase refers to a general pattern of higher distortion. The former constitutes change within existing bounds while the latter creates new boundaries and new upper and lower thresholds of hostile interaction.

33. The distinction between phase-change and point-change applies to de-escalation as well. A de-escalation point designates a specific decrease in disruptive interaction—a conciliatory statement by an adversary, its partial withdrawal of forces or their shift to a defensive posture, a mediatory role by a major power, etc. The de-escalation phase, by contrast, denotes a general pattern of lower distortion. De-escalation points represent changes within the bounds of a downward spiral of hostility as the parties move toward crisis termination. When that point is reached, the de-escalation phase and the international crisis as a whole come to an end. Perceptions of harm revert to the non-crisis norm, as does the intensity of disruptive interaction.

34. The period 1939–45 is similar to the preceding two decades (multipolarity), with many centers of decision. It also resembles the succeeding period (bipolarity), with two coalitions of power in direct confrontation. Thus it was most akin to polycentrism. However, in essence, it stands apart from all of these system types, for it was characterized by extreme interbloc hostility and intrabloc cohesion, in a hegemonic war of the most intense violence; that is, it was a long-war protracted conflict. (See the discussion on Contextual Variables for an elaboration of the rationale for the five polarity structures.)

An additional reason for treating World War II as a distinct system is that nearly all international crises during that period were intra-war crises, whose main dimensions—trigger, actor behavior, great power activity, and outcome—were affected by the setting of an intense, long-war protracted conflict.

35. The inclusion of international organization variables is designed to replicate for crisis management the role of the League of Nations, the United Nations, and regional organizations in conflict management, as reported in Haas, Nye, and Butterworth (1972); and E. B. Haas (1983, 1986).

36. The phrasing of the questions regarding major powers and IO effects on crisis abatement Page 37 →should not be interpreted as bias in favor of the status quo. Stability is preferred only in the Hobbesian sense of the desirability of avoiding interstate anarchy, since anarchy generates intolerable costs for all members of an international system.

37. Many variables in the Conceptual Map (Figures I.5 and I.6) have been explored during the past four decades.

Crucial system traits and their impact on state behavior have been analyzed by Azar (1972); Cannizo (1978); Deutsch and Singer (1964); Kaplan (1957); McClelland (1964, 1968, 1972); Rosecrance (1963, 1966); Singer and Small (1968); Waltz (1979); and Young (1967).

Actor attributes—a state’s age, territorial size and location, regime, military and economic resources (capability), and domestic conditions—and their effects on foreign policy behavior were probed by, among others, Andriole et al. (1975); East (1973); East and Hermann (1974); Hopple et al. (1977); Rosenau (1966); Rummel (1968, 1969); Ward and Widmaier (1982); and Wilkenfeld et al. (1980).

The decision-making unit—its size, structure, and the rank of participants, their values at stake, information processing, and various effects on decision making and crisis management—have been dissected by Allison (1969, 1971); Brecher et al. (1969, 1980); George (1980); Hermann (1963, 1969); Stein and Tanter (1980); Vertzberger (1984, 1990, 1997); and others.

The crisis dimension of actor behavior was a major focus of the works noted at the beginning of Part I (Allison, Brams, Brams and Kilgour, George and Smoke, Hermann, O. R. Holsti, Lebow, McClelland, Mor, Paige, Snyder and Diesing, and the Stanford Group), as well as Allan (1983); Bueno de Mesquita (1981, 1985); Frei (1982); Goldmann (1983); James (1988); Maoz (1990); Stein and Tanter (1980); among others.

All have contributed insights into one or several aspects of interstate crises. The ICB inquiry encompasses all of these dimensions of crisis and conflict.

38. On the ongoing debate over American “unipolarity” or hegemony, see Keohane (1984); Russett (1985); Strange (1987); Nye (1990, 1993); Layne (1993).

39. Bipolarity, in the sense of two concentrations of military power, characterized the global system from 1945 to 1989. However, in the wider structural meaning of hostile centers of power and decision the term applies to the period 1945 to late 1962, the Cuban Missile crisis.

Even within that time frame there were distinct phases: embryonic bipolarity, from the end of World War II to the summer of 1948, when the power preeminence of the U.S. and the USSR (and the emerging bloc structure) had not yet fully crystallized; tight bipolarity, referring to two centers of decision, as well as power, an emergent reality with two “turning point” developments closely related in time—the imposition of a communist regime in Czechoslovakia (February 1948) and the eruption of the Berlin Blockade crisis (June 1948), culminating in the formal creation of NATO and the two German states in 1949. The entry of the Soviet Union into the nuclear club in 1949, superimposed upon its conventional military power, marked the advent of bipolarity in the power sense; and loose bipolarity was ushered in by the passive cooperation of the superpowers in the Suez crisis (October–November 1956).

After 1962, the marked diffusion of influence and nonmilitary power, highlighted by the increasing prominence of China and France, created a hybrid system of power bipolarity and decision multipolarity, which is designated polycentrism. (This is elaborated in the subsequent discussion of polycentrism.)

40. The multidimensional character of polarity has been noted by others. Bueno de Page 38 →Mesquita (1975, 1978) identified three attributes of polarity: the number of poles or clusters of states; their tightness and discreteness; and the degree of inequality in the distribution of power. Rapkin and Thompson with Christopherson (1979) distinguished between polarity (the distribution of power) and polarization (the tendency for actors to cluster around the system’s most powerful states). Wayman (1984) differentiated power polarity (power distribution) from cluster polarity (alliance clustering). Stoll (1984) developed a single indicator that combines elements of polarity (concentration of power) and polarization (the number of poles and their tightness). Hart (1985:31), too, distinguished between polarity—“the number of autonomous centers of power in the international system”—and polarization—“the process by which a power distribution is altered through alignment and coalition formation.” And Wallace (1985:97) defined polarization in terms of two key structural attributes of a system: the distribution of military capability and the configuration of military alliances within it. Wayman and Morgan (1990) examined the various multidimensional measures of polarity and found that the degree of convergence among the indicators was very weak. Kegley and Raymond (1992) distinguished between “the propensity of actors to cluster around the most powerful states” (polarization) and the level of fluidity among alliances (“commitment norms”) as mediating variables in the polarity/stability relationship.

41. The assumed link between polarity and war has been the basis of an influential debate. Notable contributors are Morgenthau (1948); Kaplan (1957); Deutsch and Singer (1964); Waltz (1964, 1967); Rosecrance (1966); Haas (1970); Singer, Bremer, and Stuckey (1972); Wallace (1973); Bueno de Mesquita (1975, 1978, 1981); Jackson (1977); Rapkin and Thompson with Christopherson (1979); Wayman (1984, 1990); Garnham (1985); Levy (1985); Hart (1985); Thompson (1986, 1988); Domke (1988); Midlarsky (1988, 1989, 1993); Mearsheimer (1990); Hopf (1991); Saperstein (1991); Kegley and Raymond (1992); Wagner (1993); Mansfield (1993); James (1995).

42. The concepts of dominant system and subsystem are elaborated in Brecher and James (1986:Part 1.1).

43. The theory of democratic peace is elaborated and assessed in Part IV.

44. Ethnicity, the last of the actor attributes, was discussed earlier among the macrolevel contextual variables.

45. We recognize that scholars frequently disagree about how best to translate a concept into a precise definition and that some of the concepts as defined in the ICB framework differ from other definitions in the international relations literature, such as foreign policy crisis, international crisis, intra-war crisis, multipolarity, polycentrism, power discrepancy, and power status. The definitions of concepts discussed in Part I seem to us to meet the criteria specified earlier. They are valid. They are analytically comprehensive. They incorporate concepts related to change. And they have operational utility, as will be amply demonstrated in Parts III and IV.





Page 39 →
PART II. METHODOLOGY


Introduction

The aggregate data segment of the International Crisis Behavior Project consists of data on 412 international crises and 895 foreign policy (actor) crises spanning the period 1918–94. Initial planning for this massive data collection began in 1975, with the most intense design work accomplished while Brecher and Wilkenfeld worked together in Jerusalem from 1977 to 1979. The assembly of the ICB data sets proceeded in four stages.


Stage 1: 1978–86 data collected for the 1929–79 period and served as the basis for Crises in the Twentieth Century, Vols. I, II (1988)

Stage 2: 1987–88 data collected for the 1980–85 period and, together with Stage 1, served as the basis for Crisis, Conflict and Instability (1989)

Stage 3: 1989–91 data collected for the 1918–28 and 1986–88 periods and, together with Stages 1 and 2, served as the basis for Crises in World Politics (1993)

Stage 4: 1993–95 data collected for the 1989–94 period and, together with Stages 1, 2, and 3, served as the basis for A Study of Crisis (1997).



It is always tempting when reporting on the procedures of a large-scale and long-term project such as ICB to provide a historical account of how methods, definitions, and priorities evolved over the 20 years of the project. While this would make fascinating reading for those of us and our students who over the years have been intricately involved in the endeavor, most readers would find it superfluous to their understanding at best and confusing at worst. Therefore, in the following pages, we will provide a summary of our current procedures, as if they have always, from the beginning in 1975, followed a straight and entirely predetermined path. For the reader who is nevertheless fascinated with the early details of the evolution of the ICB Project, Parts II of Brecher and Wilkenfeld (1988) and Wilkenfeld and Brecher (1988) should be consulted.

For readers familiar with earlier versions of the ICB data sets, a word of caution is in order. Stage 4 was devoted primarily to expanding the data set to include the 1989–94 period. However, we also reopened many previously coded cases and added to the coding in light of new information that had come to light since the original coding was done, some of which dated to the late 1970s. In the course of that process, it became clear that some earlier cases would now need to Page 40 →be dropped from the data set, while still others would be combined and otherwise modified. Furthermore, several key variables, including gravity of threat and form of outcome, were recoded from scratch for the entire 76-year period, because serious shortcomings were identified in their earlier formulations. Finally, several new variables were added to the data set, most notably variables assessing the ethnic content (if any) of a crisis and variables distinguishing major power crisis activity from their activities as third parties. Therefore, the current ICB data set supersedes all earlier releases and should be used exclusively by researchers interested in crises in the twentieth century.

As noted in Part I, ICB has been interested in all phases of an international crisis, from onset, through escalation, to de-escalation and termination and finally to impact. Key dimensions of the situation have been tracked for the international crisis as a whole, as well as for the individual states that became actors in the crisis. This dual focus necessitated the generation and maintenance of two separate data sets which, although closely linked, are used to answer different types of questions pertaining to crisis phenomena. For example, behavioral characteristics such as the choice among various crisis management techniques—from pacific to violent—to achieve foreign policy objectives in crisis are best assessed for the individual actor. Other factors, such as the circumstances under which third parties—superpowers or global organizations—are effective in crisis abatement, are best assessed from the point of view of the international crisis as a whole. Later, we will discuss the groupings of variables that emerged from each of these perspectives.

First, however, it will be useful to provide some information on procedures, including how cases were identified for inclusion (or exclusion), how the set of variables evolved, how coders were trained, and how the data were compiled and readied for analysis, as well as some discussion of the extensive sources consulted in the assembly of the data sets and the statistical procedures employed. We turn now to this task.





ICB Data Collection Procedures


Cases

In Part I we provided the full ICB definitions for international (system-level) and foreign policy (actor-level) crises (see pp. 4–5, 3). Employing these definitions, initial lists of international crises were assembled, relying primarily on the New York Times and Keesing’s Contemporary Archives. These lists were then sent to a Page 41 →large number of area specialists at universities, notably in Israel, Canada, and the United States, and expanded or contracted accordingly. In fact, these area specialists were consulted repeatedly throughout the coding process to assess both the reliability and validity of the coding.1 This consultation process was particularly delicate, since the term “crisis” has not always been used with great precision in the international relations literature, and we needed to ensure that the specialists were employing the ICB definition as they provided their input to the project. As new official documents, memoirs, histories, and other sources became available over the years, some additional international crises for previously coded periods were identified and incorporated into the data set,2 while the coding of some previously coded cases was modified based on new information.3

Once the list of international crises had been assembled, the states that were to be considered actors in each crisis were identified according to three basic criteria. First, they had to be sovereign states and recognized members of the international system. Second, there had to be persuasive evidence that the decision makers of these states perceived the three conditions of a foreign policy crisis—a threat to basic values, finite time for response, and heightened probability of military hostilities, all resulting from a change in a state’s external or internal environment. And third, there had to be a clear indication that the adversary was another sovereign state or, in some cases, an opposing coalition of states.

The requirement of sovereignty for crisis actors and adversaries excluded all crises involving campaigns for independence, even though many had important international ramifications. For example, Algeria’s eight-year struggle to achieve independence from France (1954–62) involved several crises for both France and the FLN-led nonindependent Algeria. These crises, as well as many others, such as those between Portugal and Mozambique, or India’s struggle for independence from Britain, were not included in the final case list because they lacked an adversarial relationship between two or more independent states at the time of the crisis.

Similarly, crises involving terrorist or nationalist groups only were omitted. However, in the crisis over an Air France plane hijacked to Uganda (1976), an adversarial relationship was created between Israel and Uganda when the latter refused to withdraw its support for PLO guerrillas, who had triggered the crisis and were holding Israeli citizens hostage in Entebbe. Civil wars that did not include other states as crisis actors, such as Nigeria’s internal conflict over Biafra (1967–70), were also excluded. On the other hand, Spain’s three-year civil war (1936–39), in which Italy and Germany allied themselves with the Nationalist rebels, appears as four international crises in the ICB data set. So too, does Yemen’s five-year civil war (1962–67), in which Saudi Arabia and Egypt allied themselves with Royalist and Republican Yemen. In Greece’s long civil war from 1944 to 1949, two international crises were included: the first in 1944, as a crisis for the U.K., when its influence in the area was threatened by a possible communist takeover in Greece; and the second for Greece in 1946, when infiltrators Page 42 →from Yugoslavia, Albania, and Bulgaria threatened severe setbacks to the Greek government’s struggle against Greek communist guerrillas. And in Bosnia’s lengthy civil war (1992–95) among Croats, Muslims, and Serbs, the patron role of the rump of Yugoslavia for the Bosian Serbs transformed ethnic civil strife into an international crisis.

Strict enforcement of the decision rules resulted in the inclusion of two types of crises that might at first glance appear as anomalies. First, 138 of the 412 ICB crises (33 percent) were single-actor cases. That is, the state that triggered a crisis for another state did not itself become a crisis actor. For example, Libya’s expulsion of Tunisians from its territory in 1985 triggered a crisis for Tunisia (but not for Libya); the imposition of a “no-fly zone” over portions of Iraq by the U.S. and its allies in 1992 triggered a crisis for Iraq (but not for the U.S., U.K., France).

A second apparent anomaly was the identification of a small number of cases in which decision makers of a state could experience more than one crisis for their state within the duration of an international crisis. For example, India experienced two foreign policy crises during the Kashmir II crisis of 1965: the first was triggered by Pakistan in August of that year when Pakistani “freedom fighters” began infiltrating into the Vale of Kashmir, lasting until January of 1966; and the second was triggered by China when it issued an ultimatum to the Indian government to dismantle all military bases near the Chinese border, lasting from September 16 through the 21st. Similarly, Israel experienced two foreign policy crises during the October–Yom Kippur War of 1973: the first was triggered on October 5 by the movement of Egyptian forces toward the Suez Canal and a change to offensive posture, lasting until the end of the overall crisis in May 1974; and the second was triggered by Egypt when it successfully crossed the Suez Canal on October 7, lasting until October 14 when Israel won a decisive tank battle. In other words, when crisis perceptions decreased to pre-crisis levels, a state’s foreign policy crisis was deemed to have terminated. When fresh perceptions of threat, time, and probability of violence were discovered during an overall international crisis, we considered that the relevant state was experiencing another foreign policy crisis.

It should be clear to the reader that a relatively large number of potential crises were considered and even researched by ICB staff, but ultimately rejected because they did not satisfy one or more of the definitional criteria we established. Some illustrations may serve to further clarify the ICB procedures. Tibet’s declaration of independence from Chinese suzerainty in 1949 was never recognized by the international community. Thus, neither China’s invasion and annexation of Tibet in 1950–51 nor the flight of the Dalai Lama in 1959 constituted ICB crises as defined by an adversarial relationship between two or more independent state actors. Exceptions to this decision rule were made in one category only—those states whose crises began before formal independence but terminated after its achievement, for example, Indonesia from 1945 to 1949, Bangladesh in 1971, or Angola in 1975.
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Other cases appeared on the surface to be extremely serious, such as the crisis between Japan and the Netherlands over Japanese penetration of the Dutch East Indies in 1930, or Togo’s 1965 action closing its border with Ghana after accusing the latter of harboring antigovernment guerrillas. But in each of these instances, the former exclusively economic, the latter political-diplomatic, there was an extremely low perceived probability of military hostilities between the adversaries. And some cases were excluded because of the absence of a clear external threat. For example, the serious and violent demonstrations that began in Gdansk in 1970 and that subsequently spread throughout Poland constituted a domestic crisis for the Polish government. The Soviet Union extended political support to the government of Poland but did not become—and was not perceived as likely to become—militarily involved.

Finally, there was no dearth of incidents or crisislike situations within protracted conflicts,4 where great care had to be exercised in determining cases for inclusion or exclusion. The Arab/Israeli protracted conflict, for example, has witnessed 50 years of hostilities. Thus its “normal” tension level is extremely high. Within that Middle East conflict, “only” 25 cases were included in the ICB data set, from the crisis over the partition of Palestine and Israeli independence 1947–49, to Israel’s invasion of Lebanon (Operation Accountability) in 1993 [replicated in Israel’s Operation “Grapes of Wrath” in 1996]. Israeli military reprisals constituted a particularly difficult problem as regards case selection. Blechman (1972) lists 101 Israeli reprisal raids into Jordan, Egypt, and Syria between 1949 and 1969. Within this setting of increased violence, infiltration and reprisals were identified as crisis situations for Israel and/or its neighboring Arab states only when evidence was found of state behavior beyond standard operating procedures, that is, decision making at the highest political level, in order to deal with the situation of change within this protracted conflict. Consequently, only four appear in the ICB data set: Hula Drainage 1951 (Israel/Syria); Qibya 1953 and Qalqilya 1956 (Israel/Jordan); and Gaza Raid–Czech. Arms Deal 1955–56 (Israel/Egypt). Similarly, during extended wars the criterion of nonstandard operating procedures was applied. In World War II, for example, the ICB cases include those crises where a state entered into, or exited from, the ongoing war and turning points that strongly influenced the outcome, such as the battles of El Alamein, Stalingrad, or Saipan. Thus, 24 international crises were included as intra-war crises during World War II.

The distributions of international crises from 1918–94 across time, geographic regions, international systems, triggering entities, and crisis proneness of actors are presented in Figure II.1 and Tables II.1–II.4. Taken together, these trends across time, space, and actors provide a first glimpse of patterns of crisis in the twentieth century. Figure II.1 indicates a general increase in the number of international crises per year from multipolarity through polycentrism and a decline during the post–Cold War era. Table II.1 gives evidence of a significant shift in the locus of crises, with Africa in particular evidencing a sharp increase, and a similar decline for Europe. Table II.2 further confirms the propensity for Page 44 →certain systems, notably polycentrism, to be particularly crisis prone. These and other implications of the distributions for the international system are discussed in detail in Part IV.


[image: Figure II.1: Number of crises per year, 1918-1994. Peaks in 1981 (14) and 1987 (12), then gradual decline to 3 in 1993 and 2 in 1994.]
Figure II.1.Distribution of Crises, 1918–94 (N = 412)

Table II.3 lists the 10 states responsible for triggering the largest number of international crises in the twentieth century—together they account for 30 percent of all crises in the ICB data set. One need only look at the polycentric period to realize that the nature of the international system has changed dramatically—South Africa, Libya, Iraq, and Israel play critical roles in triggering international crises for this system-period. And Table II.4 examines crisis proneness, that is, the states that experienced the largest number of foreign policy crises in this century. Twelve states account for 35 percent of all foreign policy crises. Once again, it is evident that, with the exception of the U.S., which continued to experience crises at an accelerated rate in both polycentrism and the post–Cold War era, the burden of coping with crises in the latter part of the twentieth century has shifted to states such as Libya, Israel, Egypt, and Syria.

For a chronological listing of the entire ICB set of crises and actors, as well as key descriptive variables, see Part III and the Crisis Overview Table on the accompanying CD-ROM.



Variables

While the initial set of crises to be included in the ICB Project was being assembled, work was also begun on compiling a list of cross-national variables that would be used in coding the cases. The identification of distinguishing Page 45 →characteristics of crises for a diverse set of actors across a 76-year period entailed certain methodological challenges. The most serious was the inability to develop quantitative indicators for certain kinds of information on a uniform cross-national basis. At the outset of this project we realized that it would make a distinctive contribution to crisis research only if we adopted a creative approach to variable operationalization. While many of our variables can be thought of as “hard”—geographic location, number of actors, extent of violence, global organization involvement—others are “softer” in nature. This latter category includes Page 46 →Page 47 →such variables as content and extent of satisfaction about outcome, effectiveness of third parties in crisis abatement, and values threatened. Here we consulted often with regional experts while relying on the coders’—and our—ability to reach conclusions based upon research on the case in question. While readers may differ in interpretation, it is hoped that errors resulting from bias have been kept to a minimum.


TABLE II.1. Regional Location of International Crises, 1918–94


	Region
	Frequency
	Percent





	Africa



	North Africa (Egypt, Libya, Tunisia, Algeria, Morocco)

	22
	5.3



	East Africa (Ethiopia, Somalia, Kenya, Tanzania, Uganda, Sudan)

	26
	6.3



	Central Africa (Rwanda, Burundi, Cameroon, Central African Republic, Chad, Niger)

	16
	3.9



	West Africa (from Nigeria through Ghana, Guinea, Mauritania, Senegal)

	16
	3.9



	Southern Africa (Angola, Botswana, Mozambique, Rhodesia/Zimbabwe, South Africa, Zambia)

	28
	6.8



	Americas



	North America (Canada, U.S., Mexico)
	0
	0.0



	Central America (south of Mexico, north of Colombia)

	34
	8.3



	South America (from Colombia to Argentina)
	14
	3.4



	Asia



	East Asia (China, Japan, North and South Korea, Mongolia, Taiwan)

	22
	5.3



	Central Asia/Caucasus (Armenia, Azerbaijan, Georgia)
	8
	1.9



	Southeast Asia (Burma, Laos, Cambodia, North and South Vietnam, Thailand, Malaysia, Singapore, Indonesia, Philippines)

	41
	10.0



	South Asia (India, Pakistan, Bangladesh, Afghanistan, Sri Lanka, Nepal)

	19
	4.6



	Europe



	North Europe (Denmark, Finland, Iceland, Norway, Sweden)

	10
	2.4



	East Europe (Baltic states, Poland, Romania, Bulgaria, Russia/USSR)

	26
	6.3



	Central Europe (Czechoslovakia, Germany, Austria, Hungary, Switzerland)

	22
	5.3



	West Europe (U.K., France, Belgium, Netherlands, Luxembourg)

	7
	1.7



	South Europe (Portugal, Spain, Italy, Greece, Albania, Cyprus)

	23
	5.6



	Middle East



	Middle East (Israel, Jordan, Lebanon, Syria, Turkey, Iraq, Iran, Gulf States, Saudi Arabia, Yemens)

	78
	18.9



	TOTAL
	412
	100.0






TABLE II.2. Location of International Crises in Time and Spacea


	
	
	Africa
	Americas
	Asia
	Europe
	Middle East
	TOTAL





	Multipolarity
	1918-39
	23%
	912%
	1317%
	3953%
	1115%
	7418%



	World War II
	1939-45
	211%
	13%
	825%
	1753%
	413%
	328%



	Bipolarity
	1945-62
	1011%
	1213%
	3135%
	1719%
	2022%
	9022%



	Polycentrism
	1963-89
	8845%
	2412%
	3216%
	137%
	3820%
	19547%



	Unipolarity
	1990-94
	629%
	29%
	629%
	29%
	524%
	215%



	TOTAL
	
	10826%
	4812%
	9022%
	8821%
	7819%
	412100%





a In this and all subsequent contingency tables, frequencies and percentages are summed across rows.


TABLE II.3. Ten Leading Triggering Entities of Crises in the Twentieth Century


	
	Multipolarity
	World War II
	Bipolarity
	Polycentrism
	Unipolarity
	TOTAL





	USSR
	3
	6
	8
	4
	1
	22



	Germany
	8
	6
	0
	0
	0
	14



	South Africa
	0
	0
	0
	14
	0
	14



	U.S.
	0
	7
	2
	5
	0
	14



	Israel
	0
	0
	6
	6
	0
	12



	Libya
	0
	0
	0
	12
	0
	12



	Japan
	8
	1
	0
	0
	0
	9



	Iraq
	0
	0
	0
	6
	3
	9



	Pakistan
	0
	0
	4
	4
	1
	9



	U.K.
	3
	2
	3
	0
	0
	8





The ultimate set of variables, along with elaborate codesheets and codebooks containing definitions and instructions, evolved over a period of years and involved extensive pretests and debriefing sessions with groups of coders. In fact, during 1978–79 a seminar for all ICB coders and senior ICB researchers was convened weekly in Jerusalem, and difficulties were jointly discussed and resolved. Many of the definitions for individual variables were sharpened in these sessions. Again, we will present only the final versions of these documents.

Data were collected at the level of the individual crisis actor and the level of Page 48 →the international crisis as a whole. This distinction is important to keep in mind, because these two perspectives complement each other in a way that is truly unique to ICB. Some variables, notably those dealing with the perceptions of crisis decision makers, were collected exclusively at the actor level of analysis. Moreover, data on sociopolitical conditions at the time of the crisis, or structure of the decision-making unit involved, were collected solely at the actor level. Data on other variables, such as effectiveness of third parties in crisis abatement and geographic proximity of the crisis actors, were collected exclusively at the level of the international crisis as a whole. And a large set of variables was amenable to measurement at both levels. Thus, crisis trigger identifies both the event that triggered a crisis for an individual state (actor level) and the event that catalyzed the international crisis as a whole (system level). Similarly, gravity of threat can be identified as the gravest threat perceived by the decision makers of a state in crisis, and summarized for the crisis as a whole as the most salient threat experienced by actors in the international crisis.


TABLE II.4. Most Crisis-Prone States in the Twentieth Century (15 or more crises)


	
	Multipolarity
	World War II
	Bipolarity
	Polycentrism
	Unipolarity
	TOTAL





	U.S.
	1
	2
	22
	27
	4
	56



	U.K.
	10
	12
	10
	6
	1
	39



	USSR
	6
	4
	14
	11
	0
	35



	France
	11
	4
	7
	7
	2
	31



	Israel
	0
	0
	7
	17
	2
	26



	Egypt
	0
	0
	9
	13
	2
	24



	Germanya
	7
	10
	4
	2
	0
	23



	Libya
	0
	0
	0
	18
	0
	18



	Turkey
	7
	1
	4
	5
	0
	17



	Greece
	5
	2
	2
	6
	0
	15



	Japan
	8
	7
	0
	0
	0
	15



	Syria
	0
	1
	3
	10
	1
	15





a Includes Feder4al Republic of Germany and German Democratic Republic.

In the case of the variables for which data are available at both the actor and system levels, a word relating to procedures is in order. In some cases, such as crisis trigger, the system-level variable was coded as the earliest trigger date for any of the actors in the crisis. Similarly, termination date was based on the date when the last crisis actor perceived a decline to pre-crisis levels of threat and potential for military hostilities. In the case of threat, the gravest threat perceived by the key actor was taken to signify threat for the crisis as a whole. This rule was also used for centrality and severity of violence. In the case of some variables, the mix of system-level values had to be examined to determine the overall coding—this was true of outcome variables such as content, form, and satisfaction. Overall, care was taken to capture, in the international system-level variables, the essence of combined coding for the individual states involved in the crisis. Specific details are provided in the ICB codebooks, available with the data sets.

In the following pages, we present all the ICB variables, followed by a brief definition of each. We indicate after each whether it was coded at the actor level (A), international crisis level (C), or both (A&C). Many of the key variables are discussed more extensively in Part IV, where they are employed in the analyses presented there, and this definition will also be indicated in parentheses (Part IV). The order in which variables are presented and discussed follows that employed in the ICB Project codebooks. For full definitions, see the codebook for the ICB Project Datasets, available on the accompanying CD-ROM and as Study #9286 from the Interuniversity Consortium for Political and Social Research of the University of Michigan.


Dimensions of Crisis Onset

Crisis Trigger (A&C, Part IV). The specific act, event, or situational change perceived by the decision maker(s) as a threat to basic values, with finite time for response and a heightened probability of military hostilities.
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Trigger Date (A&C). The date on which the decision makers perceived the trigger.

Triggering Entity (A&C). The entity—single state, coalition, nonstate actor—that initiated the crisis.



Context of Crisis Onset

Value Threatened (A&C, Part IV). The type of threat perceived by the actor, ranging from threat to existence, of grave damage, to influence, territory, political system, economic threat, or limited threat to population and property.

Decision Maker(s)’ Stress (A&C). An index that combines the degree of threat and the power of the threatening actor (see below for discussion of this index).

Crisis Issue (A). The most important initial issue-area of a crisis for an actor: military-security, political-diplomatic, economic-developmental, or cultural-status.

Change in Crisis Issue (A). Major change in the initial issue-area of a crisis.

Source of Threat (A). The entity perceived by the decision makers as the source of threat to values. In most but not all instances, this will be identical to the triggering entity (see above).

Power Status of Source of Threat (A). The threatening entity classified according to small, middle, great, superpower.

Overall Violence (A&C, Part IV). The amount of violence, if any, that occurred during any stage of the crisis?

Intra-War Crisis (A&C, Part IV). Crises in which a situational change during an ongoing war triggered the crisis.

Protracted Conflict (A&C, Part IV). Was the crisis part of a protracted conflict involving the same group of actors?

Protracted Conflict Identification (A&C, Parts III, IV). If the crisis was part of a protracted conflict, which PC was it? For example, East/West, India/Pakistan, etc?

Territorial Conflict (C). Did the crisis involve a conflict over territory?

Ethnicity-Related (C, Part IV). Was ethnicity a factor in the crisis?

Ethnicity-Driven (C, Part IV). Was ethnicity the central factor dividing the adversaries in the crisis?



Crisis Management

Size of Decisional Unit (A). The number of persons who formulated a state’s major response to the crisis.

Structure of Decisional Unit (A). The structure (institutional, ad hoc, etc.) that formulated the actor’s major response.

Level of Communications (A). The highest ranking person responsible for communications with other actors during the crisis.
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Crisis Management 1: Major Response (A&C, Part IV). The major thrust of the actor’s response to the crisis trigger.

Date of Major Response (A). The date the major response was implemented.

Gestation 1: Elapsed Time, Trigger to Response (A). Elapsed time in days from trigger to major response.

Crisis Management 2: Principal Technique (CMT) (A&C, Part IV). From pacific techniques such as negotiation and mediation, to nonviolent military, violence, or any multiple thereof involving violence.

Timing of Violence (C). The first occurrence of violence, if any, prior to, at the onset of, or during a crisis.

Centrality of Violence as CMT (A&C, Part IV). The relative importance decision makers attributed to their use of violence, in terms of achieving their crisis goals, ranging from preeminent, important, minor to none.

Severity of Violence (A&C, Part IV). The most severe use of violence in crisis management, from war, serious clashes, minor clashes, to none.



Crisis Termination

Date of Termination (A&C). The date on which a crisis actor’s perception of threat, time pressure, and war likelihood declined toward pre-crisis levels.

Gestation 2: Trigger to Termination (A&C). Elapsed time, in days, from trigger to termination.

Gestation 3: Response to Termination (A). Elapsed time, in days, from response to termination.

Substance of Outcome (A&C, Part IV). From the actor’s perspective, perception of victory, defeat, stalemate, or compromise; from the perspective of the crisis as a whole, ambiguous outcome (stalemate and/or compromise), definitive outcome (victory and/or defeat).

Form of Outcome (A&C, Part IV). Type of outcome, from agreement, tacit understanding, unilateral act, compliance, to imposed.

Extent of Satisfaction with Outcome (A&C, Part IV). How satisfied was the actor with the outcome (actor level); what was the mix of satisfaction levels for all actors (system level)?

Crisis Legacy (A&C, Part IV). Escalation or reduction of tension, measured by whether or not the same parties became involved in a crisis with each other during the subsequent five years.



Third-Party Crisis Management Activity

Major Powers (Great Powers 1918–45, Superpowers 1945–94)

Activity (A&C, Part IV). The type of major power activity in crisis abatement, if any, including political, economic, covert, semi-military, and military.

Effectiveness (C, Part IV). Measures the major power’s contribution to crisis Page 51 →abatement, if any, ranging from most important, important, marginal effect, to escalated the crisis.

Most Effective Activity (C). If activity occurred, which type was most effective?

Impact on Pace of Crisis Abatement (C). Impact of activity, if any, on the rapidity of crisis abatement.

Actor Perception of Favorableness of Major Power Activity (A). Actor perception—favorable, unfavorable, neutral—of third-party activity by the major powers.

Global Organization (GO) Involvement (League of Nations 1920–39, United Nations 1945–94)

Source of GO Involvement (C). If the League of Nations or the United Nations was approached, was the approach by the actor(s), major power(s), other third party(ies), or initiated by the GO itself?

Most Active GO Organ (A&C, Part IV). The most active GO organ in an effort to abate the crisis: Secretary-General, (General) Assembly, (Security) Council, other.

Content of GO Involvement (C, Part IV). Involvement by the most active organ, from discussion without a resolution, through fact-finding, good offices, mediation, call for action, sanctions, to emergency military force.

Effectiveness of GO Involvement (C, Part IV). The GO’s contribution to crisis abatement, from single most important, important, or marginal contribution, no effect, to escalation.

Most Effective GO Organ (C). How effective was the organ that made the greatest contribution to crisis abatement?

Most Effective Involvement (C). The activity of the most effective organ.

Impact on Pace of Crisis Abatement (C). The impact, if any, on the rapidity of crisis abatement, from more rapid termination to delay.

Actor Perception of Favorableness of GO Involvement (A). A crisis actor’s perception of GO activity or inactivity as favorable, unfavorable, or neutral.

Regional/Security Organization (RSO) Involvement

Source of RSO Involvement (C). If a RSO was approached, which entity made the approach?

Most Active RSO (A&C). Which was most active RSO, including OAS, OAU, SEATO, NATO, WTO, LAS, CENTO, other?

Content of RSO Involvement (A&C). See GO Involvement above.

Effectiveness of RSO Involvement (C). See GO Involvement above.

Most Effective RSO (C). Which organization made the greatest contribution to crisis abatement?

Most Effective RSO Involvement (C). See GO Involvement above.

Impact on Pace of Crisis Abatement (C). See GO Involvement above.

Actor Perception of Favorableness of RSO Involvement (A). See GO Involvement above.
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Crisis Attributes

Geographic Location of Actor (A). The region in which the crisis actor is located.

Geographic Location of International Crisis (A&C, Part IV). The region in which the crisis occurred.

Geographic Proximity of Crisis (A, Part IV). How proximate was the actor to the crisis, ranging from home territory, same continent, region, remote?

Adversarial Proximity of Crisis Actors (C, Part IV). How close were the principal adversaries to each other, from contiguous, near neighbors, to distant?

Number of Involved Actors (A&C, Part IV). The number of actors perceived as being involved (although not necessarily as actors) in the crisis.

System Polarity (A&C, Part IV). In which system-period does the international crisis fall: multipolarity 1918–39, World War II 1939–45, bipolarity 1945–62, polycentrism 1963–89, post–Cold War unipolar 1990–94?

System Level (A&C). At what system level did the crisis take place, from subsystem, mainly subsystem, mainly dominant, to dominant system?

Power Discrepancy (A&C, Part IV). Measures the capability gap between adversaries, whether individual states or coalitions (see below for discussion of this index).

Number of States in System (A). The number of states in the international system at the time of the crisis.

Age of Actor (A). Ranges from old established states—pre-1648—to new states—post-1957.

Territorial Size (A). Small (less than 50,000 square miles), medium (50,000–500,000 square miles), large (over 500,000 square miles).

Political Regime (A). A distinction between civil or military authoritarian regimes and democratic regimes.

Duration of Political Regime (A). The number of years of continuous existence of a specific political authority within a state.

Alliance with Great Power/Superpower (A). Formal or informal alliance with one of the great powers (1918–45) or a superpower (1945–94).

Membership in the Global Organization (A). Membership in the League, the UN, or neither, at the time of the crisis.

Nuclear Capability (A). Ranging from no nuclear capability to second strike capability at the time of the crisis.

Military Expenditures (A). Military expenditures for the year of the crisis.

Level of Cost of Living (COL) (A). Deviation from the normal level for that actor relative to the trend exhibited during the four years preceding the crisis.

Level of Unemployment (A). See COL above.

Level of Inflation (A). See COL above.

Level of Food Prices (A). See COL above.

Level of Labor Disruptions (A). See COL above.

Level of Consumer Goods Shortages (A). See COL above.

Level of Societal Unrest (A). Significant increases or decreases as evidenced by Page 53 →assassinations, terrorism, general strikes, demonstrations, and riots, up to six months prior to the crisis.

Level of Mass Violence (A). Demonstrated by insurrections, civil war, and revolution within the society of a crisis actor during the six months before the onset of the crisis.

Level of Regime Repression (A), Examples include exile, deportation, purges, harassment of political organizations, martial law, restrictions on the press.

Level of Government Instability (A). Indicated by executive changes and changes in administrative structure.

Source Used for Coding Crisis (A&C). Types of sources used for coding the crisis.



Overall Intensity of Crisis

Number of Crisis Actors (C).

Extent of Involvement by Powers (C). Adversarial behavior of the major powers, from no activity through military activity.

Geostrategic Salience (C). The significance of the location of a crisis in terms of its natural resources, distance from power centers, etc., measured by the number of international systems—global, dominant, subsystem—that were affected by the crisis.

Heterogeneity among Adversarial Actors (C). Measured by the number of attribute differences between the most heterogeneous pair of adversaries in the international crisis—military capability, political regime, economic development, and culture.

Issues (C). Coded according to the principal issue-area and any change during a crisis.

Overall Violence (C). See the preceding “Context of Crisis Onset” section.



Overall Importance of Crisis

Change in Actors (C). Comprises both regime change, whether in orientation or type, and a more basic structural shift, that is, the emergence or disappearance of one or more independent states as a result of the international crisis.

Change in Alliances (C). Shifts in the structure or functioning, or the elimination, of an alliance, from the entry (exit) of one or more actors into (or from) a formal or informal alliance, to an increase or decrease of cohesiveness in an existing alliance, to no change.

Change in Power Balance (C). Change in both the number of power centers and the hierarchy of power.

Change in Rules of the Game (C). In those norms, derived from law, custom, morality, or self-interest, that serve as guidelines for behavior by actors in a system.
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Indices

During the course of the 20 years that the International Crisis Behavior Project has devoted to data collection and analysis, a number of indices were developed as a way of addressing particularly complex aspects of the structure of the international system and the actions of states within that system. In the cases of stress and power discrepancy, these indices have been included in the ICB data sets themselves. Others are derived from combinations of existing ICB variables. At the level of the individual crisis actor, ICB has developed indices for power, power discrepancy, economic conditions, and decision maker stress. At the level of the international crisis, ICB indices include power discrepancy, instability, proportion of democratic actors, stress, intensity and importance of crisis. In the following sections, we will briefly discuss these indicators and point the reader to studies in which they have been employed.



Actor-Level Indices

Power

Preoccupation with state power has been central to the study of international relations since the birth of the nation-state. It has been employed to explain differences in state behavior, including whom they choose to go to war with and how successful they are expected to be, what alliances they will form, and what political and developmental strategies they will pursue. In fact, in explaining state behavior, the realist approach to international relations relegates virtually all factors other than power, such as domestic conditions and decision maker attributes, to secondary importance.

The ICB power index is composed of measures of human, territorial, and material resources available to the actor at the time of the crisis. This index comprises six elements and is computed additively once categories have been established: size of population, GNP, territorial size, alliance capability, military expenditures, and nuclear capability.

Studies utilizing the power index are noted in the discussion of Power Discrepancy.

Power Discrepancy

Closely related to the notion of the power of an individual state is a relational concept that assesses the power of a state vis-à-vis its adversary(ies). State behavior is a product of the power that a state possesses at the time of the crisis, as well as how that power stacks up against the potential power which can be marshaled by its conflict partner(s). Once again, the literature of international relations is replete with theories that attempt to explain state behavior based on relations of power polarity or hegemony among state actors.

The ICB power discrepancy (PD) index is based on the power score (see above) of the crisis actor at the onset of a crisis. The power of a crisis actor and Page 55 →the power available to it from tight alliance partners (if any)—immediately prior to the actor’s major response—was compared to that of its principal adversary or adversaries—whether or not they were themselves crisis actors—to create the final score. These scores were then grouped into five categories, where positive discrepancy indicates power greater than the adversary and negative discrepancy means power less than the adversary: high positive PD, low positive PD, power parity, low negative PD, and high negative PD.

Studies utilizing the power discrepancy index include Brecher and Wilkenfeld (1989); Wilkenfeld (1991); and Part IV.

Economic Conditions

Many theoretical and empirical studies have taken the position that the conditions within a state significantly affect the type of behavior that a state directs externally. In general terms, it has been argued that states experiencing difficult economic conditions, combined with internal unrest, are more likely than others to engage in aggressive forms of foreign policy behavior in general and conflictual behavior in particular. It is to be expected that state behavior in crisis will also reflect the impact of particularly adverse internal conditions.

The ICB index of economic conditions is composed of six indicators: cost of living, unemployment, inflation, food prices, labor disruption, and consumer goods shortages. If any two of these six variables indicated a significant increase during the six months leading up to the crisis, the economic conditions indicator was coded as deteriorating.

Studies utilizing the economic conditions index include Brecher and Wilkenfeld (1989); Wilkenfeld (1991); Hewitt and Wilkenfeld (1996); and Part IV.

Decision Maker Stress

The ICB definition of a foreign policy crisis includes as one of its core criteria the threat to basic values of the state. And among the dimensions that form the context of the onset of crisis is a variable identifying the type of threat that decision makers perceived.

The ICB index of decision maker stress seeks to combine the type of threat perceived by decision makers with the difference in power status between the actor and its adversary. For example, a territorial threat takes on meaning in terms of the amount of stress that it generates only when account is taken of the relative strength of the adversary. Operationally, stress is computed as follows.


(Stage 1). Values are assigned to the categories of the value threat variable: threat to existence = 10; threat to influence of great power or superpower = 7; threat of grave damage, threat to territory, political threat = 6; economic threat, threat to influence of nongreat power or nonsuperpower = 4; limited threat, other = 1.

(Stage 2). Values are assigned to a new variable called power relations, based on the differences between the power status of the actor and its Page 56 →adversary—small, middle, great, superpower. A complex set of interrelationships is defined, where, for example, the highest value (10) is assigned to a small power with a superpower adversary, as well as to a case in which the two superpowers are adversaries.

(Stage 3). The indicator of stress is computed for each of the 895 crisis actors in the ICB data set, based on the addition of Stages 1 and 2.



The stress index is utilized in Part IV.



International Crisis-Level Indices

Power Discrepancy

As indicated above, power discrepancy was computed for each crisis actor in relation to its principal adversary(ies) in the crisis. At the international crisis level, the highest positive power discrepancy score for any actor in the crisis is taken as the indicator of power discrepancy for the crisis as a whole. These scores were then collapsed into low, medium, and high power discrepancy for the crisis.

Instability

The ICB Project has undertaken the construction of an index of instability for each of the 412 international crises. This index involves the simultaneous use of several scaled indicators of the seriousness of the crisis and the incorporation of two additional crisis attributes: power status of the actors and duration of the crisis. The inclusion of power status recognizes that the degree of systemic disruption resulting from an international crisis is a function not only of the type of behavior exhibited by the parties to the crisis, but also reflects the power status of these actors; that is, crises with more powerful actors, ipso facto, generate more turmoil than crises with less powerful participants. Furthermore, the inclusion of duration for each actor recognizes that systemic disruption will be more extensive the longer the elapsed time from trigger to termination.

The index of instability is represented by the following equation.


[image: Equation]

where

Ij = instability generated by crisis “j” (j = 1, ..., 412)

Tj = turmoil associated with crisis “j,” composed of intensity of violence, crisis management technique, and trigger

Pi = power status of actor “i” in international crisis “j”

Di = duration in days as a crisis actor for actor “i” in crisis “j.”
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The instability generated by an international crisis is a function of its turmoil, the relative power status of its participants, and its duration.

The instability index was employed in Brecher and Wilkenfeld (1989, 1991); and Brecher, James, and Wilkenfeld (1990).

Proportion of Democratic Actors in Crisis

In order to investigate propositions derived from the theory of democratic peace, the ICB Project has developed an index of democracy that is sensitive to two aspects: the proportion of democracies within each of the opposing coalitions and the overall proportion of democracies in the crisis. Creation of this index, DEM, is based on the actor-level variable regime and is computed for the international crisis according to the following formula.

DEM = (p1 + p2)/2

where p1 is the proportion of democracies in one coalition and p2 is the proportion in the other. In other words, DEM is the average proportion of democracies in each of the opposing coalitions in the international crisis.

The democracy index is employed in Hewitt and Wilkenfeld (1996); and in Part IV.

Stress

We have already discussed stress from the point of view of its calculation for an individual crisis actor. Stress for the international crisis as a whole is taken as the highest stress level experienced by any of the individual crisis actors.

The stress index is employed in Part IV.

Intensity of International Crisis

As noted earlier, an international crisis is characterized by two necessary and sufficient conditions: (1) an increase in the intensity of disruptive interactions among system actors, with a high probability of military hostilities; and (2) incipient change in one or more structural attributes of an international system, namely, power distribution, actors/regimes, rules, and alliance configuration.

Six ICB variables are used to construct the index of intensity: number of actors, involvement of the powers, geostrategic salience (from subsystem to global system), heterogeneity among the actors (in terms of military capability, economic development, political regime, and culture), issues, and extent of violence (if any) during the crisis.

The intensity index was employed in Brecher and Wilkenfeld (1988, 1989).

Importance of International Crisis

The extent of disequilibrium resulting from an international crisis, that is, its long-term importance, is measured by four indicators of system change: change Page 58 →in power distribution; actors; rules of the game; and alliance configuration. The first two represent structural change, while the latter influence the process of interaction.

The importance index was employed in Brecher and Wilkenfeld (1989).



Coders

The critical task of researching the international crises and collecting data on the variables and indices previously discussed was borne mainly by a dedicated cadre of graduate students from the Hebrew University of Jerusalem and Bar Ilan University in Israel, McGill University in Montreal, and the University of Maryland. Over the years, more than 30 students assisted on various aspects of the project, and several, including Hemda Ben Yehuda-Agid, Mark Boyer, Patrick James, Etel Solingen, Brigid Starkey, and Alice Ackerman, have gone on to professorial positions in universities in the U.S., Canada, and Israel. The history of their training with ICB is described in some detail in Brecher and Wilkenfeld (1988); and Wilkenfeld and Brecher (1988).

In Stage 1, during which data for 51 of the 76 years were collected (see the section on Data Collection above), each international crisis was assigned to a pair of coders, each of whom devoted approximately 25 hours to researching the case, filling out the codesheets, and, for one coder preparing a draft case summary. During Stages 2 through 4, where we had increased confidence in both our training and coding procedures, cases were assigned to single coders and only occasionally to a second coder when a particularly complex crisis was being researched. In all four stages, this process culminated in a lengthy debriefing session with one of the senior ICB researchers. Conflicts between coders were resolved, and in some instances more research was required. For the crises that were coded by two coders working independently, an intercoder reliability score of .85 was obtained, well within the range of acceptability for this type of research. In fact, it was this high intercoder reliability score, coupled with the procedures developed to debrief each case, that led us to conclude that single coders for Stages 2, 3, and 4 could be used with reasonable confidence.



Sources

Several types of sources were used as the basis for the collection of ICB data. As noted, the New York Times and Keesing’s Contemporary Archives were the starting point for purposes of compiling the initial set of cases to be investigated. The National and Hebrew University Library in Jerusalem provided the bulk of the material, supplemented by the libraries at McGill University and the University of Maryland and the Library of Congress in Washington, DC. Additional sources were obtained from Project and private collections. Extensive use was made of newspapers, scholarly articles, historical accounts, memoirs, and official documents. For example, recently declassified Central Intelligence Agency documents Page 59 →covering substantial portions of the early Cold War period were used to update and supplement previously coded cases and periods. For cases where information was abundant, all of the above were consulted to enable the coders to make an informed choice among several alternative codings posed for particularly difficult variables. In most cases, some combination of available source material provided sufficient information for coding. In all cases, coders carefully documented the nature of the sources consulted.

The problem of “Western bias” was dealt with as honestly as possible. It was aggravated by the abundance of source materials in English—a large majority of which was presented by American and British authors with their own prejudices. The ICB Project endeavored to offset this in three ways. First, extensive use was made of regional specialists whose knowledge of the crises under inquiry was broad and detailed. This task was made easier by the authors’ association with three different universities. Second, we sought and achieved a diversity of language skills among the coders; students were able to research cases from source materials published in English, French, German, Hebrew, and Spanish. And third, the ICB case list was compared to lists of conflicts, wars, disputes, incidents, armed acts, etc., in the international literature (see Table II.5). Despite these compensatory efforts, much information, particularly for recent crises, as well as for those pertaining to the Soviet bloc, China, and African states, was not as abundant as desired.

Tables II.6 and II.7 present frequency distributions for categories of sources used by the coders. These categories range from the most extensive, designated as “all sources” and including a combination of documents, memoirs, books, articles, and chronologies, to the least extensive—chronologies only. Overall, multiple sources were consulted in 83 percent of all cases. With regard to system-periods (Table II.6), it is generally the case that the earlier the crisis, the more extensive the sources available for consultation. As might be expected, World War II provided the most extensive sources to the coders, while 24 percent of all polycentric crises and 62 percent of the very recent post–Cold War unipolarity cases were coded on the basis of chronologies alone.

In Table II.7, we note that the most extensive sources were available for cases in Asia, Europe, and the Middle East. The African cases, most of which occurred in the most recent periods, show a high reliance on chronologies (30 percent) and very few instances (10 percent) in which a mix of all sources was available.

All sources used to collect data for this volume, across all four stages of the data collection beginning in 1978, are listed in the bibliography. The section called “General Sources” contains 71 items that were widely used. This is followed by 62 “Primary Sources,” mostly government, League of Nations, and UN documents. The most extensive section, “Secondary Sources,” includes a list of about 1,600 books and articles consulted in the coding of the 412 ICB crises for the twentieth century. Taken together, these three lists provide the complete citations for every reference used to gather data for the 76 years of this Page 60 →Page 61 →Page 62 →inquiry. An abbreviated form of these sources is provided at the end of each summary on the CD-ROM. When no specific citation is indicated, only general sources were used. Finally, a list of “References” is provided, which includes those works cited in the Preface, Part I (Framework), Part II (Methodology), and Part IV (Analysis).


TABLE II.5. Compendia of Conflicts, Crises, Disputes, Wars


	Author
	Focus
	Period
	Cases





	Axell et al. (1993)
	armed conflicts
	1989-92
	118



	
	wars
	1989-92
	78



	Blechman and Kaplan (1978)
	U.S. use of military force
	1946-75
	215



	Bouthoul and Carrère (1976)
	interstate wars
	1920-74
	31a



	
	
	(1740-1974
	157)



	Brecher and Wilkenfeld (1997)
	international crises (ICB)
	1918-94
	412



	
	foreign policy crises (ICB)
	1918-94
	895



	
	protracted conflicts (ICB)
	1918-94
	31



	Butterworth (1976)
	interstate security conflicts
	1945-74
	310



	CACI (1978)
	international crises for USSR
	1946-75
	386



	Carroll (1968)b
	wars
	1945-68
	65



	Cusack and Eberwein (1982)
	serious international disputes
	(1900-76
	634)



	Deitchman (1964)b
	military engagements
	1945-62
	30



	Donlean and Grieve (1973)
	international disputes
	1945-70
	50



	Eckhart and Azar (1978)
	international conflicts (COPDAB)
	1945-75
	144



	Gochman and Maoz (1984)
	militarized interstate disputes (COW)
	(1816-1976
	960)



	Greaves (1962)b
	wars, revolts, coups, crises
	1945-62
	55



	Haas (1983)
	international disputes
	1945-81
	282



	Haas (1986)
	international disputes
	1945-84
	319



	Haas, Butterworth, Nye (1972)
	International disputes
	1945-70
	146



	Heldt and Wallensteen (1993)
	armed conflicts
	1990-91
	107



	Holsti (1966)
	international conflicts
	1919-65
	77



	Holsti (1991)
	wars/major armed interventions
	1918-41
	30



	
	
	1945-89
	58



	
	
	(1648-1989
	177)



	Kaplan (1981)
	Soviet use of military force
	1944-79
	190



	Kellog (n.d.)b
	wars, coups, crises
	1945-64
	38



	Kende (1971)
	local wars
	1945-70
	95



	Kende (1978)
	wars
	1945-76
	120



	Leiss and Bloomfield (1967)b
	local conflicts, limited wars
	1945-65
	27



	Leng and Singer (1988)
	militarized interstate crises
	(1816-1975
	38c)



	Lindgren et al. (1991)
	armed conflicts
	1989
	110



	Luard (1987)
	principal wars
	1917-84
	161



	
	international wars in Europe + civil wars in Europe + international wars elsewhere + wars of national independence + civil wars elsewhere + wars of decolonization
	(1648-1984
	470)



	Maoz (1982)
	militarized interstate disputes (COW)
	(1815-1976
	827)



	
	serious interstate disputes
	1929-76
	95c



	Nordlander et al. (1994)
	armed conflicts over government and territory
	1993
	31



	Richardson (1960)b
	deadly quarrels
	1946-54
	13



	
	(armed clashes)
	(1819-1949
	289)



	Singer and Small (1972)
	interstate and extra-systemic wars
	1919-65
	24



	
	(COW)
	(1816-1965
	93)



	Siverson and Tennefoss (1982)
	interstate conflicts
	1919-65
	152



	
	
	(1815-1965
	256)



	Small and Singer (1982)
	interstate and extra-systemic wars
	1919-79
	47



	
	(COW)
	(1816-1980
	118)



	Snyder and Diesing (1977)
	international crises
	1938-62
	8



	
	
	(1898-1962
	12)



	Sorokin (1937)
	international wars
	(1801-1925
	189d)



	Tillema (1991)
	wars and military interventions
	1945-88
	269



	Wainhouse (1966)b
	global organization peace activity
	1946-65
	21



	Wallensteen et al. (1989)
	armed conflicts
	1988
	111



	Wallensteen and Axell (1994)
	armed conflicts
	1989-93
	90



	Wilson and Wallensteen (1988)
	armed conflicts
	1987
	36



	Wood (1968)b
	conflicts
	1946-67
	53



	Wright (1942, 1965)b
	international, civil, colonial and
	1919-64
	25



	
	imperial wars
	(1480-1964
	291)



	Zacher (1979)
	international conflicts
	1947-77
	116





a The number of cases specified within parentheses here and elsewhere in Table II.5 refers to a period extending beyond the time frame of the ICB data set, 1918-94.

b These 9 lists, conflicts from 1945 to 1968, are contained in SIPRI (1969).

c A random sample of cases.

d Wars involving one or more of the following European powers: Austria-Hungary, France, Germany, Great Britain, Italy, Russia, Spain.


TABLE II.6. Sources of Data: System-Periods


	
	
	All sources
	Most sources
	Chronologies only
	TOTAL





	Multipolarity
	1918-39
	1723%
	5676%
	11%
	7418%



	World War II
	1939-45
	2269%
	1031%
	00%
	328%



	Bipolarity
	1945-62
	3741%
	4449%
	910%
	9022%



	Polycentrism
	1963-89
	3015%
	11961%
	4624%
	19547%



	Unipolarity
	1990-94
	00%
	838%
	1362%
	215%



	TOTAL
	
	10626%
	23757%
	6917%
	412100%





Page 63 →

TABLE II.7. Sources of Data: Geography


	
	All sources
	Most sources
	Chronologies only
	TOTAL





	Africa
	1110%
	6560%
	3230%
	10826%



	Americas
	919%
	2960%
	1021%
	4812%



	Asia
	3842%
	4247%
	1011%
	9022%



	Europe
	2630%
	5866%
	44%
	8821%



	Middle East
	2228%
	4355%
	1317%
	7819%



	TOTAL
	10626%
	23757%
	6917%
	412100%










Summary

Part II provided the reader with information on the selection of cases for inclusion in the International Crisis Behavior data set, discussed the variables used at the international crisis and actor levels of analysis, explained the coding procedures, and indicated the extensive sources consulted in assembling the data sets. These data sets contain a large body of information on crisis phenomena from onset, through escalation, de-escalation, to termination. In Part IV, we will analyze several of the enduring themes in the study of crisis: polarity, geography, ethnicity, regimes, protracted conflict, violence, and third party intervention. Much is left to be explored, and it is our hope that the preceding detailed descriptions of procedures and data will allow other researchers to tap the richness of these data.





Notes to Part II

 1. A list of all regional experts consulted appears in the preface to this volume.

 2. An example of such a discovery was the case of Able Archer 83. This November 1983 crisis for the USSR was triggered by a large-scale NATO war game, stretching from Norway to Turkey and designed to test nuclear release mechanisms in the case of a first Page 64 →strike against the USSR; the USSR misperceived this as the real thing. Little was known of the gravity of this crisis for the USSR at the time, and only later documents attested to the seriousness of the event, hence its late addition to the ICB data set.

 3. The ICB coding of the Berlin Wall crisis of 1961 was revised as a result of the publication by Garthoff of an article in Foreign Policy in 1991 entitled “Berlin 1961: The Record Corrected.” This article supplied information to the effect that the crisis lasted 11 more days than previously known for both the U.S. and the USSR, after a near-confrontation with tanks at “Check Point Charlie.” More generally, the publication of documents from the Soviet and East German archives shed light on an array of cases: some East/West, such as Korean War II; many Soviet-bloc cases, such as East German Uprising 1953, Hungarian Uprising 1956, Poland 1956, Prague Spring 1968. These documents were published by the Woodrow Wilson Center, International Cold War History Project, through their Bulletin and Working Papers.

 4. For a detailed discussion of ICB use of the protracted conflict concept, see Parts I and IV.
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PART III. THE ICB ENCYCLOPEDIA OF TWENTIETH CENTURY INTERNATIONAL CRISES


Introduction to the CD-ROM

The ICB Encyclopedia of Twentieth Century Crises, presented on the accompanying CD-ROM, provides the reader with direct access to the rich resources of the International Crisis Behavior Project. For readers familiar with the original 1997 publication of A Study of Crisis, the CD contains all of the material presented in Part III, pages 65–737. In addition to summaries of each of the 412 international crises, the CD goes further by presenting the case summaries and accompanying data sets in tabular form, corresponding to key concepts that scholars have used to better understand the dynamics of international crisis. A powerful search capability accompanies the summaries and tables, intended to assist the reader in navigating through this material, and a variety of printed reports can be generated. This information is organized using FileMaker Pro. Finally, the CD contains the ICB data sets in both raw and SPSS formats, allowing the reader to utilize standard statistical packages to delve more deeply into the data and to test hypotheses about crises in the twentieth century.*

We hope that readers will take full advantage of the ICB Encyclopedia of Twentieth Century Crises. A reader may scroll through the cases chronologically, by region, by specific country, issue, or trigger type, stopping to examine cases of particular interest more carefully by linking to the summaries and introductions to protracted conflicts. Alternatively, the reader may launch a structured search designed to create a subgrouping of cases—for example, all Middle East cases, or all Middle East cases in which the UN intervened, or all Middle East cases in which the UN intervened successfully, and so on. Once a group of cases of greatest interest has been identified, printed reports can be generated, or the data in table or summary form can be saved to files for further analysis.

In the sections below, we provide a guide to the format of the substantive elements of the CD—crisis summaries and protracted conflicts, Crisis Overview form and related tables, and the ICB data sets. Once the CD is loaded, the “Help” Page 66 →menu should be consulted for an overview of the capabilities and functions available.


Crisis Summaries and Protracted Conflicts

ICB research has uncovered 412 international crises and 895 foreign policy crises since the end of World War I, that is, eruptions that met the defining conditions of these concepts as specified earlier (pp. 3–5). Almost 60 percent of the cases occurred in 31 protracted conflicts (PC) (see Table IV.36 below), the other 40 percent outside that context. A complete listing of all ICB crises appears at the end of this section.

Case summaries begin with background information, including references to previous crises between the same adversaries, and the setting in which the international crisis erupted. The summary then specifies the crisis actors, the first trigger and trigger date, the triggering entity, and the duration of the international crisis. Crisis actors are those states whose decision makers perceive the three defining conditions of a foreign policy crisis: an increase in threat to one or more basic values; an awareness of time constraints on decisions; and heightened probability of involvement in military hostilities at some point during a crisis. Trigger refers to the act, event, or situational change that catalyzes a crisis. Trigger date designates the day these three perceptions became manifest for the decision makers. Triggering entity is the state or non-state actor that initiates a crisis. Duration is measured from the entry of the first participant in an international crisis to the exit of the last participant; in operational terms, from the first crisis actor’s trigger date to the last termination date; that is, when the crisis perceptions of the last state to leave an international crisis decline to pre-crisis norms.

The case summary then specifies the trigger for the other crisis actors, along with the content and date of their major response, namely, the act that captures the major thrust of each state’s behavior in coping with its crisis. The summary also contains information about the highest value perceived to be at risk, from limited military damage, through threat to political regime, territory, or influence, to the gravest value threat, a threat to a state’s existence. The crisis management technique employed by each state is also noted, with special reference to the intensity and centrality of violence. So too is crisis termination, both the content and form of outcome, for each actor and for the international crisis as a whole. Major power (in)activity during the course of an international crisis, too, is indicated, as is the extent of involvement by global and/or regional organizations to bring about crisis abatement. Finally, attention is drawn to the primary and secondary sources of the data assembled for each crisis and for the presentation of the case summary. The crises are presented sequentially by trigger date, and may be viewed in that format or sorted on a wide variety of other organizing concepts.

As noted, 60 percent of all ICB crises occurred in the context of a protracted Page 67 →conflict. Thus, in addition to summaries of each case, the reader can also access background information on each of these 31 protracted conflicts (enduring rivalries). This background material includes a listing of all cases associated with a particular protracted conflict, as well as information pertaining to the origins of the conflict, the individual participants, and how the conflict terminated.



Crisis Overview Forms and Related Tables

In addition to the verbal description of the cases via the summaries, the CD presents data on each case in two formats: forms and tables. These features are organized into nine categories: crisis overview, crisis trigger and behavior, crisis characteristics, geography, great power involvement, superpower involvement, global organization activity, regional organization activity, and crisis outcomes. Each category, in turn, contains data on a number of distinct variables. For example, the crisis trigger and behavior form and table exhibit data at both the international and foreign policy crisis levels on triggering entity, trigger, major response, primary crisis management technique, overall violence, centrality and severity of violence, and timing of violence. The reader may view these data by form for each individual international crisis, or by table for the entire set of 412 crises. An icon next to each variable on the forms links to the ICB codebook containing definitions of the variable and coding rules. Finally, links exist so that the reader can move quickly from forms/tables to summaries of specific cases.



International Crisis Behavior (ICB) Data Sets and Codebooks

The complete ICB data sets are included on the CD in both raw and SPSS formats. They are accompanied by two codebooks: ICB1—International Crisis Level Data Set; and ICB2—Actor Level Data Set. These data are also available from the Inter-University Consortium for Political and Social Research at the University of Michigan as Study #9286.



List of ICB Crises by Name and Trigger/Termination Dates


	Russian Civil War I (Siberia), 1918–20

	Costa Rican Coup, 1918–19

	Russian Civil War II (Northern Russia), 1918–19

	Baltic Independence, 1918–20

	Teschen, 1919–20

	Hungarian War, 1919

	Smyrna, 1919

	Third Afghan War, 1919

	Finnish/Russian Border, 1919–20

	Bessarabia, 1919–20

	Cilician War, 1919–21

	Rhenish Rebellions, 1920

	Polish/Russian War, 1920

	Persian Border, 1920–21

	Aaland Islands, 1920–21

	Page 68 →Greece/Turkey War I, 1920

	Vilna I, 1920

	Greece/Turkey War II, 1921

	Costa Rica/Panama Border, 1921

	German Reparations, 1921

	Karl’s Return to Hungary, 1921

	Austrian Separatists, 1921

	Albanian Frontier, 1921

	Burgenland Dispute, 1921

	Greece/Turkey War III, 1922

	Chanak, 1922

	Ruhr I, 1923

	Corfu Incident, 1923

	Hijaz/Najd War, 1924–25

	Ruhr II, 1924

	Mosul Land Dispute, 1924

	Bulgaria/Greek Frontier, 1925

	Nicaragua Civil War I, 1926–27

	Hegemony over Albania, 1926–27

	Shantung, 1927–29

	Vilna II, 1927

	Chaco I, 1928–29

	Chinese Eastern Railway, 1929

	Mukden Incident, 1931–32

	Shanghai, 1932

	Chaco II, 1932–35

	Leticia, 1932–33

	Jehol Campaign, 1933

	Saʿudi/Yemen War, 1933–34

	Austria Putsch, 1934

	Assassination of King Alexander, 1934

	Ethiopian War, 1934–36

	Bulgaria/Turkey, 1935

	Kaunas Trials, 1935

	Ecuador/Peru Border I, 1935

	Remilitarization of the Rhineland, 1936

	Spanish Civil War I—Onset, 1936–37

	Alexandretta, 1936–39

	Spanish Civil War II—Almería, 1937

	Amur River Incident, 1937

	Marco Polo Bridge, 1937–38

	Postage Stamp Crisis, 1937

	Dominican Republic/Haiti I, 1937–38

	Panay Incident, 1937

	Anschluss, 1938

	Polish Ultimatum, 1938

	Czechoslovakia’s May Crisis, 1938

	Changkufeng, 1938

	Munich, 1938

	Spanish Civil War III—Ebro, 1938

	Italy Threat to France, 1938–39

	Spanish Civil War IV—Last Phase, 1938–39

	Czechoslovakia’s Annexation, 1939

	Memel, 1939

	Danzig, 1939

	Invasion of Albania, 1939

	Nomonhan, 1939

	Tientsin, 1939

	Entry Into World War II, 1939

	Soviet Occupation of the Baltic, 1939

	Finnish War, 1939–40

	Invasion of Scandinavia, 1940

	Fall of Western Europe, 1940

	Closure of Burma Road, 1940

	Romanian Territory, 1940

	Battle of Britain, 1940

	East Africa Campaign, 1940–41

	Balkan Invasion, 1940–41

	Mid-East Campaign, 1941

	Barbarossa, 1941

	Ecuador/Peru Border II, 1941–42

	Occupation of Iran, 1941–42

	Pearl Harbor, 1941–42

	Stalingrad, 1942–43

	El Alamein, 1942–43

	Fall of Italy, 1943

	Page 69 →German Occupation of Hungary, 1944

	Soviet Occupation of East Europe, 1944–45

	D-Day, 1944–45

	Fall of Saipan, 1944

	Iran–Oil Concessions, 1944

	Leyte Campaign, 1944

	Greek Civil War I, 1944–45

	Luzon, 1945

	Final Soviet Offensive, 1945

	Iwo Jima, 1945

	Communism in Romania, 1945

	Okinawa, 1945

	Trieste I, 1945

	French Forces/Syria, 1945

	Kars-Ardahan, 1945–46

	Hiroshima-Nagasaki, 1945

	Azerbaijan, 1945–46

	Indonesia Independence I, 1945–47

	Communism in Poland, 1946–47

	Turkish Straits, 1946

	Greek Civil War II, 1946–47

	Communism in Hungary, 1947

	Truman Doctrine, 1947

	Marshall Plan, 1947

	Indonesia Independence II, 1947–48

	Cuba/Dominican Republic, 1947

	Junagadh, 1947–48

	Kashmiri I, 1947–49

	Palestine Partition/Israel Independence, 1947–49

	Communism in Czechoslovakia, 1948

	Soviet Note to Finland I, 1948

	Berlin Blockade, 1948–49

	Hyderabad, 1948

	China Civil War, 1948–49

	Costa Rica/Nicaragua I, 1948–49

	Indonesia Independence III, 1948–49

	Sinai Incursion, 1948–49

	Pushtunistan I, 1949–50

	Luperon, 1949

	Soviet Bloc/Yugoslavia, 1949–51

	Korean War I, 1950

	Korean War II, 1950–51

	Hula Drainage, 1951

	Punjab War Scare I, 1951

	Suez Canal, 1951–52

	Catalina Affair, 1952

	Infiltration into Burma, 1953–54

	Invasion of Laos I, 1953

	Korean War III, 1953

	East German Uprising, 1953

	Trieste II, 1953

	Qibya, 1953

	Guatemala, 1953–54

	Dien Bien Phu, 1954

	Taiwan Strait I, 1954–55

	Costa Rica/Nicaragua II, 1955

	Baghdad Pact, 1955

	Gaza Raid–Czechoslovakia Arms, 1955–56

	Pushtunistan II, 1955

	Goal I, 1955

	Suez Nationalization-War, 1956–57

	Qalqilya, 1956

	Poland Liberalization, 1956

	Hungarian Uprising, 1956–57

	Mocorón Incident, 1957

	Jordan Regime, 1957

	France/Tunisia, 1957–58

	Syria/Turkey Confrontation, 1957

	Ifni, 1957–58

	West Irian I, 1957

	Formation of UAR, 1958

	Egypt/Sudan Border I, 1958

	Abortive Coup in Indonesia, 1958

	Iraq/Lebanon Upheaval, 1958

	Taiwan Strait II, 1958

	Page 70 →Cambodia/Thailand, 1958–59

	Berlin Deadline, 1958–59

	Mexico/Guatemala Fishing Rights, 1958–59

	Central America/Cuba I, 1959

	China/India Border I, 1959–60

	Shatt-al-Arab I, 1959–60

	Rottem, 1960

	Ghana/Togo Border I, 1960

	Failed Assassination-Venezuela, 1960

	Congo I—Katanga, 1960–62

	Mali Federation, 1960

	Central America/Cuba II, 1960

	Ethiopia/Somalia, 1960–61

	Pathet Lao Offensive, 1961

	Bay of Pigs, 1961

	Pushtunistan III, 1961–62

	Kuwait Independence, 1961

	Bizerta, 1961

	Berlin Wall, 1961

	Vietcong Attack, 1961

	West Irian II, 1961–62

	Breakup of UAR, 1961

	Soviet Note to Finland II, 1961

	Goa II, 1961

	Mali/Mauritania, 1962–63

	Taiwan Strait III, 1962

	Nam Tha, 1962

	China/India Border II, 1962–63

	Yemen War I, 1962–63

	Cuban Missiles, 1962

	Malaysia Federation, 1963–65

	Dominican Republic/Haiti II, 1963

	Algeria/Morocco Border, 1963

	Cuba/Venezuela, 1963

	Kenya/Somalia, 1963–64

	Cyprus I, 1963–64

	Jordan Waters, 1963–64

	Dahomey/Niger, 1963–64

	Burundi/Rwanda, 1963–64

	Panama Flag, 1964

	East Africa Rebellions, 1964

	Ogaden I, 1964

	Yemen War II, 1964

	Gulf of Tonkin, 1964

	Congo II, 1964

	Yemen War III, 1964–65

	Pleiku, 1965

	Rann of Kutch, 1965

	Dominican Intervention, 1965

	Kashmir II, 1965–66

	Guinea Regime, 1965

	Rhodesia’s UDI, 1965–66

	Yemen War IV, 1966–67

	El Samu, 1966

	Ché Guevara-Bolivia, 1967

	Six Day War, 1967

	Cyprus II, 1967

	Pueblo, 1968

	Tet Offensive, 1968

	Karameh, 1968

	Prague Spring, 1968

	Essequibo I, 1968

	Beirut Airport, 1968–69

	Vietnam Spring Offensive, 1969

	Ussuri River, 1969

	War of Attrition, 1969–70

	EC-121 Spy Plane, 1969

	Shatt-al-Arab II, 1969

	Football War, 1969

	Cairo Agreement—PLO, 1969

	Invasion of Cambodia, 1970

	Black September, 1970

	Cienfuegos Submarine Base, 1970

	Conakry Raid, 1970

	Invasion of Laos II, 1971

	Bangladesh, 1971

	Chad/Libya I, 1971–72

	Caprivi Strip, 1971

	Tanzania/Uganda I, 1971

	Vietnam Ports Mining, 1972

	Tanzania/Uganda II, 1972

	North/South Yemen I, 1972

	Christmas Bombing, 1972–73

	Zambia Raid, 1973
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	Iraq Invasion—Kuwait, 1973

	Israel Mobilization, 1973

	Cod War I, 1973

	October–Yom Kippur War, 1973–74

	Oman/South Yemen, 1973–76

	Cyprus III, 1974–75

	Final North Vietnam Offensive, 1974–75

	Mayaguez, 1975

	War in Angola, 1975–76

	Moroccan March, 1975–76

	Belize I, 1975

	Cod War II, 1975–76

	East Timor, 1975–76

	Lebanon Civil War I, 1976

	Uganda Claims, 1976

	Operation Thrasher, 1976

	Nouakchott I, 1976

	Iraqi Threat, 1976

	Entebbe Raid, 1976

	Sudan Coup Attempt, 1976

	Aegean Sea I, 1976

	Nagomia Raid, 1976

	Poplar Tree, 1976

	Syria Mobilization, 1976

	Operation Tangent, 1976–77

	Shaba I, 1977

	Mapai Seizure, 1977

	Belize II, 1977

	Nouakchott II, 1977

	Egypt/Libya Clashes, 1977

	Ogaden II, 1977–78

	Rhodesia Raid, 1977–78

	Vietnam Invasion of Cambodia, 1977–79

	French Hostages in Mauritania, 1977

	Chimoio-Tembue Raids, 1977–78

	Beagle Channel I, 1977–78

	Chad/Libya II, 1978

	Litani Operation, 1978

	Chad/Libya III, 1978

	Cassinga Incident, 1978

	Shaba II, 1978

	Air Rhodesia Incident, 1978

	Nicaragua Civil War II, 1978–79

	Beagle Channel II, 1978–79

	Fall of Amin, 1978–79

	Angola Invasion Scare, 1978

	Sino/Vietnam War, 1978–79

	Tan Tan, 1979

	Raids on ZIPRA, 1979

	North/South Yemen II, 1979

	Raids on SWAPO, 1979

	Afghanistan Invasion, 1979–80

	Chad/Libya IV, 1979

	Goulimime-Tarfaya Road, 1979

	Soviet Threat to Pakistan, 1979

	Rhodesia Settlement, 1979–80

	Raid on Angola, 1979

	U.S. Hostages in Iran, 1979–81

	Colombia/Nicaragua, 1979–81

	Raid on Gafsa, 1980

	Operation Iman, 1980

	Operation Smokeshell, 1980

	Libya Threat-Sadat, 1980

	Solidarity, 1980–81

	Libya/Malta Oil Dispute, 1980

	Onset Iran/Iraq War, 1980

	Libya Intervention in The Gambia, 1980

	Jordan/Syria Confrontation, 1980

	East Africa Confrontation, 1980–81

	Chad/Libya V, 1981

	Ecuador/Peru Border III, 1981

	Mozambique Raid, 1981

	Iraq Nuclear Reactor, 1981

	Essequibo II, 1981–83

	Contras I, 1981

	Al-Biqa Missiles I, 1981

	Cameroon/Nigeria I, 1981

	Coup Attempt in The Gambia, 1981–82
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	Operation Protea, 1981

	Galtat Zemmour I, 1981

	U-137 Incident, 1981

	Coup Attempt in Bahrain, 1981–82

	Khorramshahr, 1982

	Falklands/Malvinas, 1982

	War in Lebanon, 1982–83

	Ogaden III, 1982

	Lesotho Raid, 1982

	Libya Threat to Sudan, 1983

	Chad/Nigeria Clashes, 1983

	Chad/Libya VI, 1983–84

	Invasion of Grenada, 1983

	Able Archer 83, 1983

	Maitengwe Clashes, 1983

	Ethiopia/Sudan Tension, 1983–84

	Operation Askari, 1983–84

	Basra-Kharg Island, 1984

	Aegean Sea II, 1984

	Omdurman Bombing, 1984

	Vietnam Incursion into Thailand, 1984

	Sino/Vietnam Clashes, 1984

	Three Village Border I, 1984

	Nicaragua MIG-21s, 1984

	Botswana Raid, 1985

	Expulsion of Tunisians, 1985

	Al-Biqa Missiles II, 1985–86

	Egypt Air Hijacking, 1985

	Burkina Faso/Mali Border, 1985–86

	South Africa Raid on Lesotho, 1985–86

	Capture of al-Faw, 1986

	Chad/Libya VII, 1986

	Gulf of Syrte II, 1986

	Al-Dibal Incident, 1986

	South Africa Cross-Border Raid, 1986

	Rebel Attack on Uganda, 1986–87

	Mozambique Ultimatum, 1986

	Attempted Coup in Togo, 1986–87

	Contras II, 1986

	Chad/Libya VIII, 1986–87

	Sino/Vietnam Border, 1987

	Punjab War Scare II, 1987

	Todghere Incident, 1987

	Syrian Intervention in Lebanon, 1987

	Sand Wall, 1987

	Aegean Sea III, 1987

	Cameroon/Nigeria II, 1987

	India Intervention in Sri Lanka, 1987

	Mecca Pilgrimage, 1987

	South Africa Intervention in Angola, 1987–88

	Three Village Border II, 1987–88

	Kenya/Uganda Border, 1987

	Contras III, 1988

	Spratly Islands, 1988

	Iraq Recapture of al-Faw, 1988

	Libyan Jets, 1988–89

	Mauritania/Senegal, 1989–91

	Cambodia Peace Conference, 1989–90

	Contras IV, 1989

	Galtat Zemmour II, 1989

	Invasion of Panama, 1989–90

	Kashmir III: India/Pakistan Nuclear Crisis, 1990

	Gulf War, 1990–91

	Rwanda/Uganda, 1990–91

	Liberia/Sierra Leone, 1991

	Ghana/Togo Border II, 1991

	Yugoslavia I: Croatia/Slovenia, 1991–92

	Bubiyan, 1991

	Foreign Intervention in Zaire, 1991

	Ecuador/Peru Border IV, 1991

	Nagornyy-Karabakh, 1991–92
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	Yugoslavia II: Bosnia, 1992–95

	Papua New Guinea/Solomons, 1992

	Sleeping Dog Hill, 1992

	Iraq No-Fly Zone, 1992

	Georgia/Abkhazia, 1992–93

	North Korea Nuclear Crisis, 1993–94

	Operation Accountability, 1993

	Cameroon/Nigeria III, 1993–94

	Haiti Military Regime, 1994

	Iraq Troop Deployment—Kuwait, 1994





List of ICB Protracted Conflicts by Region

Africa


	1Angola

	2Chad/Libya

	3Ethiopia/Somalia

	4Rhodesia

	5Western Sahara



Americas


	6Costa Rica/Nicaragua

	7Ecuador/Peru

	8Honduras/Nicaragua



Asia


	9Afghanistan/Pakistan

	10China/Japan

	11China/Vietnam

	12India/Pakistan

	13Indochina

	14Indonesia

	15Korea



Europe


	16Czechoslovakia/Germany

	17Finland/Russia

	18France/Germany

	19Italy/Albania/Yugoslavia

	20Lithuania/Poland

	21Poland/Russia

	22Spain



Middle East


	23Arab/Israel

	24Iran/Iraq

	25Iraq/Kuwait

	26Yemen



Multiregional


	27East/West

	28Greece/Turkey

	29Iran/USSR

	30Taiwan Strait

	31World War II







Note

*The reader should be aware that, in the course of the three years since the original publication of A Study of Crisis, the authors have made minor changes to the data set to reflect correction of errors and the publication of additional information pertaining to various cases. While these changes are too minor to impact on any of the findings reported in Part IV of this book, a very observant reader may occasionally find a discrepancy between coding reported in the original book and that reported on the CD.
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PART IV. ANALYSIS


Introduction

The international system has undergone dramatic changes since the end of World War I. The number of independent states has grown from approximately 60 in 1918 to almost 190 today. The system itself has evolved from multipolarity in the interwar years, through bipolarity in the 1945–62 period, polycentrism from 1963 through the end of the Cold War in 1989, and finally to the still largely uncharted waters of the post–Cold War era. The role of international and regional organizations has changed, as has the impact of major powers on crises in this century. Perhaps the only constant in this 76-year span of history has been the steady increase in the use of force as a means for settling communal, regional, and international disputes.

In this part of the book, we present a detailed analysis of the international system in the twentieth century from the vantage point of international crisis. Data from the International Crisis Behavior Project, spanning the years from the end of 1918 to the end of 1994, are examined in an effort to uncover patterns in crises during this century. The framework for analysis is provided by seven key attributes of the international system and its member-states. Polarity and geography are fundamental systemic characteristics within which interstate crisis behavior unfolds. Ethnicity and regime type provide important contexts for decision making in crises. The extent to which events occur within a protracted conflict setting and the choice of crisis management techniques—particularly violence—provide a context for the international community to judge the danger that a crisis poses for the system as a whole or to one of its subsystems. And all contribute to the extent to which third parties—international or regional organizations, and major powers—will attempt intervention and whether such intervention will prove successful in crisis abatement.

Our analyses will examine the phenomenon of crisis in terms of the following broad dimensions.


What has been the impact of changes in the polarity of the international system on the characteristics of crises and the behavior of states experiencing them?

Does geography play a role in the frequency of crisis, the presence of violence, and susceptibility to resolution of crises?

Do crises that originate in ethnicity differ in fundamental ways from non-ethnic crises?

Are crises involving actors with democratic regimes substantially different from those that do not?
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Do crises that occur within ongoing protracted conflicts differ in fundamental ways from those that occur outside of this setting?

Under what conditions is violence likely to be the primary crisis management technique utilized by adversarial actors in a crisis?

Under what circumstances can third parties, either international organizations or major powers, be effective in abating international crises?



In the sections that follow, we will address these and related questions by drawing on the vast body of information contained in the ICB data sets. While the preceding questions do not by any means exhaust the range of issues relating to the phenomenon of crisis, they comprise some of the central questions with which researchers have grappled as they have tried to understand the dynamics of the crisis process, from onset, through escalation, to de-escalation and termination. Each of the seven sections concludes with a summary of major findings.

Two procedural issues must be addressed before we move to the analysis. First, crises that occurred during World War II were excluded from several portions of the analyses on the grounds that the war years constituted a disruption to the patterns of polarity that have characterized the international system in this century. Since polarity is both a major analytic variable and a contextual variable in many of the analyses in Part IV, it was felt that excluding those cases (32 international crises and 80 foreign policy cases) would help sharpen our findings on crisis in general.

The second issue concerns intra-war crises (IWCs) more generally. An additional 44 international crises and 157 actor-cases are excluded from most analyses to follow, on the grounds that their occurrence within an ongoing war renders them noncomparable to the main body of crises in the twentieth century. The only exception is the inclusion of IWCs when we examine the roles of global organizations and major powers as third-party intermediaries, and when we focus explicitly on protracted conflicts. To assist the reader, each of the seven sections that follow will indicate what portions of the data set are included in the analysis.

One methodological issue must also be addressed. Very early in this enterprise we decided that our ability to communicate clearly to a wide audience of scholars and practitioners interested in crisis phenomena would be severely constrained were we to utilize elaborate multivariate statistical procedures. We have introduced control variables in several sections of Part IV, and the section on democracy in fact uses logit analysis to probe multivariate relationships. But in general, we have tried to stay with contingency tables to present our data and findings, in keeping with the nominal nature of most of our measurements. Thus, while subsequent, more detailed analyses may well benefit from the use of multivariate statistics, they are not widely employed in this volume.

As described in Part II, the International Crisis Behavior data sets are comprised of 67 variables at the international system level of analysis and 85 variables at the foreign policy (actor) level of analysis. Many of these variables Page 77 →are used in the following analyses, and each will be defined when it is introduced for the first time. For a complete list of ICB variables, see Part II. Readers interested in the complete set of definitions and the data sets themselves will find them on the accompanying CD-ROM and may also acquire them as Study #9286 from the Interuniversity Consortium for Political and Social Research at the University of Michigan.
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Polarity


Introduction

One of the enduring questions in international politics concerns the link between systemic structure and international conflict. Historians have speculated about polarity and stability across the centuries. Empirical social scientists have collected and analyzed data about polarity and the frequency and intensity of warfare. Theorists have engaged in rigorous, deductive assessments of the logic underlying the presumed linkage. Yet, despite the abundance of scholarly effort, the issue remains unresolved.

The debate first crystallized in the aftermath of the Cuban Missile crisis, when Waltz (1964) made a cogent case for bipolarity as an inherently more stable system. He argued that two preeminent major power adversaries or integrated blocs with acknowledged patron-leaders would have a shared interest in maintaining the global balance and the power to do so. This arrangement would produce more predictable behavior by all actors, including the bloc leaders; a lower likelihood of miscalculation—of capability, coalitions, and intent—so often the generator of war; the “recurrence of crises” but their more effective control in the mutual interest of preserving the status quo; and the lesser danger of destabilization by weak third states.1

Deutsch and Singer (1964), supporting Kaplan’s (1957:34–36) view that multipolarity is more stable, emphasized the greater uncertainty about likely outcomes of conflict in a multipolar system and, therefore, the greater caution in initiating potentially disruptive behavior. They also looked favorably on the following: the wider range of options, leading to crosscutting cleavages, which could reduce the rigidity of alignments and conflicts among states; the dispersion of attention among members of a multipolar system; and slower-to-mature arms races in an environment of changing alliances.2

Rosecrance (1966) criticized the two competing hypotheses and advocated an intermediate international system, bimultipolarity, as likely to be the most stable. His reasoning, too, was plausible. Each bipolar bloc leader would engage in both cooperative and competitive relations, restraining conflict but preventing hegemony by its adversary. So too would the lesser states. Zero-sum games would be avoided; conflicts would be limited in stakes; the possibility of war would be less; and the consequences of war would be more tolerable.3

Disagreement persists over the relative contribution to international stability of various types of systems. Would a structure with two dominant powers (bipolarity) or a structure characterized by a dispersion of power among several Page 79 →great powers (multipolarity) be more stable? What is the likely impact of a system that is bipolar along some dimensions and multipolar on others (polycentrism)? And how will the still-evolving dimensions of the post–Cold War international system after 1989 affect global stability? These and other questions will serve as the backdrop for the analyses that follow.

Having briefly related the positions taken by the major theorists in the formative stage of the “great debate” over polarity and stability,4 we now turn to an empirical examination of this question. While much of the prior research has relied on data on conflict in general and war in particular as indicators of the relative stability of different systems (see, for example, Sabrosky 1985), our approach focuses on international crisis as the central unit of analysis (Brecher and Wilkenfeld 1989, 1991; Brecher, James, and Wilkenfeld 1990). Crisis, in a sense, is the initial indicator of a fundamental conflict of interests among two or more states. As described in more detail in the definition of international crisis in Part I, crisis is marked by a distortion in the type and/or an increase in the intensity of disruptive interactions among adversaries that poses a challenge to the existing structure of the global system, dominant system, or subsystem. Whether or not a crisis escalates to armed conflict and even full-scale war, and thus to more severe international instability, depends upon a number of factors.



Definitional Issues: Polarity and Stability

The first task is to define polarity and to delineate the various types of system structures. Our treatment of polarity refers to the number of power and decision centers in an international system. The concept of power center is similar to the more traditional notion of major powers, which in turn comprises both “great powers” and “superpowers.” Major powers command human and material resources such that their foreign policy decisions shape the dominant or central subsystem of world politics. Superpowers, a term generally reserved for the U.S. and the USSR (later, Russia) in the post–World War II era, can determine the fate of the planet through their control of weapons of mass destruction. A cluster of great powers designates power multipolarity, and the presence of two superpowers indicates power bipolarity. Yet the exclusive focus on power, or military capability, does not facilitate the discussion of polarity in broader conceptual terms.

The concept of decisional center, as distinct from power center, lies at the heart of our revised definition of polarity. While a power center refers to a state that possesses sufficient military capability to sustain its territorial viability in peace and war and significantly influence the behavior of allies, clients, and neighbors, a decision center is characterized by autonomy of choice over a wide range of external issues, political, economic, and cultural. However, such a state may lack the military capability to defend its territorial integrity unilaterally or to serve as the pivot of an alliance providing security against external threats to its members’ political independence.

Polarity, conceived as a two-dimensional concept, moves beyond the single, Page 80 →military capability criterion of autonomy and also beyond the military-security issue-area to the growing recognition that decisional autonomy by members of the international system may exist on some issues but not on others. Elsewhere we provide a detailed discussion of a variety of international systems that are theoretically possible (Brecher, James, and Wilkenfeld 1990; see also Keohane and Nye 1977, 1987). The discussion that follows will focus exclusively on systems with particular relevance to that portion of the twentieth century under examination in this volume. A more detailed discussion of these international systems can be found in Part I.

Bipolarity indicates a concentration of military power and political decision in two relatively equal actors, whether individual units or tight coalitions: the two polar centers are preeminent in determining the conditions of stability, the limits of independent behavior by bloc members or unaffiliated actors, and the outcomes of major wars in the system. Bipolarity, in the wider meaning of hostile centers of power and decision, applies to the global system from mid-1945 to late 1962.

Multipolarity signifies diffusion of military power and political decision among three or more relatively equal units. The entire period between World Wars I and II was a multipolar system par excellence, with seven relatively equal great powers recognized by each other and by all other members of the system as sharing the apex of the power pyramid: France, Germany, Great Britain, Italy, Japan, the Soviet Union, and the United States.5

Polycentrism identifies a hybrid structure, with two preeminent centers of military power and multiple centers of political decision. As such, it resembles both bipolarity and multipolarity. The current empirical referent for polycentrism at the global level is from 1963 to 1989. Power bipolarity and decision bipolarity in world politics are not synonymous in that other state centers of decision could no longer be controlled by the U.S. and the USSR.

Some scholars have begun to argue that, with the collapse of the Soviet Union and the establishment of republics among the Russian-led Commonwealth of Independent States (CIS), the international system has evolved from “pure” polycentrism to something more akin to unipolarity, with the United States as the dominant power.

Figure IV.1 presents the distribution of international crises across the four system-periods and World War II.

We turn next to the concept of system stability and the twofold rationale for the choice of crisis (rather than war) as the dependent variable in all of the analyses to follow. Elsewhere (Brecher and Wilkenfeld 1991) we discussed at great length our dissatisfaction with the literature that identifies stability with a simple indicator measuring the presence or absence of war.6 We argue that crisis is a much more comprehensive indicator of conflict and disruption than war, for war is a subset of crisis. Some crises are accompanied by violence, whether minor or serious clashes or full-scale wars, while others are not. Yet all crises, like war, cause disruption in an international system; that is, they are sources of Page 81 →instability. Stated conceptually, crisis occupies a much larger part of conflict space than does war (see Figure I.1). Empirically too, crisis has been a much more pervasive phenomenon: all but one of the interstate wars identified by the Correlates of War project for the period in which the COW and ICB data sets overlap (Small and Singer 1982:303–7) are included in the ICB data set. Thus, by focusing on crisis, rather than war, we tap a much larger segment of the conflict domain of world politics. And these analyses include war or, more broadly, the violence dimension of interstate conflict (see the “Protracted Conflict” section later in Part IV).


[image: Figure IV.1: Pie chart distribution of international crises by polarity. Multipolarity (18%), WWII (8%), bipolarity (22%), polycentrism (47%), and unipolarity (5%).]
Figure IV.1.Twentieth-Century International Crises

Another major difference between the bulk of the polarity literature previously cited and our inquiry is its scope; they focus on great power conflict only. This restrictive view excludes an array of hostile disruptive interactions in the international system, namely, crises—with or without violence—among middle and small powers. While the impact of conflict among the giants is unquestionably more significant for the stability of the international system as a whole, the lesser political earthquakes do destabilize parts of the system, often with spillover effects on relations among the great powers. In short, our scope is truly global, encompassing interstate crises everywhere, embracing all political regimes, economic and social systems, and all cultures. We can—and do—explore and compare parts of the whole, such as great power crises, or crises in Asia, or multipolarity crises. Our much broader database permits these partial “cuts,” as well as an analysis of the crisis phenomenon as a whole.

The key to the crisis-based conception of stability and instability is the concept of change, but not necessarily drastic change, whether or not brought on by full-scale war. These drastic changes lie at the extreme of the stability/instability continuum, while change refers to any shift from an existing pattern of interaction between two or more actors in the direction of greater conflict or cooperation. The former type of change frequently escalates to crisis and, less often, to war. Crisis, like war, whether or not accompanied by violence, represents change and causes disruption, leading to instability. Stability is redefined as change within explicit bounds or normal fluctuations (Azar et al. 1978).
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Polarity-Stability Model

Our central thesis regarding polarity is that international systems vary in terms of the stability that they exhibit. The general proposition is that stability is greatest in a system of two preeminent powers (bipolarity), somewhat weaker in a system with greater dispersion of power (multipolarity), and lowest in a system of two major powers and multiple decisional centers (polycentrism).7 In this sense, we take a position closer to that of Waltz (1964), although our formulation extends the argument into the realm of international crises. System stability will be measured in terms of the attributes of crises that characterize each system.

The rationale for this ranking can be stated in terms of the costs of security regimes. Each type of international structure—bipolarity, multipolarity, polycentrism—entails different security-related costs to its members: costs of decision making and costs of implementation. The former refer to time spent on bargaining in order to reach agreement on the components of a security regime for the international system. Clearly, such costs increase with the number of decision centers. Thus, for this dimension, polycentrism and multipolarity would be more costly than bipolarity. Implementation encompasses fixed and variable costs. Problems arising from collective action suggest that two power centers would experience lower fixed costs—pertaining to the creation of the working components of a security regime—than three or more power centers, hence favoring bipolarity and polycentrism. Variable costs, referring to ongoing system management, are expected to be greater when a system has an unequal number of power and decisional centers. This would argue in favor of greater instability of polycentrism. Combining the two sets of costs, bipolarity clearly ranks first with regard to stability. As for the other two structures, fixed costs of implementation are higher for multipolarity, while polycentrism has higher variable costs. In this tradeoff, multipolarity is deemed better off, hence polycentrism is hypothesized to be the most unstable structure.

The expectation that polycentrism will be the most unstable type of international system is reinforced by several interrelated processes and a structural trait that, together, produce exceptionally high variable costs. First, the larger number of autonomous decision centers in polycentrism increases the theoretically possible number of adversarial pairs and coalitions that tend, per se, to generate more disruption. This tendency is accentuated by the status/capability gap—legal sovereignty with little military power—that affects most of these entities.

Four specific sources of instability can be discerned in this structure: uncertainty about likely behavior in future interstate relations; likely miscalculation about probable alignment and coalitions, especially on the periphery of the global system; attempts at manipulation of the weak by the strong, notably the bloc leaders; and continuous striving by weak actors for alliance or protector relationships with more powerful states. All this compounds the tendency to frequent disruptive interaction that is inherent in a system with many politically autonomous members—polycentrism.
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Finally, the concentration of military power in two states or blocs (power bipolarity) induces a stable equilibrium in their direct relationship. However, this does not extend to the weaker autonomous decision centers on the periphery of the system, which are frequently engaged in disruptive conflicts, crises, and wars, leading to (often intense) destabilization. Furthermore, the bloc leaders tend to a policy of permissiveness about disruptive interactions among less powerful members of the system, including war, as long as destabilization on the periphery does not spill back to the central core of the international system. (This is especially evident in most of Africa’s interstate crises since 1960.) For all of these reasons, polycentrism is hypothesized as the least stable international system (Brecher, James, and Wilkenfeld 1990).

A series of hypotheses spells out the postulated rank ordering from most unstable system (polycentrism) to most stable (bipolarity), with multipolarity occupying a middle ground. These hypotheses explore aspects of the links between types of international systems and indicators of system stability/instability: crisis characteristics (frequency of crisis, trigger, stress, crisis management); major power activity (involvement and effectiveness); and crisis outcomes (termination and legacy). Taken together, these constitute the elements of an index of stability for the international system.


Hypothesis 1: The frequency of crises will be highest in polycentrism, followed by multipolarity and bipolarity.

Hypothesis 2: The rate of violence in crisis triggers will be highest in polycentrism, followed by multipolarity and bipolarity.

Hypothesis 3: Decisional stress will be highest in polycentrism, followed by multipolarity and bipolarity.

Hypothesis 4: Violence in crisis management will be most severe in polycentrism, followed by multipolarity and bipolarity.

Hypothesis 5: Major power activity will be lowest in polycentrism, followed by multipolarity and bipolarity.

Hypothesis 6: Major power effectiveness as third parties will be lowest in polycentrism, followed by multipolarity and bipolarity.

Hypothesis 7: Crises in polycentrism will be least likely to terminate in agreement, followed by multipolarity and bipolarity.

Hypothesis 8: Crises in polycentrism will be least likely to terminate in tension reduction, followed by multipolarity and bipolarity.



Hypothesis 1 argues that the structural characteristics of international systems affect the frequency of crises; that is, we expect the decentralization in a polycentric system will result in a proliferation of crises, while a bipolar system, in which the two superpowers maintain reasonably tight control over their allies and clients, will be characterized by the fewest crises.

Violence in both crisis triggers (Hypothesis 2) and crisis management (Hypothesis 4) is expected to be most pronounced in polycentrism and lowest in Page 84 →bipolarity, because the decentralized nature of the power configuration in a polycentric system will mean loss of control; and the result will be greater use of violence in both the initiation of crisis and in the way nations cope with crises. In bipolarity, where the use of violence is fraught with considerable danger not only for the actors involved but also for the international system as a whole, violence levels in both triggers and crisis management are expected to be lower.

The trigger to an international crisis, as noted, is the specific act, event, or situational change that catalyzes a crisis for the earliest crisis actor, that is, perception of value threat, time pressure, and likely military hostilities. For purposes of this analysis, triggers are grouped into four categories: non-violent, including political acts (e.g., severance of diplomatic relations), economic acts (e.g., nationalization of foreign property), and external change (e.g., change in weapon system); internal, including verbal or physical challenge to a regime or elite (e.g., coup d’état); non-violent military, that is, mobilization of forces; and violent, including indirect (attack on an ally) and direct violent acts (invasion of territory).

Severity of violence identifies the most severe form of behavior adopted in coping with the crisis by any of the actors involved. These range from no violence, minor clashes, serious clashes, to war.

Hypothesis 3 proposes that decision makers in polycentrism will experience higher stress than those in bipolarity or multipolarity. As noted in Part II, the indicator of stress is composed of a measure of the type of threat perceived by the decision makers and the power status of the adversary. Grave threat (threat to existence or threat to influence of a major power) and large negative discrepancy between the power of an actor and its adversary combine to produce the highest values on this indicator. Medium stress can result from the threat to such values as political regime, territory, and grave damage, combined with a moderate discrepancy in power status. Low levels on the stress indicator can result from a threat to relatively minor values and near parity among the adversaries. Stress is calculated first for each of the actors in an international crisis. The highest value for any actor in the crisis is then taken as the stress level for the international crisis as a whole.

Hypotheses 5 and 6 address the issues of activity and effectiveness of major powers in international crises of the twentieth century. Once again, the complex decentralized nature of polycentrism dictates both a limited role and limited effectiveness for the powers in international crises. Such involvement is any substantive verbal or physical activity in an international crisis by the seven great powers of the 1918–39 period, and by the superpowers since 1945.

Activity is grouped into three categories: No/low activity, including political and economic activity; covert/semi-military, including military advisors, without participation in combat; and military, for example, dispatch of troops in support of an ally during a war. The effectiveness of such activity in crisis abatement refers to the powers’ role in preventing the outbreak of hostilities or in contributing to the termination of an international crisis. The categories for effectiveness Page 85 →are no activity, ineffective, marginal, important, and single most important factor in crisis abatement.


[image: Figure IV.2: Polarity and stability. Polycentrism = High instability; multipolarity = medium instability; bipolarity = low instability.]
Figure IV.2.Polarity-Stability Model

Hypotheses 7 and 8 address the outcome characteristics of crises, as they are affected by the type of international system in which they occur. Our argument is that the complexity of the polycentric system will detract from the ability of crisis adversaries to reach some form of agreement in their disputes. Similarly, we posit that polycentrism is likely to lead to a larger number of conflicts that persist, resulting in repeated outbreaks of crises among the main protagonists.

Form of outcome is classified as formal agreement, semi-formal agreement, tacit agreement, unilateral act, imposed agreement, and faded or other. Crisis legacy refers to whether or not the same principal adversaries were involved as actors in another crisis within a five year period following termination.8 If yes, then the outcome is classified as one of escalation of tension, and if not, then it is classified as de-escalation of tension.

Figure IV.2 is a schematic representation of the polarity-stability model.



Crisis Characteristics and the International System

We turn first to the findings on a group of hypotheses that focuses on the link between type of international system and crisis characteristics.

Hypothesis 1 deals with the frequency of crises in the four international systems. Data on the distribution of crisis initiations over time are presented in Figure IV.3 and Table IV.1.9 In Figure IV.3,10 a general tendency toward a larger number of crises per year as we progress from 1918 to 1987 is visually apparent, with a significant decline thereafter. This recent sharp reduction in the number of Page 86 →international crises per year has both a substantive and statistical explanation. The decline in the power of the Soviet Union in the late 1980s, culminating in its disintegration into 15 independent states, coupled with the emergence of the United States as the dominant military power in the system, profoundly affected the nature and frequency of international conflict and crisis. While the global system remains dangerous, the defining characteristics of international crisis—increased disruptive interactions between two or more adversaries, high probability of military hostilities, and a challenge to the structure of the international system, either global, dominant, or subsystem—are no longer met by many of the types of conflict situations that typify the post–Cold War unipolar era. One need only think of the proliferation of conflicts based on ethnicity, nationality, and religion to detect this problem.


[image: Figure IV.3: Number of crises per year, 1918-1994. Peaks in 1981 (14) and 1987 (12, then gradual decline to 3 in 1993 and 2 in 1994.]
Figure IV.3.International Crises, 1918–94 (N = 412)

A secondary reason for the sharp decline in international crises may be rooted in the paucity of reliable source material from which to identify and code crises in the most recent period. In this sense, the ICB data set is an evolving data bank, which not only seeks to incorporate the most recent crises but also consciously attempts to add crises that were missed because of the lack of source material at the time of the initial coding of the most recent period.11

The upward trend in crisis frequency through 1987 noted above is highlighted in Table IV.1, which shows that the average number of crises per year increased 54% from multipolarity to bipolarity and an additional 20% from bipolarity to polycentrism. In 1981, for example, a year of very high crisis activity (see also 1976–1980—all during polycentrism), there were 14 international crises with a total of 21 states as crisis actors (two of these states, Libya and Page 87 →Israel, were each involved in two crises that year): Chad/Libya V, Ecuador/Peru Border III, Mozambique Raid, Iraq Nuclear Reactor, Essequibo II, Contras I, Al-Biqa Missiles I, Cameroon/Nigeria I, Coup Attempt-Gambia, Gulf of Syrte I, Operation Protea, Galtat Zemmour I, U-137 Incident, Coup Attempt—Bahrain (see the CD-ROM). Thus, using the criteria of the sheer volume of crisis activity in the global system, polycentrism exhibits the most acute signs of instability.12


TABLE IV.1.Patterns of Crises in the Twentieth Centurya


	System(a)
	Years(b)
	Number of years (c)
	Number of crises (d)
	Average: crisis/year (e)e=d/c
	Percent increase (f)





	Multipolar
	1918-39b
	20.75
	64
	3.08
	



	Bipolar
	1945-62c
	17.30
	82
	4.74
	+ 54%



	Polycentric
	1963-89
	27.00
	161
	5.96
	+ 20%



	Unipolar
	1990-94
	5.00
	21
	4.20
	- 42%





a All World War II cases and 52 intrawar crises from the other four system-periods are excluded from this and subsequent tables in the analysis of polarity.

b November 1918 to end August 1939.

c September 1945 to end December 1962.

We continue by examining the distribution of triggers to crises across polarity configurations (Hypothesis 2). This refers to the specific act, event, or situational change that catalyzes a crisis for the earliest actor in an international crisis, that is, its perception of value threat, time pressure, and likely military hostilities. We employ four categories of trigger in this analysis: non-violent, including political and economic acts; internal, for example, a verbal or physical challenge to a regime; non-violent military, for example, mobilization of reserves; and violence, direct violent acts (that is, attack on the actor itself) and indirect violence (that is, attack on an alliance partner).

Table IV.2 presents the ICB data on the relative frequency of the four types of triggers for each of the three system-periods. (At the bottom of this table and all others in this section, we also present chi-square and significance levels for paired comparisons between the distributions for each system.)

On the assumption that a violent trigger is the most destabilizing condition under which a crisis can erupt, polycentrism exhibits the greatest degree of system instability: 54% of the crises in that system were triggered by some form of violence, compared to 25% for multipolarity and 27% for bipolarity.

How is this marked difference to be explained? Among the distinguishing characteristics of the polycentric system is the emergence of a large number of new states (in Africa and Asia), many of which achieved independence through violence. It is notable that this pattern of violence carried over into the international crises of this system-period. In contrast, nearly half of all bipolarity crises (1945–62), occurring as they did in a period of structural rigidity, both in terms Page 88 →of the number of states in the system and the tightness of its alliance configuration, were triggered by non-violent events such as political and economic acts, more than double the proportion for crises in polycentrism.


TABLE IV.2.Polarity and Crisis Trigger


	
	Non-violent
	Internal challenge
	Non-violent military
	Violent
	TOTAL





	Multipolarity
	2844%
	58%
	1523%
	1625%
	6421%



	Bipolarity
	4049%
	1012%
	1012%
	2227%
	8227%



	Polycentrism
	3421%
	149%
	2616%
	8754%
	16152%



	TOTAL
	10233%
	299%
	5117%
	12541%
	307100%





Χ2 = 33.70, p = .00

Multipolarity-Bipolarity:   Χ2 = 3.57, p = .31

Multipolarity-Polycentrism: Χ2 = 18.32, p = .00

Bipolarity-Polycentrism:   Χ2 = 23.86, p = .00

The chi square and significance tests for the paired comparisons of systems (see bottom of Table IV.2) reveal that trigger uniquely distinguishes polycentrism from both multipolarity and bipolarity. Of particular interest is the sharp distinction between bipolarity and polycentrism, systems that, although sequential chronologically, are in fact quite different in terms of the degree of control and the suppression of conflict that the superpowers were able to impose over the other actors in the systems. Typical of the 40 bipolarity crises triggered by non-violence (49% of the total) were the following: the U.K. announcement on 21 February 1947 of its intention to discontinue aid to Greece and Turkey, triggering a crisis for the U.S., Greece, and Turkey—the Truman Doctrine crisis (economic act); the 24 February 1955 creation of the Baghdad Pact by the U.K., Iraq, Iran, Turkey, and Pakistan, triggering a crisis for Egypt—the Baghdad Pact crisis (political act); Guatemala’s perception of an economic threat from Mexico on 29 December 1958, resulting from a dispute over fishing rights—Mexico/Guatemala Fishing Rights crisis (economic act); and Gomulka’s return to power in Poland on 15 October 1956, which was perceived by the USSR as a threat to its hegemony—Poland Liberalization crisis (external change). Conversely, typical of the violent acts that triggered 54% of the polycentrism crises were the following: the 8 April 1965 Indian and Pakistani attacks on each others’ police posts in the disputed part of Kutch, triggering crises for India and Pakistan simultaneously—the Rann of Kutch crisis; the Chinese ambush of Soviet troops on 2 March 1969—the Ussuri River crisis; and the crossing by Iraqi troops into Kuwait on 20 March 1973, triggering a crisis for Kuwait—the Iraq Invasion of Kuwait crisis.

Decisional stress is the third crisis dimension we employ to examine the instability of a system (Hypothesis 3). In this context, we classify international crises according to the highest level of stress experienced by any of the actors in a Page 89 →crisis. Our expectation is that the complex nature of decentralization of power in polycentrism will result in the highest levels of decisional stress.


TABLE IV.3.Polarity and Level of Stress


	
	Low stress
	Medium stress
	High stress
	TOTAL





	Multipolarity
	1320%
	3352%
	1828%
	6421%



	Bipolarity
	3037%
	1619%
	3644%
	8227%



	Polycentrism
	5635%
	6440%
	4125%
	16152%



	TOTAL
	9932%
	11337%
	9531%
	307100%





Χ2 = 20.63, p = .00

Multipolarity-Bipolarity: Χ2 = 16.65, p = .00

Multipolarity-Polycentrism: Χ2 = 4.73, p = .09

Bipolarity-Polycentrism: Χ2 = 12.64, p = .00

Table IV.3 presents the ICB findings on stress and instability. The paired comparisons among the three systems reveal that the distribution of stress levels in bipolarity is significantly different from both multipolarity and polycentrism. Bipolarity exhibits the largest proportions of crises with high stress values—44% of all bipolarity crises were characterized by high stress. The 36 bipolarity crises exhibiting high stress consist of two types. Some are cases in which superpowers are crisis actors, and in which one or the other perceives very high stress deriving from a credible threat to a basic national interest. Examples include the U.S. and the USSR in Azerbaijan 1945–46 and Berlin Blockade 1948–49, the U.S. in the Truman Doctrine crisis of 1947 and Berlin Deadline crisis 1958–59, and the USSR in the Marshall Plan crisis 1947. The second type involved crisis actors that, by virtue of a threat to their very existence, and/or a direct confrontation with a superpower, experienced extreme stress: Finland in the Soviet Note crises of 1948 and 1961, Israel in the Palestine Partition/Israel Independence crisis of 1947–49, Poland and Hungary in their respective 1956 crises with the USSR, Cuba in the Bay of Pigs 1961, Tunisia in its struggle with France in the Bizerta crisis of 1961.

Thus, on the stress indicator, contrary to Hypothesis 3, bipolarity is the most unstable international system. This suggests that a system with highly centralized power distribution among its members is a fertile ground for high stakes crises. Thus, whatever tendency there was for the centralization of the power structure to limit instability in bipolarity was overwhelmed by the impact of the East-West rivalry and its attending high levels of stress, often resulting from a threat to existence.13 But this is not to say that because the overall level of stress in crisis has decreased in polycentrism crises, we are living in a more conflict-free international environment. Rather, we have found that even conflict situations involving relatively low levels of stress escalate to full-blown international crises at higher rates under polycentrism than was the case in other international systems (see Table IV.1).
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TABLE IV.4.Polarity and Severity of Violence in Crisis Management


	
	No violence as CMT
	Minor clashes
	Serious clashes
	War
	TOTAL





	Multipolarity
	2945%
	1016%
	1117%
	1422%
	6421%



	Bipolarity
	3644%
	2024%
	1822%
	810%
	8227%



	Polycentrism
	6339%
	3220%
	4830%
	1811%
	16152%



	TOTAL
	12842%
	6220%
	7725%
	4013%
	307100%





Χ2 = 10.78, p = .10

Multipolarity-Bipolarity: Χ2 = 5.27, p = .15

Multipolarity-Polycentrism: Χ2 = 7.34, p = .06

Bipolarity-Polycentrism: Χ2 = 2.16, p = .54

A fourth indicator of system stability/instability is the severity of violence employed in crisis management, ranging from no violence, minor clashes, serious clashes, to full-scale war (Hypothesis 4). The pattern observed earlier with respect to violence in crisis triggers is apparent in Table IV.4 as well: not only are polycentrism crises far more likely than those of the other two systems to be triggered by violence, crisis actors in polycentrism are also more likely to use more severe forms of violence—particularly serious clashes—in crisis management, a difference that was most pronounced between polycentrism and multipolarity. Serious clashes were a particularly frequent crisis management technique (CMT) for actors in polycentrism crises (30%), including such cases as Algeria/Morocco Border 1963, Ogaden I 1964, Ussuri River 1969, Mayaguez 1975, Invasion of Grenada 1983, Syrian Intervention in Lebanon 1987. Interestingly, multipolarity includes both the highest rate of nonuse of violence in crisis management (45%) and the highest rate of resort to full-scale war (22%). From an overall violence perspective—combining serious clashes and full-scale war—the crises that occurred during polycentrism and multipolarity were more destabilizing than those of bipolarity.

In sum, three key indicators of crisis characteristics reveal polycentrism to be the most unstable system: frequency of crisis and violence (the latter both as a trigger to crises and, together with multipolarity, in severity of violence in crisis management). And although bipolarity exhibited the highest level of stress for decision makers among the systems, overall bipolarity crises exhibit the least destabilizing characteristics.



Major Power Activity in Crises

The second set of hypotheses examines system instability from the perspective of major power activity in crises, both the degree of activity and the extent of effectiveness as third-party intermediaries.

In essence, Hypotheses 5 and 6 attempt to differentiate between major Page 91 →power roles as crisis actors and as crisis managers. In the first, the argument is that the more directly involved the powers are as actors in the crises of their era, the greater the instability of the system. Thus, the focus is on extent of activity as an indicator of instability. The second of these hypotheses examines the effectiveness of the powers’ intervention in crises: it argues that the more effective such activity is in crisis abatement, the more stable the international system.14


TABLE IV.5.Polarity and Major Power Activity


	
	No/low
	Covert/semi-military
	Military
	TOTAL





	Multipolarity
	1828%
	2133%
	2539%
	6421%



	Bipolarity
	4960%
	2328%
	1012%
	8227%



	Polycentrism
	10163%
	4427%
	1610%
	16152%



	TOTAL
	16855%
	8829%
	5116%
	307100%





Χ2 = 35.73, p = .00

Multipolarity-Bipolarity: Χ2 = 18.93, p = .00

Multipolarity-Polycentrism: Χ2 = 32.16, p = .00

Bipolarity-Polycentrism: Χ2 = .35, p = .84

Major power activity is any substantive verbal or physical involvement in an international crisis by the seven great powers (from 1918–39) or the two superpowers (from 1945 onward). Such activity is grouped into three categories: no/low, including political and economic activity; semi-military, including the dispatch of military advisors or military aid, or covert activity; and direct military, for example, the dispatch of troops. For purposes of this analysis, the highest level of activity by any one of the seven great powers in multipolarity (France, Germany, Italy, Japan, the U.K., the U.S., the USSR), or any one of the two superpowers in bipolarity and polycentrism (the U.S., the USSR), served as the basis for coding major power activity in an international crisis. This coding scheme was applied both to cases in which the major power was a crisis actor and to those in which it was an involved actor.

Table IV.5 reports the findings on major power activity in crises across the three international systems (Hypothesis 5). Two important findings emerge. First, there is a remarkable similarity in the patterns exhibited by the two post–World War II international systems, with approximately 62% of their crises showing no or very low superpower activity. Second, multipolarity crises had a .72 probability of exhibiting either covert/semi-military or direct military activity on the part of one or more of the seven great powers, almost twice the rate for the superpowers in bipolarity and polycentrism.

Even if one notes the smaller number of states and the larger number of great powers during multipolarity, these findings on major power behavior in crisis situations point to a fundamental difference in the way the powers conceived of their roles in international politics before and after World War II. The Page 92 →great powers of the multipolar (inter–world war) system-period exhibited a behavior pattern more characteristic of the flexible alliance structure of the balance of power system of nineteenth-century Europe. The findings also highlight the fact that multipolarity crises were geographically concentrated in the core of the international system (Europe), where most of the great powers were located, while many bipolarity and polycentrism crises were located on the periphery of the dominant (major power) system. Multipolarity is clearly the most unstable of the three systems from the perspective of this indicator. Since both post-1945 systems were dominated by two superpowers, the evidence supports the contention that power bipolarity is inherently more stable than a system with multiple centers of power.


TABLE IV.6.Polarity and Major Power Effectiveness


	
	No activity
	Ineffective
	Marginal
	Important or most important
	TOTAL





	Multipolarity
	1016%
	2437%
	610%
	2437%
	6422%



	Bipolarity
	1317%
	3648%
	79%
	2026%
	7626%



	Polycentrism
	5938%
	5234%
	149%
	3019%
	15552%



	TOTAL
	8228%
	11238%
	279%
	7425%
	295a100%





Χ2 = 21.00, p = .00

Multipolarity-Bipolarity: Χ2 = 2.22, p = .53

Multipolarity-Polycentrism: Χ2 = 13.50, p = .00

Bipolarity-Polycentrism: Χ2 = 10.89, p = .01

a This table excludes cases in which all seven great powers were actors (during multipolarity) and cases in which the two superpowers were actors (during the post-World War II system).

The effectiveness of major power activity refers to their role in crisis management, that is, in preventing the outbreak of military hostilities or in contributing to the abatement of an international crisis. The findings on Hypothesis 6 are reported in Table IV.6. The ICB data clearly show that the proportion of crises in which there was no activity by the powers increased from multipolarity and bipolarity to polycentrism (16%, 17%, 38%), while the number of crises with effective power involvement decreased substantially (from 37% for multipolarity, to 26% for bipolarity, to only 19% for poly centrism). The bivariate statistical analyses clearly show polycentrism as significantly distinct from the other two systems. From the point of view of effective major power activity in crisis abatement, polycentrism is the least stable of the three systems under consideration—the superpowers were either inactive or ineffective in 72% of the crises. Stated differently, as the primary locus of international crises shifted from the center (dominant system) to the periphery (subsystems), the interests of the superpowers decreased concomitantly, and both the level of activity of the superpowers and their effectiveness have revealed a parallel decrease.
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In sum, the role of major powers in international crises is complex. In multipolarity, great powers participated as actors in a large proportion of crises, thus contributing to the instability of that system. However, when the focus changes to the effectiveness of major powers as third parties in crisis abatement, it is polycentrism that exhibits the most abysmal record insofar as the superpowers were concerned—they were conspicuously aloof and ineffective. Thus, when assessing the roles of the powers in crises, we must clearly differentiate between the powers as crisis actors and as crisis managers, as well as among system structures.



Crisis Outcomes and International Systems

The final perspective on the interrelationship of system instability and crisis focuses on outcomes, that is, the form and legacy of crisis termination.

We turn first to the different forms that crisis termination can take (Hypothesis 7). One can differentiate between crises that terminate in agreement—a formal agreement such as a cease-fire or a semi-formal agreement such as an oral declaration or exchange of letters; those that terminate through a tacit understanding—a mutual understanding by adversaries, unstated and unwritten; a unilateral act, an imposed agreement; and faded, whereby the crisis simply fades with no known termination date.

The distribution of ICB cases from the end of 1918 to the end of 1989, in terms of polarity and the form of crisis outcome, does not exhibit any major differences among the systems (and hence no table is presented). Roughly 35% of all international crises terminate in formal and semi-formal agreements, a pattern that holds for all three polar systems.

A final indicator of system instability is crisis legacy, measured as the effect of crisis outcome on the tension level between the principal adversaries after the termination of a crisis (Hypothesis 8). Tension escalation is indicated by one or more crises between the adversaries during the subsequent five-year period, while tension reduction means that crises did not recur in that time frame.

As evident in Table IV.7, multipolarity and polycentrism exhibited high rates of tension escalation, 45% and 42%, respectively. This contrasts with a 30% propensity for escalation among bipolarity crises. The low 35% rate for termination in agreement, exhibited by all three systems and alluded to previously, appears to have spilled over into a relatively low rate of tension reduction for multipolarity and polycentrism, less so for bipolarity. Closer examination of the bipolarity cases reveals that crises in that system-period that terminated either in tacit agreements or unilateral acts had much higher rates of tension reduction than was the case for either multipolarity or polycentrism. Bipolarity tacit understanding cases resulting in conflict reduction included Punjab War Scare I 1951, Poland Liberalization 1956, Taiwan Strait II 1958, Central America/Cuba II 1960, Berlin Wall 1961. Bipolarity unilateral acts resulting in conflict Page 94 →reduction included Truman Doctrine 1947, East German Uprising 1953, Hungarian Uprising 1956, Iraq/Lebanon Upheaval 1958, China/India Border II 1962.


TABLE IV.7.Polarity and Crisis Legacy


	
	Escalation of tensions
	Reduction of tensions
	TOTAL





	Multipolarity
	2945%
	3555%
	6421%



	Bipolarity
	2530%
	5770%
	8228%



	Polycentrism
	6342%
	8858%
	15151%



	TOTAL
	11739%
	18061%
	297a100%





Χ2 = 4.00, p = .13

Multipolarity-Bipolarity: Χ2 = 3.39, p = .06

Multipolarity-Polycentrism: Χ2 = .24, p = .63

Bipolarity-Polycentrism: Χ2 = 2.85, p = .09

a There were 10 cases with missing data on crisis legacy.



Summary

Table IV.8 presents a summary of the bivariate findings on the relationship between polarity and stability, with the latter measured on a number of characteristics of crisis, from behavior to outcome. The bivariate findings reported in this section strongly point to polycentrism as the most unstable system from the point of view of the characteristics of international crises. Of the eight indicators, polycentrism had the highest instability scores (designated by X) on four (average Page 95 →frequency of crises per year, violence in crisis trigger, severity of violence employed in crisis management, and ineffectiveness of major power intervention) and was tied as the most unstable (designated by T) on another indicator (outcome leading to escalation of tension or crisis legacy—tied with bipolarity). Multipolarity evidenced instability on one indicator (extent of activity by the great powers), while bipolarity showed instability on the indicator of stress and tied with polycentrism on crisis legacy. Thus, the ICB data on crises in the twentieth century point to polycentrism as the most unstable international system. The evidence is less conclusive in terms of its ability to differentiate between bipolarity and multipolarity in terms of which evidences greater stability. While these findings provide partial reinforcement for the polarity/stability arguments originally propounded by Waltz (1964), more work is needed in developing a theoretical statement that takes account of the unique features of crises and their impact on the international system, as well as the unique features of the still-emerging post–Cold War unipolar system.


TABLE IV.8.Ranking of International Systems on Indicators of Instability


	Indicators of instability
	Multipolarity
	Bipolarity
	Polycentrism





	Frequency of crises
	
	
	X



	Violence in trigger
	
	
	X



	Stress
	
	X
	



	Severity of violence
	
	
	X



	Low major power activity
	X
	
	
	



	Low major power effectiveness
	
	
	X



	Form of outcome (rate of agreement)
	Inconclusive
	Inconclusive
	Inconclusive



	Crisis legacy
	
	T
	T
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Geography

Geographic factors have long been a central concern in research on international conflict. From the time that humans first formed as collectivities, the border where two groups meet has been a potential source of conflictual interactions. Empirically, geography and territory are a strong presence in conflict situations: most interstate wars identified by the Correlates of War Project occurred between neighboring states or involved a major state in a colonial expansion (Small and Singer 1982; see also Holsti 1991). In addition, neighbors are responsible for two-thirds of all Militarized International Disputes (MIDs), and this frequency increases with the intensity of threat (Gochman 1990).

Recent theoretical frameworks utilized in empirical studies of geography and conflict adopt one of three major approaches: geography as a facilitating cause, as an underlying cause, or as a direct cause of conflict (Diehl 1991; Vasquez 1993). This research began with the work of Sprout and Sprout (1965), who abandoned environmental determinism for “environmental possibilism.” State action is seen as a result of the interplay in the “ecological triad,” an entity, its environment, and the entity-environment relationship. While states respond to their geographic environment, they are not determined; the environment enables and also constrains leaders’ processes of decision (Starr 1991). Geography is one of several environmental factors that increase or inhibit the likelihood of war between two states. These include the effects of location, size, climate, distribution of population, and natural resources.

The large empirical literature on diffusion and interaction develops out of the Sprouts’ environmental possibilism, as applied by Starr (Starr 1978; Siverson and Starr 1991). In Starr’s framework, opportunity and willingness are necessary conditions for war, conditions partially determined by geography. Opportunity, or “the possibility of interaction between entities or behavioral units of some kind” (Starr 1978:364), related to the Sprouts’ possibilism, and willingness, “the process by which (leaders) recognize opportunities and then, given these opportunities, become willing to choose war as a behavioral alternative” (Starr 1978:370), pick up on the Sprouts’ probabilism and cognitive behaviorism. In other words, Starr views geopolitical factors in the environment as providing a structure of opportunities and constraints (Starr 1991:4). Geographical concerns, such as the presence of shared borders, thus become a facilitating condition for military conflict.

The interaction argument inherent in this framework argues that wars arise out of contiguity, as contiguity causes interaction, which causes uncertainty and conflicts of interest, which can lead to violence (Bremer 1982). Frequency of war Page 97 →therefore is a function of geographic opportunity. Empirical evidence is provided from studies of borders and diffusion. Richardson (1960) was the first to show that the more borders a state has, the more likely it is to be involved in conflict. States close to each other interact more often (Cobb and Elder 1970). Midlarsky (1975) shows that the greater the number of borders, the more uncertainty is created, which he links to war. Starr and Most (1976, 1978) argue, however, that borders per se do not cause conflict, but structure risks and opportunities. Gleditsch and Singer (1975) discovered that the average distance between warring states is significantly less than the average distance between all states. Diehl’s (1985) study of major powers confirms that it is not shared borders alone, but geographic proximity that is the facilitating condition; besides increased opportunity, he argues that proximity increases the willingness to fight.

The literature on diffusion provides a related argument to that of geographic proximity. The crucial difference between the research on borders and that of diffusion is that in diffusion “geographic proximity allows the spread of existing war or conflict in some cases (although not in all), and the border effect does not rely on concurrent or previous conflict for war to occur” (Diehl 1991:18). Salience and ease of interaction are at the core of Starr’s “interaction model” (1991), which posits interaction opportunities as necessary for diffusion of war; they also indicate the direction of diffusion.

Significant empirical findings on diffusion include the fact that a state with a warring neighbor is three to five times more likely to experience war than is a state without a neighbor at war (Most and Starr 1980, 1983). Starr and Most (1985) also find that diffusion occurs where there is a large number of interactions between states; number of interactions is increased by shared borders, indicating a relation between the two bodies of work. Noncolonial borders are also stronger agents of diffusion than colonial borders, and land borders are stronger than sea borders.

Unlike the diffusion literature, which sees geography as a facilitating condition for conflict, Vasquez (1993, 1995) argues that the operating factor is not contiguity and interaction but territoriality, the natural tendency for humans to occupy and defend territory. Territoriality is thus an underlying cause; it is seen as underlying in that territorial disputes usually produce a sequence of results leading to war, giving rise to the practice of “power politics”; it is a cause in that when territorial disagreements are settled peacefully, it is unlikely that there will be such disputes in the future between the two adversaries. Building on the previous evidence showing that contiguous states fight, Vasquez highlights Wallensteen’s (1981) finding that contiguous major state dyads have higher than average military confrontations and wars. Diehl (1985) also notes that in enduring rivalries, contiguous disputes are much more likely to escalate, while Bremer (1982) finds that the probability of war between contiguous states is 35 times higher than for noncontiguous states.

The third strand of the current literature takes Vasquez’s argument a step further and points to certain geographical characteristics as the source, or major Page 98 →cause, of certain forms of conflict. Territory can take on important characteristics in and of itself and lead to future conflict. Diehl and Goertz (1988) identify and elaborate two aspects of territorial importance: intrinsic and relative. Intrinsic importance is the value that the territory has for any given state and is measured in reference to the size of the area in the exchange and the number of people living in the area. Relative importance is the varying value that territory may have for different states and is measured by geographic location and by whether it is colonial or noncolonial. A modest relationship was found between territorial importance and propensity for violence in territorial changes (Goertz and Diehl 1992b).

This discussion has shown that a wide and diverse body of theory on geography and conflict points to geography as a facilitating condition, an underlying cause, and a source of conflict. In the study of crisis, the centrality of geography has been manifest in at least three different factors: (1) the distribution of international crises across geographic regions, and regional distributions on such dimensions as the frequency and severity of violence, and the involvement of third parties in international crisis management; (2) the effect of geographic proximity/distance of crisis adversaries on the types of triggers, crisis management techniques, and outcomes of crises; and (3) the impact of the location of the crisis to the crisis actor on threat perception, major power activity, and outcomes. Factors (1) and (2) focus on characteristics of the international crisis as a whole, while (3) adopts the perspective of individual states as crisis actors.

Geographic location, adversarial proximity, and proximity of crisis to the actor will serve as the foci for an examination of the interplay of geography and crisis.15 For geographic location, we pose a set of general questions to guide the presentation of ICB data. For adversarial proximity and proximity of the crisis to the actor, models and sets of hypotheses will be proposed for subsequent analysis. As is the case throughout most of Part IV, we exclude intra-war crises from the present analysis (see introduction to Part IV for a discussion of this exclusion). Thus, we deal with 33616 international crises and 658 foreign policy crises for the 1918–94 period. We turn first to a broad examination of the regional location of crises.


Geographic Location of Crises

The following questions guide our initial examination of the geography-crisis nexus.


	How are international crises distributed across the major regions of the globe?

	Is the distribution of international crises by region related to the polarity of the system?

	Does the severity of crisis-related violence vary across regions?

	Does geographic location affect the likelihood and extent of major power or international organization involvement in crises?
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[image: Figure IV.4: Geographic location of crises. Americas (14%), Africa (27%), Europe (21%), Middle East (20%), Asia (18%).]
Figure IV.4.Geographic Location of Twentieth-Century International Crises

Page 100 →

TABLE IV.9.Distribution of International Crises by Region


	
	Multipolarity 1918-39
	Bipolarity 1945-62
	Polycentrism 1963-89
	Unipolarity 1990-94
	TOTAL





	Africa
	22%
	1011%
	7280%
	67%
	9027%



	Americas
	920%
	1226%
	2350%
	24%
	4614%



	Asia
	915%
	2439%
	2236%
	610%
	6119%



	Europe
	3451%
	1726%
	1320%
	23%
	6620%



	Middle East
	1015%
	1929%
	3148%
	58%
	6520%



	TOTAL
	6420%
	8225%
	16149%
	216%
	328a100%





Χ2 = 96.23, p = .00

a Eight non-intrawar crises that occurred during the period 1939-45 are excluded from this table.

The most general question pertaining to the geography-crisis nexus deals with the distribution of crises across the five major regions of the globe. Figure IV.4 provides a regional breakdown across the entire 76-year span of the twentieth century under examination. While no region has been immune to international crises, Africa is at one end of the frequency spectrum with 27%, while the Americas are at the other with 14%. This very high figure for Africa relates to states that achieved independence for the most part only at the beginning of polycentrism. The vast majority of the 90 African crises are clustered during a relatively short span of time, 30 of the 76 years. We address these issues as we turn to polarity.

These aggregate figures conceal important differences among the regions that are highlighted by the incorporation of system polarity into the analysis (see Table IV.9). Three regions exhibit a preponderance of crises in polycentrism—Africa (80%), the Americas (50%), the Middle East (48%). Europe exhibits the reverse, with 51% of its crises occurring in multipolarity17 and much smaller proportions for the other system-periods. In fact, Europe was the site of over half the international crises in the multipolar system (34 of 64 cases), dropping to only 8% of all international crises during polycentrism (13 of 161) and 10% (2 of 21) of the cases during unipolarity. Africa, on the other hand, went from the region with the lowest proportion of crises in both multipolarity and bipolarity to the region with the highest proportion—almost half—of international crises in polycentrism, more than double the proportion for any other region.

A second perspective on the distribution of crises by region on polarity takes yearly crisis rates into account. While the Americas and the Middle East maintained relatively stable rates of crises per year—the Americas with .69 crises per year for bipolarity and .85 for polycentrism, the Middle East with 1.15 crises per year for bipolarity, 1.10 for polycentrism—Africa showed both the highest yearly rate of 2.67 for polycentrism and also the most marked increase—up from a .59 rate in bipolarity. These patterns, and Africa’s in particular, contrast sharply Page 101 →with Europe, which had rates of 1.64 for multipolarity, .98 for bipolarity, and .44 for polycentrism.18


TABLE IV.10.System-Level Crises: Comparison of Europe (Multipolarity) and Africa (Polycentrism)


	
	Subsystem
	Mainly subsystem
	Mainly dominant
	Dominant
	TOTAL





	Europe: multipolarity
	1338%
	1029%
	26%
	927%
	34100%



	Africa: polycentrism
	6996%
	34%
	00%
	00%
	72100%





Part of the explanation for the stark disparity between patterns for Europe and Africa in particular derives from the fact that the African continent was dominated by colonial powers until the end of the bipolar system in the early 1960s. However, a shift in conflict patterns across the international systems is also evident. That is, while Europe was the locus of 53% of all crises during multipolarity (and Africa only 3%), Africa was the locus of 45% of all polycentrism crises (and Europe only 8%). There was, of course, a qualitative difference between the types of crises in the two regions. Table IV.10 shows that, for Europe during multipolarity, 33% of its crises occurred at the mainly dominant or dominant system level, including Remilitarization of the Rhineland 1936, Anschluss 1938, Munich 1938, Czech. Annexation 1939, and Entry into World War II 1939. In Africa during polycentrism, on the other hand, 96% of its 72 crises occurred at the subsystem level, with only three—Congo II 1964, War in Angola 1975–76, and Ogaden II 1977–78—spilling over into the dominant system because of superpower participation. Thus a shift in the balance of crises over time from Europe to Africa has accompanied a shift from the center or dominant system to the periphery or the subsystem level of world politics. This is a trend that we will return to as we delve more deeply into regional patterns of crisis.

A third factor that will help fine-tune the aggregate analysis of the geography-crisis nexus concerns the extent of violence associated with international crises (see Table IV.11).19 For this analysis, we introduce the variable VIOL, which identifies the extent of violence in an international crisis as a whole, regardless of whether or not it was employed in crisis management. Particularly striking is the finding that 56% of all European crises exhibited no violence. Closer examination of the data on European crises sheds additional light on the dramatic changes in crisis patterns for Europe that we noted previously. Europe accounted for 40% of all international crises in which no violence occurred (almost double the proportion for any other region), while at the same time it accounted for 21% of all international crises involving war (10 of 47 cases), virtually all of the latter occurring during multipolarity.

Two significant integrative processes, with origins in the bipolar system, help explain this dramatic downturn in violence in Europe’s crises: the establishment Page 102 →of NATO in 1949, leading to the elimination of interstate war in Western Europe, and the establishment of the Warsaw Pact in 1955, leading to the virtual elimination of war in Eastern Europe. In addition, superpower bloc rivalry, along with qualitative changes in military technology (the nuclear dimension) led each bloc to eschew direct intervention in the other bloc, for example, the U.S. re the Hungarian Uprising 1956 and Prague Spring 1968, the USSR re Guatemala 1953 and the Dominican Republic 1965. Finally, the preeminence of the superpowers reduced the frequency of resort to violence by their client-allies.


TABLE IV.11.Geography and Violence in International Crises


	
	No violence
	Minor clashes
	Serious clashes
	War
	TOTAL





	Africa
	1820%
	3337%
	3438%
	55%
	9027%



	Americas
	1430%
	2451%
	511%
	48%
	4714%



	Asia
	915%
	1829%
	2236%
	1220%
	6118%



	Europe
	4056%
	1217%
	913%
	1014%
	7121%



	Middle East
	1928%
	1928%
	1320%
	1624%
	6720%



	TOTAL
	10030%
	10631%
	8325%
	4714%
	336100%





Χ2 = 65.72, p = .00

Two additional regions—Asia and the Middle East—accounted for a large proportion of wars. Examination of the cases reveals that the bulk occurred in the post–World War II era. For Asia, these crisis-wars included Kashmir I 1947, Korean War I 1950, China/India Border II 1962, Kashmir II 1965, Bangladesh 1971, Vietnam Invasion of Cambodia 1977, Sino/Vietnam War 1978.20 For the Middle East, the list of crisis-wars included Palestine Partition/Israel Independence 1947, Suez Nationalization-War 1956, Six Day War 1967, North/South Yemen I 1972, October–Yom Kippur War 1973, Iran/Iraq War 1980, War in Lebanon 1982, Gulf War 1990. Africa, despite the fact that it accounted for almost half of the crises in the polycentric system, shows the lowest proportion of cases with full-scale war (5%). Two-thirds of the African crises involved minor or serious clashes. In sum, while the African region was the site of the largest proportion of crises in the period under study, these crises were, for the most part, peripheral to the central concerns of the major actors in the international system and were least likely to exhibit violence escalating to full-scale war.

A fourth question growing out of a system perspective on international crises asks whether geographic location affects the extent of major power activity, either when they themselves are actors, or when they are third parties. That is, do the major powers respond differently to crises that occur in the core of a system than to those that occur in the periphery? The ICB data reported in Figure IV.5 reflect the dramatic transition from a Eurocentric multipower international system before World War II to a more diffuse superpower-dominated global Page 103 →system from 1945 onward. While there is a good deal of regional variation, we note that the great powers—France, Germany, Great Britain, Italy, Japan, the U.S., and the USSR—were involved to some degree in over 90% (see Total bars) of all crises for the interwar period. A large proportion of these multipolarity crises with great power activity were in Europe (33 of the 64). A separate analysis reveals that among the 64 multipolarity crises in which one or more of the great powers was active, 26 (41%) showed direct military involvement.


[image: Figure IV.5: Involvement of major powers by geographic region. Major powers highest in all regions from 1918-1939. Post 1945, US and USSR/Russia nearly equal in Europe, with US involvement highest in all other regions.]
Figure IV.5.Percent Involvement by Major Powers

Post–World War II patterns offer a sharp contrast. The U.S. was active in 66% of all international crises, while the Soviet Union was active in 51%. Furthermore, additional analysis reveals that direct military activity was reflected in only 20 of the 174 crises in which the U.S. was active (11%), and in only 13 of the 133 crises with Soviet activity (10%)—contrasting with the 43% rate of direct military activity for the great powers in multipolarity. Although the United States was active in a larger proportion of crises than was the USSR in all five regions, this discrepancy was most pronounced in Latin America (81% involvement for U.S. versus 27% for USSR), where the U.S. continued to exhibit hegemonic behavior, and the Middle East (78% versus 65%), where the superpowers actively competed for influence in a “gray zone.” The rates of activity in Africa (48% versus 35%, respectively) are considerably lower, reflecting that region’s secondary status in the struggle for power and influence between the two superpowers (see Blechman and Kaplan 1978; Kaplan 1981).

Finally, we consider global organization (GO) involvement and geography: (a) Are there regional differences in global organization involvement? and (b) when global organizations became involved, in which regions was their involvement Page 104 →effective in crisis abatement?21 Global organization involvement is dichotomized into cases of no League of Nations or United Nations involvement, and cases in which involvement at some level occurred—general, Secretary-General, (General) Assembly, and (Security) Council. Global organization effectiveness was classified as follows: no GO involvement; GO involvement did not contribute to crisis abatement or escalated the crisis; GO involvement contributed marginally to crisis abatement; and GO involvement was an important or the most important factor in crisis abatement.

International crises were virtually evenly divided between those showing no GO involvement and those in which some involvement occurred.22 And the regions themselves showed an almost identical 50/50 split for involvement, with the exception of the Americas, which exhibited 62% global organization involvement, and Europe with only a 40% level. Among the 161 crises in which the League or the UN became involved, only 40 or 25% showed such involvement to have been effective in terms of crisis abatement, (for effective, we include cases in which the global organization was effective or the most effective element in crisis abatement). Regional effectiveness-to-involvement ratios ranged from Europe at 40%, the Middle East at 31%, the Americas at 21%, Asia at 19%, to Africa at 18%.

It is worth taking a closer look at Africa and the Americas, since both had relatively active regional organizations during the post–World War II era. The two regions exhibit quite different patterns. For the Americas, while the UN was effective in only six of the 45 post–World War II crises, the Organization of American States was effective in 12 of the 45. The UN and the OAS were jointly effective in crisis abatement in only two crises in which they were both involved—Cuban Missiles in 1962 and Nicaraguan Civil War in 1978–79. In Africa, by contrast, the UN was effective in only eight of the 90 post–World War II crises, and the Organization for African Unity was effective in only four. There were no crises in which both the OAU and the UN were effective. So whereas in the case of the Americas, the OAS picked up slack left by the ineffectiveness of the UN in the region, Africa did not have the same safety valve available.

In sum, across the 1918 to 1994 time span, the data show Africa to be the most crisis-prone region, with the vast majority of its crises occurring during polycentrism, and virtually all at the subsystem level. Europe, on the other hand, experienced half of its crises during multipolarity, most at the dominant system level, with a steady decline since. Asia and the Middle East accounted for large proportions of crises associated with war, with the bulk occurring in the post–World War II era. Africa, while accounting for the largest proportion of post–World War II crises, had the smallest proportion of crises escalating to full-scale war. Great powers were involved in 90% of all crises in the interwar period, while the U.S. was involved in only two-thirds of post–World War II crises, and the USSR in only one-half. Finally, while involvement rates for global organizations by region showed little variation, effectiveness in terms of crisis abatement was greatest in Europe, lowest in Africa.
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Adversarial Proximity

We now turn to the first of two models that employ the concept of geographic proximity in explaining crisis phenomena. We propose first an Adversarial Proximity–Crisis Model, which grows out of a series of questions pertaining to the circumstances under which the geographic proximity/distance of the principal crisis adversaries will affect crisis characteristics. Does geographic proximity between crisis adversaries affect the likelihood that crisis eruption will be violent? In the event of violence in a crisis, is it likely to be more severe when the crisis adversaries are geographically contiguous? Do crisis outcomes—substance and form—differ in cases where the adversaries share a common border from those where they are geographically apart? Are crises between immediate neighbors more likely to be part of a protracted conflict (enduring rivalry) than are those between adversaries that are geographically distant from each other?

Specifically, the model presented in Figure IV.6 generates the following hypotheses for testing.


Hypothesis 9: The greater the proximity of the crisis adversaries, the more likely it is that the crisis will be triggered by violence.

Hypothesis 10: The greater the proximity of the crisis adversaries, the more likely it is that violence will be employed in crisis management.

Hypothesis 11: The greater the proximity of the crisis adversaries, the more likely it is that the crisis will terminate in agreement.

Hypothesis 12: The greater the proximity of the crisis adversaries, the more likely it is that the crisis will be part of a protracted conflict.



Regarding the proximity-violence link (Hypotheses 9 and 10): contiguity allows adversaries to undertake military action by moving troops and equipment to a common border; that is, violence is made easier and, therefore, more likely. Distant adversaries can be expected to display a wider range of crisis behavior, since launching military action under such circumstances is a considerably more serious undertaking.

Proximity also plays a role in the manner in which crises can be expected to terminate. Contiguous or nearby adversaries may need to achieve agreements (Hypothesis 11), such as a cease-fire or separation of forces, in order to bring closure to a situation that is more likely to generate immediate and acute concern for the populations involved. More distant adversaries may be able to sustain a greater degree of ambiguity in crisis termination, since the lack of closure through agreement is less likely to be a constant source of irritation to their populations.

Finally, Hypothesis 12 postulates that proximate adversaries are more likely than their distant counterparts to be part of protracted conflicts. The reason is that the conditions that give rise to conflict and crisis among proximate adversaries are likely to linger, since they often involve issues such as population, territory, Page 106 →and language/culture. They are provoked by more frequent contacts between adversaries, thereby increasing the likelihood that such conflicts will become protracted.


[image: Figure IV.6: Adversarial proximity. Moving from contiguous to near neighbor to distant, likelihood of violence, non- agreement and protracted conflicts increases.]
Figure IV.6.Adversarial Proximity–Crisis Model

Twentieth-century crises were classified according to the geographic proximity of the principal adversaries. As with the coding of power discrepancy and other ICB relational variables, the adversary need not have been a crisis actor in the case at hand. Figure IV.7 presents the distribution of the 336 international crises (excluding IWCs) according to whether the adversaries were contiguous (shared a border), near neighbors (same geographic region), or distant. Clearly, the vast majority of crises—73%—involved adversaries that were contiguous, with an additional 12% involving near neighbors. As hypothesized, there is an expectation that this geographic factor will have an important role in differentiating crises across a broad range of characteristics.

Only 52 crises (15%) in this 76-year span of the twentieth century involved geographically distant adversaries. As expected, these distant crises had some unique features. Forty percent of the distant crises (21) occurred during bipolarity, the system with the tightest alliance structure of the entire century. In Page 107 →addition, 21 distant crises (40%) were played out at the mainly dominant or dominant system level, four times the rate for contiguous or near-neighbor crises. Among the dominant system crises with distant principal adversaries were Traman Doctrine 1947, Berlin Blockade 1948–49, Berlin Deadline 1958–59, Berlin Wall 1961, and Cuban Missiles 1962, all part of the East/West protracted conflict. We will return to these characteristics in the context of patterns of violence and outcomes relating to geographic proximity/distance of adversaries.


[image: Figure IV.7: Distribution of cases by proximity of adversaries. Contiguous=73%, near-neighbor=12%, distant=15%.]
Figure IV.7.Adversarial Proximity (N = 336)


TABLE IV.12.Adversarial Proximity and Trigger


	
	Non-violent
	Internal challenge
	Non-violent military
	External violence
	TOTAL





	Contiguous
	8133%
	167%
	4016%
	10844%
	24573%



	Near neighbors
	1128%
	923%
	616%
	1333%
	3912%



	Distant
	2140%
	612%
	1019%
	1529%
	5215%



	TOTAL
	11334%
	319%
	5617%
	13640%
	336100%





Χ2 = 14.69, p = .02

Table IV.12 reports on the relationship between adversarial proximity/distance and crisis trigger (Hypothesis 9). Crises among contiguous adversaries were more frequently triggered by external violence than were more distant crises—44% contiguous, 33% near neighbor, 29% distant. Table IV.13 reveals a considerably different pattern for crisis management technique. While the level of violence in crisis management is highest among contiguous adversaries as expected (Hypothesis 10), the extent of violence employed in crisis management increased for all three categories of adversarial proximity, with the greatest increase apparent among distant crisis adversaries—29% violence in crisis triggers (Table IV.12), 44% violence in crisis management technique (Table IV.13). Later in Part IV we will examine data that point to low decision maker stress as one of several factors contributing to the possibility of violent responses to non-violent triggers, along with such other factors as deteriorating internal conditions and power parity among crisis actors.23 Among the distant international crises in which non-violent triggers were followed by violence in crisis management were Suez Canal 1951–52, Taiwan Strait I 1954–55, Suez Nationalization-War Page 108 →1956–57, Congo II 1964, Iraq Nuclear Reactor 1981, Falklands/Malvinas 1982, Kashmir III-Nuclear 1990.


TABLE IV.13.Adversarial Proximity and Crisis Management Technique


	
	Negotiation
	Pacific
	Non-violent military
	Violence
	TOTAL





	Contiguous
	3815%
	4217%
	3414%
	13154%
	24573%



	Near neighbors
	1436%
	615%
	38%
	1641%
	3912%



	Distant
	612%
	1223%
	1121%
	2344%
	5216%



	TOTAL
	5817%
	6018%
	4814%
	17051%
	336100%





Χ2 = 14.72, p = .02


TABLE IV.14.Adversarial Proximity and Form of Outcome


	
	Agreement
	Tacit
	Unilateral
	Other
	TOTAL





	Contiguous
	9740%
	135%
	8133%
	5322%
	24473%



	Near neighbors
	923%
	25%
	1949%
	923%
	3912%



	Distant
	1325%
	510%
	2650%
	815%
	5215%



	TOTAL
	11935%
	206%
	12638%
	7021%
	335100%





Χ2 = 11.51, p = .07

The relationship between adversarial proximity and form of outcome is explored in Table IV.14. Two findings are prominently displayed. Crises involving contiguous actors have a 40% rate of termination in agreement, compared to considerably lower rates for crises involving more distant adversaries (Hypothesis 11). In addition, contiguous crisis adversaries are considerably less likely to experience termination through unilateral acts than is the case for more distant adversarial protagonists. Both findings support the notion that for crisis adversaries that share a common border, there is a greater felt need for formal termination of a crisis through agreement, lest they continue to experience stress and threat. With greater distance, the adversaries can tolerate a less formal outcome, since the distance between them serves as a buffer preventing all but the most extreme provocations from escalating to crisis.

Before reading too much into these findings, we need to be aware that further analysis reveals that contiguous crises also have the highest rate for termination in ambiguity, which we define as either stalemate or compromise for some or all of the actors involved. So although a comparatively large number of agreements ensue, they are unlikely to lead to permanent resolution of crises among proximate adversaries.

These latter findings are reinforced by the data on adversarial proximity and protracted conflict (Hypothesis 12).24 In Table IV.15, we note that contiguous and distant crises are considerably more likely than crises among near neighbors to Page 109 →have occurred in the context of protracted conflicts. Crises involving contiguous actors tend for the most part to be over local issues such as territory, resources, and population and are not easily permanently resolved, even if agreement is achieved—see, for example, India/Pakistan (1947–present), Arab/Israel (1947–present). At the opposite extreme, those crises involving the most distant adversaries have tended to be dominant system crises, many as part of the East/West protracted conflict, which were also difficult to resolve. It is the crises involving near neighbors that have the greatest possibility of more permanent resolution, involving as they often do small powers with less vital interests.


TABLE IV.15.Adversarial Proximity and Protracted Conflict


	
	Non-protracted conflict
	Protracted conflict
	TOTAL





	Contiguous
	11446%
	13154%
	24573%



	Near neighbors
	2974%
	1026%
	3912%



	Distant
	2140%
	3160%
	5215%



	TOTAL
	16449%
	17251%
	336100%





Χ2 = 12.18, p = .00

To summarize, three of the four hypotheses derived from the Adversarial Proximity–Crisis Model (Figure IV.6) have been supported: the more proximate the adversarial actors, the more likely it was that the crisis was triggered by violence, that violence was employed in crisis management, and that termination involved the reaching of agreement among the parties. We have also seen that both contiguous and distant sets of crisis actors were more likely than near neighbors to be locked in protracted conflict, although the nature of these protracted conflicts was likely to be different for the two types of crises.



Proximity of Crisis to the Actor

Having examined crisis characteristics and outcomes from the perspective of the international crisis as a whole, we now shift our attention to the foreign policy actors and focus on the impact of the proximity of the actor to the geographic location of the crisis. Specifically, the Proximity of Crisis to Actor Model builds upon the following questions. Do international crises occurring on the actor’s home territory differ from more distant crises in terms of the types of events or acts that trigger them? Are “home territory” crises likely to generate the use of more severe forms of violence in crisis management than is the case for actors in more remote crises? Do the outcomes of crises, in terms of form and substance, differ for actors involved in crises on their home territory from outcomes for more remote crises? Are actors in home territory crises more likely than others to be part of a protracted conflict?

The Proximity of Crisis to Actor Model (see Figure IV.8) generates the following hypotheses.


Hypothesis 13: States involved in crises on their home territory are more likely than others to experience violent triggers.

Hypothesis 14: States involved in crises on their home territory are more likely than others to employ severe violence in crisis management.

Hypothesis 15: States involved in crises on their home territory are more likely than others to terminate their crises in agreement.

Hypothesis 16: States involved in crises on their home territory are more likely than others to be part of a protracted conflict.
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[image: Figure IV.8: Proximity of actor to crisis. Range from home territory, region, same continent, and remote. The closer the crisis, the more likely that there will be violence, and will result in protracted conflict.]
Figure IV.8.Proximity of Crisis to Actor Model

The reader will note that these hypotheses parallel Hypotheses 9–12—where the focus was on the international crisis as a whole—and is referred to the discussion of those hypotheses for their rationale.

For purposes of this analysis, crises are classified into those that occur on the actor’s home territory, within its subregion, on the same continent, and in a more remote location. Figure IV.9 shows that 59% of all foreign policy crises occur on the home territory of a crisis actor, and an additional 21% occur in its region. Eleven percent of all actor-level crises occur in a geographically remote location for the crisis actor. A closer examination of these latter cases indicates that 47 of these 72 crisis actors were either great powers in the multipolar system or superpowers in bipolarity and polycentrism, attesting to the fact that it is primarily states with significant global agendas and the capability to project power far beyond their territories that tend to become involved in crises beyond their immediate subregions. Most of the exceptions involved the U.K. (10 cases) and France (nine cases) after World War II, where at least for a certain period of Page 111 →time and in certain regions they continued to exercise the type of global reach that had typified their international behavior during multipolarity. Others for the most part involved former colonial powers: the Netherlands in West Irian I 1957, Belgium in Congo II 1964, Shaba II 1978, and Foreign Intervention in Zaire 1991. One notable exception to this pattern was the classification in this group of Israel in the Entebbe Raid of 1976.


[image: Figure IV.9: Proximity and region. Home territory=59%, region=21%, same continent=9%, remote =11%.]
Figure IV.9.Geographic Proximity of Crises to Actors, Foreign Policy Crises (N = 658)


TABLE IV.16.Geographic Proximity and Crisis Trigger


	
	Non-violent
	Internal challenge
	Non-violent military
	Violence
	TOTAL





	Home territory
	12733%
	369%
	8021%
	14637%
	38959%



	Subregion
	5943%
	00%
	3324%
	4533%
	13721%



	Same continent
	3762%
	12%
	1220%
	1016%
	609%



	Remote
	3346%
	00%
	912%
	3042%
	7211%



	TOTAL
	25639%
	376%
	13420%
	23135%
	658100%





Χ2 = 46.62, p = .00

We turn first to those events that trigger crises for individual states and ask whether they tend to differ, depending upon how close the crisis is to the territory of the crisis actor. The data presented in Table IV.16 clearly show that violent triggers are preeminent in proximate (i.e., home territory and subregion) crises, whereas those crises that are more distant (i.e., same continent) are predominantly triggered by non-violent events (Hypothesis 13). The exception to this pattern is the group of crisis actors involved in geographically remote crises, for which violent triggers are again prominent. As would be expected, a large proportion of these latter cases—more than three times the rate for the entire population—involved crises that were triggered by indirect violent acts (i.e., violence directed at an ally, friend, or client state). Further analysis reveals that in terms of threat perception, the dominant threat for states experiencing crises in their home territory or subregion are threats to territory and political system, while threats to influence in the international system were dominant among actors involved in remote crises.

Clearly, then, from a geographic perspective, the global system is characterized by at least two types of crisis actors. The first group comprises those actors for which a crisis is both proximate geographically and threatening to basic values. The more proximate such crises, the more likely it is that they will be triggered by violence. The second group is composed primarily of great powers and superpowers, which exercise considerable global reach, and for which many crises in which they become involved are remote from their home territory. For this group, the threat is more often than not to their influence in the international system, rather than an immediate territorial or political concern. Many of the most serious international crises typically involve some mix of both types of crisis actors at some or all stages of the crisis. Among these crises were Page 112 →some of the most dangerous of the last half century: Azerbaijan 1945–46, Korean War I 1950, the Berlin crises of 1948–49, 1958–59, and 1961, Suez Nationalization-War 1956–57, Taiwan Strait II 1958, Cuban Missiles 1962, Congo II 1964, Six Day War 1967, Prague Spring 1968, October–Yom Kippur War 1973–74, War in Angola 1975, Shaba II 1978, Afghanistan Invasion 1979–80, Gulf War 1990–91, Iraq Deployment/Kuwait 1994.


TABLE IV.17.Geographic Proximity and Crisis Management
 a. Crisis Management Technique


	
	Negotiation
	Other pacific
	Non-violent military
	Violence
	TOTAL





	Home territory
	10527%
	8622%
	4010%
	15741%
	38859%



	Subregion
	3828%
	2015%
	2921%
	5036%
	13721%



	Same continent
	2033.3%
	1433.3%
	1728.3%
	915%
	609%



	Remote
	1521%
	1825%
	1419%
	2535%
	7211%



	TOTAL
	17827%
	13821%
	10015%
	24137%
	657100%





Χ2 = 31.78, p = .00


b. Severity of Violence in Crisis Management


	
	No violence in CM
	Minor clashes
	Serious clashes
	War
	TOTAL





	Home territory
	17846%
	8522%
	10126%
	256%
	38959%



	Subregion
	8361%
	1612%
	2115%
	1712%
	13721%



	Same continent
	4982%
	813%
	23%
	12%
	609%



	Remote
	4664%
	912.5%
	912.5%
	811%
	7211%



	TOTAL
	35654%
	11818%
	13320%
	518%
	658100%





Once a crisis has been triggered (either violently or otherwise), the interaction of geography and violence becomes rather complex. When violence (compared to other techniques) is viewed from the perspective of crisis management (Hypothesis 14 and Table IV.17a), there is a moderate tendency for it to be more prominent among more proximate crises (41% for crises on home territory, 36% for same region, 15% for same continent, but back up to 35% for remote crises). Virtually no difference is found among the four categories of proximity insofar as the tendency to use negotiation as a crisis management technique is concerned—27%. However, when we consider the severity of violence in crisis management (see Table IV.17b), clear differences emerge among the four categories of proximity. Whereas 54% of crisis actors employ some violence when a crisis is on their home territory, this drops to 39% for the subregion and only 18% for crises on the same continent (Hypothesis 14). Once again, the major powers that were involved in remote crises saw more violence than would have been expected, 36%.
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TABLE IV.18.Geographic Proximity and Termination in Agreement


	
	Agreement (formal, semi-formal, tacit)
	No agreement
	TOTAL





	Home territory
	15841%
	23059%
	38859%



	Subregion
	4634%
	8866%
	13421%



	Same continent
	1322%
	4778%
	609%



	Remote
	2028%
	5272%
	7211%



	TOTAL
	23736%
	41764%
	654100%





Χ2 = 11.33, p = .01

Hypothesis 15 postulates that actors in home territory crises are more likely than others to terminate their crises in agreement. The data in Table IV.18 provide modest support for this hypothesis. Additional analyses found that, despite this tendency to terminate in agreement, proximity and perception of victory (in terms of achievement of foreign policy goals) are inversely related; that is, while proximity may induce agreement, such agreement may be limited in its ability to deliver on major goals of the crisis actors.

Finally, the data provide no support for Hypothesis 16; that is, crises on the home territory of the actor are no more likely than others to be part of a protracted conflict.

In conclusion, the analyses focusing on foreign policy crises show that the closer the crisis is geographically to the crisis actor, the more likely it is that the crisis will be triggered by violence. When threat perception is introduced into the mix, we find that many of the most serious crises in the international system are composed of a mix of smaller states for which the crisis is proximate and gravely threatening, and major powers for which the crisis is often remote and a threat to their influence in the international system. We have found that the more proximate the crisis to the actor, the more likely it is that intense violence will be used in crisis management. Finally, we have observed that crises in the actor’s home territory and subregion are more likely than others to terminate in agreement, although such agreements are least likely in such proximate crises to result in the achievement of the foreign policy goals of the crisis actor.



Summary

Our examination of the geography-crisis nexus focused on geographic location, adversarial proximity, and proximity of the crisis to the actor.

Regarding geographic location, we have found that over time and across international systems, there has been a shift from Europe, the most frequent locus of crisis during multipolarity, to the Third World in general, and to Africa in particular, during polycentrism. We have also noted the corresponding finding Page 114 →that European crises during multipolarity exhibited a high proportion that were part of the dominant or mainly dominant system. The overwhelming proportion of crises in Africa during polycentrism occurred at the subsystem level. Europe accounted for an unusually large proportion of violent crises during multipolarity, a mantle passed to Asia and the Middle East in the post–World War II era. Finally, the data reveal a dramatic change in major power activity by region: great power activity in multipolarity crises across all regions was uniformly higher than corresponding rates for either the U.S. or the USSR in the post–World War II years.

Our examination of data relative to the adversarial proximity model revealed three strong relationships: crises between contiguous states were more likely than others to be triggered by violent acts and to exhibit violence in crisis management, while contiguous crises were more likely than others to end through agreements.

Finally, we explored the impact of the proximity of the crisis to the actors on their behavior and outcomes. Not surprisingly, those actors that were involved in the most remote crises tended overwhelmingly to be the great powers in multipolarity and the superpowers in bipolarity and polycentrism, attesting to their global reach. High threat produced violent triggers in crises on home territory and in the same region, while threat to influence produced violence in more distant crises. The more proximate the crisis, the more likely it was that the actor used severe violence in crisis management. Finally, while actors involved in crises on their home territory were most likely to terminate these crises through agreements, such agreements were unlikely to lead to the achievement of the state’s foreign policy objectives.



Page 115 →



Ethnicity

A casual observer of the international system in the late 1990s might conclude, with some justification, that the defining characteristic of the current decade is the prominence of conflicts with ethnic overtones, be they in southern and central Africa, the former Yugoslavia, the former Soviet republics, or elsewhere. Yet ethnicity was, until recently, a neglected factor in world politics, linked to the struggle for self-determination in Africa, Asia, and the Middle East against the imperial powers of the West. It has acquired high visibility only since the end of the Cold War.

The catalyst for much of the ethnic conflict in the spotlight today was the disintegration of the USSR and the withdrawal of Soviet power from Eastern Europe in 1989–91: this unleashed new forces that cast a fresh light on the role of ethnicity in interstate, as well as intrastate, politics. Minorities, long suppressed or dormant under communist rule, emerged as sources of discontent, for example, ethnic Hungarians in Romania, ethnic Turks in Bulgaria, ethnic Germans in Poland. A second dramatic expression of this new phenomenon was the minority status accorded to 25 million ethnic Russians in peripheries of the former USSR —in the Baltic states, Ukraine, Moldova, Tadjikistan, and other former (Muslim) Central Asian Republics of the Soviet Union. The unthinkable, during most of the 70 years of Soviet power, now became a reality.

In the post-Tito federation of Yugoslavia, too, ethnopolitics emerged, at first in Slovenia and Slovakia in 1991 and, later, in Bosnia-Hercegovina. The avalanche of ethnic identity and the demand for ethnic sovereignty shaped the debate and the violent conflict that ensued.

One indicator of ethnicity’s newly recognized salience is the intense, dramatic attention given to several conflicts by the media: between Armenia and Azerbaijan over the disputed enclave of Nagornyy-Karabakh; the Yugoslav inferno; civil wars between Georgia and its Abkhazian minority; Sri Lanka and the secessionist wing of its Tamil minority; the struggle for power between the Tutsi and the Hutu in Rwanda; and the ongoing conflict among tribal clans in Somalia, among many others.

Another indicator of ethnicity’s salience is the emergence of a critical mass of literature on ethnicity and politics during the past few years, notably systematic work attempting to place this phenomenon in a broader analytic context— see, for example, the work of Gurr (1992, 1993a, 1993b), Heisler (1990), and Horowitz (1985). Even more relevant to the present study are an increasing number of studies dealing with ethnic conflict and international politics in general, notably work by Rosenau (1964), Said and Simmons (1977), Suhrke and Noble Page 116 →(1977), and more recently by Carment (1993), Carment and James (1995), Chazan (1991), de Silva and May (1991), Heraclides (1991), Midlarsky (1992), Ryan (1988), and Schechterman and Slann (1993).

Are the ethnic conflicts that are highly visible in the international system today uniquely associated with the conditions of the contemporary post–Cold War unipolar system, or are they a variant of a phenomenon that has long characterized international politics? If it is the latter, what have we learned from the historical record that will better equip us to anticipate and manage such occurrences in the future?

The relationship between ethnic or communal conflict and international system factors has been explored in a number of ways. Gurr (1992:4–5), for example, proposes four general international dimensions to communal conflicts within states.


	International conditions that facilitate the mobilization of communal groups by contributing to their sense of common identity, cohesion, organization, and capacity for political action.

	International conditions that prompt regimes into policies that exacerbate relations with communal minorities.

	Logistic assistance and sanctuary for contenders.

	International facilitation of mediation, negotiation, and accommodation.



Zartman (1992) also discusses the conditions under which internationalization of communal strife may occur. In his treatment, communities may overflow boundaries to encompass fellow members in neighboring states, in an effort to seek support or sanctuary. The neighbor may see the conflict as a security threat and join the home state in suppressing the communal group. Or it may see the conflict as an opportunity to pursue its own interests against the home state. Finally, in some cases, the neighbor may find it in its interests to serve as a mediator in the dispute.25

One aspect of ethnopolitics that has not yet been explored to any meaningful extent is the relationship between ethnicity and international crisis, one element of the oft-postulated linkage between domestic conditions and international behavior. Clearly, the most dangerous ethnic conflicts from the point of view of system stability are those that spill over into the international system as crises and become part of the existing rivalries among international actors. Given the relatively low level of attention accorded ethnicity until recently, it is all the more surprising to discover that 35% of all international crises from the end of World War I through 1994 had an ethnopolitical dimension.26

In this section we focus on the relationship between ethnicity and crisis, or, more precisely, the effects of interstate ethnic conflict on the configuration of crises in the international system. To that end, a model of ethnicity and crisis will be specified, a general proposition on the link framed, and a set of hypotheses deduced. These will be tested against the International Crisis Behavior (ICB) system level data set covering most of the twentieth century.
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Definitions

The concept of interstate ethnic conflict comprises disputes deriving from both secessionist and irredentist pressures. According to Carment (1993a:22–23) “An interstate secessionist conflict [emphasis added] … in which one or more ethnic groups seek a reduction of control or autonomy from a central authority through political means … leads to an interstate crisis in four non-mutually exclusive instances: (1) when ethnic groups refuse to recognize the political authorities that can trigger a foreign policy crisis for the state in question (internal challenge … ); (2) trigger foreign policy crises for the state’s allies …; (3) invite external involvement based on … one or more state interlocutors supporting the secessionist group …; and (4) invite external involvement of one or more states based on ethnic affinities supporting the state-centre triggering an international crisis.” “[A]n irredentist conflict [emphasis added] is the claim to the territory of an entity—usually an independent state—wherein an ethnic ingroup is in a numerical minority…. The redeeming state can be an ethnic nation-state or a multi-ethnic plural state. The territory to be redeemed is sometimes regarded as part of a cultural homeland, as part of a historic state, or as an integral part of one state. The claim to territory … [and] an irredentist conflict leads to interstate ethnic crisis in three non-mutually exclusive ways: (1) by triggering a foreign policy crisis for one or more states …; (2) external threats made by one or both states; [and] (1) and (2) can trigger (3) foreign policy crises for allies of the two states.”

The analyses reported in this section are based on the combining of the secessionist and irredentist cases into a single measure of interstate ethnic conflict; that is, our analyses differentiate simply between interstate crises that are characterized by ethnopolitical conflict and those that are not.



Ethnicity-Crisis Model

Some international crises are driven by ethnic conflict. Others erupt outside that setting, that is, without the condition of intergroup conflict based upon separate identity. This distinction between ethnic and non-ethnic conflict is central to the present analysis. The guiding research questions are as follows: are there differences between international crises that are ethnicity driven, ethnicity related, or non-ethnic and, if so, what are they?27 Specifically, does the attribute of ethnicity affect any or all of the crucial dimensions of crisis, from onset to termination? And, further, are the effects of ethnicity upon crisis accentuated or moderated by, or are they impervious to, a setting of protracted conflict?28

Underlying these questions is a general proposition about ethnicity and crisis, and a set of hypotheses derived therefrom.

PROPOSITION: International ethnicity crises differ from non-ethnicity crises along a number of dimensions, from type of trigger and values at stake, through Page 118 →the role of violence in crisis management, and the extent of involvement by the major powers and the global organization, to the type of crisis outcome, both content and form. A setting of protracted conflict will sharpen the differences between ethnicity and non-ethnicity crises.

The presence or absence of ethnicity generates a set of expectations about the process and management of crises. Specifically, it is postulated that international crises with a pronounced ethnic element will be characterized by a greater likelihood of the following.


Hypothesis 17: violence in crisis triggers;

Hypothesis 18: higher stakes, that is, a perceived threat to more basic values;

Hypothesis 19: more severe violence in crisis management;

Hypothesis 20: political rather than military activity on the part of the major powers;

Hypothesis 21: more involvement and greater effectiveness of the global organization;

Hypothesis 22: more ambiguous crisis outcomes, that is, stalemate or compromise; and

Hypothesis 23: nonformal agreements in the termination of crises.



It is also postulated (Hypothesis 24) that a setting of protracted conflict between the crisis adversaries will accentuate each of these traits, resulting in three crisis configurations: ethnicity crises within a protracted conflict; ethnicity crises outside a protracted conflict; and non-ethnic crises. In other words, protracted conflict becomes an intervening variable in the ensuing analyses. The concept of protracted conflict refers to an environment of ongoing disputes among adversaries, with fluctuating interaction ranging from violence to near tranquility, multiple issues, spillover effects on all aspects of their relations, and the absence of mutually recognized or anticipated termination.29

We now turn to a discussion of the individual elements of the Ethnicity-Crisis Model. The first attribute to be explained is crisis onset or trigger. This refers to the act, event, or situational change that catalyzes the crisis. Values range from political (protest, accusation, demand, severance of relations, alliance formation), economic (embargo, dumping, etc.), non-violent military (mobilization of reserves, change of force posture to the offense, etc.), indirect violent (directed at an ally or client state, etc.), to direct violent (military attack).

The postulate that ethnicity crises are more likely than others to be triggered by violence (Hypothesis 17) derives from the effects of ethnic conflict. One is mutual mistrust. Another is the expectation of violence from an adversarial ethnic group. Ethnicity also generates several layers of disharmony and issues in dispute. Moreover, the values at stake are likely to be basic in an ethnic conflict, creating a predisposition to initiate a crisis by violence, lest the adversary Page 119 →do so first—preemption, the first law of state behavior in an international system of anarchy.

In non-ethnicity crises, by contrast, there is no logical reason to anticipate a violent rather than a non-violent trigger. The type of trigger will depend upon the specific configuration of a crisis—the attributes of the adversaries, the centrality of the issue(s) in dispute, the power balance, etc. However, the long-term effects of ethnicity, especially intense mistrust, which spill over to perceptions and behavior, are absent from these crises. Thus, while violence may be present in triggers to non-ethnicity crises, it is no more likely than non-violence; and it is less probable than violence in ethnicity crises.

The likelihood of a violent trigger to ethnicity crises will also be influenced by the conflict setting in which an interstate crisis erupts (Hypothesis 24). A protracted conflict (PC) between the same adversaries creates cumulative hostility, which accentuates the anticipated effects of ethnic conflict. Moreover, the periodic resort to violence in a protracted conflict—one of its defining characteristics—reinforces the belief by all adversaries that violence will reoccur; and this creates a further inducement to preemptive violence at the onset of an interstate crisis. This additional stimulus to violence is not present in ethnicity— or non-ethnicity—crises outside of a protracted conflict. In short, all other things being equal, a hierarchy of likelihood of violence in crisis onset is postulated: ethnic crises within a PC; ethnic crises outside a PC; and non-ethnic crises.

The second crisis attribute to be explained is value threat, that is, the most salient threat during an international crisis perceived by the crisis actors. This ranges from threats to economic interests (trade restrictions, termination of aid, etc.), threat of limited military damage, threat to the political system (overthrow of a regime, intervention in domestic politics), influence in the international system, territorial integrity (annexation of territory, partition, etc.), and a threat of grave damage (large casualties in war), to the most basic value, existence (politicide).

The reason for anticipating a more basic value threat in ethnicity crises (Hypothesis 18) is the clash between ethnic adversaries over core values—group identity, language, culture; often this clash extends over a lengthy period, as part of a protracted conflict. By contrast, threatened values in non-ethnicity crises are specific to the issues in immediate dispute, without the hostile state of mind engendered by ethnic conflict. The setting of protracted conflict accentuates the value component too: ethnicity—and non-ethnicity—crises within a PC are shaped by the psychological legacy of ongoing and pervasive conflict. Basic values are more likely to be threatened in an environment of deep, abiding mistrust of, and hostility toward, the adversary as a consequence of earlier clashes or crises. As with triggers, value threats are less likely to take the most extreme form in crises outside of a PC setting.

Hypothesis 19 focuses on the severity of violence in crisis management: the primary technique used by states to protect threatened values in a crisis, ranging from no violence, minor clashes, serious clashes, to full-scale war. The Page 120 →model postulates that ethnicity crises, and even more so ethnicity crises within a protracted conflict, are more likely than other crises to be characterized by violence in the response of crisis actors. Why should this be so?

Violence is prevalent, perhaps inherent, in ethnic disputes. It is, too, a central and endemic attribute of a protracted conflict. As long as ethnic adversaries see no end to their glaring differences and disputes, and view their conflict in zero-sum terms, the dynamics of their hostile relationship create a disposition to violence in crisis management, as in crisis onset. The persistence of competition over values and the deep-rooted expectation of violence generate a reliance on violent behavior in crises. This is especially so when an ethnicity crisis erupts within a protracted conflict. In non-ethnicity and non-PC crises, by contrast, adversaries function in an environment of less frequent and less severe violence. Crisis actors are as likely to rely on negotiation, mediation, or some other peaceful technique of crisis management as on violence in coping with a crisis. In short, an environment of ethnic conflict is more conducive to violence in crisis management. The “lessons of history” strengthen that tendency. A non-ethnic and, even more so, a non-PC setting does not.

Hypothesis 20 focuses on major power activity in crises. This ranges from no activity, through low-level activity (political, economic, and propaganda), to semi-military (covert support, military aid or advisors) and direct military activity (dispatch of armed forces). This hypothesis postulates more political than military activity by major powers in ethnicity crises.

The rationale is that, despite their greater disposition to violence, ethnicity crises are less likely to spill over beyond the territory of the adversarial actors and will therefore be less destabilizing for the dominant system in world politics. Major powers in the dominant system have a vested interest in system stability, in order to ensure their continued status at the top of the system hierarchy. Since ethnicity crises are less dangerous to that system’s stability, major powers are more inclined to confine their activity in such crises to political intervention—if any activity at all.

A protracted conflict setting for an ethnicity crisis has a dual effect. It reinforces the preference of major powers for political activity; but it increases the likelihood of some kind of intervention by the powers. The reason is that such crises pose a greater challenge to dominant system stability than non-PC crises. Thus major powers, playing the role of system managers, are more inclined to attempt to reduce the severity, scope, and duration of violence in such crises, to prevent destabilizing escalation. Non-ethnicity crises, especially those outside a PC setting, are more likely to be managed by the adversarial actors through non-violent techniques, thus reducing the pressure on major powers to become involved at all. In short, major powers are expected to be most active in ethnicity crises within a protracted conflict and least active in non-ethnicity crises; and their activity is likely to be political rather than military.

Global organization involvement in crises ranges from low (fact-finding, good offices, etc.), through medium (mediation, call for action by adversaries, etc.), Page 121 →to high involvement (observers, sanctions, emergency military force). Hypothesis 21 postulates that ethnicity crises, especially those within a PC setting, will be characterized by more active and effective involvement on the part of the world body than non-ethnicity cases.

The rationale is similar to that cited for expected major power activity. Ethnic conflict accentuates mistrust and hostility between crisis adversaries. As such, it is an additional—and serious—obstacle to successful direct negotiation between the parties, often even to setting these in motion. Mediation facilitates communication and concessions, with minimal “loss of face.” And the global organization engenders less mistrust by ethnic groups than major powers or even the relevant regional organization, which aids in bringing about mutually acceptable crisis termination. Thus, when victory is unattainable or the costs are perceived as excessive, an ethnicity-crisis actor is likely to turn to the world body to play a mediating role. Non-ethnicity-crisis actors will tend to do the same in this situation, but the tendency will be less pronounced than in ethnicity related interstate crises.

As with major power activity, too, a protracted conflict setting will accentuate reliance on the global organization. For one thing, crises within a PC generally, ethnicity crises even more so, leave the parties dissatisfied and their tendency to violence undiminished. For another, the world body is perceived to have less self-interest in the outcome than other third parties. For this reason, it is likely to be effective in crisis management. And since, like the major powers, it attempts to manage the global system to maximize stability and non-violent change, it has a vested interest in mediation. In short, it is more highly disposed to intervene in ethnicity crises in order to achieve accommodation, if not resolution, of the underlying conflict.

The last dimension of the Ethnicity-Crisis Model relates to outcome, both content and form. It is postulated that ethnicity crises will terminate with more ambiguous outcomes (Hypothesis 22) and less agreement (Hypothesis 23) than non-ethnicity crises. Once more, the context of protracted conflict will accentuate these tendencies.

Ethnicity crises tend to be eruptions in a continuing conflict over core values. Whatever value is at stake in a particular crisis, ethnic adversaries do not identify its outcome in decisive terms: regardless of the outcome, the underlying conflict remains. Indecisive results, like compromise or stalemate, symbolize an unresolved conflict. Subsequent crises are anticipated by both—or all—the adversaries. In this respect, as in many others, the impact of ethnicity is similar to that of protracted conflict.

When the latter is the setting for an interstate crisis—and ethnicity and protractedness are often associated—this tendency to ambiguous outcomes is even more pronounced, for crises within a PC are akin to phases in a multi-issue continuing dispute. The parties anticipate more crises—and violence—in the future. An end to their conflict is nowhere in sight or too distant and uncertain of attainment to serve as a reliable basis for choice and behavior in any crisis Page 122 →situation. They are prisoners of expectations rooted in the dynamics of a protracted conflict. Such conflicts are extremely difficult to resolve, even without the ethnic dimension. The ethnicity dimension only exacerbates the conflict and its periodic crisis eruptions between the same adversaries. By contrast, non-ethnicity crises—and non-PC crises—have more autonomous starting and termination points. They are usually less threatening than ethnicity—and PC—crises. They are not affected by the legacy of an ongoing conflict sharpened by identity, a we-they syndrome. Actors can address the specific crisis. Outcomes will therefore be clearer and unlinked to other crises and outcomes. Victory and defeat can be more readily identified and accepted as such.

As for the form of outcome: because ethnicity crises are viewed by the protagonists as interim stages, termination represents a decline in the intensity of threat perception and hostility, a pause between two phases of acute, ongoing, conflictual interaction. An agreement to end a crisis is an acknowledgment by the parties that the specific source of the crisis has been overcome, but the ethnic conflict remains. Thus termination is more likely to take the form of an imposed agreement, tacit understanding, or a faded crisis, until the next outbreak of ethnic strife. A voluntary agreement is least likely in an ethnicity crisis. Once more, a PC environment increases the likelihood of nonagreement in an ethnicity crisis. By contrast, a non-ethnicity crisis lends itself to a more formal agreement. It can be treated by the parties as an aberration from a normal relationship of cooperative interaction. In short, ethnicity—and protractedness—spills over to the mode of crisis termination, as with other crisis attributes.30

As can be seen from the preceding discussion, we began this inquiry with a set of expectations about the effects of ethnicity on the configuration of interstate crises. These are specified in the preceding Ethnicity-Crisis Model, along with the logical underpinnings of these expectations. Hypotheses were derived from the model and then tested with data from the ICB data set for international crises from the end of 1918 to the end of 1994. Figure IV.10 presents a schematic representation of the Ethnicity-Crisis Model.

What does the evidence from twentieth-century interstate crises indicate about these hypotheses and the Ethnicity-Crisis Model? To this task we now turn, using the abundant data on crisis, protracted conflict, and ethnicity accumulated by the ICB project.



Findings

The hypotheses discussed previously will be tested with two data sets on ethnicity and crisis. The essential difference between them lies in the necessary condition for designating a case an ethnicity crisis. The first is more inclusive, identifying as an ethnicity crisis any case in which ethnicity was a factor in the behavior of one or more adversaries and in the unfolding of the crisis: “the central question is: was ethnicity a salient aspect of any component or phase of the conflict?” (Carment 1993a). The data on this variable are designated ethnicity Page 123 → Page 124 →related. This variable has merit. However, given the ubiquity of ethnic diversity in most states, it seems to us far too broad a criterion, leading to the inclusion of cases in which ethnicity is a marginal attribute of the crisis. The second—ICB— variable is more focused: ethnicity must be the preeminent causal factor in the behavior of a crisis actor and in the configuration of the crisis. This variable is designated ethnicity driven. This dual testing will shed maximal light on the core question: does the presence or absence of ethnicity, whether related or central, affect the character of a crisis; or are ethnicity and non-ethnicity crises essentially the same—in origin, evolution, value threat, the reliance on violence, the substance and form of outcome?


[image: Figure IV.10: The ethnicity-crisis model looks at ethnic versus non-ethnic conflict. If ethnic, whether it is part of a protracted conflict or not, what its geographic location is, and likelihood of several variables including violence and type of outcome.]
Figure IV.10.Ethnicity-Crisis Model

We consider intra-war crises to be special cases of international crises in general and exclude them from the present analysis of ethnicity. Furthermore, since many of the analyses reported subsequently examine the impact of polarity, we also exclude the 1939–45 period, on the grounds that this world war international system does not conform to the general characteristics of polarity. Therefore, the following analysis examines 328 international crises, of which 118 or 36%31 were ethnicity related and 78 or 24% were ethnicity driven.32

Before turning to testing of the hypotheses specified earlier, it will be useful to examine ethnicity and crisis from the vantage point of polarity and geography. Indeed, we will have occasion to return to these two perspectives throughout our discussion as a way of sharpening the focus on ethnicity and crisis. Tables IV.19 and IV.20 present relevant data.

With regard to polarity, we focus on four systems. Multipolarity refers to a structure of diffuse military power and multiple centers of autonomous political decisions—among three or more units (e.g., 1918–39). Bipolarity indicates a concentration of power and decision in two relatively equal actors that limit the independent behavior of bloc members or unaffiliated actors (e.g., 1945–62). Polycentrism identifies a hybrid structure, with two preeminent centers of military power and multiple centers of political decision (e.g., 1963–89). Finally, Post–Cold War Unipolarity (1990–) is used to designate the still emerging international system that has evolved from the end of the Cold War and the disintegration of the Soviet Union.33


TABLE IV.19.Polarity and Ethnic Crises


	
	Ethnic protracted conflict
	Ethnic non-protracted conflict
	Non-ethnic conflict
	TOTAL





	Multipolarity
	1320%
	1930%
	3250%
	6420%



	Bipolarity
	1417%
	911%
	5972%
	8225%



	Polycentrism
	3320%
	2214%
	10666%
	16149%



	Unipolarity
	15%
	733%
	1362%
	216%



	TOTAL
	6119%
	5717%
	21064%
	328100%





Χ2 = 17.41, p = .01
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TABLE IV.20.Geography and Ethnic Crises


	
	Ethnic protracted conflict
	Ethnic non-protracted conflict
	Non-ethnic conflict
	TOTAL





	Africa
	1719%
	2528%
	4853%
	9027%



	Americas
	36.5%
	36.5%
	4087%
	4614%



	Asia
	1626%
	813%
	3761%
	6119%



	Europe
	1320%
	1320%
	4060%
	6620%



	Middle East
	1219%
	812%
	4569%
	6520%



	TOTAL
	6119%
	5717%
	21064%
	328100%





Χ2 = 21.98, p = .00

Ethnicity related crises were proportionately more prominent under multipolarity than in either of the three later systems (Table IV.19), 50% compared to 28% of bipolarity crises, 34% of polycentrism crises, and 38% of post–Cold War unipolarity crises. It seems that the dynamics present in the three post–World War II international systems were somewhat more conducive to the management of interstate ethnic conflicts, at least in terms of minimizing the extent to which they spilled over into the international system as full-blown international crises. This latter finding, of course, must be tempered with our knowledge that the post–Cold War unipolar era, when fully analyzed (beyond the five years under examination here), may yield results more closely resembling multipolarity; that is, once again, the system’s institutions will exhibit difficulty in coping with ethnic conflict.34 It should be noted that, in the following discussion of the ethnicity driven variable, ethnicity was equally prominent in the multipolar and post–Cold War unipolar systems.

Turning to geographic location (Table IV.20), we note important distinctions among the five regions. Ethnicity related crises in protracted and non-protracted conflict settings are most frequent in Africa, accounting for 47% of its international crises. Since this is the region with the largest number of crises overall (90, virtually all since the end of World War II, especially since 1960), this finding has important implications for crisis trends in the contemporary global system, particularly since it can be anticipated that tribal (ethnic) identity and conflict will continue to be an important factor in most regions of Africa indefinitely. The Americas, with only 14% ethnicity related crises, are notable at the other extreme of the ethnicity spectrum. The findings for Asia reveal that the large majority of ethnicity related crises occurred within protracted conflicts (16 of 24), whereas the opposite is true for Africa (17 of 42).

The analytic portion of this inquiry focuses on a number of crisis attributes that are presumed to be affected by the combined impact of ethnicity and protracted conflict. Specifically, we propose that certain tendencies, such as extent of violence, degree of threat, activity by third parties, definitiveness of outcome, etc., will be accentuated under the combined influence of ethnicity and protractedness, Page 126 →somewhat less strongly observed in non-protracted ethnic conflicts, and least in evidence among non-ethnic conflicts. It is to these themes that we now turn.


TABLE IV.21.Ethnicity, Protracted Conflict, and Crisis Trigger


	
	Non-violent
	Internal challenge
	Non-violent military
	Violence
	TOTAL





	Ethnic PC
	2338%
	23%
	915%
	2744%
	6119%



	Ethnic non-PC
	1628%
	712%
	1323%
	2137%
	5717%



	Non-ethnic
	7033%
	2211%
	3215%
	8641%
	21064%



	TOTAL
	10933%
	3110%
	5416%
	13441%
	328100%





Χ2 = 6.09, p = .41

Table IV.21 addresses the relationship between ethnicity and crisis trigger (Hypothesis 17). Overall, the data do not reveal a statistically significant pattern. Ethnicity related crises within protracted conflicts are no more likely than ethnicity related crises in non-PCs or non-ethnic conflicts to be triggered by violence.

Tables IV.21a and IV.21b isolate the 61 international crises that were ethnicity related and occurred within a protracted conflict setting. Earlier we hypothesized that this group of crises would be most likely to exhibit violence in their triggers. A regional breakdown (Table IV.21a) exhibits considerable diversity. African ethnicity related crises are much more likely to exhibit violent triggers in ethnic PCs than are other regions—the contrast with Europe is particularly striking.35 With regard to polarity, Table IV.21b reveals that violent triggers are considerably more likely to characterize ethnicity related crises in PCs during polycentrism than for either bipolarity or multipolarity.36


TABLE IV.21a.Violent Triggers and Ethnic PC Crises: Geography


	
	No violence
	Violence
	TOTAL





	Africa
	318%
	1482%
	1728%



	Americas
	133%
	267%
	35%



	Asia
	1062%
	638%
	1626%



	Europe
	1292%
	18%
	1321%



	Middle East
	867%
	433%
	1220%



	TOTAL
	3456%
	2744%
	61100%





Χ2 = 18.53, p = .00


TABLE IV.21b.Violent Triggers and Ethnic PC Crises: Polarity


	
	No violence
	Violence
	TOTAL





	Multipolarity
	1077%
	323%
	1321%



	Bipolarity
	1179%
	321%
	1423%



	Polycentrism
	1236%
	2164%
	3354%



	Unipolarity
	1100%
	00%
	12%



	TOTAL
	3456%
	2744%
	61100%





Χ2 = 11.14, p = .01
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TABLE IV.22.Ethnicity, Protracted Conflict, and Threat to Values


	
	Low Threat
	Political
	Territory
	Influence
	Grave damage
	Existence
	TOTAL





	Ethnic PC
	35%
	47%
	3659%
	23%
	813%
	813%
	6119%



	Ethnic non-PC
	47%
	916%
	3561%
	35%
	12%
	59%
	5717%



	Non-ethnic
	199%
	7837%
	5124%
	3115%
	189%
	136%
	21064%



	TOTAL
	268%
	9128%
	12237%
	3611%
	278%
	268%
	328100%





Χ2 = 62.13, p = .00

Combining these two findings, we note that 16 of the 17 African ethnicity related PC crises with violent triggers occurred during polycentrism, while 13 of the 21 polycentric crises with violent triggers were African. These 13 African polycentric cases with violent triggers include Ogaden I, II, III 1964, 1977–78, 1982; Shaba I and II 1977, 1978; French Hostages Mauritania 1977; Raids on SWAPO 1979; Chad/Libya VI, VII, VIII 1983–84, 1986, 1986–87; Todghere Incident 1987; Sand Wall 1987; Galtat Zemmour II 1989. The close association of African crises with violence conforms to the preeminence of ethnic differentiation and ethnic conflict among the multitribal states of Africa, compared with other regions.

Table IV.22 reports on the relationship between ethnicity and threat to values (Hypothesis 18). We note that ethnicity related crises differ from non-ethnicity crises with respect to the most serious of all threats perceived by crisis actors, in that two types of threats stand out. Ethnicity related PC crises show a 26% rate for threats to existence and threat of grave damage, compared to 11% for non-PC ethnicity related crises and 15% for non-ethnic conflict cases. In addition, territorial threats account for 60% of all ethnicity related crises, regardless of whether or not the crisis occurred within a protracted conflict, more than twice the proportion among non-ethnicity crises (24%). Thus, as hypothesized, the findings generally point to higher threat among ethnic protracted conflicts, and to a preponderance of threats to the territory of the state.37

Table IV.23 examines the relationship between ethnicity and severity of violence in crisis management (Hypothesis 19). We observe modest support for the hypothesis, in that the tendency to employ violence in crisis management increases as we move from non-ethnicity crises to ethnicity related crises in protracted conflicts, coupled with a tendency for actors in the latter to use more severe violence.
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TABLE IV.23.Ethnicity, Protracted Conflict, and Severity of Violence in CMT


	
	No violence
	Minor clashes
	Serious clashes
	War
	TOTAL





	Ethnic PC
	1931%
	1118%
	1728%
	1423%
	6119%



	Ethnic non-PC
	1933%
	1221%
	2137%
	59%
	5717%



	Non-ethnic
	9445%
	4722%
	4622%
	2411%
	21064%



	TOTAL
	13240%
	7021%
	8325%
	4314%
	328100%





Χ2 = 13.60, p = .03


TABLE IV.23a.Severity of Violence and Ethnic PC Crises: Geography


	
	No violence or minor
	Serious clashes/war
	TOTAL





	Africa
	529%
	1271%
	1728%



	Americas
	3100%
	00%
	35%



	Asia
	744%
	956%
	1626%



	Europe
	969%
	431%
	1321%



	Middle East
	650%
	650%
	1220%



	TOTAL
	3049%
	3151%
	61100%





Χ2 = 8.04, p = .09


TABLE IV.23b.Severity of Violence and Ethnic PC Crises: Polarity


	
	No violence or minor
	Serious clashes/war
	TOTAL





	Multipolarity
	1077%
	323%
	1321%



	Bipolarity
	857%
	643%
	1423%



	Polycentrism
	1236%
	2164%
	3354%



	Unipolarity
	00%
	1100%
	12%



	TOTAL
	3049%
	3151%
	61100%





Χ2 = 7.50, p = .06

In Tables IV.23a and IV.23b we focus on the 61 ethnicity related PC crises and their tendency to exhibit severe violence. From the standpoint of regions, the findings again show that African ethnicity related PC crises not only have a greater tendency to be triggered by violence, but actors in these crises have the greatest tendency to employ severe violence in crisis management (71% severe violence in Africa, compared to an overall average of 51%). This conspicuous tendency toward violence in African crises explains the strong propensity to violence in polycentrism PC crises, since the largest proportion of polycentrism Page 129 →cases are located in Africa. But polycentrism is not totally dominated by African protracted conflict cases. Asia, too, provides several examples of ethnicity related PC crises with both violent triggers and severe violence in crisis management during polycentrism: Rann of Kutch 1965, Kashmir II 1965–66, Bangladesh 1971, all part of the India/Pakistan PC.

But it is bipolarity that shows the greatest mismatch between violence in crisis triggers (21%—see Table IV.21b) and severe violence in crisis management (43%) among ethnicity related crises in protracted conflicts. That is, ethnicity related crises within protracted conflicts, in the immediate aftermath of World War II, were particularly vulnerable to the use of force in crisis management when the crisis was triggered by a non-violent act, perhaps a legacy of the war. Three bipolarity cases fit this mold: Indonesia Independence I 1945–47, Palestine Partition/Israel Independence 1947–49, Pushtunistan I 1949–50.

Tables IV.24 and IV.25 deal with major power activity in ethnicity related international crises, and the effectiveness of such activity in crisis abatement. With regard to major power activity (Table IV.24), we had hypothesized that political would be more prevalent than military activity in ethnicity crises, and a protracted conflict setting would accentuate that trend (Hypothesis 20). The results in Table IV.24 show that, as hypothesized, political activity was more frequent, proportionately, in ethnicity related PC crises than in ethnic non-PCs, although ethnicity related PCs and non-ethnicity PCs are indistinguishable; It is interesting to note that major powers remained inactive in 40% of ethnicity related non-PC cases, more than twice the inactivity rate for the other two types of crises.

Table IV.24a indicates that political activity by major powers in ethnicity related protracted conflict cases is most frequent in Asia and the Middle East, accounting for 50% and 33% of the crises in those regions, respectively. Table IV.24b reveals that political activity by major powers was most pronounced during bipolarity—more than twice the rate for the other system-periods. Seven international crises satisfied all of these criteria: ethnicity related protracted conflict, Asia or the Middle East, bipolar international system, and political activity by major powers. They were as follows: for Asia, Indonesia Independence I 1945–47, Pushtunistan II 1955, West Irian I 1957–, Cambodia/Thailand 1958–59, and Pushtunistan III 1961–62; and for the Middle East, Palestine Partition/Israel Independence 1947–49, and Shatt-al-Arab I 1959–60.

In Table IV.25, we find no evidence to support the notion that the likelihood of effective major power activity is affected by an ethnic or protracted conflict setting. Once again, ethnicity related non-PC cases are least likely to exhibit any sort of major power activity, regardless of its effectiveness. In Table IV.25a, we note that ethnicity related PC crises often exhibited effective major power activity when they occurred in Europe (85%), not surprising since most European crises occurred Page 130 →during multipolarity, and most great powers of that era were European powers. Table IV.25b indicates that only in multipolarity did great power activity have a high likelihood (77%) of being effective. European crises during multipolarity showing effective great power activity include Vilna I and II 1920, 1927, Albanian Frontier 1921, Hegemony over Albania 1926–27, Remilitarization of the Rhineland 1936, Polish Ultimatum 1938, Czech. May Crisis 1938, Munich 1938.


TABLE IV.24.Ethnicity, Protracted Conflict, and Major Power Activity


	
	No MP activity
	Low level or political
	Covert or semi-military
	Military
	TOTAL





	Ethnic PC
	1321%
	2033%
	2033%
	813%
	6119%



	Ethnic non-PC
	2340%
	1018%
	1730%
	712%
	5717%



	Non-ethnic
	4722%
	6933%
	5426%
	4019%
	21064%



	TOTAL
	8325%
	9930%
	9128%
	5517%
	328100%





Χ2 = 12.62, p = .05


TABLE IV.24a.MP Political Activity and Ethnic PC Crises: Geography


	
	No activity or other
	Political activity
	TOTAL





	Africa
	1482%
	318%
	1728%



	Americas
	133%
	267%
	35%



	Asia
	850%
	850%
	1626%



	Europe
	1077%
	323%
	1321%



	Middle East
	867%
	433%
	1220%



	TOTAL
	4167%
	2033%
	61100%





Χ2 = 6.04, p = .20


TABLE IV.24b.MP Political Activity and Ethnic PC Conflict: Polarity


	
	No activity or other
	Political activity
	TOTAL





	Multipolarity
	1185%
	215%
	1321%



	Bipolarity
	643%
	857%
	1423%



	Polycentrism
	2473%
	927%
	3354%



	Unipolarity
	00%
	1100%
	12%



	TOTAL
	4167%
	2033%
	61100%





Χ2 = 8.06, p = .04

Tables IV.26 and IV.27 provide comparable analyses for global organization involvement and effectiveness (Hypothesis 21). As Table IV.26 clearly shows, GOs (the League of Nations in the interwar period, the United Nations since 1945) were considerably more likely to become involved through medium- or high-level activity in ethnicity related crises within PCs than in either ethnicity related non-PC Page 131 →Page 132 →or non-ethnic crises. It is at what we term the “medium” level of activity—condemnation, call for action by adversaries, mediation—that GOs are most likely to undertake intervention—25% for ethnicity related PC cases, compared with 9% for ethnicity related non-PCs and 18% for non-ethnic crises. We note from Table IV.26a that the Middle East and Europe were the regions with the highest probability by far of involvement by global organizations (42% and 46%, respectively). Table IV.26b indicates that the polycentric international system exhibited the highest rate of global organization involvement (42%). Combining these two findings produces the following list of international crises: for the Middle East— Six Day War 1967, War of Attrition 1969–70; October-Yom Kippur War 1973–74, Onset Iraq/Iran War 1980; for Europe—Cyprus I, II, III 1963–64, 1967, 1974–75, Aegean Sea I 1976—all on the European “periphery.”


TABLE IV.25.Ethnicity, Protracted Conflict, and Major Power Effectiveness


	
	No MP activity
	Ineffective
	Marginal
	Important or most important
	TOTAL





	Ethnic PC
	1525%
	1829%
	47%
	2439%
	6119%



	Ethnic non-PC
	2138%
	1324%
	47%
	1731%
	5517%



	Non-ethnic
	4421%
	5828%
	199%
	8842%
	20964%



	TOTAL
	8025%
	8927%
	278%
	12940%
	325100%





Χ2 = 7.41, p = .28


TABLE IV.25a.MP Effectiveness and Ethnic PC Crises: Geography


	
	No activity or not effective
	Important or most important
	TOTAL





	Africa
	1588%
	212%
	1728%



	Americas
	133%
	267%
	35%



	Asia
	1275%
	425%
	1626%



	Europe
	215%
	1185%
	1321%



	Middle East
	758%
	542%
	1220%



	TOTAL
	3761%
	2439%
	61100%





Χ2 = 18.93, p = .00


TABLE IV.25b.MP Effectiveness and Ethnic PC Crises: Polarity


	
	No activity or not effective
	Important or most important
	TOTAL





	Multipolarity
	323%
	1077%
	1321%



	Bipolarity
	1286%
	214%
	1423%



	Polycentrism
	2164%
	1236%
	3354%



	Unipolarity
	1100%
	00%
	12%



	TOTAL
	3761%
	2439%
	61100%





Χ2 = 12.15. p = .01


TABLE IV.26.Ethnicity, Protracted Conflict, and Global Organization Involvement


	
	No GO involvement
	Low
	Medium
	High
	TOTAL





	Ethnic PC
	2338%
	1931%
	1525%
	46%
	6119%



	Ethnic non-PC
	3358%
	1119%
	59%
	814%
	5717%



	Non-ethnic
	10349%
	5828%
	3918%
	105%
	21064%



	TOTAL
	15948%
	8827%
	5918%
	227%
	328100%





Χ2= 14.15, p = .03


TABLE IV.26a.GO Involvement and Ethnic PC Crises: Geography


	
	No or low GO involvement
	Medium or high GO involvement
	TOTAL





	Africa
	1376%
	424%
	1728%



	Americas
	3100%
	00%
	35%



	Asia
	1275%
	425%
	1626%



	Europe
	754%
	646%
	1321%



	Middle East
	758%
	542%
	1220%



	TOTAL
	4269%
	1931%
	61100%





Χ2 = 4.08, p = .39


TABLE IV.26b.GO Involvement and Ethnic PC Crises: Polarity


	
	No or low GO involvement
	Medium or high GO involvement
	TOTAL





	Multipolarity
	1077%
	323%
	1321%



	Bipolarity
	1286%
	214%
	1423%



	Polycentrism
	1958%
	1442%
	3354%



	Unipolarity
	1100%
	00%
	12%



	TOTAL
	4269%
	1931%
	61100%





Χ2 = 4.66, p = .20

In Table IV.27, we note that global organizations are more likely to be effective in ethnicity related crises within protracted conflicts than in other cases: 20% effectiveness for ethnicity related PC cases, 13% for non-ethnic PC cases, and 10% for non-ethnic crises. Tables IV.27a and IV.27b fill out this picture by showing that GO effectiveness was most frequent in ethnicity related PC crises in Europe (the system-periods are indistinguishable on this dimension [Table IV.27b]). The GO was highly effective in the three Cyprus crises, 1963, 1967, and 1974, Kashmir II Page 133 →1965, and Aegean Sea I 1976. In combination, these findings support the hypothesis that global organizations are both more active and more effective in crises within protracted conflicts. This is significant since, as observed previously, the record of major power activity and effectiveness in crisis abatement is at best mixed.


TABLE IV.27.Ethnicity, Protracted Conflict, and Global Organization Effectiveness


	
	No GO involvement
	Ineffective
	Marginal
	Important or most important
	TOTAL





	Ethnic PC
	2338%
	1829%
	813%
	1220%
	6119%



	Ethnic non-PC
	3462%
	814%
	611%
	713%
	5517%



	Non-ethnic
	10851%
	7134%
	105%
	2110%
	21064%



	TOTAL
	16551%
	9730%
	247%
	4012%
	326100%





Χ2 = 18.06, p = .01


TABLE IV.27a.GO Effectiveness and Ethnic PC Crises: Geography


	
	GO not involved or ineffective
	GO effective
	TOTAL





	Africa
	1376%
	424%
	1728%



	Americas
	3100%
	00%
	35%



	Asia
	1169%
	531%
	1626%



	Europe
	646%
	754%
	1321%



	Middle East
	867%
	433%
	1220%



	TOTAL
	4167%
	2033%
	61100%





Χ2 = 4.76, p = .31


TABLE IV.27b.GO Effectiveness and Ethnic PC Crises: Polarity


	
	GO not involved or ineffective
	GO effective
	TOTAL





	Multipolarity
	969%
	431%
	1321%



	Bipolarity
	1071%
	429%
	1423%



	Polycentrism
	2164%
	1236%
	3354%



	Unipolarity
	1100%
	00%
	12%



	TOTAL
	4167%
	2033%
	61100%





Χ2 = .82, p = .84

We conclude with two assessments of the outcome of international crises from the perspective of ethnicity, substance and form (Hypotheses 22 and 23). In Table IV.28, we note a very sharp distinction between crises within ethnicity related protracted conflicts on the one hand, 57% ambiguous outcomes, and 34% for ethnicity related non-PC cases. The high rate of ambiguous outcomes for ethnicity related PC crises, that is, termination in stalemate or compromise, at-tests Page 134 →to inconclusive terminations, due presumably to the intractable nature of the underlying conflicts involved. As evident in Table IV.28a, ambiguous outcomes in ethnic PC crises were frequent in Africa (76%) and Asia (56%), while the Middle East and Europe showed reasonably strong tendencies toward definitive outcomes. Table IV.28b indicates that, while definitiveness was more visible in multipolarity crises, ambiguity typified the post–World War II bipolar and polycentric cases.


TABLE IV.28.Ethnicity, Protracted Conflict, and Substance of Crisis Outcome


	
	Ambiguous outcome
	Definitive outcome
	TOTAL





	Ethnic PC
	3557%
	2643%
	6119%



	Ethnic non-PC
	1934%
	3766%
	5617%



	Non-ethnic
	10851%
	10249%
	21064%



	TOTAL
	16250%
	16550%
	327100%





Χ2 = 7.86, p = .02


TABLE IV.28a.Substance of Outcome and Ethnic PC Crisis: Geography


	
	Ambiguous outcome
	Definitive outcome
	TOTAL





	Africa
	1376%
	424%
	1728%



	Americas
	3100%
	00%
	35%



	Asia
	956%
	744%
	1626%



	Europe
	538%
	862%
	1321%



	Middle East
	542%
	758%
	1220%



	TOTAL
	3557%
	2643%
	61100%





Χ2 = 7.88, p = .10


TABLE IV.28b.Substance of Outcome and Ethnic PC Crises: Polarity


	
	Ambiguous outcome
	Definitive outcome
	TOTAL





	Multipolarity
	646%
	754%
	1321%



	Bipolarity
	857%
	643%
	1423%



	Polycentrism
	2061%
	1339%
	3354%



	Unipolarity
	1100%
	00%
	12%



	TOTAL
	3557%
	2643%
	61100%





Χ2 = 1.55, p = .67

Finally, Table IV.29 deals with the relationship between ethnicity and form of outcome in different conflict settings. Contrary to what was hypothesized previously, ethnicity related PC crises terminated in agreement more frequently Page 135 →(49%) than did ethnicity related non-PC (43%) or non-ethnicity crises (30%). As Table IV.29a indicates, the tendency among ethnicity related PC cases to terminate in agreement was more evident in Asia and the Middle East, while Table IV.29b indicates that bipolarity was the international system most conducive to agreement.


TABLE IV.29.Ethnicity, Protracted Conflict, and Form of Crisis Outcome


	
	Agreement
	Tacit
	Unilateral
	Imposed
	Faded/other
	TOTAL





	Ethnic PC
	3049%
	12%
	1524%
	610%
	915%
	6019%



	Ethnic non-PC
	2443%
	35%
	1527%
	814%
	611%
	5617%



	Non-ethnic
	6330%
	168%
	9344%
	94%
	2914%
	21064%



	TOTAL
	11736%
	206%
	12338%
	237%
	4413%
	327100%





Χ2 = 23.15, p = .00


TABLE IV.29a.Agreement and Ethnic PC Crises: Geography


	
	Other termination
	Agreement
	TOTAL





	Africa
	1059%
	741%
	1728%



	Americas
	00%
	3100%
	35%



	Asia
	744%
	956%
	1626%



	Europe
	862%
	538%
	1321%



	Middle East
	650%
	650%
	1220%



	TOTAL
	3149%
	3051%
	61100%





Χ2 = 4.23, p = .38


TABLE IV.29b.Agreement and Ethnic PC Crisis: Polarity


	
	Other termination
	Agreement
	TOTAL





	Multipolarity
	862%
	538%
	1321%



	Bipolarity
	643%
	857%
	1423%



	Polycentrism
	1648%
	1752%
	3354%



	Unipolarity
	1100%
	00%
	12%



	TOTAL
	3151%
	3049%
	61100%





Χ2 = 1.99, p = .57

How can we explain the seemingly contradictory tendency for ethnicity related PC crises to end with ambiguous outcomes, while at the same time exhibiting a high rate of termination in agreement? Twelve ethnicity related PC cases exhibited these contradictory tendencies, but eight of them fit our definition of negative crisis legacy—that is, a further crisis involving the same adversaries Page 136 →within five years. In other words, while agreement was achieved, perhaps made necessary by the intensity of the conflict involved and, probably, geographic proximity, these agreements were often the result of stalemate or compromise and did not stand the test of time. The eight crises that exhibited this pattern were as follows: Indonesia Independence I 1945–47, Cyprus I 1963–64, Rann of Kutch 1965, War of Attrition 1969–70, East Africa Confrontation 1980–81, Chad/Libya VI 1983–84, Chad/Libya VIII 1986–87, Punjab War Scare II 1987.38



Centrality of Ethnicity in International Crisis

Thus far, we have examined the impact of ethnicity in terms of the presence or absence of an ethnic component in a crisis: that is, the analysis did not differentiate between crises that were ethnically related and crises in which ethnicity was the dominant factor in causing or exacerbating a crisis. The more rigorous notion—an ethnicity driven crisis—will now be examined to see whether it sheds additional light on the relationship between ethnicity and various dimensions of international crises.39

It is important to note that whereas 36% of all international crises (excluding intra-war crises and World War II cases) were ethnicity related, only 24% were driven by ethnicity. While one-third of (pre–World War II) multipolarity and (post–Cold War) unipolarity crises were ethnicity driven, this was true of only one-fifth of the bipolarity and polycentrism crises. This provides some preliminary evidence that the current unipolar international system, freed of some of the constraints imposed by Cold War bipolarity along the power dimension, is once again falling victim to the spread of international conflict fueled by ethnic cleavages both within and between states.

Data on the variable ethnicity driven also allow us to differentiate more sharply among geographic regions in terms of frequency of crises. Two regions exhibit particularly high levels of ethnicity driven crises—Europe with 39% and Asia with 34%, compared to 16% for the other three regions. Interestingly, while Africa exhibited the highest rate among all regions for the ethnic dimension in general—47%—this rate drops to only 21% for ethnicity driven cases. That is, while ethnicity played a role in almost half of Africa’s crises, it was central, or causally linked to crisis origin, in only a fifth of those crises—for example, in four of the six cases in the Ethiopia/Somalia protracted conflict, and in five of the ten cases in the Western Sahara protracted conflict.

We turn now to an examination of the combined impact of ethnicity driven and protracted conflict on four key attributes of crisis: violence, threat, third-party activity, and outcome. Regarding violence, one critical finding stands out: among ethnicity related PCs, roughly the same proportion of crises were triggered by violence and exhibited severe crisis management techniques—44% to 51%, respectively. However, among ethnicity driven PCs, the comparable numbers were 49% and 66%. In other words, the combined impact of ethnicity driven Page 137 →for the crisis actors and the fact that the crisis was embedded in a protracted conflict made for a volatile confrontation in which violence was likely to escalate.

It is noteworthy that in all other respects, there is little difference among ethnicity driven, ethnicity related, and non-ethnic international crises. Threat to territory was preeminent for both types of ethnicity crises. Major power activity was neither more prominent nor more effective among ethnicity driven PCs than it was among non-PCs and non-ethnic crises. Similarly, ethnicity driven did not make it more likely that global organizations would become involved, nor was their involvement more effective. And whereas ethnicity related PCs were more likely than others to terminate in agreement, this was not the case for ethnicity driven PCs.

In sum, the more focused perspective on ethnicity afforded by the ethnicity driven variable has allowed us to refine further our assessment of the role of ethnicity in international conflict. The end of the Cold War has been accompanied by a significant although less than dramatic increase in the proportion of ethnicity driven crises in the international system. Africa, the region that has seen the most dramatic increase in crises in general and ethnicity related crises, is nonetheless unexceptional in terms of its proportion of ethnicity driven crises. Finally, ethnicity driven protracted conflicts stand out from all the rest in terms of the level of violence employed in crisis management, and in the tendency of violence to escalate from the level present in the crisis trigger. In all other respects, the greater frequency and higher visibility of ethnicity in the international arena has not impacted on the manner in which these crises play out, or in the reaction of the international community to their management. Thus, from the more focused perspective that the ethnicity driven variable affords, the evidence on twentieth-century crises indicates clearly, contrary to conventional wisdom, that the presence or absence of ethnicity has, at most, a marginal effect on the unfolding of an interstate crisis.



Summary

We began this analysis by postulating that ethnicity related international crises differ from non-ethnic crises along a number of key dimensions of crisis behavior, intervention, and outcome. We further postulated that a protracted conflict environment accentuates these differences. Finally, we proposed that two contextual variables, geography and polarity, help to sharpen the analysis of crises with ethnic conflict dimensions. These relationships were summarized in the Model of Ethnicity and Crisis.

While the extensive findings have been summarized in the analysis reported on earlier, several key relationships are worth highlighting here, because they have important implications for the international system as it charts its course in the uncertain waters of the post–Cold War era. In particular, we would emphasize the following.
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(1) Ethnicity related crises occurring within protracted conflicts are especially susceptible to escalating violence. In particular, these crises are likely to exhibit severe violence in crisis management (serious clashes and full-scale war), even if the initial trigger was non-violent. Thus, the level of existing hostility among the actors in protracted conflicts has a tendency to cause escalation from non-violence to violence, or from low to severe violence.

(2) Ethnicity related crises occurring within protracted conflicts are characterized by a higher level of threat perception on the part of the principal adversaries. In particular, their decision makers perceive threats to existence, grave damage, and territorial loss, whereas crises occurring outside this context are more likely to be characterized by political threat or threat to influence.

(3) While global organizations are both more involved and more effective as third parties in ethnicity related crises within protracted conflicts, the involvement of major powers displays only a marginal effect on crisis management. In fact, the activity of major powers often has the tendency to exacerbate a crisis.

(4) While ethnicity related crises occurring within protracted conflicts show a high rate of termination in agreement, the agreements tend to be of short duration and unstable. These agreements tend to be achieved through stalemate and compromise and often do not address the key issues of the conflict. Hence, it is not surprising that these agreements contain the seeds of subsequent conflict and crisis, as evidenced by the high rate of recurrence of crisis between the same adversaries within a relatively short time frame.

(5) Ethnicity driven crises within protracted conflicts stand out from other crises in the prevalence of violence in crisis management, and in the tendency for that violence to escalate. We have also noted an increase in ethnicity driven crises in the post–Cold War unipolar system, a return to the high rates that typified the multipolarity of the interwar years.

These are clearly warning signals as we move into an international system that appears to be characterized by an increasingly high rate of ethnicity in international crises, while many of the protracted conflicts of the previous system remain unresolved. Such crises are more likely to escalate to violence, while existing systemic crisis management techniques are often ineffective. There are important consequences for the international system of crises that exhibit an ethnic dimension, and it is this concern that should guide future work on ethnicity, crises, and world politics.
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Democracy


Introduction

One of the most widely researched topics in international politics in recent years has been the theory of democratic peace. Wars between democracies are extremely rare. This well-articulated theory, coupled with an enormously robust empirical result, has led Levy (1988, see also Levy 1994) to refer to the peace between democracies as “the closest thing we have to a law in international politics.”

Building upon early theoretical work by Kant ([1795] 1969) and recent expositions by Doyle (1986) and Rummel (1979, 1983), many studies have provided strong empirical support for the theory, along with explanations of factors that contribute to the democratic peace. These include Bremer (1992, 1993), Bueno de Mesquita and Lalman (1992), Chan (1993), Dixon (1993, 1994), Ember et al. (1992), Gleditsch (1992, 1995), Maoz and Abdolali (1989), Maoz and Russett (1992, 1993), Mintz and Geva (1993), Morgan (1993), Morgan and Campbell (1991), Morgan and Schwebach (1992), Raymond (1994), Rousseau et al. (1996), Rummel (1995), Russett (1993, 1995), Small and Singer (1976), Starr (1992). Several case studies have explored the democratic peace in order to shed light on this phenomenon—Owen (1994), Ray (1993, 1995). Gowa (1995) and James and Mitchell (1995) have proposed serious changes to the theory. Several recent studies have attempted to debunk the theory or have challenged its empirical support—Cohen (1994), Layne (1994), Russett et al. (1994), Spiro (1994), Weede (1984, 1992). For comprehensive reviews of this burgeoning literature, see Hagan (1994) and Hermann and Kegley (1995).

The basic outline of the theory posits that, although democracies are no less prone than nondemocracies to engage in violence in pursuit of their interests, democracies rarely employ war as a means for resolving conflicts with other democracies. Several of the recent studies have explicitly attempted to identify the characteristics of democracies that serve as brakes on the escalation of disputes to military violence. As Russett (1993; see also Maoz and Russett 1993) points out, the contending explanations fit into two categories—a normative model and a structural model. While the normative model (to be elaborated subsequently) contends that democracies do not fight each other because norms of compromise and cooperation prevent their conflicts from escalating to violence, the structural model posits that political mobilization processes impose institutional constraints on the leaders of two democracies in conflict, rendering violent conflict infeasible.

In this section, we propose a set of hypotheses derived from the normative Page 140 →explanatory model, while expanding the reach of the democratic peace theory to encompass international crisis behavior. We will argue that, for nations locked in crisis, the presence or absence of democratic norms of conflict resolution will dictate whether or not such crises are likely to escalate to violence. Therefore, our first task is to explore in greater detail the logic of the normative explanation for the democratic peace.

The normative model is based on the assumption that nation-states externalize the norms of domestic political processes in interstate interactions. The character of interstate behavior is indicative of the norms that guide and shape domestic political institutions. Political behavior in democracies is distinguished by an emphasis on peaceful political competition. Political disputes are resolved through negotiations and compromise. The victors in democracies cannot permanently dissolve the defeated. Rather, the defeated are permitted to survive and continue in their attempts to achieve their interests.

These so-called democratic norms contrast sharply with “nondemocratic norms.” In nondemocratic states, political competition is not necessarily guided by peaceful norms. The role of violence and coercion is more pronounced. As a result, the losers in political competition are often denied opportunities to continue political competition. It may be that the lack of rules to protect losers in political competition contributes to an unwillingness to compromise in disputes and leads to incentives for pursuing more extreme political outcomes.

Maoz and Russett explain that the anarchic nature of the international system implies that conflict interactions between democracies and nondemocracies will be dominated by the norms of the nondemocracy. Confronted with nondemocratic norms in an international dispute, democracies must protect themselves from being exploited and pattern their behavior on the basis of nondemocratic norms to ensure survival. Only when both disputants are democracies can democratic norms take over and guide interstate behavior. In this case, the externalization of domestic political norms will lead to heightened expectations that the dispute can be resolved peacefully through negotiation and compromise. The willingness to resort to force will be dampened. Thus, it follows that conflicts between democracies should result more frequently in peaceful outcomes than in violence.



Implications of the Normative Model for International Crises

The unit of analysis for this section is an international crisis. Our focus is on the following question: how does the presence of democratic states in an international crisis affect crisis behavior? To answer that question, we extend the argument set forth under the normative model and apply it to international crises.

According to the normative model, nations externalize norms from domestic politics into international disputes. When two democratic nations confront each other, the injection of these norms into their conflict interactions signals a willingness Page 141 →by each to make compromises rather than escalate the conflict to the point of military hostilities. With heightened mutual expectations for compromise, the prospect for peacefully negotiated settlement is greater. The logic for this argument leads to implications that enable us to make distinctions among various types of international crises depending upon the number and types of crisis actors involved.

Since international crises often involve more than two actors, it is possible for democratic nations to be aligned with nondemocratic nations in a coalition against an opposing coalition. For example, consider a three-actor crisis involving nations a, b, and d.


Nation d is democratic and nations a and b are not.

Nation a is aligned with d against b.



By the logic of the normative model, this crisis is quite different from one involving two democracies (a D-D crisis, for short) or one involving a democracy and a nondemocracy (a D-ND crisis).

The three-actor crisis is different from a D-D crisis because nation d’s ability to inject democratic norms into conflict interactions is tempered by its primary motivation to protect itself from possible exploitation by b. Moreover, within the coalition, d’s ability to signal willingness to compromise is hindered by its alliance with nondemocratic a. In effect, if d aligns with a, d’s ability to send a clear signal about its willingness to compromise is diminished. As d aligns itself with more and more nondemocracies, that signal becomes increasingly diluted. By the logic of the normative model, the likelihood of military hostilities is higher in this three-actor crisis than in the D-D crisis.

There is also a theoretical difference between the three-actor crisis and the D-ND crisis. Again, assume a democracy’s ability to inject crisis interactions with democratic norms is diminished to an increasing degree by increases in the number of nondemocratic alliance partners. In that case, the D-ND crisis is different in terms of the likelihood for escalation because the sole democracy is not aligned with another nondemocratic actor. Although it still must contend with a nondemocratic opponent, the democratic nation’s ability to externalize domestic political norms is not dampened by a nondemocratic coalition partner. Ceteris paribus, the three-actor crisis is expected to have a higher likelihood of escalation than the D-ND crisis.

The argument we put forward here focuses both on the proportion of democracies within each of the opposing coalitions and on the overall proportion of democracies in the crisis. The coalition proportion is important because a democracy’s ability to project its norms into crisis interactions will be limited to the extent that it shares coalition decision making with nondemocracies.

The overall proportion of democracies in a crisis is also important. According to the normative model, the mutual expectation that norms favoring compromise will be reciprocated plays an important role in defusing dyadic disputes Page 142 →involving two democracies. Thus, a high proportion of democracies in one coalition is not sufficient to assure that norms favoring compromise will prevail in the dispute. Rather, a preponderance in both coalitions is critical.
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Figure IV.11.DEM and Variations of a Three-Actor Crisis

We propose a simple measure that is sensitive to both the coalitional proportion and overall proportion of democracies in crisis. The measure, DEM, is


[image: Equation]

where p1 is the proportion of democracies in one coalition and p2 is the proportion in the other. Simply put, DEM is the average proportion of democracies in each of the opposing coalitions in the crisis.40

Figure IV.11 illustrates how DEM works in the case of a three-actor crisis. The figure shows all of the theoretically possible combinations of crisis actors in terms of their regime type. Looking at the figure, one can see how DEM is sensitive to different configurations of democracies in crisis. The measure makes theoretical distinctions among the various types of crises depending on the overall proportion of democracies in the crisis and the proportion in each coalition.

For example, consider the difference between variations 4 and 5. Two democracies are involved in each crisis. However, variation 4 is different from 5 in that both democracies are aligned together in 4 but are unaligned in 5. The measure for variation 4 is .50 and .75 for variation 5. Although the overall proportion of democracy is the same in each version, the average coalitional proportion in variation 5 is higher. With a democracy in each of the opposing coalitions, the projection of democratic norms into the crisis can be reciprocated. Consequently, the mutual expectations for negotiated settlement are higher in variation Page 143 →5 than in 4. The DEM measure reflects this characteristic of the crisis by giving a higher score to variation 5. For the same reason, no theoretical distinction is made between variations 3 and 4. The crises are similar in that one of the coalitions is purely nondemocratic. Although the overall proportion of democracies is higher in 4, there are no democracies in the opposing coalition to reciprocate the projection of democratic norms into crisis interactions. For that reason, DEM treats both crises equivalently by giving each a score of .50.41



Propositions about Democracies and International Crisis

Using the DEM indicator discussed above as a measure of the prevalence and coalitional distribution of democratic nations in a crisis, we present a set of propositions consistent with the normative model of democratic peace. The propositions address the interaction between the prevalence of democracy and crisis characteristics in two key domains: (1) the extent of violence; and (2) the likelihood and effectiveness of third-party intervention. Our empirical investigation is rooted in the following two general propositions about the relationship between the prevalence of democracies in crisis and crisis behavior.

PROPOSITION I: Democracies and Crisis Violence—As the prevalence of democracies in a crisis increases (as measured by DEM), the likelihood of escalation of military hostilities decreases.

PROPOSITION 2: Democracies and the Involvement and Effectiveness of International Organizations as Crisis Intermediaries—As the prevalence of democracies in a crisis increases (as measured by DEM), the involvement of international organizations in a crisis will be greater, and effectiveness in crisis abatement will be enhanced.



Democracies and Crisis Violence

Since the dependent variables in this study are dichotomous, logit analysis is an appropriate method for estimating the impact of DEM on the likelihood of military violence occurring in crises. We begin with a preliminary examination of the relationship between the prevalence of democracies in a crisis and the propensity for the crisis to involve violence. We start with bivariate analysis to determine first whether DEM is a good predictor of violence on its own. The following hypotheses pertaining to the extent of violence in crisis are derived from Proposition 1.


Hypothesis 25: As the prevalence of democracy among the crisis actors increases, the likelihood of violence during any stage of the crisis decreases.

Hypothesis 26: As the prevalence of democracy among the crisis actors Page 144 →increases, the likelihood that violence will be the primary crisis management technique for crisis actors decreases.

Hypothesis 27: As the prevalence of democracy among the crisis actors increases, the likelihood of severe violence as the primary crisis management technique decreases.

Hypothesis 28: As the prevalence of democracy among the crisis actors increases, the likelihood that violence will be important in obtaining foreign policy goals decreases.



A range of indicators of violence is employed in order to gain a broad picture of the extent to which violence occurred in crisis settings. The aim is to assess not only the extent to which a crisis ultimately escalated to the point where violence was employed as the most prominent crisis management technique, but also whether it occurred at any point during the evolution of the crisis as a whole. That is to say, this set of indicators allows us to examine the relationship between the prevalence of democracy in crisis and characteristics of violence beyond the basic question of whether or not it occurred. We use four different measures of violence included in the ICB data set. We briefly describe each variable in order to point out the differences in the precise characteristics of crisis violence each is designed to measure.

The primary measure of violence is the ICB variable VIOL. This variable indicates an overall characterization of the nature of violence, if any, that occurred over the entire duration of the crisis. The variable is coded with four different values: (1) no violence, (2) minor clashes, (3) serious clashes, and (4) full-scale war. We dichotomize VIOL such that cases with values (1) and (2) will be coded as having no or low violence, and cases with values (3) and (4) are considered high violence.

The variable crisis management technique (CRISMG) is a measure of the primary technique employed by the crisis actors to resolve a crisis. Its values range from negotiation and other non-violent techniques such as mediation and arbitration, through non-military pressure, non-violent military, and violence. A dichotomous variable for CRISMG is coded as non-violent when CRISMG is coded as negotiation, mediation, non-military pressure, non-violent uses of the military (i.e., military maneuvers), or combinations of any of the preceding, and as violent when crisis management techniques involve actual military operations, combat, and casualties. Note that it is possible for violence to occur in crisis, but for it not to be considered the primary crisis management technique.42 Hence, there is an important distinction between VIOL and CRISMG.

When the primary crisis management technique is violence, SEVVIOSY measures the severity of that violence. Its coded values are identical to VIOL. We dichotomize SEVVIOSY in the same way as VIOL. The difference between VIOL and SEVVIOSY is that the latter measures the extent of violence in those cases where violence was considered the primary crisis management technique. If violence was not the primary crisis management technique, then SEVVIOSY Page 145 →is coded as “no violence.” Although VIOL is somewhat more general than SEVVIOSY, it is not surprising that the two variables correlate strongly (Pearson correlation = .91, p < .01, two-tailed).

Finally, the fourth measure of violence is CENVIOSY, which measures the centrality of violence in a crisis. That is to say, if violence was used in the crisis as the primary crisis management technique, this variable denotes how important that violence was in obtaining foreign policy goals for the crisis decision makers. CENVIOSY is coded on a four-point scale for the role of violence in the crisis. The scale is as follows: (1) no violence, (2) violence minor, (3) violence important, and (4) violence preeminent. We dichotomize CENVIOSY such that crises coded with values 3 or 4 are cases where violence was central.

The democracy variable DEM as discussed earlier is based on the ICB variable REGIME. That variable distinguishes between democratic and various types of authoritarian regimes, including civil authoritarian, direct military rule, indirect military rule, and military dual authority. Criteria for identifying democratic regimes are the following: competitive elections; pluralist representation in the legislature; several autonomous centers of authority in the political system; competitive parties; and a free press. Coding decisions were made in terms of actual practices at the time of a crisis, rather than constitutional or other formal legal provisions.

The analysis of hypotheses relating democracy to violence will be based on ICB data from 1918 to 1994. However, a number of cases will be excluded. First, as with earlier sections, intra-war crises are excluded, since they have already escalated to violence and war and hence their inclusion would confound the results. In addition, cases were excluded either because coalition relationships could not be accurately determined or because, in certain single-actor cases, the precise adversarial arrangements could not be ascertained. Ultimately, 257 cases were included in the present analysis. Figure IV.12 illustrates how these crises are distributed across the four quartiles of DEM.


Analysis of Democracy and Crisis Violence

Table IV.30 presents the results of logit regression involving DEM on the four different measures of crisis violence. For all four measures of the dependent variable, the parameter estimates for DEM are in the hypothesized direction and all are significant, at least at the .10 level. Of the four dependent variables, DEM predicts SEVVIOSY best. The coefficient estimate in that case is significant at the .01 level. Recall that SEVVIOSY measures the severity of violence in a crisis when violence was considered the primary crisis management technique. VIOL is the more general variable because it measures the extent of violence regardless of whether or not it was considered the primary crisis management technique. The coefficient estimate in that model is significant at the .05 level.

The estimated coefficients can be used to find estimates for the relationship between DEM and the probability of violence in crisis. According to the estimated Page 146 →Page 147 →model for the VIOL variable, the probability of violence in a crisis with DEM = 0.0 is .52. With DEM = 0.50, the probability of violence is .39. When all the nations in a crisis are democracies (DEM = 1.00), the probability of violence is estimated at .27. Incidentally, there were 33 crises where all the crisis actors were democracies; only seven of these resulted in violence during the course of the crisis. The seven crises involving democracies with a DEM score of 1.00 and with VIOL showing either serious clashes or full-scale war are as follows: the three crises over Indonesia Independence 1945–49 (Indonesia and the Netherlands); Kashmir I 1947–49 (India and Pakistan); Guatemala 1953–54 (Guatemala, Honduras, the U.S.); Aborted Coup in Indonesia 1958 (Indonesia and the U.S.); and Cyprus 1963–64 (Cyprus, Greece, Turkey). It could be argued that the three early Indonesia crises involved only a democracy in the making, and not a full-scale democracy. And by 1958, Indonesian democracy was under some stress.


[image: Figure IV.12: Reports proportion of crises along a democratic-non-democratic scale. .0-.25=40%, .25-.50=4%, .50-.75=43%, .75-1.00=13%.]
Figure IV.12.Distribution of Crises on DEM by Quartile


TABLE IV.30.Logit Analysis of Democracy and Crisis Violence


	Dependent variables
	Coefficient
	Standard error
	t-ratio





	VIOL
	-1.07
	.40
	-2.70b



	SEVVIOSY
	-1.21
	.40
	-3.00a



	CRISMG
	-0.59
	.38
	-1.55c



	CENVIOSY
	-0.60
	.38
	-1.57c





a p < .01 (one-tail)

b p < .05 (one-tail)

c p < .10 (one-tail)

Overall, the results of the bivariate analysis suggest strong support for Hypotheses 25 and 27. Although DEM is a good predictor of whether violence occurs at all in crisis (VIOL), it is not as good a predictor of whether violence is the primary crisis management technique (CRISMG). Further, although increases in the proportion of democracies in crisis are associated with decreases in the severity of violence as the primary crisis management technique (SEVVIOSY), it is not as good a predictor of the centrality of violence in achieving foreign policy goals (CENVIOSY).

Before drawing any further conclusions from this analysis, we must introduce controls for some other important factors that are often used to explain the likelihood of violence in crisis. If the explanatory power of DEM is weak, the inclusion of control variables will confound the effects of DEM in the logit model. Only after accounting for other important control variables will it be possible to make an assessment as to the explanatory power of DEM.



Multivariate Analysis: Controlling for Potentially Confounding Effects

Before presenting the multivariate analysis, we first comment on the choice of variables to include as controls. As noted earlier, the purpose of this multivariate analysis is to assess the explanatory power of the prevalence of democracies in crisis independent of the effects of other powerful predictors. Tapping the literature on international crisis, we have selected control variables that have been shown to be strong predictors of crisis violence in order to provide the most stringent test of the hypotheses. Inclusion of these variables will potentially confound the explanatory power of DEM in multivariate analysis. Stronger versions of the hypotheses will posit that DEM will diminish the likelihood of crisis violence independently of other important predictors of crisis violence. Empirical support for these stronger versions of the hypotheses requires that DEM remain a significant explanatory variable in models that include these other control variables.

The three variables to be included as controls are crisis trigger (TRIG), gravity of threatened values (GRAV), and protracted conflict (PC).43 These variables have all been introduced in earlier sections of Part IV. In general, we expect that crises triggered by violent acts will be more likely than others to exhibit violent behavior, that crises exhibiting grave threat to values will also produce more violence, and that crises within protracted conflicts are more likely than others to exhibit violence.

In introducing these important control variables, we propose variants on Hypotheses 25–28. We hypothesize that the prevalence of democratic nations in crisis will have a significant impact on crisis violence independent of the explanatory Page 148 →effects of other important control variables. Thus, we test variants of Hypotheses 25–28 to assess the impact of DEM after controlling for violence in crisis trigger (TRIG), gravity of threatened values (GRAV), and whether or not the crisis was part of a protracted conflict (PC). The variant for Hypothesis 25 follows (where VIOL is the dependent variable).


Hypothesis 25a: As the prevalence of democracy among crisis actors increases, the likelihood of violence in crisis decreases, independent of the extent of violence in crisis trigger, extent of value threat, and protracted conflict.

Hypotheses 26a–28a follow analogously for dependent variables CRISMG, SEVVIOSY, and CENVIOSY.



Table IV.31 presents the results of logit analysis for the four models corresponding to each of the four different measures for crisis violence. The dependent variable corresponding to each model is indicated at the top of the table. The model with VIOL as the dependent variable performs best. Recall that VIOL measures the overall use of violence in the crisis regardless of whether it is used as the primary crisis management technique. The model predicts 71.6% of the cases correctly, and the McKelvey-Zavoina R2 is 30.7%.44 With the exception of PC (protracted conflict), each of the coefficient estimates for the independent variables is significant and in the predicted direction. We should note that the coefficient estimate for PC is nearly significant in the VIOL model with p = 0.06. The model using SEVVIOSY as the dependent variable also performed well, although the number of correctly predicted cases as well as the McKelvey-Zavoina R2 is not as high as in the VIOL model.


TABLE IV.31.Logit Analysis of Democracy and Potentially Confounding Control Variables


	Independent variables
	VIOL
	SEVVIOSY
	CRISMG
	CENVIOSY





	Democracy
	-1.13b (0.45)
	-1.21b (0.44)
	-0.41 (0.41)
	-0.41 (0.41)



	Trigger
	1.49a (0.29)
	1.37a (0.28)
	1.29a (0.28)
	1.30a (0.28)



	Gravity of threat
	0.64b (0.23)
	0.69b (0.23)
	0.50c (0.22)
	0.61b (0.22)



	Protracted conflict
	0.48 (0.30)
	0.16 (0.30)
	-0.16 (0.29)
	-0.23 (0.29)



	% Predicted correctly
	71.6%
	66.9%
	63.0%
	63.8%



	McKelvey-Zavoina R2
	30.7%
	27.2%
	17.4%
	18.6%





The number to the left is a coefficient estimate from logit regression. The number in parentheses is the standard error.

a p < .001

b p < .010

c p < .025
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For each of these two models (i.e., VIOL and SEVVIOSY) it is important to note that the impact of DEM remains statistically significant despite the inclusion of powerful control variables. In explaining overall crisis violence and the severity of violence when employed as a crisis management technique, the prevalence of democratic actors in a crisis appears to be a very important variable. The results indicate strong support for the hypothesis that the prevalence of democracies in international crisis is an important predictor of crisis violence independent of other variables that have traditionally been identified as important in explaining crisis escalation.

As in the bivariate analysis, the models including CRISMG and CENVIOSY did distinctly worse than VIOL and SEVVIOSY. For both the CRISMG and CENVIOSY models, the coefficient estimate is not significant.

Several crises comprised entirely of democracies were characterized by violent crisis management techniques having central importance. Among these are the first Chaco crisis 1928–29 (Bolivia and Paraguay); the Mexican-Guatemala Fisheries crisis 1958–59 (Mexico and Guatemala); and the Panama Flag crisis 1964 (Panama and U.S.). For each of these crises, despite the centrality of violent crisis management techniques, the severity of violence was limited to minor clashes. Recall that footnote 42 lists all the crises where VIOL is coded for violence and DEM = 1.0. The reader may wonder why these are not included in that list. For these three crises, VIOL was coded as “non-violent” because the level of violence did not exceed minor clashes. But, although the overall level of violence was slight, it was still considered the primary crisis management technique.

These crises illustrate a refinement in our understanding of how democracies utilize armed force against each other. While the theory of democratic peace posits that full-scale war is unlikely to erupt between democracies, we find that smaller outbreaks of violence are possible between democracies in the context of crisis. Moreover, although minor in scale, such crisis violence may play an important role for actors in reaching crisis objectives. However, when crisis actors adopt violent crisis management techniques, the severity of crisis violence is dampened as the prevalence of democracies increases. It is in that respect that the theory of democratic peace makes its connection to international crisis.

In summary, using a measure that accounts for the overall proportion and coalition proportion of democracies in crisis, we have found that the prevalence of democracies in crisis is an important explanatory variable for overall crisis violence. As DEM increases, the likelihood that crisis violence will result in any form decreases. When crisis actors choose to use violence as their crisis management technique, the severity of violence lessens as the prevalence of democracies in the crisis increases. These results are robust against the inclusion of control variables that are known to be very strong predictors of crisis violence themselves. However, the prevalence of democracies in crisis does not seem to be related to whether the primary crisis management technique is violent or not. Finally, when crisis actors choose to use violence as their crisis management Page 150 →technique, the prevalence of democracies in crisis is not significantly related to the importance of that violence in reaching crisis goals. We will comment further on the relationship between the proportion of democracies in crisis and the likelihood of escalation at the end of the section on democracy.

A further comment is warranted before proceeding. In an interesting investigation of how dyadic characteristics affect the likelihood of war, Bremer (1992) found that the involvement of a democracy in the dyad, whether reciprocated or not, led to a significant decrease in the probability of war. This led him to conclude


Because war onset in undemocratic dyads is about 4 times as likely as between mixed (i.e., one democratic, one undemocratic) pairs of states, it appears that the contention of some that both states must be democratic before the war-inhibiting effect of democracy is felt is unsupported. (Bremer 1992:329)



Put differently, Bremer’s results suggest that, by itself, the presence of a democracy in a conflict changes the complexion of that dispute in terms of the odds of escalation. The results reported here support Bremer’s conclusion. As noted in footnote 41, the DEM measure makes theoretical distinctions between crises even when all the democratic crisis actors are on one side. While a balance of democracies across opposing coalitions will increase DEM, it remains the case that DEM increases (with a limit of .5) when democracies are added to only one side.

We did consider an alternative measure to DEM (described in footnote 40) that was less sensitive to the balance of democracy across opposing coalitions. This was simply the overall proportion of democracies involved in the crisis. Although we do not report the results of those analyses here, the alternative measure performed similarly to DEM. Thus, as Bremer explains, there may be reason to doubt whether reciprocity is a necessary condition for the effects of democracy to work on limiting the likelihood of escalation. Until a more complete control is made for the effects of reciprocity, however, no concrete conclusions can be drawn.

Let us turn now to an examination of the relationship between DEM and the likelihood and effectiveness of third-party intervention.




Democracy and Global Organization Involvement and Effectiveness

The logic behind the normative model of democratic peace leads to a set of intuitively appealing propositions regarding the likelihood of third-party involvement in international crisis (see Proposition 2). Third parties interested in facilitating peaceful settlements to disputes are more likely to become involved in crises composed largely of democratic nations where norms favoring compromise Page 151 →are presumed to prevail. Dixon (1993) examines this relationship between democracy and the involvement of third parties and finds support for this proposition in a set of post–World War II political and security disputes.

We test a similar hypothesis. Specifically,


Hypothesis 29: As the prevalence of democracies in crisis (measured by DEM) increases, the likelihood of involvement by an international organization increases.



The approach adopted here differs in several important respects from Dixon (1993). First, the sets of cases are different. The focus here is on international crises; and the temporal domain (1918–94) is longer. Second, the measure of democracy utilized here is significantly different from Dixon’s. His “weak link” measure gives a democracy score for a dispute equal to the lower of the democracy scores of the two opposing coalitions.45 These differences are important to keep in mind for interpreting the results reported below.

Tables IV.32 and IV.33 show the results for the test of Hypothesis 29 for global and regional organizations, respectively. DEM has been collapsed into three categories. The involvement of a global or regional organization can take the form of discussion with or without resolution, fact-finding, provision of good offices, mediation, arbitration, observer groups, sanctions, or use of peacekeeping forces. Seven cases are missing from Table IV.32 because no global organization was in existence for those crises. For Table IV.33, 51 cases are missing because no regional organization was in existence.

The tables indicate little support for Hypothesis 29 in the data. Looking at Table IV.32, we note that the relationship between global organization involvement and DEM is in the hypothesized direction. The frequency with which global organizations become involved in crises increases gradually as DEM increases, but the overall cell distribution is not significant. For regional organizations (Table IV.33), the frequency distribution across the cells is significant, but not in the hypothesized direction. Regional organizations are nearly as likely to become involved in cases with a low DEM score as in cases with high DEM.


TABLE IV.32.Democracy and Global Organization Involvement in International Crises


	
	GO not involved
	GO involved
	TOTAL





	DEM <.5
	6154%
	5246%
	11345%



	DEM =.5
	5048%
	5452%
	10442%



	DEM >.5
	1339%
	2061%
	3313%



	TOTAL
	12450%
	12650%
	250100%





Χ2 = 2.34, p = .31
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TABLE IV.33.Democracy and Regional Organization Involvement in International Crises


	
	RO not involved
	RO involved
	TOTAL





	DEM <.5
	4046%
	4754%
	8742%



	DEM = 5
	5662%
	3438%
	9044%



	DEM >.5
	1241%
	1759%
	2914%



	TOTAL
	10852%
	9848%
	206100%





Χ2 = 6.33, p = .04

These results are especially puzzling in light of the strong support Dixon (1993) found for the relationship between democracy and third-party involvement. However, as we pointed out earlier, there are important differences in the way Dixon measured the extent of democracy from the method employed here. Since Dixon found support for hypotheses similar to Hypothesis 29 for only the post–World War II period, we checked only crises occurring over this period, too. The results for the post–World War II crises, however, were the same as those for the overall period. In addition, as Dixon points out, his results differ in this respect from earlier studies by Holsti (1966), Nye (1971), Haas et al. (1972), and Butterworth (1976) in that these studies focused on management procedures and their effectiveness rather than merely on the presence of a managing agent (Dixon 1993:52). That is precisely the direction in which our next hypothesis leads.

Although the evidence from twentieth-century crises does not seem to support Hypothesis 29, it remains plausible to presume that international organizations will be most effective in abating crisis tensions when the crisis is composed primarily of democratic nations. Whatever factors contribute to getting international organizations involved in crises (and the preceding results suggest that the prevalence of democratic nations is not one of them), one can still make a theoretically compelling argument that international organizations will be most effective in settings where most of the crisis actors are democratic. Hypothesis 30 follows.


Hypothesis 30: As the prevalence of democracies in crisis (measured by DEM) increases, the likelihood that international organization involvement will be effective in abating the crisis increases.



We measure the effectiveness of global and regional organization with ICB variables GLOBEFCT and ROEFCT. These variables identify the extent to which the organization’s involvement contributed to the abatement of the crisis in terms of preventing hostilities. Tables IV.34 and IV.35 show the results of the test Page 153 →of Hypothesis 30. For global organizations (Table IV.34), DEM does not appear to have any impact on effectiveness. There is little difference in the frequency of effective involvements across the three groupings of DEM. Interestingly, however, there is a strong relationship between DEM and the effectiveness of regional organizations (see Table IV.35). For those crises where DEM is greater than .50, regional organizations were effective in approximately 38% of their involvement. This “success rate” is more than 20% higher than for the other two groupings of DEM. In summary, we find partial support for Hypothesis 30. Although the prevalence of democracy is not associated with the effectiveness of global organizations in crisis abatement, the relationship between democracy and the effectiveness of regional organizations is statistically significant.


TABLE IV.34.Democracy and Global Organization Effectiveness in International Crises


	
	GO not effective
	GO effective
	TOTAL





	DEM <.5
	9281%
	2119%
	11345%



	DEM =.5
	7774%
	2726%
	10442%



	DEM >.5
	2679%
	721%
	3313%



	TOTAL
	19578%
	5522%
	250100%





Χ2 = 1.73, p = .42



Summary

This section has drawn upon extended arguments from the normative model of democratic peace and applied them to international crisis. Its focus was on the mix of regime types for states involved in crisis, and it proposed a measure for the prevalence of democracies in crisis. Based on the logic of the normative model, several hypotheses pertaining to the relationship between this measure and crisis behavior were proposed and tested.


TABLE IV.35.Democracy and Regional Organization Effectiveness in International Crises


	
	RO not effective
	RO effective
	TOTAL





	DEM <.5
	7485%
	1315%
	8742%



	DEM =.5
	7684%
	1416%
	9044%



	DEM >.5
	1862%
	1138%
	2914%



	TOTAL
	16882%
	3818%
	206100%





Χ2 = 8.53, p = .01
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It was found that the prevalence of democracy in crisis is a significant predictor of overall crisis violence and the severity of violence when used as the primary crisis management technique. This result remained robust even when controls were introduced for a number of other important predictors of violence in crisis—violence in crisis trigger, gravity of threat to values, and protracted conflict. However, the prevalence of democracies in crisis did not explain whether crisis actors would adopt violence as the primary crisis management technique or the importance of violence as a crisis management technique in reaching foreign policy goals.

Stated differently, it was found that a preponderance of democracies in an international crisis diminished the likelihood of overall violence and the severity of violent crisis management techniques. However, the proportion of democracies in crisis is not a good predictor for whether crisis actors will choose violence as the primary crisis management technique in the first place. In crises with high democratic proportions, violence as the crisis management technique is less likely to be severe but may remain an important factor in achieving foreign policy goals. In crises with low democratic proportions, violence as the primary crisis management technique is more likely to be severe, and violence is also likely to play an important role in achieving crisis goals.

Additionally, the investigation suggests the possibility that democracies need not be involved equally on either side of a crisis in order for the democratic effect to work. As discussed in the preceding, typical articulations of the normative model of democratic peace posit that a balance of democracies is a necessary feature of the overall dynamic. In this analysis, increases in DEM are possible even when the involvement of a democracy on one side of a crisis is not reciprocated by the involvement of another on the other side. Seen in that manner, the findings presented here are consistent with those put forth by Bremer (1992). This analysis also provides evidence that should caution researchers when extrapolating beyond the propositions of the normative model for democratic peace and the impact of democracies on violent escalation. No evidence was found to link democracy in crisis to a higher likelihood of international organization involvement. Looking at the effectiveness of international organizations also produced mixed results. While regional organizations were more effective in crises with a high DEM, global organizations were not.

In the end, the theory of democratic peace speaks mostly to the relationship between the prevalence of democracies in a dispute and the characteristics of violence. However, this analysis has shown that the theory is not necessarily limited only to an explanation of the likelihood of violent escalation. This analysis suggests insights into how violence is used as a crisis management technique in conflicts between democracies. For international crises involving a high proportion of democracies, violence may be used with central importance for achieving crisis objectives, but it will rarely be severe. The fact that DEM was not a good predictor for the choice of crisis management technique means that actors in crises with a high DEM do resort to violent crisis management techniques Page 155 →from time to time. Moreover, the results show that there are some instances when DEM was high when violence was often considered an important means toward achieving crisis objectives. However, when violent crisis management techniques are adopted, the severity of violence is generally limited when the prevalence of democracies is high.
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Protracted Conflict

International crises in the twentieth century can be classified according to those that unfold in the context of a protracted conflict, versus those that occur as more isolated eruptions. Virtually every key dimension of crisis is affected by its conflict setting: from the types of events likely to trigger a crisis, the timing and extent of violence utilized by the actors, the extent and effectiveness of crisis management by crisis actors and third parties, and the substance and form of crisis outcomes. In previous sections of Part IV, we have employed protracted conflict as a key explanatory variable. Here we propose a Protracted Conflict–Crisis Model and derive a series of hypotheses to be tested with the ICB data set covering the years 1918–94.

What distinguishes protracted conflict (PC) from other forms of conflictual relations among states? Protracted conflicts have been defined by Azar et al. (1978:50) as


hostile interactions which extend over long periods of time with sporadic outbreaks of open warfare fluctuating in frequency and intensity. They are conflict situations in which the stakes are very high—the conflicts involve whole societies and act as agents for defining the scope of national identity and social solidarity. While they may exhibit some breakpoints during which there is a cessation of overt violence, they linger on in time and have no distinguishable point of termination…. Protracted conflicts, that is to say, are not specific events or even clusters of events at a point in time; they are processes.46



Table IV.36 presents a list of protracted conflicts in the twentieth century, classified by region. There have been 31 protracted conflicts since the end of World War I, some lasting several decades or more. These 31 PCs account for 245 international crises or 60% of all crises for the period in question. Some protracted conflicts are composed of recurrent crises over virtually the same issue, for example, the Chad/Libya crises from 1971 to 1994 over control of the mineral-rich territory along their border, or the Western Sahara crises since 1975 over control of the territory known by that name. Other protracted conflicts exhibit crises over diverse issues, as in the India/Pakistan conflict—Kashmir, the Indus River system, evacuee property, Bengali refugees, East Pakistan/Bangladesh, etc., or the Arab/Israel conflict, encompassing such issues as territory, refugees, settlements, access to holy sites, water resources, and terrorism.

No region has been immune to this type of conflict, although only in Europe Page 157 →Page 158 →have all interstate protracted conflicts ended, the last the Poland/Russia PC from 1920 to 1981.47 At the other end of the spectrum, three of the four protracted conflicts in the Middle East remain unresolved—Arab/Israel (1947–), Iran/Iraq (1959–), and Iraq/Kuwait (1961–). Some protracted conflicts erupt with great frequency, for example, the Arab/Israeli PC with 25 international crises and 58 crisis actors to date, the East/West PC with 21 international crises and 60 crisis actors until its termination in 1989, and the Indochina PC with 18 crises and 41 crisis actors between 1946 and 1990. Others have involved few flare-ups, such as Costa Rica/Nicaragua, Czechoslovakia/Germany, and Afghanistan/Pakistan, each with three international crises. There was great variety, too, in the duration of protracted conflicts: while some lasted less than a decade, others spanned more than four decades, such as Ecuador/Peru and Honduras/Nicaragua in the Americas, India/Pakistan and Korea in Asia, Arab/Israel in the Middle East, and Greece/Turkey in Multiregional; all of these lengthy protracted international conflicts remain unresolved.


TABLE IV.36.Protracted Conflicts in the Twentieth Century


	
	Duration of protracted conflicta
	Number of international crises
	Number of foreign policy crises





	Africa
	
	
	



	 1. Angola
	1975-88
	11
	18



	 2. Chad/Libya
	1971-94
	8
	20



	 3. Ethiopia/Somalia
	1960-
	6
	11



	 4. Rhodesia
	1965-80
	11
	18



	 5. Western Sahara
	1975-
	10
	15



	Americas
	
	
	



	 6. Costa Rica/Nicaragua
	1918-55
	3
	5



	 7. Ecuador/Peru
	1935-
	4
	8



	 8. Honduras/Nicaragua
	1937-
	6
	10



	Asia
	
	
	



	 9. Afghanistan/Pakistan
	1949-
	3
	6



	10. China/Japan
	1927-45
	5
	8



	11. China/Vietnam
	1978-
	4
	8



	12. India/Pakistan
	1947-
	9
	19



	13. Indochina
	1946-90
	18
	41



	14. Indonesia
	1945-76
	7
	11



	15. Korea
	1950-
	6
	12



	Europe
	
	
	



	16. Czech./Germany
	1938-45
	3
	3



	17. Finland/Russia
	1919-61
	4
	5



	18. France/Germany
	1920-45
	5
	10



	19. Italy/Albania/Yugo.
	1921-53
	5
	9



	20. Lithuania/Poland
	1920-38
	3
	5



	21. Poland/Russia
	1920-81
	4
	9



	22. Spain
	1936-39
	4
	6



	Middle East
	
	
	



	23. Arab/lsrael
	1947-
	25
	58



	24. Iran/lraq
	1959-
	7
	14



	25. Iraq/Kuwait
	1961-
	6
	12



	26. Yemen
	1962-79
	6
	16



	Multi-regional
	
	
	



	27. East/West
	1918-89
	21
	60



	28. Greece/Turkey
	1920-
	9
	16



	29. Iran/USSR
	1920-46
	4
	4



	30. Taiwan Strait
	1948-
	4
	10



	31. World War II
	1939-45
	24
	62



	TOTAL
	
	245
	509





a A protracted conflict is deemed to have terminated when the nation-state adversaries in that PC are no longer engaged in overt hostile behavior. For example, although the civil war in Angola continues into the beginning of the twenty-first century, South Africa and Angola, the principal adversaries in the Angola protracted conflict, ceased overt hostilities after their 1987-88 crisis (Case #380).

Part III, now presented on the CD-ROM, contains summaries of each of the 412 international crises that constitute the ICB data set. The 245 international crises that occurred within protracted conflicts are presented there as integral parts of these conflicts. The interested reader should consult Part III and the CD while reading the material presented in the following.

Given this wide variation in terms of duration, geographic location, number of eruptions, variety of issues, etc., is it folly to postulate any meaningful patterns for crises with respect to their conflict setting? Our argument is precisely that, despite their diversity, crises occurring within protracted conflicts exhibit characteristics that clearly differentiate them from crises occurring outside such a context. Our analyses will be guided by a Protracted Conflict-Crisis Model composed of a general proposition and a set of hypotheses derived from the model.


Protracted Conflict-Crisis Model

PROPOSITION: International crises within a PC differ from those outside a PC along a number of dimensions, from type of trigger and values at stake, through the role of violence in crisis management, the extent of involvement by the major powers and global organizations, and their effectiveness in crisis abatement, to the substance and form of outcome.

More specifically, it is postulated that international crises within PCs are characterized by the following.


Hypothesis 31: the more visible presence of violence in crisis triggers;

Hypothesis 32: higher stakes, that is, a perceived threat to more basic values;

Hypothesis 33: greater reliance on violence in crisis management;
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Hypothesis 34: a resort to more severe types and levels of violence in crisis management;

Hypothesis 35: a primary role for violence in crisis management;

Hypothesis 36: more political and less military activity by the major powers;

Hypothesis 37: greater effectiveness of major power activity in crisis abatement;

Hypothesis 38: more involvement by global organizations;

Hypothesis 39: more effectiveness of global organization involvement in crisis abatement;

Hypothesis 40: more ambiguous crisis outcomes, that is, stalemate or compromise; and

Hypothesis 41: fewer agreements in the termination of crises.



Figure IV.13 is a schematic representation of the Protracted Conflict–Crisis Model to be explored in this section.

The notion that international crises within protracted conflicts are more likely than others to be triggered by violence (Hypothesis 31) derives from a PC’s distinctive characteristics. First, prolonged hostility between the same adversaries creates mutual mistrust and expectation of violent behavior. The likely presence of multiple issues within an ongoing conflict (a characteristic of many, but not all, protracted conflicts) strengthens this anticipation. Also, the periodic resort to violence in the past reinforces the belief that violence will indeed recur. And finally, the importance of the values at stake creates a disposition to initiate a Page 160 → crisis by violent acts, as well as a disposition to expect violence from one’s adversary. By contrast, in crises outside of protracted conflict, there is no reason to expect a preponderance of violent triggers. Rather, the use or nonuse of violence in crisis triggers will be tied more closely to the individual characteristics of the crisis itself—the nature of the issues involved, the power balance among the adversaries, etc.


[image: Figure IV.13: Model of crises as part of protracted conflict. PC crises have high likelihood of violence in trigger, high value threat, violence in crisis management, ambiguous outcomes and termination in non-agreement.]
Figure IV.13.Protracted Conflict–Crisis Model

Hypothesis 32 postulates that crises within PCs are more likely than others to be characterized by a perceived threat to more basic values. The reason lies in a central feature of a protracted conflict, namely, a deep, abiding clash over multiple values, whether between ideologies, civilizations, or belief systems. While each specific crisis within an ongoing protracted conflict may focus on a limited goal or issue, it is linked to the enduring values in conflict over a prolonged period. By contrast, threatened values in other crises are specific to the issues in immediate dispute, without the psychological baggage of ongoing conflict. Thus, crises within a protracted conflict tend to involve more basic values.

Hypotheses 33, 34, and 35 pertain to aspects of violence in crisis: crisis management technique, severity of violence, and centrality of violence. It is more likely for crises in PCs to exhibit violence in crisis management, for this violence to be more central to the achievement of foreign policy goals, and for the violence to be more severe. The dynamics of interactions among adversaries locked in protracted conflict create a predisposition to violence. By contrast, in non-protracted conflict situations, adversaries operate in an atmosphere largely free from a history of violence, thus opening the door for the use of non-violent crisis management techniques. And even in situations where violence is considered necessary, there is no a priori disposition to intense violence.

Hypothesis 36 postulates that major power activity in other states’ protracted conflicts will be more political in nature and less military. Given their greater disposition to violence, crises occurring in PCs are likely to be more destabilizing. Since such destabilization is likely to threaten the dominant status of the powers in the international system, it is likely that major powers will focus most of their intervention in the political realm, where the risk of escalating to violence is minimized.

Closely related is Hypothesis 37, which argues that major power activity is likely to be more effective in crises within protracted conflicts. These powers fear being drawn into PCs by client states, and an increase in the inherent danger of confrontation with another power, both providing considerable motivation for a commitment to expedite crisis resolution. This greater commitment is likely to enhance the probability of such intervention being effective. Conversely, the major powers are more likely to allow non-PC crises to run their course without risking influence, status, and resources. In short, the risks for them are not as great.

Hypotheses 38 and 39 postulate that crises within protracted conflicts will be characterized by more active global organization involvement, and that such involvement will be effective in crisis abatement. Since protracted conflict poses a continuing challenge to the global community and its representative institutions, Page 161 →and since the periodic crises arising from these conflicts are likely to leave the parties dissatisfied and their tendency toward violence undiminished, GOs are strongly disposed to intervene in such crises in order to seek accommodation and resolution. While more involvement need not necessarily lead to greater effectiveness in crisis abatement, the increased attention and greater expertise in the issues of the conflict are likely to lead to such an outcome.

With regard to crisis outcome, Hypothesis 40 proposes that crises within protracted conflicts are more likely to lead to ambiguous outcomes (stalemate or compromise rather than defeat or victory), and Hypothesis 41 posits a lesser propensity to termination in agreement. Since crises within PCs are phases in continuing disputes, their outcomes are not necessarily identified in decisive terms. That is, regardless of the outcome, the conflict is likely to continue— indecisive results symbolize an unresolved conflict. Crises outside of a protracted conflict pose a lesser threat and are not affected by an ongoing conflict. Similarly, because crises in PCs are viewed by the protagonists as interim stages of an ongoing hostile interaction, termination is viewed as a decline in threat perception between this and the next phase of an acute conflict. Thus, formal agreements are less likely than are tacit or imposed outcomes. By contrast, crises outside PCs lend themselves to agreements, with less reference to residual disputes between the actors.



Operationalization

As noted earlier, 60% of all international crises between 1918 and 1994 cluster into 31 protracted conflicts. The 245 international crises that form these clusters constitute the international system-level data set for the analyses that follow. Similarly, the 509 states that were actors in these crises constitute the foreign policy actor-level data set for the analyses to be reported.

Several international crises were “mixed,” in the sense that actors within them were members of different protracted conflicts, and these actors were assigned to PCs accordingly. So, for example, the Six Day War of 1967 and the October–Yom Kippur War of 1973 were assigned to the Arab/Israel protracted conflict. However, while Egypt, Israel, Jordan, and Syria were assigned as actors to the Arab/Israel PC, the U.S. and the USSR, also actors in these crises, were assigned to the East/West PC, since these two Middle East wars were also important escalation points in the ongoing East/West protracted conflict.

These details are important, because the following analysis will utilize both actor- and international-level data sets. Trigger, value threat, and behavior are crisis dimensions that are most appropriately assessed at the actor level of analysis, because they originate with state decisions. Major power and global organization activity and effectiveness, as well as the form and substance of crisis outcome, apply to the international crisis as a whole. For both actor- and international-level analyses, unlike in other sections of Part IV, intra-war crises (IWCs) are included. This decision is motivated by the assessment that crises occurring Page 162 →within wars are prime examples of protracted conflict. World War II cases are excluded only when the impact of major powers and global organizations is examined.48 Finally, although the ICB data at both levels provide a breakdown of cases according to whether they were non-protracted conflicts, protracted conflicts, or long-war protracted conflicts, we will collapse the latter two categories into one single protracted conflict category.



Findings

The first element in the analysis of protracted conflict setting relates to crisis trigger (Hypothesis 31). We expect that crises occurring within PCs are more likely than others to be triggered by violence, largely due to the deep-rooted mistrust and hostility resulting from the long-standing conflict among the actors.

The findings on crisis trigger are reported in Table IV.37, with trigger dichotomized into non-violent and violent. The data clearly show a stronger propensity for crises within PCs to be triggered by violence (51%) than in a non-PC setting (36%). We are not arguing that crises occurring outside of protracted conflicts are unlikely to be triggered by violent acts—clearly a large number of such crises are. Rather, the contention is that, in the special circumstance of protracted conflict, such a tendency toward violent triggers should be more pronounced than usual. And that is what the findings show.

The second component of the crisis profile for actors in protracted conflicts is threatened values, specifically, the tangible or intangible interest perceived by the principal decision maker(s) of a crisis actor to be the object of gravest threat at any time during its foreign policy crisis (Hypothesis 32). While the values for this variable range from limited threat to a threat to existence, we grouped the values as follows: low threat = economic, limited military damage, threat to influence of nonmajor power; medium threat = political regime, territory, threat of grave damage; high threat = threat to influence of major power, threat to existence.

Table IV.38 exhibits only a modest tendency in the hypothesized direction: while crises in a non-PC setting exhibited high threat in 15% of the cases, this tendency increased to 21% among actors in PC crises. Although the results are in the predicted direction and are approaching statistical significance, they basically show that actors within and outside of protracted conflicts exhibit a wide range of threat perception.49


TABLE IV.37.Crisis Triggers and Conflict Setting


	
	Non-violent trigger
	Violent trigger
	TOTAL





	Non-protracted conflict
	24764%
	14036%
	38743%



	Protracted conflict
	24949%
	25651%
	50557%



	TOTAL
	49656%
	39644%
	892100%





Χ2 = 18.70, p = .00
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TABLE IV.38.Threatened Values and Conflict Setting


	
	Low gravity of threat
	Medium gravity of threat
	High gravity of threat
	TOTAL





	Non-protracted conflict
	9224%
	23861%
	5715%
	38743%



	Protracted conflict
	11623%
	28456%
	10521%
	50557%



	TOTAL
	20823%
	52259%
	16218%
	892100%





Χ2 = 5.53, p = .06

We have postulated a particularly important role for violence in crisis management when crises occur within protracted conflicts (Hypotheses 33, 34, 35). To assess this impact, three indicators are employed: crisis management technique (non-violent or violent), severity of violence (low or no violence versus severe violence—serious clashes and full-scale war), and centrality of violence in crisis management (low or no violence versus violence playing an important or preeminent role).

Tables IV.39, IV.40, and IV.41 reveal that the postulated relationships hold for all three indicators: crises in protracted conflicts are more likely than their non-PC counterparts to exhibit the following: violence in crisis management (55%–41%); severe violence (51%–30%); and violence as central to the achievement of foreign policy goals (54%–37%). The evidence pertaining to all three violence-related hypotheses is unmistakable: crises that occurred within protracted conflicts contained much more—and more severe—violence, with a more central role for violence as the primary crisis management technique than did crises outside a PC setting.

To this point, the analyses of the hypotheses have required that we focus on the actor level of analysis. We now shift focus to characteristics of the international crisis as a whole, and our empirical setting will be the international crisis level of analysis. We begin this stage of the analysis with an examination of the role of third parties in international crises. Although they are quite different in their objectives and impact, we examine the roles of both the great powers (GPs) (1918–45) and superpowers (SPs) (1945–94), as well as the role of global organizations (GOs) (the League of Nations from 1919 to 1939 and the United Nations from 1945 to the end of 1994).


TABLE IV.39.Crisis Management Technique (CMT) and Conflict Setting


	
	Non-violent CMT
	Violent CMT
	TOTAL





	Non-protracted conflict
	22859%
	15941%
	38743%



	Protracted conflict
	22845%
	27655%
	50457%



	TOTAL
	45651%
	43549%
	891100%





Χ2 = 6.39, p = .00
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TABLE IV.40.Severity of Violence and Conflict Setting


	
	Low or no violence
	Severe violence
	TOTAL





	Non-protracted conflict
	27170%
	11630%
	38743%



	Protracted conflict
	24849%
	25751%
	50557%



	TOTAL
	51958%
	37342%
	892100%





Χ2 = 39.40, p = .00

Turning first to the great powers–superpowers (hereafter referred to as major powers), it should be noted that we excluded from this analysis the actions of powers when they were themselves crisis actors (as opposed to third parties) in a crisis. That is, when any of the seven great powers of the 1918–39 period— France, Germany, Italy, Japan, the U.K., U.S., or USSR—were actors (direct participants) in a crisis, their actions were excluded from the analysis. Examples of excluded cases are as follows: Russia in Baltic Independence 1918-19, Italy in Smyrna 1919, France in Cilician War 1919–21, and Italy, France, and the U.K. in the Ethiopian War 1934–36. For the 1945–94 period, we excluded entire international crises where both superpowers were crisis actors, for example, Berlin Wall 1961, Cuban Missiles 1962, October–Yom Kippur War 1973–74. In addition, when a single superpower was a crisis actor, its actions were also excluded, for example, the U.S. in Truman Doctrine 1947 and in Taiwan Strait I 1954–55, and the USSR in Hungarian Uprising 1956–57 and Prague Spring 1968.

Overall, as evident in Table IV.42, the major powers were considerably less likely to remain aloof from crises in PCs (20%) than they were from non-PC cases (34%). We postulated that, when major powers become involved as third parties in crises within PCs, such involvement was more likely to take a political than a military form (Hypothesis 36). The data presented in Table IV.42 do not fully support this proposition. However, if semi-military and military activity are combined, PC crises are considerably more likely than non-PC cases to exhibit this type of major power intervention (37% for PCs, 24% for non-PCs). Low-level, including political, activity is equally prevalent for PC and non-PC crises.


TABLE IV.41.Centrality of Violence and Conflict Setting


	
	Violence not central
	Violence central
	TOTAL





	Non-protracted conflict
	24363%
	14437%
	38743%



	Protracted conflict
	23446%
	27054%
	50457%



	TOTAL
	47754%
	41446%
	891100%





Χ2 = 23.56, p = .00
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TABLE IV.42.Major Power Activity and Conflict Setting


	
	No major power activity
	Low-level activity
	Semi-military activity
	Military activity
	TOTAL





	Non-protracted conflict
	5234%
	6642%
	3019%
	85%
	15644%



	Protracted conflict
	4120%
	8543%
	6231%
	126%
	20056%



	TOTAL
	9326%
	15142%
	9226%
	206%
	356a100%





Χ2 = 10.34, p = .02

aFifty-Six cases in which either the U.S. or the USSR was a crisis actor were excluded from this analysis.

Table IV.43 presents findings on the effectiveness of major power activity as third parties in terms of crisis abatement (Hypothesis 37). Here we find results that run counter to our expectations. That is, when major powers become involved as third parties in PC crises, they are not likely to be more effective, even marginally so, than in non-PC cases. In fact, they are considerably more likely to be ineffective in PC crises (46%–34%). The intractable nature of protracted conflicts would appear to make these less amenable to successful intervention by the major powers.

Since these findings were disappointing, we decided to disaggregate the data by examining the great powers in the 1918–39 period separately from the superpowers in the post–World War II period. In addition, we looked separately at the Page 166 →U.S. and the USSR as third parties in this latter period. In this discussion, we will focus exclusively on effectiveness in crisis abatement.50


TABLE IV.43.Major Power Effectiveness and Conflict Setting


	
	No major power activity
	Ineffective
	Marginal
	Important or most important
	TOTAL





	Non-protracted conflict
	5234%
	5334%
	1610%
	3422%
	15544%



	Protracted conflict
	4120%
	9146%
	158%
	5326%
	20056%



	TOTAL
	9326%
	14441%
	319%
	8724%
	355a100%





Χ2 = 9.97, p = .02

aFifty-six cases in which either the U.S. or the USSR was a crisis actor were excluded from this analysis. There was one case with missing data.

Disaggregation highlights sharp differences in the rates of activity for the great powers in the 1918–39 period, compared to the two superpowers in the post–World War II years. One or more of the great powers was active as a third party in 86% of all international crises from 1918 to 1939, compared to a 61% rate for the U.S. and a 47% rate for the USSR (Russia after 1989) from 1945 to 1994.51 When we single out crises within protracted conflicts, activity was only marginally higher for the great powers and the U.S. but considerably higher for the USSR (57% for PC crises compared to 33% for non-PC cases).

Effectiveness, too, differed sharply: great powers were effective in 37% of the PC crises in which they were active as third parties, compared to 22% for the U.S. and only 9% for the USSR. For example, great powers were considered to have been the most important factors in crisis abatement in the following PC crises, among others: the U.S. in the Costa Rican Coup 1918–19 (Costa Rica/Nicaragua PC); the U.K. and France in German Reparations 1921 (France/Germany PC); the U.K., the U.S., Japan, Italy in Ruhr II 1924 (France/Germany PC); and the U.K. in Shanghai 1932 (China/Japan PC). In the post–World War II era, the U.S. was the most important factor in crisis abatement in the following: the Mocorón Incident 1957 (Honduras/Nicaragua PC); Abortive Coup in Indonesia 1958 (Indonesia PC); Pushtunistan III 1961 (Afghanistan/Pakistan PC); Taiwan Strait III 1962 (Taiwan Strait PC); Cyprus II 1967 (Greece/Turkey PC); War of Attrition 1969–70 (Arab/Israel PC); Al-Biqa Missiles I 1981 and Al-Biqa Missiles II 1985–86 (Arab/Israel PC). The USSR was the most important factor in crisis abatement in only two cases: Gaza Raid–Czech. Arms 1955–56 (Arab/Israel PC); and Syria/Turkey Confrontation 1957 (East/West PC).

We turn now to an examination of global organization involvement and effectiveness in protracted conflicts (Hypotheses 38 and 39). We have hypothesized that crises within PCs will reflect a higher frequency of GO involvement and greater effectiveness. As we proposed previously regarding great power and superpower activity, this expectation is based on the serious nature of protracted conflicts and the danger to the international system that they pose.

Table IV.44 exhibits modest support for Hypothesis 38, in that global organizations were involved in 60% of PC crises, compared to 47% for non-PC cases. Virtually all of this difference is evident for medium-level global organization involvement—mediation, resolutions calling for action, and condemnation.

Overall, as Table IV.45 shows, global organizations were no more effective in PC than in non-PC crises. This finding led us to further disaggregate the data in order to examine GO involvement and effectiveness by region. Here we find considerable diversity: GO involvement ranged from a low of 27% for the 11 PC crises in the Americas to a high of 63% for the 44 PC crises in the Middle East. But involvement does not translate into effectiveness; in fact, the regions showed reasonable uniformity in the effectiveness of GOs (both marginal and decisive) Page 167 →as a proportion of the total number of protracted conflicts in which they became involved. Effectiveness varied from a low of 29% for Asia, 34% for the Middle East, to 50% for Africa. While Africa showed relatively high effectiveness, much of this GO involvement was marginal at best, with only minor impact on crisis abatement.


TABLE IV.44.Global Organization Involvement and Conflict Setting


	
	No GO involvement
	Low level GO involvement
	Medium level GO involvement
	High level GO involvement
	TOTAL





	Non-protracted conflict
	8553%
	4326%
	2214%
	117%
	16143%



	Protracted conflict
	8640%
	6229%
	5426%
	115%
	21357%



	TOTAL
	17146%
	10528%
	7620%
	226%
	374a100%





Χ2 = 9.88, p = .02

aWorld War II cases are excluded because of the ambiguous status of the global organization from 1939-45.

Several examples will help sharpen this picture. The three regions with the largest number of PC crises were Asia with 52, Africa with 46, and the Middle East with 44. In Africa, the GO was more than marginally effective in only four PC crises: Operation Thrasher 1976 and Mapai Seizure 1977 (Rhodesia PC), and Operation Smokeshell 1980 and Operation Askari 1983–84 (Angola PC). For Asia, the seven effective global organization cases were Indonesia Independence II 1947–48, III 1948–49, and West Irian II 1961–62 (Indonesia PC), Kashmir I 1947–49 and II 1965–66 (India/Pakistan PC), Cambodia/Thailand 1958–59 (Indochina PC), and North Korea Nuclear 1993–94 (Korea PC). Finally, for the Middle East, the eight cases of effective GO involvement were Palestine Partition/Israel Independence 1947–49, Hula Drainage 1951, Suez Nationalization-War 1956–57, Litani Operation 1978 (Arab/Israel PC), Basra-Kharg Island 1984 and Iraq Recapture al-Faw 1988 (Iran/Iraq PC), and Iraq Deployment/Kuwait 1994 (Iraq/Kuwait PC).


TABLE IV.45.Global Organization Effectiveness and Conflict Setting


	
	No GO involvement
	GO ineffective
	GO marginal
	GO effective
	TOTAL





	Non-protracted conflict
	8855%
	4528%
	106%
	1711%
	16043%



	Protracted conflict
	8942%
	7736%
	199%
	2813%
	21342%



	TOTAL
	17747%
	12233%
	298%
	4512%
	373a100%





Χ2 = 6.48, p = .09

aWorld War II cases are excluded because of the ambiguous status of the global organization from 1939-45.
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TABLE IV.46.Substance of Outcome and Conflict Setting


	
	Ambiguous outcome
	Definitive outcome
	TOTAL





	Non-protracted conflict
	7243%
	9657%
	16841%



	Protracted conflict
	13054%
	11346%
	24359%



	TOTAL
	20249%
	20951%
	411100%





Χ2 = 4.50, p = .03

Finally, two hypotheses (40 and 41) deal with crisis outcome and the effect of conflict setting. The substance of crisis outcome variable, which was dichotomized into ambiguous—compromise or stalemate—and definitive—victory or defeat—assesses the mix of outcomes for individual crisis actors and assigns an overall value for the international crisis as a whole. Table IV.46 reports the findings for the substance of outcome. As hypothesized, PC crises were somewhat more likely to terminate in ambiguous outcomes. This supports the notion that it is precisely these ambiguous outcomes that perpetuate the protracted conflict, with more eruptions to be expected.

The final hypothesis deals with form of outcome, that is, whether or not a crisis ends in some form of voluntary agreement. As evident in Table IV.47, there was virtually no difference between PC and non-PC crises in terms of their relative propensity to end in agreement.



Summary and Profiles

The concept of protracted conflict has been analyzed from the perspectives of the crisis actor (Hypotheses 31–35) and the international crisis as a whole (Hypotheses 36–41). All five of the actor-level hypotheses were supported: crisis actors within protracted conflicts are more likely to experience violent triggers, to perceive more basic threat, and to employ violence with high severity and prominence in crisis management. Only three findings of note emerged from the system-level hypotheses for protracted conflict: PC crises are more likely than Page 169 →others to exhibit semi-military activity by the major powers, global organization involvement is most likely to be at the medium level of activity, and the outcomes of these crises are more likely to be ambiguous—stalemate or compromise. The data did not support hypotheses relating to the greater effectiveness of major powers and global organizations in protracted conflicts, nor did they support the expectation that such crises are less likely to terminate in formal agreement among the parties.


TABLE IV.47.Form of Agreement and Conflict Setting


	
	Formal agreement
	Semi-formal agreement
	Tacit agreement
	Non-agreement
	TOTAL





	Non-protracted conflict
	3823%
	2213%
	106%
	9858%
	16841%



	Protracted conflict
	5121%
	2611%
	104%
	15664%
	24359%



	TOTAL
	8921%
	4812%
	205%
	25462%
	411100%





Χ2 = 1.85, p = .60

Given the strong results when PC crises were examined at the actor level, our summary will focus exclusively on that level of analysis. Table IV.48 presents information on the 37 foreign policy crises (see column 4) that exhibit all five of the dimensions found to be closely associated with protracted conflict: direct or indirect violence in the crisis trigger; high value threat (i.e., threat to influence when a major power is the actor and threat to existence for all actors); violence or multiple acts including violence in crisis management; severe violence as the main crisis management technique; and violence used as a central means for achieving foreign policy objectives.

The majority of actor-cases in this table—20 of the 37—are drawn from what we have classified as “long-war protracted conflicts”—World War II, Korea, Indochina. Others come from among the most serious and destabilizing protracted conflicts in the twentieth century: India/Pakistan, Arab/Israel, East/West, and Taiwan Strait. Many other severe crises exhibit some but not all of the traits identified in this study. The severity of these 20 crises makes all the more disturbing the lack of strong major power and global organization activity and effectiveness. Thus, while a number of cases listed in Table IV.47 exhibit involvement by these third parties, their effectiveness was negligible. Table IV.48 lists 18 protracted conflict international crises that occurred after the end of World War II.52 The UN was involved in all but one of these crises, that is, a 93% involvement rate compared to an overall post–World War II involvement rate of only 56%. Nevertheless, it played an important role (never the most important role) in crisis abatement in only three of these 18 cases—Indonesia Independence II and III 1947–48, 1948–49, and Palestine Partition/Israel Independence 1947–49. The U.S. had a somewhat different experience, since it was itself an actor in all but five of the 18 post–World War II international crises that fit the PC profile. Among these five, it was an important factor in crisis abatement in two: Indonesia Independence II and III. The USSR was an actor in only two post–World War II PC crises and was an effective third party in only one of the remaining 14—Vietnam Ports Mining 1972.

What, then, can we say in conclusion about the distinctive character of crises occurring within protracted conflicts? At the actor level, we found considerable evidence to support the contention that these actors find themselves in quite different situations from the corresponding non-protracted conflict actors, and that these differences are reflected in the manner in which their crises are triggered, the gravity of the perceived threat, and the types of crisis management techniques that are employed. And while it is clear from an international system Page 170 →perspective that PC crises are taken seriously, that is, both the global organizations and the major powers become involved as third parties at a higher rate than in non-PC cases, their effectiveness in crisis abatement shows no appreciable difference from the overall record for international crises.


TABLE IV.48.Actors Conforming to Profile of Crises in Protracted Conflicts


	Protracted conflicta
	International crisisb
	Year
	Actor(s) fitting profilec





	Poland/Russia (21)
	Polish/Russian War (13)
	1920
	Poland



	Greece/Turkey (28)
	Greece/Turkey War II (18)
	1921
	Turkey



	World War II (31)
	Fall of West Europe (78)
	1940
	Netherlands, Belgium, Franc



	World War II (31)
	Battle of Britain (81)
	1940
	U.K.



	World War II (31)
	East Africa Campaign (82)
	1940
	U.K., Italy



	World War II (31)
	Balkan Invasions (83)
	1940
	Greece, U.K. (2), Italy



	World War II (31)
	Barbarossa (85)
	1941
	USSR (2)



	World War II (31)
	Pearl Harbor (88)
	1941
	Australia



	World War II (31)
	El Alamein (90)
	1942
	Italy



	World War II (31)
	Fall of Italy (91)
	1943
	Italy



	World War II (31)
	D-Day (94)
	1944
	Germany



	World War II (31)
	Final Soviet Offensive (100)
	1945
	Germany



	Indonesia (14)
	Indonesia Independence II (116)
	1947
	Indonesia



	Arab/Israel (23)
	Palestine Part./lsrael Ind. (120)
	1947
	Israel



	Indonesia (14)
	Indonesia Independence III(127)
	1948
	Indonesia



	Korea (15)
	Korean War I (132)
	1950
	South Korea, U.S.d



	Korea (15)
	Korean War II (133)
	1950
	South Korea, U.S.d



	Korea (15)
	Korean War III (140)
	1953
	U.S.d



	Taiwan Strait (30)
	Taiwan Strait I (146)
	1954
	Taiwan



	Indochina (13)
	Gulf of Tonkin (210)
	1964
	U.S.



	Indochina (13)
	Pleiku (213)
	1965
	U.S.



	Indochina (13)
	Vietnam Spring Offensive (230)
	1969
	South Vietnam



	Indochina (13)
	Invasion of Cambodia (237)
	1970
	U.S.



	India/Pakistan (12)
	Bangladesh (242)
	1971
	Pakistan



	Indochina (13)
	Vietnam Ports Mining (246)
	1972
	U.S.



	Indochina (13)
	Mayaguez (259)
	1975
	U.S.



	Indochina (13)
	Vietnam Invasion of Cambodia (284)
	1978
	Cambodia



	East/West (27)
	Afghanistan Invasion (303)
	1979
	USSR





aNumber in parentheses refers to PC number.

bNumber in parentheses refers to crisis number.

cThe 37 foreign policy crises actors listed in column 4 exhibit all of the following characteristics.

Protracted conflict setting

Indirect or direct violence in trigger

Threat to influence of major power or threat to existence

Violence in crisis management

Severe violence as crisis management technique

Violence central in achieving foreign policy objectives.

dIn Korean War I and Korean War II, South Korea was classified as part of the Korean protracted conflict; the U.S. was classified as part of the East/West PC. In Korean War III, with a more limited scope, the U.S. was classified as part of the Korean PC.



Page 171 →



Violence

While it is commonplace to assume that international crises and violence go hand in hand, the International Crisis Behavior Project has demonstrated that the two need not be linked. Readers will have already noted from the ICB definition of crisis that, while a perceived heightened probability of violence is assumed to exist in crisis situations for individual states, violence frequently does not occur during the course of a crisis. Before we examine the role of violence in crisis, it will be useful to view from a number of perspectives the degree to which violence is present in international crises in general, and in the behavior exhibited by crisis actors.

For the international system as a whole, four ICB indicators give us a very rich picture of the pattern of violence in twentieth-century crises. The most general indicator, VIOL, assesses the extent to which violence was present at any point in a crisis, from onset through termination. Significantly, 29% of all international crises in this century involved no violence at all, among them some of the most serious and threatening of our age: Remilitarization of the Rhineland 1936, Munich 1938, Azerbaijan 1945–46, Berlin Blockade 1948–49, Berlin Deadline 1958–59, Berlin Wall 1961, Cuban Missiles 1962, Iraq Deployment/Kuwait 1994.53

A second variable, CRISMG, identifies the primary crisis management technique (CMT) employed by the actors in an international crisis. These are arrayed along a scale from the most pacific—negotiation, adjudication, mediation—through non-violent military, to violence. Here, we find that only 168 or 51% of international crises exhibited some form of violence as the primary crisis management technique. A third variable, SEVVIOSY or severity of violence, indicates that among these 168 violent crises, 27% exhibited only minor clashes as the primary CMT, with an additional 48% exhibiting serious clashes and 25% showing full-scale war. Finally, from CENVIOSY or centrality of violence—the relative importance that decision makers attached to violence in pursuing their goals in a crisis—we learn that, among the 168 crises in which some form of violence was employed in crisis management, violence was viewed as the preeminent CMT in only 70 or 42% of the cases.

The aggregate figures on the limited resort to violence in twentieth-century crises adds an important dimension to our perception of conflict in the international system. All too often, the student of international politics is confronted with findings based on Correlates of War (Small and Singer 1982) or Militarized International Disputes (Gochman and Maoz 1984), where conflict and violence appear to be inseparable. An orientation that does not presuppose that all crises Page 172 →among nations must always lead to violence allows us to expand our concept of conflict resolution to incorporate a whole range of effective non-violent strategies.

Throughout our discussions of the various dimensions of violence in crises, we have offered a variety of explanations as to why certain crises were more likely than others to have been triggered by violence, to have escalated to violence, or to have employed violence in crisis management. It is noteworthy that, while much of the attention of both the scholarly and policy communities has focused on those crisis situations in which violence or even war is preeminent, a very large proportion of crises never reach this point. Whether these latter cases can be explained by factors such as power discrepancy, alliance configuration, or regional differences, they remain an important group to contend with as we seek explanations for crisis phenomena.

All this notwithstanding, we do not want to minimize the important role that violence plays in twentieth-century crises. This role has been carefully examined in the preceding sections on polarity, geography, ethnicity, democracy, and protracted conflict, and will be discussed in the final section on third parties. It is useful to survey here the most salient of our findings on violence.


Polarity

Crises during polycentrism (1963–89) were by far the most likely to be triggered by violence (53%), followed by multipolarity (1918–39) (33%) and bipolarity (1945–62) (24%). We have noted that polycentrism was characterized by a rapid expansion in the number of states in the system (particularly in Africa and Asia), many of which achieved independence through violence. We emphasized that this pattern of violence carried over into their behavior in the international system. By contrast, bipolarity exhibited relative stability in terms of the number of states in the system and the tightness of its alliance configuration. Multipolarity occupies a middle ground between the extremes of polycentrism and bipolarity.

Actors in polycentrism crises were more likely to employ severe violence in conflict management—particularly serious clashes—than in bipolarity and multipolarity. Once again, the legacy of violence among newly independent states helps explain this propensity to use violence in crisis management.



Geography

Patterns of violence in crisis management vary across regions and, within regions, across systems. Europe accounted for 39% of all international crises with no violence—largely the product of bipolarity and polycentrism—but was also the locus of 22% of all crises involving war in the international system—largely the by-product of multipolarity and World War II. Two regions—Asia and the Middle East—accounted for an unusually large proportion of wars in the Page 173 →post–World War II era, while Africa accounted for a very high proportion of crises in which violence short of war was employed, virtually all in the polycentric system.

Crises between contiguous or near-neighbor adversaries were more likely to be triggered by violence than were crises between more distant adversaries. However, among major powers, even more distant crises were often triggered by violent acts—attesting to the global reach of their alliance commitments.

The more proximate a crisis was to an actor—home territory or subregion—the more likely it was to have been triggered by a violent act. Here again, major powers were often the exception, almost always indicating violence involving a client state.

The more proximate a crisis, the more likely it was that violence occurred at some point in its evolution. Once again, the exception to this finding involved major powers.



Ethnicity

Ethnicity and protracted conflict setting combined to make violence considerably more likely in African crises than for any other region.

Ethnicity and protracted conflict setting combined to make crises in polycentrism more prone to violent triggers than crises in either bipolarity or multipolarity. For both of these findings, it appears to be the combination of extreme ethnic conflict, particularly in Africa during polycentrism, and the protracted nature of African conflicts, which stands out.

Ethnicity in bipolar protracted conflicts had the effect of increasing the likelihood of violence in crisis management. This occurred even when the crisis was initially triggered by a non-violent act.



Democracy

As the proportion of democracies among the actors in an international crisis increases, the likelihood of violence decreases. Furthermore, when crisis actors choose violence as their primary crisis management technique, the severity of violence lessens as the prevalence of democracies in the crisis increases. These findings remain strong even after the introduction of such well-accepted explanatory factors as violence in the crisis trigger, gravity of threat, and protracted conflict setting. These crisis-related findings add a significant new dimension to the theory of democratic peace.



Protracted Conflict

Actors in protracted conflict crises were more likely to experience violent triggers and to employ more severe violence in crisis management. Coupled Page 174 →with the finding that value threat was likely to be greater in PC cases, these findings point to the more extreme danger that such crises pose to the international system, by virtue of their propensity to escalate to violence.



Third-Party Intervention

Bipolarity and polycentrism exhibited a positive relationship between violent triggers and the propensity for the UN to become involved. As a corollary, these post–World War II crises triggered by violence were more likely than others to have entailed the involvement of high-level UN organs—the General Assembly and Security Council.

For bipolarity and polycentrism, the more severe the violence in a crisis, the more likely it was that the UN would become involved. In addition, for bipolarity, the more intense the violence, the more likely it was that high-level organs would attempt to manage a crisis.

Virtually all of these findings on violence have been drawn from the perspective of the international crisis as a whole. Yet the ultimate choice of whether or not to employ violence in interstate behavior in general and in crisis management in particular is, by definition, a state-level decision. Why certain actors choose violence in the first place or engage in behavior that escalates to violence during the course of a crisis are central concerns for students of foreign policy behavior.

As we shift our focus to the state level of analysis, one of the most significant aspects of crisis behavior has to do with the circumstances in which action-reaction or tit-for-tat patterns of response are chosen, as well as the circumstances in which such patterns break down. The remainder of this section will focus on the conditions under which states in crises engage in, or deviate significantly from, matching behavior.



Trigger-Response Mechanism

We begin this analysis by introducing the concept of “matching.” In conflict and crisis situations, matching behavior is defined as a reciprocal relationship between incoming behavior (crisis trigger) and outgoing behavior (crisis response). In particular, we are interested in the degree to which the crisis management technique, both in type and severity, matches the event that triggered the crisis for the state in question.

Our basic premise is that exclusive of other factors, there is no intrinsic reason to expect a state to overreact or underreact to incoming stimuli. Thus, in the case of an incoming non-violent act, such as a protest, threat, demand, or accusation, the expectation is that a state will respond with a similar type of act. Similarly, violent acts are expected to engender violent responses. The fundamental Page 175 →research question is this: for crisis situations, what factors contribute to disruptions that may occur in the matching process?

There has been considerable empirical work on the behavior-begets-behavior phenomenon in conflict and non-conflict interactions. In a study of conflict interactions among Middle East states, Wilkenfeld (1975) found that the level of conflict received was the crucial predictor of conflict sent. In a more elaborate study of 56 nations between 1966 and 1970, Wilkenfeld et al. (1980) found that action-reaction matching behavior was the overwhelming factor in explaining the use of military force. Other studies have also examined the behavior-begets-behavior linkage at the international level (see, for example, Zinnes and Wilkenfeld 1971; Wilkenfeld 1975; Most and Starr 1980; Hoole and Huang 1989; Hensel and Diehl 1994; Sayrs 1992). And, of course, the important work of Axelrod (1984) typifies the game-theoretic approach to this phenomenon. The action-reaction process is somewhat less imposing as an explanatory factor for non-military conflict and drops out of the picture altogether when non-violent, predominantly diplomatic behavior is the focus (Wilkenfeld et al. 1980).54

In this section we will focus on the manner in which the behavior-begets-behavior dynamic plays out in the context of an international crisis. Specifically, we will explore the disruptive impact on the trigger-response dynamic of key factors drawn from three different levels of analysis: the individual, the state, and the system (Waltz 1959). The specific factors posited as potentially disruptive are as follows: (a) degree of stress experienced by crisis decision makers; (b) sociopolitical conditions internal to a state at the time that its major response to a crisis must be formulated; and (c) the power relationship between a state and its principal adversary in a crisis (i.e., the triggering entity). It is expected that these factors will help explain deviations in state behavior in crisis from the matching behavior that would normally be expected under conditions of stimulus-response theory.



Stress

At the individual level of analysis, we focus on the impact of stress on decision makers. According to Holsti and George (1975:257),


it is customary to regard stress as the anxiety or fear an individual experiences in a situation which he perceives as posing a severe threat to one or more values…. Psychological stress occurs either when the subject experiences damage to his values or anticipates that the stimulus situation may lead to it.



In the study of foreign policy behavior, stress refers to a state of mind among decision makers brought on by an environmental challenge requiring a response within a limited time; that is, stress is a psychological condition usually associated with anxiety and/or frustration produced by crisis and threat.
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It is assumed that the lower the level of stress being experienced by crisis decision makers, the greater the likelihood that behavior will deviate from a strictly linear matching pattern.55 Underlying this view is the premise that high stress, as evidenced by the combination of threat to basic values and a power differential in favor of one’s principal adversary, evokes greater attentiveness on the part of decision makers to both the content and intensity of incoming actions as the proper responses are formulated. That is, decision latitude is circumscribed by the greater need to respond meaningfully and accurately in highly threatening situations. Conversely, under conditions of low stress, such matching is not as critical, since the threat is lower and the dangers inherent in the situation are not viewed by the decision makers as grave. As a consequence, greater decision latitude exists, and we can expect to find some breakdown in the behavior-begets-behavior linkage.56



Sociopolitical Conditions

There is extensive literature in the social sciences in general (Simmel 1955; Coser 1956), and in international politics in particular, on the relationship between societal factors and the occurrence of violence, either within or between nations (for reviews of this literature, see Wilkenfeld 1973; Gurr 1980; Stohl 1980; Ward and Widmaier 1982; Levy 1989). While such relationships are extraordinarily complex, the cumulative body of empirical evidence points generally to a linkage between deteriorating sociopolitical conditions and a propensity by some political leaders to employ diversion mechanisms such as external aggression.

The condition of international crisis differs substantially from the setting in which the internal-external conflict hypotheses have been examined previously. In a non-crisis situation, our expectation is that the decision maker, bent on employing a diversion mechanism such as external violence, has some decision latitude in terms of the timing, the target, and the intensity of such behavior. For decision makers whose states are locked in a crisis situation, the range of choices has essentially been eliminated: there are a specific source of threat (usually, although not always, another state), a specific triggering act that must be urgently addressed (i.e., finite time for response), and an intensity associated with the triggering act. Under these circumstances, the employment of a diversion mechanism is undertaken at the risk of sending the wrong signal in a situation that is already fraught with the danger of undesired escalation.

In crisis situations, therefore, we would expect that, when internal sociopolitical conditions have been deteriorating prior to a crisis, matching behavior will break down. Non-violent triggers will exhibit a greater-than-expected tendency to produce violent responses (as decision makers attempt to engage in diversion mechanisms). On the other hand, non-violent responses to violent crisis triggers will be exceedingly rare.
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Power Relations among Adversaries

A third theoretical perspective deals with the question of power relations among adversaries and how this impacts on state behavior. One branch of this literature focuses on power transition and argues that war is most likely when power is approximately equally distributed among nations or, more precisely, when the power of the challenger approaches—or begins to exceed—that of its more powerful opponent (Organski 1968; Organski and Kugler 1980; Kugler and Organski 1989). Balance of power theorists (Claude 1962; Wright 1965) argued that equality of power among nations diminishes the chance of war, based primarily on the argument that uncertainty over outcomes caused by approximate power parity leads actors to make more careful calculations. Steinberg (1981) argued that, during the confrontation stages of a dispute, a challenger state with equal or less military capability than its opponent will pattern its behavior closely to that of its opponent, and a more powerful challenger will act primarily according to its own objectives. Leng (1980) also found that states frequently reciprocate conflict behavior by an opponent, particularly under conditions of power parity.57

We propose that the choice of a response to a triggering event in a crisis situation will depend in part on the power relations between the adversaries. Specifically, following the power transition direction of the theoretical argument, we propose that power parity is the situation most likely to lead to a breakdown of matching behavior, since it is in this context that the adversaries may risk an overreaction (i.e., a violent response to a non-violent trigger). Situations typified by power discrepancy among adversaries are quite different from those where there is power parity. In the case of positive power discrepancy (a target state more powerful than a triggering entity), the target state need not necessarily employ violence in order to achieve its crisis objectives. In the case of negative power discrepancy (a target state weaker than a triggering entity), the target state would be ill-advised to employ violence in the face of a non-violent trigger emanating from a more powerful adversary.

In general, then, we argue that the type of matching behavior that has been identified empirically in conflict studies in general is expected to persist under conditions of crisis. The present study attempts to shed light on those particular and unusual circumstances under which significant deviations from matching occur during crises. In this regard, we propose three factors for consideration: the level of stress experienced by the decision makers, sociopolitical conditions in the state experiencing the crisis, and power relations among the adversaries.

To this point we have not differentiated between two types of matching behavior: non-violent to non-violent, and violent to violent. While deviations from both patterns occur, we do not expect the same explanatory factors to account for these two types of deviations. Although the subsequent analysis presents findings for both types of matching, the hypotheses to be developed Page 178 →have been formulated with the non-violent to non-violent match in mind. It is useful to point out that in an important recent study, Hensel and Diehl (1994) examined the circumstances under which states that are challenged militarily choose responses that do not involve military force. Among the factors they posit as explaining non-military responses to military challenges in militarized international disputes are issue salience, the initiator’s level of hostility, relative capabilities, preoccupation with domestic conditions, and learning (see Hensel and Diehl 1994:485–89).


[image: Figure IV.14: When trigger and response don’t match in magnitude, three variables may account: stress, sociopolitical conditions, and power relations.]
Figure IV.14.Trigger-Behavior Transition Model

Three hypotheses will guide the analysis that follows.


Hypothesis 42: The higher the level of stress being experienced by crisis decision makers, the less the likelihood of deviation from matching behavior (individual level).

Hypothesis 43: The greater the deterioration in sociopolitical conditions within the state experiencing crisis, the greater the likelihood of deviation from matching behavior (societal level).

Hypothesis 44: The closer the crisis actor is to power parity with its adversary, the greater the likelihood of deviation from matching behavior (interstate level).



Figure IV.14 presents the Trigger-Behavior Transition Model.



Specification of Variables

As noted, the primary focus in this section is on the identification of factors that help explain deviations from pure matching behavior. In particular, we are interested in explaining those cases in which the level of violence as a crisis management technique deviated significantly from the level of violence in the crisis trigger. Therefore, the independent variable will be crisis trigger, the dependent variables will be measures of violence in crisis behavior, and the intervening Page 179 →variables will consist of measures of stress, sociopolitical conditions, and power relations among adversaries.

The level of analysis is state behavior in crisis, rather than the international crisis as a whole. The ICB data set contains data on 895 crisis actors for the period 1918–94. All 80 World War II actor-cases were excluded from the analysis, on the grounds that the high level of stress that typified these cases meant that there was virtually no variance to be explained. However, all other intra-war crises were retained in the data set. Thus, we will be working with a set of 815 cases in the following analysis.


Crisis Trigger

Trigger, as noted, refers to the act, event, or change that generates a perception of threat to basic values among the decision makers of a state. Non-violent triggers include the following types: political (protests, alliance of adversaries), economic (embargo), external change (weapon system), non-violent internal change (proclamation of new regime), and non-violent military (mobilization). Violent triggers include direct (border clashes), indirect (violence against a client state), and violent internal change.



Crisis Behavior

Three indicators are used to assess the type of crisis management behavior engaged in by a state. This act need not be the first response of a state to the crisis trigger, but rather that act which was so clear in its intent that it came to characterize the crisis as a whole for that actor. For example, in the crisis for Great Britain and France triggered by Egypt’s nationalization of the Suez Canal (Suez Nationalization-War 1956), while bilateral and multilateral attempts to resolve the crisis were undertaken, ultimately violence was employed in late October 1956 as their primary crisis management technique.

Crisis management technique has been dichotomized into non-violent, including negotiation and other pacific and non-violent military acts (threat to use violence), and violent, including all forms of violence.

Centrality of violence refers to the relative importance that decision makers attached to the use of violence in crisis management. It has been dichotomized into non-violent, if violence played no role or only a minor role, and violent, if violence was preeminent or important.

Severity of violence is dichotomized into non-violent, referring to no violence or minor violence, and violent, in cases where serious clashes or full-scale war occurred.

Table IV.49 presents the various forms that matching behavior can take and the percentages of crises associated with each form. That is, matching can take two distinct forms: non-violent trigger and non-violent response, and violent trigger and violent response. The table shows that both forms of matching are Page 180 →more prevalent than non-matching, confirming that behavior in crisis conforms to patterns observed in conflict behavior in general. We are particularly interested in the approximately 28% of cases with non-violent triggers in which violent responses were observed, and in the 37% of cases with violent triggers in which non-violent responses were observed. We turn now to the intervening variables that have been posited as possible explanations for these deviations.


TABLE IV.49.Matching Behavior in International Crises


	
	Trigger
	Behavior
	Classification
	Frequency
	Percentage
	Total





	Crisis management



	technique
	Non-violent
	Non-violent
	Matching
	309
	69
	



	
	Non-violent
	Violent
	Non-matching
	137
	31
	



	
	
	
	
	446
	



	
	Violent
	Violent
	Matching
	245
	68
	



	
	Violent
	Non-violent
	Non-matching
	118
	32
	



	
	
	
	
	363
	
	809



	Centrality of
	
	
	
	
	
	



	violence
	Non-violent
	Non-violent
	Matching
	321
	72
	



	
	Non-violent
	Violent
	Non-matching
	125
	28
	



	
	
	
	
	446
	
	



	
	Violent
	Violent
	Matching
	235
	65
	



	
	Violent
	Non-Violent
	Non-Matching
	128
	35
	



	
	
	
	
	363
	
	809



	Severity of
	
	
	
	
	
	



	Violence
	Non-violent
	Non-violent
	Matching
	340
	76
	



	
	Non-violent
	Violent
	Non-matching
	107
	24
	



	
	
	
	
	447
	
	



	
	Violent
	Violent
	Matching
	212
	58
	



	
	Violent
	Non-Violent
	Non-Matching
	151
	42
	



	
	
	
	
	363
	
	810







Intervening Variables

An indicator of stress was developed that takes account of both the threat to basic values that the crisis poses and the power status of one’s adversary in a crisis.58 Threat to basic values ranges from limited threat and threat to influence of a minor power at the low end of the scale, through economic, political, territorial, threat to major power influence, threat of grave damage, and, at the highest level, Page 181 →threat to existence. Power relations among adversaries is a relational variable based on a four-point scale: small power, middle power, great power, and superpower. Level of stress is then trichotomized into low, medium, and high.

A second indicator measures sociopolitical conditions. Its first component measures societal unrest, or the level of internal disruption as evidenced by assassinations, terrorism, general strikes, demonstrations, and riots. The second component measures mass violence, assessing the extent of such phenomena as insurrection, civil war, and revolutionary behavior. The indicator has three categories: no change in either societal unrest or mass violence from levels existing prior to a crisis; moderate deterioration in either societal unrest or mass violence; and serious deterioration in both societal unrest and mass violence.

The final indicator assesses the power discrepancy between the crisis actor and its principal adversary in a crisis (this latter need not be, but most often is, the actor that triggered the crisis). A power score was determined for each crisis actor and its principal adversary on the basis of data on size of population, GNP, territorial size, alliance capability, military expenditure, and nuclear capability. The final measure used here distinguishes between power discrepancy (either positive or negative) and power parity.




Findings

It will be recalled that matching behavior can take on two forms: non-violent triggers with non-violent responses, and violent triggers with violent responses. Table IV.50 presents a summary of findings for matching behavior when the crisis is triggered by a non-violent act. The findings are organized by the three types of intervening factors: stress, sociopolitical conditions, and power relations. The percentages of matching behavior are all in the predicted directions, and six of the nine sets were derived from contingency tables for which significant chi-squares were found.

For example, the results for Hypothesis 42 show that the lower the level of stress experienced by a crisis decision maker, the less likely it is that non-violent triggers will result in non-violent responses as a means for achieving foreign policy goals (Centrality of Violence—CEN)—65% matching for low stress, 68% matching for medium stress, and 78% matching for high stress. Similarly, the more serious the deterioration in sociopolitical conditions within the crisis actor at the time of a crisis, the less likely it is that non-violent triggers will be matched by non-violent crisis management techniques (CMT)—78% match for no change/improvement in sociopolitical conditions, 66% matching for moderate deterioration, and 53% matching for actors for which serious deterioration in sociopolitical conditions has occurred. Finally, crises in which power parity among adversaries exists are less likely than cases of power discrepancy to exhibit matching behavior between non-violent triggers and less severe forms of responses (SEV)—80% matching for power discrepancy and 69% matching for power parity.
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TABLE IV.50.Matching Behavior for Non-violent Crisis Triggers


	Stress:
Hypothesis 42
	Non-violent trigger
non-violent CMTa
	Non-violent trigger
non-violent CENb
	Non-violent trigger
non-violent SEVc





	Low stress
	63%
	65%
	72%



	Medium stress
	65%
	68%
	74%



	High stress
	75%d
	78%e
	79%



	Sociopolitical conditions:
	
	
	



	Hypothesis 43
	
	
	



	No change or improvement
	78%
	80%
	82%



	Moderate deterioration
	66%
	68%
	75%



	Serious deterioration
	53%f
	55%f
	59%f



	Power relations:
	
	
	



	Hypothesis 44
	
	
	



	Power discrepancy
	74%
	76%
	80%



	Power parity
	66%
	66%
	69%d





aCrisis management technique.

bCentrality of violence.

cSeverity of violence.

dBased on contingency table for which Χ2 p<.10

eBased on contingency table for which Χ2 p<.05

f Based on contingency table for which Χ2 p<.01

Table IV.51 focuses on attempts to explain deviations from violent trigger–violent crisis management matching behavior. Two important findings stand out. First, only two of the nine relationships examined show a statistically significant impact for the intervening variables in explaining these deviations. Second, to the extent that any direction at all can be established, the data point in the opposite direction to what had been hypothesized. Clearly, then, while the three factors of stress, sociopolitical conditions, and power relations help substantially in explaining deviations from the non-violent trigger to non-violent response dynamic, we will need to identify other factors to explain deviations from violence to violence matching.

While a detailed analysis of the interaction effects among the three intervening variables would be potentially valuable, the dichotomous and trichotomous nature of all the key variables precludes all but extremely rudimentary multivariate analysis.

Table IV.52 presents a summary of cases that fall into various categories of disruption of the trigger-behavior matching dynamic. The focus here is exclusively on disruptions that take the form of violent responses to non-violent triggers. The three control variables have all been set at the values found to be Page 183 →associated with the highest levels of disruption (see Table IV.50): serious deterioration in sociopolitical conditions, power parity among adversaries, and low level of stress.


TABLE IV.51.Matching Behavior for Violent Crisis Triggers


	Stress:
Hypothesis 42
	Non-violent trigger
non-violent CMTa
	Non-violent trigger
non-violent CENb
	Non-violent trigger
non-violent SEVc





	Low stress
	65%
	58%
	47%



	Medium stress
	68%
	65%
	57%



	High stress
	68%
	67%
	66%e



	Sociopolitical conditions:
	
	
	



	Hypothesis 43
	
	
	



	No change or improvement
	64%
	62%
	55%



	Moderate deterioration
	70%
	68%
	61%



	Serious deterioration
	76%
	73%
	73%d



	Power relations:
	
	
	



	Hypothesis 44
	
	
	



	Power discrepancy
	65%
	64%
	57%



	Power parity
	71%
	71%
	62%





aCrisis management technique.

bCentrality of violence.

cSeverity of violence.

dBased on contingency table for which Χ2 p<.10

eBased on contingency table for which Χ2 p<.05

Each of the three conditions is associated with a relatively large number of cases of deviations from matching: 27 for sociopolitical conditions, 21 for power parity, and 21 for low stress. These numbers drop dramatically when we begin to Page 184 →combine disruptive factors. Four crisis actors chose violent responses to nonviolent triggers when sociopolitical conditions were deteriorating and power parity existed: China in Shanghai 1932, Peru in Leticia 1932–33, Algeria in Algeria/Morocco Border 1963, and Yemen in Yemen War IV 1966–67. Two crisis actors exhibited violent responses to non-violent triggers when sociopolitical conditions were deteriorating and the level of decision maker stress was low: Peru in Leticia 1932–33, and France in Bizerta 1961. And seven crisis actors chose violent responses to non-violent triggers when power parity existed and decision maker stress was low: USSR in Chinese Eastern Railway 1929, Peru in Leticia 1932–33, Indonesia in its three Independence crises of 1945–47, 1947–48, and 1948–49, and Egypt in the Yemen War crises of 1962–63 and 1966–67. Finally, only Peru in the Leticia crisis of 1932–33 exhibited a violent response to a non-violent crisis trigger when all three disruptive conditions were present. Clearly, then, there is virtually no interaction among the three disrupting factors.


TABLE IV.52.Disruptions in Trigger-Behavior Matching: Non-violent Triggers and Violent Crisis Management Techniques


	Serious deterioration in
sociopolitical conditions
	Power parity
among adversaries
	Low decision
maker stress
	Number of crises





	X
	X
	X
	1



	X
	X
	
	4



	X
	
	X
	2



	X
	
	
	27



	
	X
	X
	7



	
	X
	
	21



	
	
	X
	21







Summary

A key aspect of the research reported here is that crises, like conflict situations in general, exhibit a very high degree of matching behavior across all three types of behavioral linkages examined—trigger–crisis management technique, trigger–centrality of violence, and trigger-severity of violence. We have also found support for the postulated disruptive nature of the three factors examined, with the primary disruption observable in the non-violent trigger to non-violent response pattern. Thus, for stress, it was found that disruption occurred primarily under conditions of relatively low threat to values. For sociopolitical factors—societal unrest and mass violence—disruption occurred when there was serious deterioration in these conditions. Finally, the results show that disruption in matching behavior was most likely when the power relations among the adversaries were at approximate parity.
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Third-Party Intervention

This final analytic section examines the roles of third parties in international crises. The involvement of third parties in the search for pacific settlement of disputes has been an enduring part of world politics in the twentieth century, enshrined in the Covenant of the League of Nations and, after World War II, in the United Nations Charter. Regional organizations such as the Organization of American States and the Organization of African Unity, together with security organizations such as NATO and the Warsaw Pact, have also played significant roles as third parties in regional conflicts. Finally, individual states, notably (but not exclusively) the great powers of the interwar period and the superpowers since 1945, have also been deeply involved in attempts to resolve conflicts, crises, and disputes among other states.

A widely employed definition of third-party intervention was proposed by Young (1967:34): “Any action taken by an actor that is not a direct party to the crisis, that is designed to reduce or remove one or more of the problems of the bargaining relationship and, therefore, to facilitate the termination of the crisis itself.” The rationale for such intervention derives from the essentially anarchic character of the international system. Parties to a dispute can often achieve accommodation only through the intervention of a disinterested party, for example, Egypt and Israel, with U.S. mediation, 1977–79.

Research on third-party involvement in interstate disputes has generated a large body of literature, mostly from the perspective of traditional international law and organization.59 Social science contributions have also been substantial.60 Bobrow (1981) has provided a useful summary of the functions that third parties can perform, based on prior work by Young (1967) and Touval (1975).


In principle, third parties can contribute to crisis regulation and settlement in two ways. First, they can make a direct positive contribution. Familiar examples include focusing the parties on a particular termination agreement, devising a formula to avoid hard issues, providing an agenda, and manipulating timing. Second, third parties can work to weaken constraints on the primary parties; that is, they can make it easier for the primary parties to do what they in some sense like to do anyway. Third parties do this by lowering the net costs associated with a more flexible bargaining position, including the internal political penalties. In effect, third parties provide face-saving assistance for the primary conflict participants. They may do so by providing rationalizations for the disavowal of previous stands, by certifying the Page 186 →benefits of an agreement, and by providing insurance against the risks should an agreement fail.



Our examination of third-party intervention in international crises will focus on the circumstances in which such intervention is likely to occur, what form it takes, and the conditions under which it is most likely to be effective in crisis management and resolution. In the first part of this section, we will focus on international organizations, specifically the League of Nations from 1920 to 1939, and the United Nations from 1945 onward. In the second part, we will turn to an examination of the great powers of the interwar period, and the superpowers after World War II, in their roles as international crisis managers.61


Global Organizations in International Crises

The analysis to follow will focus on three aspects of global organization (GO) intervention in crisis. First, we will be concerned with the forum of such involvement in terms of specific organs that play an active role in crisis management, that is, the Council, Assembly, and Secretary-General for the League of Nations, and the Security Council, General Assembly, and Secretary-General for the United Nations. Second, we will examine the level of such involvement, that is, low level (fact-finding, discussion without resolution, good offices, general), medium level (mediation, condemnation, call for action), and high level (arbitration, sanctions, observers, emergency military forces). Third, we will assess the effectiveness of GO involvement in abating a crisis, that is, in preventing hostilities or contributing to crisis termination. League or UN involvement was considered to have been effective when it was the single most important contributor to crisis abatement, when it had an important impact along with action by other international actors, and when it had a marginal but positive effect.62

To set the stage for the empirical analysis sketched out above, we begin with an examination of the record of global organizations in terms of crisis intervention. Throughout this section, since the focus is primarily on third-party intervention, intra-war crises will remain in the data set. Only the crises between the outbreak and end of World War II (a period in which the global organizations were inactive), and five 1918–19 crises that began before the League of Nations came into existence, are excluded from the present analyses.

Table IV.53 presents the record of global organization involvement in summary form. It is immediately obvious that the two organizations displayed quite different patterns. The League became involved in only 36% of crises during its years of existence; however, it was effective in 14 of those 25 interventions, or 56%. The UN, on the other hand, while becoming involved in 56% of all crises in the post–World War II period, was effective in only 60 of these 173 interventions, or 35%. Notable among the 14 effective League interventions were four cases in which it was the most important contributor to crisis abatement: Aaland Islands 1920–21, Mosul Land Dispute 1924, Bulgaria/Greek Frontier 1925, Page 187 →Page 188 →Page 189 →and Vilna II 1927. The United Nations record of interventions in which it was the most important contributor to crisis abatement includes only five cases: Caprivi Strip 1971, Operation Thrasher 1976, Mapai Seizure 1977, Essequibo II 1981–83, and Lesotho Raid 1982. It is interesting to note that four of these five cases are Africa crises.


TABLE IV.53.Crisis Intervention by Global Organizations


	
	Number of crises
	Number of crises with GO intervention
	Intervention rate
	Number of effective interventions
	Effectiveness rate





	League of Nations
	69
	25
	36%
	14
	56%



	United Nations
	306
	173
	56%
	60
	35%






[image: Figure IV.15: Involvement and effectiveness of global organizations in crises, by period (1918-1939, 1945-1962, 1963-1994). Involvement up by effectiveness low.]
[image: Figure IV.15 continued]
Figure IV.15.International Crises and GO Involvement: a, 1918-39; b, 1945-62; c, 1963-94

A second perspective on the record of global organizations across the entire period under examination is provided by Figures IV.15a, IV.15b, and IV.15c. Three variables are plotted on a yearly basis: number of international crises (C); number of crises in which the global organization became involved (I); and number of crises in which the global organization was effective (E). A visual examination of these plots shows reasonably strong relationships among these variables, and that is confirmed by a correlation analysis:63 rc,I = .71, rc,E = .53, rI,E = .65 (all significant at p < .01); that is, changes in the number of crises per year are correlated with changes in both involvement and effectiveness of global organizations. However, a careful examination of the data points to two disquieting trends. First, despite these correlations, for most years, there is a rather large discrepancy between the number of international crises and both involvement and effectiveness rates. Second, there is also a considerable gap between involvement and effectiveness rates themselves.

In order to gain more insight into the trends identified in the preceding, an examination of residuals was undertaken. The residuals pertain to the number of Page 190 →effective interventions, as predicted by the number of crises per year. Visual examination of Figure IV.15 reveals six peak periods of crisis activity: 1920–21, 1937–39, 1947–48, 1960–63, 1976–81, and 1986–87. It is interesting to note that several of these peak crisis periods correspond to major transition points in the international system: the late 1930s and the transition from multipolarity to a world war system; the late 1940s and the transition from embryonic bipolarity with the U.S., the USSR, and the U.K.-Commonwealth as power centers, to tight bipolarity; the early 1960s, characterized by the transition to polycentrism, with the two superpowers maintaining their dominance in military capability but with a diffusion of influence among other decision-making centers; and the late 1980s and transition to the post–Cold War era.

Three of those six peak periods contain years in which the residuals reveal far greater than expected effective involvement on the part of the relevant global organization: 1920, 1948, and 1979; that is, these were periods in which the League or the UN did better than expected in terms of effectiveness in crisis abatement. Crises in those years in which the global organization played an effective role in crisis abatement were Aaland Islands 1920–21 (League of Nations Most Important), Persian Border 1920–21 (League Marginal), Vilna I 1920 (League Important), Palestine Partition/Israel Independence 1947–49 (UN Important), China Civil War 1948–49 (UN Marginal), Indonesia Independence III 1948–49 (UN Important), Raids on Zipra 1979 (UN Marginal), Raids on SWAPO 1979 (UN Marginal), Goulimime-Tarfaya Road 1979 (UN Marginal), Raid on Angola 1979 (UN Marginal), and U.S. Hostages in Iran 1979–81 (UN Important). For two periods of high crisis activity, examination of the residuals attested to particularly low effectiveness levels for the global organization: 1937–39 and 1986–87. The former, a period of high crisis frequency and low global organization involvement presaged the outbreak of this century’s largest international conflict—World War II. It would appear that the international system managed to weather the 1986–87 period of high crisis frequency and low global organization involvement and effectiveness, despite the Gulf War of 1990–91—the ICB data reveal a decided downturn in the frequency of international crises in the post–Cold War era (see Figure IV.15).

While we have touched on polarity in our discussion of the distribution of global organization involvement and effectiveness over time, we turn now to address this factor explicitly. GO involvement in international crises increased from 36% for the League in the pre–World War II multipolarity system, to 54% for the UN in bipolarity, 58% for polycentrism, and 50% in the post–Cold War unipolar system. It is interesting to note that the combined percentage of UN involvement in post–World War II crises of 56% is considerably higher than that found by E. Haas (1986), where the focus was on a set of 319 disputes between July 1945 and September 1984, of which 137 or 43% were referred to the UN. This discrepancy may point to an important distinction between international organization intervention in these two types of conflict—crisis and dispute.
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TABLE IV.54.Global Organization Organs Involved in Crisis Management


	
	General
	Secretary-General
	(General) Assembly
	(Security) Council
	TOTAL





	Multipolarity
	28%
	14%
	312%
	1976%
	2512%



	Bipolarity
	612%
	510%
	919%
	2959%
	4925%



	Polycentrism
	1211%
	2421%
	65%
	7163%
	11357%



	Unipolarity
	00%
	19%
	19%
	982%
	116%



	TOTAL
	2010%
	3116%
	1910%
	12864%
	198100%





Χ2 = 14.66, p = .10

Table IV.54 provides a more detailed breakdown on GO involvement in crises for the four system-periods. The patterns are quite different and point to an evolution in GO involvement that mirrors important structural changes in the international system. Relatively constant across all systems is the role of the Security Council (Council, for the League), handling between 59% and 82% of all crises in which the global organization became involved. The relative prominence of the Secretary-General and the General Assembly (Assembly, for the League) changed markedly across the system-periods. Crisis management for the League during multipolarity and for the UN during bipolarity relied considerably on the Assembly (12% and 19%, respectively), but the role of the UN General Assembly diminished to only 5% of crises in the polycentric system. Polycentrism, on the other hand, showed a prominent role for the Secretary-General in crisis management—21%—compared to only 4% for multipolarity and 10% for bipolarity. This latter finding is a reflection of the large increase in UN membership (from 50 in 1945 to 159 in 1985 and 185 in 1994), making centralized organizational activity more unwieldy. Polycentrism crises in which the Secretary-General was both active and at least marginally effective in crisis management were Burundi/Rwanda 1963–64, Cyprus II 1967, and Three Village Border II (Thailand/Laos) 1987–88. Interestingly, the post–Cold War unipolar crises show a dramatic move away from the Secretary-General and back to the Security Council as the primary locus of GO involvement.

With these general trends in mind, let us turn to the three-pronged analysis of the role of the global organization in international crises: forum, level, and effectiveness. Two general research questions will guide the design and analysis to follow.


	What is the relationship between the attributes of international crises and the extent of global organization involvement?

	Under what conditions and at what level is global organization intervention in international crises likely to lead to favorable outcomes?
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Crisis Attributes and Global Organization Involvement

The data presented thus far reveal that global organizations became involved in barely half of the 375 international crises between 1918 and 1994 (the World War II period was excluded since neither global organization was functioning at that time). Given their mandate in the area of international conflict and crisis, what explains this relatively low involvement? On the surface, it could be plausibly argued that the League and later the UN, with primary interest in the maintenance of international peace and security, become involved in those situations that posed the most serious threat to peace and security. Traditionally, this threat has been judged in terms of such indicators as extent of violence, number of participants, and involvement by major powers. The following hypotheses are proposed for this portion of the analysis.


Hypothesis 45: The more serious an international crisis, the more likely it is that the global organization will intervene.64

Hypothesis 45a: The more violent a crisis trigger, the more likely it is that the global organization will become involved.

Hypothesis 45b: The higher the level of stress among crisis decision makers, the more likely it is that the global organization will become involved.

Hypothesis 45c: The more intense the violence employed as a crisis management technique, the more likely it is that the global organization will become involved.

Hypothesis 45d: The larger the number of crisis actors, the more likely it is that the global organization will become involved.

Hypothesis 45e: The higher the level of major power activity in a crisis, the more likely it is that the global organization will become involved.



Figure IV.16 is a schematic representation of Hypothesis 45 and its five subhypotheses.



Findings

For purposes of the following analyses, crisis triggers are grouped as follows: non-violence (political, economic, external change, internal challenge), non-violent military, and external violence. We have hypothesized that the more serious the crisis—in this case, the more violent the trigger—the more likely was global organization involvement to occur.

Table IV.55 presents the findings on the relationship between type of trigger and extent of global organization involvement (Hypothesis 45a). The data reveal only a weak trend in the direction of greater GO involvement when crises were triggered by violent acts. Furthermore, there were no important distinctions Page 193 →among the various global organization forums in terms of the types of crises—violent or non-violent—most likely to fall in their domain, with all three types of triggers indicating that the Security Council was the most likely organ to be invoked. It is worth noting again that a very high proportion of crises in which the General Assembly became involved occurred during bipolarity (9 of 19 General Assembly cases, or 47% of the total), compared to only six General Assembly cases during the entire polycentric era. The nine bipolarity crises with General Assembly involvement included China Civil War 1948–49, Soviet Bloc–Yugoslavia 1949–51, Korean War II (October) 1950–51, Burma Infiltration 1953–54, Korean War III 1953, Suez Nationalization-War 1956–57, Hungarian Uprising 1956–57, Syria/Turkey Confrontation 1957, and Bay of Pigs 1961. We will return to the question of effectiveness later in the discussion.


[image: Figure IV.16: Impact of seriousness of crisis – violence in trigger, high stress, violence in crisis management, major power activity – and global organization involvement.]
Figure IV.16.Global Organization Involvement Model

Table IV.56 deals with the level of decision maker stress and GO involvement. We have hypothesized that the more serious (higher) the level of stress, the more likely there is to be GO involvement (Hypothesis 45b).


TABLE IV.55.Trigger and Global Organization Involvement in International Crises


	
	No GO involvement
	General
	Secretary-General
	(General) Assembly
	(Security) Council
	TOTAL





	Non-violence
	7551%
	96%
	96%
	85%
	4732%
	14840%



	Non-violent military
	2955%
	47%
	24%
	12%
	1732%
	5314%



	Violence
	7342%
	74%
	2011%
	106%
	6437%
	17446%



	TOTAL
	17747%
	206%
	318%
	195%
	12834%
	375100%





Χ2 = 9.49, p = .30
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TABLE IV.56.Stress and Global Organization Involvement in International Crises


	
	No GO involvement
	General
	Secretary-General
	(General) Assembly
	(Security) Council
	TOTAL





	Low stress
	6553%
	1311%
	54%
	54%
	3428%
	12233%



	Medium stress
	6346%
	43%
	1914%
	43%
	4734%
	13736%



	High stress
	4942%
	33%
	76%
	109%
	4740%
	11631%



	TOTAL
	17747%
	206%
	318%
	195%
	12834%
	375100%





Χ2 = 26.84, p = .00

As hypothesized, as the level of stress rises, so does the probability of global organization involvement—from 47% for low stress, 54% for medium stress, to 58% for high stress. Also interesting is the finding that stress levels are positively related to Security Council involvement—28%, 34%, and 40%, respectively. Further analysis of the data reveals that the relationship between stress and level of Security Council involvement is particularly strong for polycentrism and post–Cold War unipolarity, where the Security Council dealt with 24 of 30, and 6 of 7 high stress cases, respectively. For example, the post–Cold War high stress cases handled by the Security Council were Gulf War 1990–91, Yugoslavia II—Bosnia 1992–95, Iraq No-Fly Zone 1992, Operation Accountability 1993, Haiti Military Regime 1994, Iraq Deployment/Kuwait 1994. And three of these cases included threats to existence—Kuwait in 1990–91 and 1994, and Bosnia in 1992–95.

Turning to Table IV.57, we focus on the question of whether seriousness of crisis, as measured by the severity of violence employed by the crisis actors, predicts the extent of global organization involvement. The data provide strong support for Hypothesis 45c. The two GOs became involved in 70% of all full-scale wars, compared to an involvement rate of only 51% for all other crises. Further analysis reveals that 12 of the 20 full-scale war cases occurred during the interwar years, where a weak League of Nations was stymied in its peacekeeping attempts almost from the outset. The eight crisis-wars from which the UN remained aloof were as follows: China/India Border II 1962–63, Black September 1970, North/South Yemen I and II (1972, 1979), Christmas Bombing 1972–73, Ogaden II 1977–78, and Chad/Libya II and III 1978.

Table IV.58 explores the relationship between the number of actors in a crisis and the extent of global organization involvement. We have proposed that the larger the number of crisis actors, the more likely it is that GOs will become involved (Hypothesis 45d). Crises have been classified as single-actor cases, those involving two to three actors, and those involving four or more actors. The relationship is strongly supported: while only 39% of single-actor crises and 57% of midsized crises showed global organization involvement, the figure rose to 71% GO involvement for crises with large numbers of actors. Furthermore, the larger the number of actors in the crisis, the more likely it was that the Security Council (Council, for the League) was the organ most involved.
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TABLE IV.57.Severity of Violence end Global Organization Involvement in International Crises


	
	No GO involvement
	General
	Secretary-General
	(General) Assembly
	(Security) Council
	TOTAL





	No violence
	7253%
	118%
	75%
	32%
	4332%
	13636%



	Minor clashes
	3953%
	57%
	34%
	34%
	2332%
	7320%



	Serious clashes
	4647%
	44%
	1010%
	66%
	3333%
	9926%



	Full-scale war
	2030%
	00%
	1117%
	710%
	2943%
	6718%



	TOTAL
	17747%
	206%
	318%
	195%
	12834%
	375100%





Χ2 = 29.29, p = .00
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TABLE IV.58.Number of Actors nad Global Organization Involvement in International Crises


	
	No GO involvement
	General
	Secretary-General
	(General) Assembly
	(Security) Council
	TOTAL





	Single-actor crisis
	7461%
	87%
	43%
	54%
	3125%
	12233%



	2-3 actor crisis
	9243%
	105%
	2311%
	115%
	7936%
	21557%



	4+ actor crisis
	1129%
	25%
	411%
	38%
	1847%
	3810%



	TOTAL
	17747%
	206%
	318%
	195%
	12834%
	375100%





Χ2 = 20.15, p = .01
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TABLE IV.59.Major Power or Superpower Activity and Global Organization Involvement in International Crises
a. 1918-39


	
	No GO involvement
	General
	Secretary-General
	Assembly
	Council
	TOTAL





	No MP activity
	4100%
	00%
	00%
	00%
	00%
	46%



	Low MP activity
	945%
	15%
	00%
	00%
	1050%
	2029%



	High MP activity
	3169%
	12%
	12%
	37%
	920%
	4565%



	TOTAL
	4464%
	23%
	11%
	34%
	1928%
	69100%





Χ2 = 10.43, p = .24


b. 1945-94


	
	No GO involvement
	General
	Secretary-General
	General Assembly
	Security Council
	TOTAL





	No SP activity
	5766%
	56%
	67%
	11%
	1720%
	8628%



	Low SP activity
	3536%
	77%
	99%
	55%
	4243%
	9832%



	High SP activity
	4134%
	65%
	1512%
	108%
	4941%
	12140%



	TOTAL
	13344%
	186%
	3010%
	1615%
	10835%
	305100%





Χ2 = 29.36, p = .00

The final portion of this analysis deals with the relationship between the extent of major power activity in crisis and the likelihood of global organization involvement (Hypothesis 45e). Major power activity has been trichotomized into cases of no activity, those in which one or more major powers was engaged in political, economic, or propaganda activity (low), and cases in which the powers’ activity reflected covert, semi-military, or direct military activity (high).

Table IV.59 reports the findings for the seven great powers in the 1918–39 period, and the two superpowers for the post-1945 era.65 As noted previously, the interwar period reveals a much higher rate of great power activity in crises than was the case for the superpowers—94% versus 72%. Despite this disparity, we find that only 36% of multipolarity crises showed League involvement, compared to a rate of 56% for the combined post–World War II systems. Furthermore, these latter cases showed a constant rate of Security Council activity (42%) when the superpowers were active in an international crisis, whereas for multipolarity, when great power activity was high, Council activity dropped dramatically. In the case of the post–World War II systems, the duopoly of power facilitated collective action through the Security Council in cases where the superpowers had some degree of mutual interest in limiting escalation.

By way of summary, there were three international crises between 1918 and 1994 that perfectly fit the profile of a serious crisis as it has been operationalized here: violent trigger, high decision maker stress, severe violence (full-scale war), Page 198 →large number of crisis actors, and major powers as crisis actors. These were as follows: Korean War I—25 June 1950, when North Korean forces crossed the 38th Parallel and triggered a crisis for South Korea and the United States; Korean War II—1 October 1950, when South Korean forces crossed the 38th Parallel and advanced rapidly, triggering a crisis for North Korea; and the Gulf War of 1990–91, in which the Iraqi invasion and occupation of Kuwait precipitated crises for 14 states, the most serious crisis of the post–Cold War international system. Security Council action was critical in all three crises, although in Korean War II the action shifted to the General Assembly under the umbrella of its Uniting for Peace Resolution.



Global Organization Involvement and Crisis Outcome

The second general question posed earlier in this section focuses on the conditions under which global organization intervention affects crisis outcomes. In particular, we are concerned with identifying the conditions under which GO involvement in a crisis is likely to lead to favorable outcomes, both from the point of view of the individual actors (satisfaction of goals) and of the peace and security of the international system (defusing of tensions). In this regard, we are guided by the following general hypothesis and subhypotheses.


Hypothesis 46: The more involved the GO is in an international crisis, the more likely it is that outcomes will be favorable to the participants and the international system in general.

Hypothesis 46a: The more involved the GO, the more likely it is that a definitive outcome will be achieved.

Hypothesis 46b: The more involved the GO, the more likely is the achievement of agreement among the crisis actors.

Hypothesis 46c: The more involved the GO, the more likely it is that parties will be satisfied with the outcome.

Hypothesis 46d: The more involved the GO, the more likely it is that long-term tensions among the parties will be reduced.





Findings

Our discussion of the impact of global organization involvement in crises will focus on the three central organs that played the dominant roles in crises in the twentieth century: the UN Security Council (Council, for the League), the Secretary-General, and the UN General Assembly (Assembly, for the League). For each organ, we will examine both the patterns exhibited by the different system-periods and the impact of GO involvement on four outcome variables: substance, form, satisfaction with outcome, and escalation/reduction of tensions. The results of these analyses are summarized in the following.66
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Security Council

The overwhelming majority of crises in which global organizations became involved (64%) were taken up by the Security Council, and there was little variation in this rate across the four polarity systems. There was, however, considerable variation in terms of crisis outcomes, particularly between bipolarity and polycentrism: for bipolarity as compared with polycentrism, Security Council activity was associated with relatively high levels of definitive outcomes (52% versus 37%) and reduction in tensions (72% versus 49%). It is interesting to note that while post–Cold War unipolarity crises showed a high rate of Security Council involvement, similar in that respect to bipolarity, it had a very low rate for tension reduction. As noted previously, a definitive outcome involves a combination of perceived victory and/or defeat in terms of actors’ foreign policy objectives, as opposed to stalemate or compromise. Tension reduction is defined as termination such that the same principal adversaries do not again become involved in an international crisis with each other during the subsequent five-year period.

Among the 29 bipolarity cases of Security Council intervention in crises, 12 or 41% fit the definitive/tension reduction pattern, and four of these showed Security Council activity to have been effective: Azerbaijan 1945–46, Indonesian Independence III 1948–49, Egypt/Sudan Border I 1958, and Goa II 1961. By contrast, only 16 of 71 polycentrism cases (22%) of Security Council intervention had definitive outcomes and reduction of tensions, and in only six of these was the Security Council effective: Conakry Raid 1970, Bangladesh 1971, Cyprus III 1974–75, Aegean Sea I 1976, Cambodia Peace Conference 1989–90, and Contras IV 1989. No cases fit this pattern for the post–Cold War unipolar system.



Secretary-General

As noted earlier, 16% of all crises in which global organizations were involved had the Secretary-General as the most active organ. An examination of these cases by polarity reveals that the large majority of these cases—24 of 31—are found in the polycentric system. Thus we will focus primarily on that system.

The enhancement of the role of the Secretary-General in polycentrism represents a movement away from collective crisis management attempts by both the Security Council and the General Assembly. But enhanced activity did not necessarily mean success for the Secretary-General. Indeed, these 24 crises were characterized by higher than average ambiguous terminations (compromise or stalemate), termination through unilateral acts (rather than agreement), and a high rate of tension escalation. Six polycentric crises fit this rather pessimistic mold, and all showed the Secretary-General to have been ineffective in crisis management: Pleiku 1965, El Samu 1966, Invasion of Cambodia 1970, Invasion of Laos II 1971, Chad-Libya IV 1979, Capture of al-Faw 1986. During the entire 27-year span of polycentrism, the Secretary-General, despite that office’s enhanced role, was effective in crisis management in only three cases: Page 200 →Burundi/Rwanda 1963–64, Cyprus II 1967, and Three Village Border II 1987–88.67



General Assembly

The (General) Assembly was the most active organ in 12% of multipolarity crises and 19% of bipolarity crises, but in only 5% of crises during polycentrism. Despite the wide disparity between bipolarity and polycentrism, the outcomes were similar: a 67% rate of definitive outcomes, a 54% rate of satisfaction with outcome, but a 53% rate of tension escalation. Multipolarity patterns contrasted sharply, with high rates of ambiguous outcomes (67%) and a 100% rate of escalation of tensions. During the entire 76-year period under examination, seven cases showed effective (General) Assembly activity: Shanghai 1932, China Civil War 1948–49, Burma Infiltration 1953–54, Suez Nationalization-War 1956–57, French Hostages in Mauritania 1977, Nicaraguan Civil War 1978–79, and Georgia/Abkhazia 1992–93.




Summary: Global Organizations and International Crises

In this section, we examined the record of the League of Nations and the United Nations in terms of involvement and effectiveness as third-party intermediaries in crises. We observed that, despite a higher effectiveness rate for the League than for the UN, this did not prevent the international system from hurtling toward world war in the late 1930s. We noted that, for some years of particularly frequent crisis activity—1920, 1948, 1979—global organization involvement was highly effective, while for other frequent crisis periods—1937–39, 1986–87—global organization involvement was ineffective. And we observed an evolution in global organization involvement mirroring important structural changes in the international system: while the (Security) Council accounted for almost two-thirds of GO involvement throughout the 76-year period under study, the role of the (General) Assembly declined precipitously during polycentrism, while the role of the Secretary-General was enhanced. Preliminary indications from the post–Cold War unipolarity system indicate a reinvigoration of the role of the Security Council.

We also observed that the more serious crises, defined by such measures as violence in triggers and crisis management, high stress levels, large number of actors, and high activity by major powers as actors, produced global organization involvement at the highest levels during bipolarity. This trend was somewhat less pronounced for polycentrism but not in evidence at all during multipolarity. Finally, in terms of crisis outcomes, we found that the three primary conflict management organs of the global organizations—(Security) Council, Secretary-General, (General) Assembly—had sharply different records as crisis managers. The Security Council was particularly effective during bipolarity, often producing definitive outcomes and a reduction in tension. As noted, the Secretary-General Page 201 →was very active in polycentrism, although the outcomes were largely ambiguous and unilateral and produced higher tension. General Assembly involvement was most notable in bipolarity and polycentrism, where it tended to produce definitive outcomes and satisfaction with those outcomes, although its occurrence was a rarity in polycentrism. To this point, the General Assembly has been identified with only one post–Cold War international crisis—Georgia/Abkhazia 1992–93—where its impact was marginal.



Major Powers as Intermediaries in International Crises

The analysis of major powers as crisis intermediaries is made more complex by the necessity to differentiate those crises in which the powers were themselves crisis actors from those in which they played legitimate intermediary roles. Any comparison between the crisis roles of global organizations and major powers must bear in mind that, whereas GOs are by definition always third parties, there is often a thin line between major powers functioning as crisis actors and major powers in their roles as third parties.

We turn our attention first to an overview of the activity of great powers in international crises before disaggregating the data in terms of third parties and crisis actors. As we have done in other sections, we will employ a control for polarity. Thus, for the multipolar system, we focus on the activities of the seven great powers: France, Germany, Great Britain, Italy, Japan, the United States, and the Soviet Union. For the bipolarity, polycentrism, and post–Cold War unipolar systems, we will focus exclusively on the two superpowers: the U.S. and the USSR (later, Russia). Our initial scan of these systems explores the different types of activities exhibited by these actors.

The degree of involvement of great powers in the international crises of the multipolar system (1918–39) was considerably higher than the comparable rate for superpowers during bipolarity, polycentrism, and post–Cold War unipolarity (1945–94). Great powers were at least minimally involved in fully 86% of all international crises for multipolarity, compared to only 67% for the U.S. and 52% for the USSR during the post–World War II systems.

Two explanations for this sharp difference come to mind. First, the fact that there were seven great powers during multipolarity and only two superpowers thereafter, coupled with the fact that there were far fewer states in the multipolar system, produces an a priori higher probability of great power activity in crises during multipolarity. Second, the core of the international system during multipolarity was Europe, the geographic locus of five of the seven great powers, and hence, it would be expected that a large proportion of multipolarity crises would involve the great powers of the period. We have already seen that in the post–World War II systems, and particularly during polycentrism, the locus of the vast majority of international crises shifts to the periphery of the international system, with most attracting little attention or interest on the part of the U.S. and the USSR. While the former explanation may be based in part on a statistical artifact, Page 202 →Page 203 →the latter provides evidence of a significant change in the way the major powers of the international community perform the function of crisis management.


TABLE IV.60.Superpower Activity in International Crises, 1945–94a


	
	No USSR activity
	Low level USSR activity
	Semi-military/covert USSR activity
	USSR military activity
	TOTAL





	No U.S. activity
	8485%58%
	1010%11%
	55%9%
	00%0%
	9933%



	Low level U.S. activity
	4337%29%
	4538%51%
	2118%39%
	87%57%
	11739%



	Semi-military/covert U.S. activity
	1526%10%
	1933%22%
	2137%39%
	24%14%
	5719%



	U.S. military activity
	414%3%
	1448%16%
	724%13%
	414%29%
	299%



	TOTAL
	14648%
	8829%
	5418%
	145%
	302b100%





Χ2 = 95.64, p = .00

 

aPercentage figures on left refer to U.S. activity and are summed across rows; percentage figures on right refer to USSR activity and are summed down columns.

bThere were four cases with missing data on one of the superpower activity variables.

The crisis data for bipolarity, polycentrism, and unipolarity lend themselves to a particularly interesting comparative analysis of U.S. and USSR activity. We note from Table IV.60 that of the 30268 post–World War II international crises until the end of 1994, the U.S. was involved at some level in 67% (see total column) and the USSR in 52% (see total row), indicating frequent involvement in international crises by both states. Nevertheless, the higher overall level of U.S. involvement might be explained by a number of factors.

First, the U.S. was more globally oriented than the USSR during the immediate post–World War II period, when the latter was preoccupied with managing and consolidating communist regimes (Ulam 1974:408), particularly in Eastern Europe, but also at other points around its periphery as in North Korea and (unsuccessfully) in Iran. Moreover, not until Khrushchev’s rhetoric for wars of “national liberation” in the Third World in the mid-to late 1950s did the USSR develop a more globalist foreign policy (Nacht 1985:11). Paralleling the USSR’s rise to globalism was a military buildup that provided it with a global naval capability and nuclear parity with the U.S. The U.S., on the other hand, was at the center of the international system from the end of World War II. International efforts to stabilize and institutionalize the postwar international system demanded an active and global U.S. presence. U.S. efforts to fill the vacuum left by the retreat of Great Britain around the world caused the U.S. to become active internationally at an unprecedented level. U.S. willingness and capability to rebuild the international economy through the Bretton Woods monetary system (1944) and the Marshall Plan (1947) are indicators of U.S. globalism at that time.

A second factor that may have contributed to less USSR activity in other states’ crises was caution in Soviet foreign policy generally; this tended to inhibit the use of military force in situations where the U.S. was integrally involved and in situations where long-term commitments were seen by the USSR as likely (Adomeit 1982:322).69 Studies of political uses of military force in the postwar era by the U.S. (Blechman and Kaplan 1978) and the Soviet Union (Kaplan 1981) also indicated greater Soviet caution and lower activity: there were more incidents cited for the U.S. (215 from January 1946 to May 1975) than for the USSR (190 from June 1944 to February 1979). Particularly in crises, which often require quick action and also present riskier foreign policy situations, Soviet caution tended to preclude participation, especially if the USSR was inclined to be risk averse, as Triska and Finley (1968:347) concluded. In this regard, Soviet intervention in Afghanistan, from 1979 to 1989, can be viewed as an unusual case for the USSR.

Table IV.60 presents a cross-tabulation of the 302 post–World War II crises for types of activity by the U.S. and the USSR. There were 84 international crises (28% of the total) in which neither superpower was involved. All but one of these crises—Aegean Sea II 1984—were located in the Third World. This should not be surprising, given the peripheral nature of the Third World in the larger competition Page 204 →between the superpowers. Furthermore, of these 84 cases, 61% occurred in Africa. This finding confirms many of the ideas in the international relations literature about regional aspects of superpower competition. Africa has been peripheral to U.S. and Soviet foreign policy efforts. For the U.S., many of the conflicts in Africa were residual problems of colonialism and decolonization. Hence, because of extensive commitments elsewhere, U.S. decision makers seem to have decided to remain aloof from Africa or to leave its postcolonial crises to the former European rulers. Until the mid-1970s U.S. foreign policy toward Africa was “low profile and cautious” (Oye et al. 1983:337). The only major exceptions were Congo II 1964, War in Angola 1975–76, Gulf of Syrte I and II 1981 and 1986, and Libyan Jets 1988–89.

For the USSR, too, Africa was an area of secondary concern. The first real venture into African politics did not occur until 1959, after Guinea declared its independence from France. And, while the Soviets did become involved in Africa thereafter, for example, in Congo II (1964) and Ogaden II 1977–78, Africa remained outside its sphere of high interest until recently. The Angolan and SWAPO (Namibia) commitments tended to raise superpower competition in southern Africa to a higher level.

More striking than the data on noninvolvement cases is the fact that 47% of the total (141 cases—the addition of the southeast nine cells in Table IV.60) saw some activity by both superpowers in the same crisis. Further, in those crises in which one superpower was highly involved (direct military, semi-military, or covert activity), the level of involvement for the other superpower tended to be lower. Of the crises with direct military activity—29 for the U.S. and 14 for the USSR—there were only four crises in which both were active militarily: Berlin Blockade 1948–49, Korean War II 1950–51, Berlin Wall 1961, Iraq No-Fly Zone 1992. Yet the events in all four crises basically support the overall findings in relation to U.S./USSR confrontation: caution on the part of the superpowers with little likelihood of high risk direct military confrontation.

During the Berlin Blockade, the USSR had ample opportunity to escalate the crisis, due to the continued U.S. airlift, but it refrained from doing so. Instead, Soviet forces were used for the ground blockade, while U.S. forces were engaged in the airlift. In the Korean War II crisis, Soviet forces in the Far East were merely put on alert due to the potential of U.S. troops advancing to the Korea-Soviet border; the crisis ended for the USSR when the tide of battle shifted in favor of the PRC and North Korea. The Berlin Wall crisis also showed superpower caution and restraint: although various instances of “saber rattling” did occur, neither superpower did more than reinforce its troops in Berlin, possibly to signal commitment rather than intent to fight. Ultimately, although the possibility of direct military conflict was slightly higher in the Berlin Wall crisis, both superpowers were able to avoid a direct confrontation, just as in the previous two instances of minimal military activity. This suggests that the behavior of both the U.S. and the USSR was constrained by their roles in the global system. In 1992, France, Russia, the U.K., and the U.S. established a “no-fly zone” over southern Page 205 →Iraq in order to protect the Shia population from attacks by the Iraqi government. In this post–Cold War international crisis, the U.S. and Russia were operating on the same side.

Overall, although U.S. activity is somewhat higher than that for the USSR, the basic patterns of involvement showed only marginal difference in the distribution of cases across the three types of activity. Subsequent analyses will attempt to pinpoint some of the circumstances under which such differences are likely to occur.

We turn next to a more detailed examination of the effectiveness of major powers as third-party intermediaries in international crises of the twentieth century. Since our focus is now explicitly on major powers as third parties rather than as crisis actors, we exclude from the following analyses any instances in which the powers themselves were actors in the crisis. For multipolarity, we exclude from our assessment of great power activity and effectiveness any activity on the part of a great power crisis actor. For bipolarity and polycentrism, since the ICB data set contains separate U.S. and USSR activity and effectiveness variables, this means excluding from the U.S. analysis those crises in which the U.S. was a crisis actor, and similarly for the USSR.

The initial set of analyses focuses on the relationship between level of activity and extent of effectiveness in crisis abatement. We hypothesize that as the level of activity increases, effectiveness will also increase. Level of activity ranges from low level (including political, economic, and propaganda involvement), covert or semi-military (covert activity or military aid or advisors), to direct military activity (including dispatch of troops, air and naval assistance).70 Activity was considered to have been effective when it contributed marginally to crisis abatement, when it had an important impact, and when it was deemed to be the single most important contributor to crisis abatement.

Table IV.61 presents the findings on activity and effectiveness, examined across the three system-periods: multipolarity, bipolarity, and polycentrism.71 The data for multipolarity (Table IV.61a) run exactly counter to our expectations. As the level of activity increased from low to semi-military and covert, to direct military, the effectiveness of the great powers declined—from 74% to 37% and 21%. Only three crises coupled high activity (military) with the highest level of effectiveness—Baltic Independence 1918–20 with the USSR and Germany active militarily; Remilitarization of the Rhineland 1936 with German military activity; and Spanish Civil War II 1937, with German and Italian military activity. Notable failures in crisis abatement, where high-level great power third-party activity actually exacerbated the crisis, included the following: the U.K. and France in Greece/Turkey War I 1920; U.K., Russia, Italy in Greece/Turkey II 1921; France, Italy, Japan, U.K. in Corfu Incident 1923; Italy, Germany, USSR in Spanish Civil War I 1936–37. This combination of either failure of intervention, or exacerbation of an existing crisis, is uniquely identified with the multipolar system and is directly related to the intense involvement of the powers in the central conflict arena of the era, most of which played out in Page 206 →Europe. By contrast, low-level great power activity was deemed to have been effective at a 74% rate, including seven crises in which such activity was the most important contributor to crisis abatement: Teschen 1919–20, Burgenland Dispute 1921, Ruhr II 1924, Vilna II 1927, Shanghai 1932, Italian Threat to France 1938–39, Danzig 1939.


TABLE IV.61a.Great Powers as Third-Party Intermediaries, 1918–39


	
	Great powers not effective
	Great powers effective
	TOTAL





	Low level GP activity
	826%
	2374%
	3148%



	Covert or semi-military
	1263%
	737%
	1930%



	Military activity
	1179%
	321%
	1422%



	TOTAL
	3148%
	3352%
	64100%





Χ2 = 13.10, p = .00


TABLE IV.61b.U.S. as Third-Party Intermediary


	(1) Bipolarity
	U.S. not effective
	U.S. effective
	TOTAL





	Low level U.S. activity
	2156%
	1644%
	3780%



	U.S. covert/semi-military
	111%
	889%
	920%



	TOTAL
	2248%
	2452%
	46100%



	(2) Polycentrism



	Low level U.S. activity
	3860%
	2540%
	6366%



	U.S. covert/semi-military
	1752%
	1648%
	3334%



	TOTAL
	5557%
	4143%
	96100%





Part (1) Χ2 = 6.04, p = .01; part (2) Χ2 = .68, p = .41


TABLE IV.61c.USSR as Third-Party Intermediary


	(1) Bipolarity
	USSR not effective
	USSR effective
	TOTAL





	Low level USSR activity
	2271%
	929%
	3170%



	USSR covert/semi-military
	1179%
	221%
	1330%



	TOTAL
	3375%
	1125%
	44100%



	(2) Polycentrism



	Low level USSR activity
	3982%
	818%
	4758%



	USSR covert/semi-military
	2578%
	922%
	3442%



	TOTAL
	6479%
	1721%
	81100%





Part (1) Χ2 = .91, p = .34; part (2) Χ2 = 1.06, p = .30

The data for the United States and the Soviet Union (Tables IV.61b and IV.61c) in the post–World War II era present quite a different picture. The Page 207 →transition from the multipolar system with seven great powers to bipolarity involved a considerable shift in patterns of activity. For the U.S. during bipolarity, there is a strong positive relationship between level of activity and effectiveness—just the opposite of the finding for the great powers during multipolarity. In bipolarity, although the U.S. engaged in what we have classified as high-level third-party activity in only 20% of the cases in which it became involved, that activity was effective in crisis abatement eight out of nine times, including Kars Ardahan 1945–46, Costa Rica/Nicaragua II 1955, Jordan Regime 1957, Abortive Coup—Indonesia 1958, Central America/Cuba I 1959, Central America/Cuba II 1960, China/India Border II 1962–63, Yemen War I 1962–63. The single failed case of U.S. high-level involvement was Invasion of Laos I 1953.

In polycentrism, while the rate of U.S. high-level activity in crises increased to 34%, the proportion of cases in which such high-level activity was effective dropped from 89% for bipolarity to 48% for polycentrism. In fact, low-level and high-level U.S. activity were almost indistinguishable in terms of their effectiveness.

For the USSR in the postwar era, the data revealed virtually no relationship between level of activity and effectiveness. Effectiveness rates were far below those of the U.S., averaging about 22% of crises in which the USSR became involved.72

Our final cut on third-party effectiveness in crises will focus on regional differences. As Table IV.62a shows, 56% of all international crises in which great powers became involved as third parties in the interwar period were located in Europe, with the great powers exhibiting effectiveness in roughly half of those cases (19 of 36).

The international system underwent dramatic change in the post–World War II era (see Tables IV.62b and IV.62c), with European crises constituting only 24% of all cases in which the U.S. became active in bipolarity and only 10% in polycentrism. Comparable figures for the USSR are 14% for bipolarity and 5% for polycentrism. The new realities of polycentrism, including the sharp rise in Page 208 →the number of African crises, are reflected in heightened activity rates for both superpowers (almost all of this activity was low-level), but low effectiveness rates (30% for the U.S., 10% for the USSR). While activity levels for the superpowers in Africa were on the rise, the data show a decline in activity rates for Asia, accompanied by a sharp decline in effectiveness as well. Finally, it is worth noting that the Americas remain a region in which U.S. activity has been Page 209 →consistently effective in crisis abatement (100% for bipolarity, 79% for polycentrism).


TABLE IV.62a.Great Power Effectiveness as Intermediary, by Region


	
	Great powers not effective
	Great powers effective
	TOTAL





	Africa
	150%
	150%
	23%



	Americas
	112%
	788%
	812.5%



	Asia
	770%
	330%
	1016%



	Europe
	1747%
	1953%
	3656%



	Middle East
	562%
	338%
	812.5%



	TOTAL
	3148%
	3352%
	64100%





Χ2 = 6.66, p = .16


TABLE IV.62b.U.S. Effectiveness as Intermediary, by Region


	(1) Bipolarity
	U.S. not effective
	U.S. effective
	TOTAL





	Africa
	250%
	250%
	49%



	Americas
	00%
	6100%
	613%



	Asia
	431%
	969%
	1328%



	Europe
	1091%
	19%
	1124%



	Middle East
	650%
	650%
	1226%



	TOTAL
	2248%
	2452%
	46100%



	(2) Polycentrism



	Africa
	2670%
	1130%
	3738.5%



	Americas
	321%
	1179%
	1415%



	Asia
	975%
	325%
	1212.5%



	Europe
	550%
	550%
	1010%



	Middle East
	1258%
	1142%
	2324%



	TOTAL
	5557%
	4143%
	96100%





Part (1) Χ2 = 15.23, p = .00; part (2) Χ2 = 11.91, p = .02


TABLE IV.62c.USSR Effectiveness as Intermediary, by Region


	(1) Bipolarity
	USSR not effective
	USSR effective
	TOTAL





	Africa
	3100%
	00%
	37%



	Americas
	267%
	133%
	37%



	Asia
	1260%
	840%
	2045%



	Europe
	6100%
	00%
	614%



	Middle East
	1083%
	217%
	1227%



	TOTAL
	3375%
	1125%
	44100%



	(2) Polycentrism



	Africa
	2790%
	310%
	3037%



	Americas
	467%
	233%
	67%



	Asia
	1575%
	525%
	2025%



	Europe
	375%
	125%
	45%



	Middle East
	1571%
	629%
	2126%



	TOTAL
	6479%
	1721%
	81100%





Part (1) Χ2 = 5.96, p = .20; part (2) Χ2 = 3.70, p = .45



Summary: Major Powers as Third Parties in International Crises

International crisis data for the twentieth century show that the great powers of the multipolar system were considerably more likely than their superpower counterparts in the post–World War II era to have been involved as both actors and intermediaries in international crises. This finding reflects the larger number of great power actors in multipolarity, the smaller number of states in that system-period, and the European locus of most of the crises of that era.

A close examination of the superpowers as actors and intermediaries reveals the great care with which the U.S. and the USSR interacted on the global stage. While half of all international crises exhibited both U.S. and USSR activity, they were almost never active at a high level simultaneously. In fact, there were only four crises—Berlin Blockade 1948–49, Korean War II 1950–51, Berlin Wall 1961, and Iraq No-Fly Zone 1992—in which both superpowers were involved militarily, and in the last case the U.S. and Russia entered on the same side.

Level of activity by great powers as intermediaries was inversely related to effectiveness during multipolarity, positively related during bipolarity for the U.S., and unrelated to effectiveness for the USSR.

Finally, the data on geographic region and crisis activity and effectiveness reflect the decline in the centrality of Europe in terms of both activity and effectiveness, and the rise of Africa in the polycentric system, although effectiveness in Africa remained at a low point for both superpowers.
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Conclusions

Part IV presents an analysis of international crises from the perspective of seven key contextual attributes of the international system and its member-states: polarity and geography as fundamental structural characteristics in which international crises unfold; ethnicity and regime type (democracy/ nondemocracy) as constraints and influences on decision making in crisis; the conflict setting and extent of violence as criteria by which the international community judges the potential danger a crisis poses for the system as a whole; and third-party intervention as a potential response by the system and its actors. Each of these contextual attributes was examined with data on international crises spanning almost the entire twentieth century. Each of the seven sections concludes with a summary of key findings pertaining to the more than 50 hypotheses examined in this study. Our final task is to explore the significance of these empirical findings for the international system as we enter the beginning of the twenty-first century.

The turn of the century coincides with the emergence of a new international system, the outlines of which are just beginning to crystallize. With the end of the Cold War and the demise of the Soviet Union, the United States has emerged (perhaps somewhat reluctantly) as the dominant—some would argue hegemonic—power in the international system. The record of crises in the twentieth century attests to the destabilizing characteristics of polycentrism and the relatively stabilizing influences of bipolarity. If the international system is indeed headed toward a period of unipolarity, is it likely to be less crisis prone than earlier systems? Does the fact that the system managed the transition from polycentrism to unipolarity without an international catastrophe similar to the one that accompanied the end of multipolarity in 1939 signal a maturing of the international system and its actors and institutions? It could be argued that, if the U.S. accepts the mantle of hegemony, with the interventions and international peacekeeping involvements which this entails, we might expect the current unipolar system to resemble bipolarity in terms of the relative control that the major powers managed to maintain, despite the periodic eruptions of the system and its subsystems.

ICB research has revealed a basic change over time in the locus of crises in the twentieth century. We have carefully documented a shift from Europe, the center of crises during multipolarity (1918–39), to the Third World in general, and to Africa in particular, since the end of World War II. Structurally, this change has been accompanied by a decline in crises at the dominant system level and an increase within subsystems. Moreover, contiguous crisis actors were more Page 211 →likely to experience and employ violence in their crises. Not surprisingly, great powers and superpowers, with the widest global reach, were most likely to be involved in crises far from their borders. Global reach will continue to be an important factor in the twenty-first century, with the U.S. clearly the only power at present capable of effective intervention in crises far from its borders. And while polycentrism was characterized by the predominance of crises on the geopolitical periphery, the disquieting signals from the republics of the former Yugoslavia and the former Soviet Union point to the outbreak of many critical crises in the geopolitical near-core.

Is ethnicity the emerging international social force of the twenty-first century, as suggested by its close association with some high visibility crises of the post–Cold War era; or is its current high profile likely to pass once the international system and its member-states make the accommodations necessary to recognize its roots and cope with its demands? ICB data point to a relatively steady rate of crises with ethnic dimensions throughout the twentieth century, but some of their unique characteristics bear watching: crises with ethnic dimensions, particularly if they occur within protracted conflicts, are particularly susceptible to escalating violence, undoubtedly attributable to the high level of perpetual hostility existing among the adversaries. These crises are also characterized by very high levels of threat perception, particularly when territorial issues are involved. And crises with ethnic dimensions are characterized by a high rate of dissatisfaction with the terms of the agreements that are often associated with their termination, that is, they are poised for subsequent and serious eruptions. International organizations have generally been more involved and more effective as intermediaries in ethnic crises than have been the major powers.

Just as the international relations literature has found a strong general link between democracy and peace, so too, ICB research has confirmed this link among states involved in international crises: the higher the proportion of democracies among the adversarial actors in a crisis, the less likely it is that violence will be employed in crisis management; and, when employed, the less likely it is that such violence will escalate to a high level. If, as some would argue, the end of the Cold War and the breakup of the Soviet Union are evidence of the victory of democracy over totalitarianism, then the findings reported here should foreshadow an era of less frequent and less serious crises.

Left unanswered in the euphoria over the emergence of new democracies in virtually every comer of the globe is the question of whether a system dominated by a plurality of democracies will exhibit the same “peaceful” tendencies that were associated with democracies when they were relatively few in number. At issue, too, is the question of exactly what democracy is; that is, are free elections a sufficient indicator, or do we still need the tradition of democratic norms, to go along with the trappings of democratic structure, to reap the stabilizing benefits seemingly associated with democracy?

The majority of twentieth-century international crises occurred in the context Page 212 →of an ongoing protracted conflict. These crises were more likely than others to have been triggered by violence, to involve the perception of grave threat, and to entail the use of violence in crisis management. Despite these indicators of seriousness, the international community has been unable to deal with these crises effectively, either through its international organizations or through the actions of its major powers. The end of the twentieth century is exhibiting a flurry of third-party activity around some high-profile protracted conflicts—most notably the Arab/Israel conflict—but others go on either unattended or in spite of international and regional efforts. Protracted conflicts and the crises that they spawn are likely to be with us into the next century, with lessons concerning effective coping mechanisms insufficiently learned.

A great deal has been learned about the role of violence in international crises. Polycentrism was particularly susceptible to violence in both triggers and crisis management. Regions differed in terms of the extent and severity of violence. At the same time, regardless of region, contiguity was a strong predictor of violence among crisis adversaries. As noted, ethnicity, too, was a strong predictor of violence in crisis. Democracy among crisis adversaries dampened the tendency toward the use of violence in crisis management. And the more protracted the conflict in which a crisis was embedded, the more likely it was for the trigger to be violent and for actors to have employed violence in crisis management. Finally, decision maker stress, societal unrest, and power discrepancy among adversaries all contribute to the likelihood that violence in crises will escalate. How the international system of the twenty-first century goes about handling some of these key contributing factors to violence will be crucial in determining whether its crises will differ significantly from those of earlier systems.

Finally, what is the prognosis for crisis management by international organizations and major powers? We have observed an evolution in global organization involvement in international crises accompanying important structural changes in the system: while the Security Council has consistently accounted for roughly two-thirds of international organization activity, the role of the General Assembly declined during polycentrism, while that of the Secretary-General was enhanced. The post–Cold War unipolar system provides some preliminary evidence of a reinvigorated role for the Security Council, but time will tell whether this increased activity will be accompanied by greater effectiveness. Great powers during multipolarity were far more likely to become involved in international crises than the two superpowers during bipolarity and polycentrism. Indeed, a close examination of the superpowers as actors and intermediaries reveals the great care with which they interacted in the global arena—the U.S. and the USSR were almost never involved in the same crisis at a high level simultaneously. How the U.S. chooses to adapt its foreign policy to the new realities of the unipolar international system will have enormous import for the stability of that system. As that government picks and chooses its interventions strategically—Haiti and Bosnia but not Rwanda or Liberia—the system will experience either enhanced or diminished crisis activity.
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Overall, we have endeavored to provide a framework within which crises and protracted conflicts can be examined from a comparative perspective. Although we have provided a panorama of crises in the twentieth century, we have not provided answers to all questions about crises. Hopefully, foreign policy decision makers will learn from this multidimensional research as they endeavor to avoid repeating the mistakes of the past. For the scholarly community, we have tried to strengthen the tradition of cumulation of knowledge in the crucial domain of crisis and conflict, and particularly with regard to the seven key themes that have guided this analysis.
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Notes to Part IV

1. The greater stability of a bipolar structure was also argued by Riker (1962:182–87) and Zoppo (1966:601).

2. Prior to the explicit phase of the debate on polarity and stability, Morgenthau (1948:271–72) had noted that the possibility of more—and changing—coalitions contributed to stability through uncertainty, just as a balancer in a multipolar system could maintain or restore a viable balance of power by appropriate behavior, in its own interests, as well as those of adversarial states or coalitions. Wright (1942:755) and Gulick (1955:94–95), arguing in a similar vein, and Masters (1961:789) also supported multipolarity.

3. Other mixed models include Hanrieder’s (1965) heterosymmetrical bipolarity, Hoffmann’s (1968:21–46; 356-64) multihierarchical system, Young’s (1968) discontinuities model, and Spiegel’s (1972:127–28) bimodal structure.

4. The various types of polarity and contributions to the literature after the initial debate were discussed in Part I.

5. The period 1939–45 was essentially a self-contained transition from the multipolar system of the 1920s and 1930s to the bipolar system after 1945; that is, it exhibited many centers of decision, resembling the former, along with intense intercoalitional conflict and intracoalitional cohesion, like the latter.

6. Others who have tackled this issue with wider definitions of system stability include Gochman and Maoz (1984), Midlarsky (1988, 1991), and Pearson and Baumann (1988).

7. Twenty-one international crises occurred during the unipolar international system—1990–94. Due to their small number, and the lack of well-developed theory relating the attributes of late twentieth-century unipolarity to stability, we do not include these cases in our general empirical examination of polarity and stability.

8. A half decade seemed to the ICB researchers to be a reasonable span of time to assume that a crisis eruption is a direct outgrowth of a previous crisis between the same parties.

9. The findings on the average number of crises per year are not weighted by the number of states in the global system at any point in time. The rationale derives from competing hypotheses in the bipolarity/multipolarity literature; that is, that the larger number of states in the system is likely to induce more/less conflict.

10. In order to provide as complete a picture as possible on crises in the twentieth century, Figure IV.3 includes all 412 international crises: intra-war crises, World War II cases, and the 21 unipolarity crises.

11. For a discussion of the ICB procedures for updating previously coded cases, see Part II.

12. Table IV.1 shows that as the number of states in the system grew, so too did the number of states involved in crises and the number of crises. In fact, with an average of 76 states in multipolarity, 84 in bipolarity, and 150 in polycentrism, the actual probability of a state being involved in a crisis in any given year varied only slightly from one system to the next. Page 215 →This, in turn, prevents us from drawing any conclusions about the relative crisis proneness of systems, other than to point out that regardless of other factors, polycentrism shows the largest number of crises per year.

While size of system—number of states in a system—clearly has a bearing on the number of states potentially involved in crisis and the number of potential crises, there is no a priori reason to expect these factors to influence the nature of the crises themselves. That is, such characteristics of crises as triggers, threat to values, extent of violence, and crisis outcomes should not be affected by the relative frequency of crises in the four system-periods. The number of actors in the system should not affect the distribution of cases across categories of variables. Therefore, a control for system size in subsequent analyses is not deemed necessary.

13. It could be argued that instability for a system results both from the level of stress and the ability of states to act on that stress. The lack of autonomy to act on stress during bipolarity explains its accumulation within that system. The authors are grateful to Patrick James for this insight.

14. The “Third-Party Intervention” section that follows deals explicitly with the major powers as third-party intermediaries in crises. The reader is referred to that section for a more complete discussion of this aspect of the analysis.

15. Issues surrounding the concept of territoriality and its impact on conflict and crisis are beyond the scope of the present analysis. Nevertheless, the territorial factor is addressed in the ICB variable TERRDISP, available with the rest of the ICB data sets.

16. In the previous section on polarity, the number of international crises was 307. That set excluded all crises that occurred between the outbreak and the termination of World War II, as well as all 21 unipolarity crises. In the present section, we include both the set of 21 unipolarity crises and also eight crises between 1939 and 1945 that were not intra-war crises. These eight crises were Soviet Occupation—Baltic 1939, Finnish War 1939–40, Romanian Territory 1940, Ecuador/Peru Border II 1941–42, Iran-Oil Concessions 1944, Greek Civil War I 1944–45, Trieste I 1945, and French Forces/Syria 1945.

17. Recall that intra-war crises, and hence virtually all of the crises in World War II, are excluded from these analyses.

18. The relatively small number of cases in the five-year span of the post–Cold War unipolar system under examination here precludes useful comparison.

19. It should be borne in mind that this analysis excludes intra-war crises; that is, the analysis assesses the extent to which violence occurred in crises that did not occur in the midst of an ongoing war.

20. Again, the reader is cautioned that intra-war crises are excluded from this analysis. Thus, all Vietnam War crises, with the exception of Gulf of Tonkin 1964, which initiated the war, were excluded.

21 A more complete discussion of global organization involvement can be found in the “Third-Party Intervention” section that follows.

22. Tables are not presented because of the lack of variation across the regions on these indicators.

23 For recent analyses of the circumstances under which states may react with violence to non-violent crisis triggers, see Wilkenfeld (1991), Hensel and Diehl (1994), James and Harvey (1992), Harvey (1995), Harvey and James (1996).

24 For an extended discussion of the concept of protracted conflict, see the “Protracted Conflict” section that follows.
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25. See also Heraclides (1991) for an interesting treatment of external involvement in ethnic conflict.

26. The original Garment (1993) data set on ethnicity and crisis covered the period 1918–88; it was updated by the ICB Project through 1994.

27. Corollary questions, which are outside the scope of the present volume, include the following: (1) Has the impact of these crises on the international system been different from that of nonethnopolitical crises? (2) Have international systemic characteristics and dynamics impacted on the nature of ethnopolitical crises?

28. The concept of protracted conflict utilized in these analyses (see Part I) is different from Gurr’s use of the term “protracted communal conflict,” which refers obviously to the extent to which communal group members took part in antistate terrorism or rebellion over a sustained (at least 15-year) period (Gurr 1992).

29. Recently, the concept of “enduring rivalries” has received considerable attention in the international conflict literature (Goertz and Diehl 1992; Huth and Russett 1993). The concept of protracted conflict employed in the present study is closer in origin to that developed by Azar in his work on protracted social conflict (see Azar 1972; Azar et al. 1978). For a fuller discussion of the concept of protracted conflict, see Part I.

30. Hypothesis 24, on the effects of protracted conflict, has been alluded to frequently in the presentation of the Ethnicity-Crisis Model. It does not require separate attention here.

31. The figure of 35% cited earlier was based on the entire set of 412 international crises.

32. The data set that is being used to evaluate the model contains fewer ethnicity crises than that originally generated by Carment (1993a, 1993b). Furthermore, the original Carment coding has been updated by the ICB Project through 1994.

33. For a more comprehensive discussion of the concept of polarity as employed by the ICB Project, see Part I.

34. For the five years of unipolarity, the eight nonintra-war crises with ethnic dimensions were Kashmir III-Nuclear 1990, Rwanda/Uganda 1990–91, Yugoslavia I—Croatia/Slovenia 1991–92, Nagorny-Karabakh 1991–92, Yugoslavia II—Bosnia 1992–95, Papua/Solomon 1992, Georgia/Abkhazia 1992–93, Cameroon/Nigeria III 1993–94.

35. Since only three cases in the Americas were ethnicity related crises in the context of a protracted conflict, they will not be included in this and subsequent discussions of regional patterns.

36. Since there was only one post–Cold War ethnicity related crisis within a protracted conflict (Kashmir III–Nuclear 1990—India/Pakistan PC), that category will not be discussed here and in subsequent analyses in this section.

37. Since the analyses of geography and polarity did not produce any meaningful findings, these tables are not reproduced here.

38. A crucial, related question on outcome—when, that is, under what conditions, is an international conflict, as distinct from a crisis, most likely to end—remains unresolved. A recently developed concept, which has attracted much attention, is the notion of “ripe for resolution”; a conflict winds down and terminates only when the conditions are “ripe,” notably intolerable fatigue by the conflicting parties (Zartman 1989; Haas 1990; Stedman 1991).

39. Rather than presenting another set of tables based on this revised formulation of ethnicity, we will present the results in summary form only.
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40. We considered an alternative measure for DEM for this study. This measure was simply the overall proportion of democracies in the crisis with no regard to coalitional proportions. However, this measure had an important flaw. Without accounting for the coalitional proportion of democracies in the crisis, this measure was not tied explicitly to the theoretical dictates of the normative model. It is interesting to note, however, that this alternative measure correlates very highly with DEM (Pearson corr. = .986, p, .01; two-tailed test).

For yet another alternative index of democracy, see Dixon (1993:51).

41. Notice that there need not be democracies on each side of the crisis for DEM to increase. Although the normative model of democratic peace typically posits reciprocation as a necessary condition, our measure treats reciprocity as an important part of the puzzle but not a necessary condition. We comment again on this issue later in this section.

42. Crises of this nature include Burma Infiltration 1953–54 (between Burma and Taiwan); the crisis over Qibya in Jordan 1953 (between Israel and Jordan); Guatemala 1953–54 (among the U.S., Honduras, and Guatemala); and the Chimoio-Tembue Raids 1977–78 (between Mozambique and Rhodesia). Although violence occurred in these crises, non-violent crisis management techniques were the dominant means used by crisis actors.

43. An additional control for contiguity will be explored in future studies.

44. The McKelvey-Zavoina R2 is a goodness-of-fit measure for logit and probit models. Like the R2 statistic in OLS regression, the McKelvey-Zavoina R2 statistic serves as a measure of the proportion of variance explained by the independent variables in the model. It should not be surprising to note that the McKelvey-Zavoina R2 is relatively low for all of the models reported in Table IV.31. After all, we are not suggesting that these are complete models for explaining the occurrence of crisis violence. Rather, we use the models to focus only on the explanatory impact DEM has on the propensity for crises to result in violence.

45. See Dixon (1993) for the full description of this measure.

46. For additional discussion of the definitional issues relating to protracted conflict, see Azar (1979, 1985), Azar and Farah (1981), Brecher (1984), Brecher and Wilkenfeld (1989:chaps. 9–11), and Hewitt et al. (1991). It should be noted that the ICB definition of protracted conflict has dropped the condition of “sporadic outbreaks of open warfare.” The concept of protracted conflict is related to, but not totally analogous to, the concept of “enduring rivalry,” which has been dealt with extensively in the IR literature during the past several years—see, for example, Goertz and Diehl (1992a, 1992b), Huth and Russett (1993), Maoz and Russett (1993). For additional discussion of the ICB concept of protracted conflict, see Part I.

47. It could be argued that the crises involving the former republics of Yugoslavia since 1991 constitute a protracted conflict. However, we view the present phase of this important historical protracted conflict as beginning with the breakup of Yugoslavia a decade after the death of Tito in 1980.

48. In the tables that follow, the actor-level analyses are based on 895 cases, while the international-level analyses are based on 412 cases. In fact, due to sporadic missing data, the actual N’s are somewhat lower.

49. A related variable used elsewhere in this volume to assess decision maker stress during a crisis also failed to differentiate between PC and non-PC crisis actors.

50. For the sake of brevity, we will verbally summarize the voluminous tabular material upon which these findings are based.
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51. Of course, there were seven great powers in the interwar period, operating in a much smaller international system, so their higher rate of involvement is not unexpected.

52. The remaining 12 international crises in Table IV.48 occurred before the League of Nations came into existence or during World War II, when the League was moribund; the UN did not yet exist.

53. For the analyses of VIOL, CRISMG, SEVVIOSY, and CENVIOSY, where the focus is on violence in the crisis as a characteristic of the crisis as a whole, intra-war crises are excluded.

54. A number of additional studies have focused on other aspects of the action-reaction dynamic in conflict behavior in general, and crisis situations in particular: Bobrow (1982), Howell (1983), Hybel and Robertson (1978), Leng (1984, 1993a, 1993b), Leng and Walker (1982), Levy (1989) and Phillips (1973).

55. While all foreign policy crises are presumed to exhibit some degree of threat to decision makers’ basic values and hence stress, crises vary according to the level of such threat.

56. For a more extended discussion of stress and crisis behavior, see Wilkenfeld, Brecher, and Hill (1989); for a discussion of the general impact of stress on foreign policy behavior, see Brecher (1993), Holsti (1965).

57. The literature on crisis bargaining also focuses on the notion of matching or reciprocity. Thus, Gochman and Leng (1983:101) proposed the following hypothesis: “The relative military-industrial capabilities of disputants are associated with the degree of reciprocity that characterizes interstate bargaining in militarized disputes. Bargaining among adversaries of relatively equal capabilities is more likely to be reciprocal in nature than is bargaining among unevenly matched adversaries.” See also Leng (1983, 1993a, 1993b).

58. For a full discussion of the indicators of stress, sociopolitical conditions, and power relations, see Part II

59. Claude (1964), David Davies Institute (1972), Eagleton (original 1932, revised 1957), Falk and Mendlovitz (1966), Goodspeed (1967), Henkin (1968), James (1969), Nicholas (1971), Stone (original 1954, revised 1973).

60. Bercovitch (1992), Bercovitch and Rubin (1992), Bercovitch and Rubin (1993), Butterworth (1976), Finlayson and Zacher (1980), E. Haas (1983, 1986), Haas et al. (1972), Hewitt (1996), Mitchell and Webb (1988), Pelcovits and Kramer (1976), Pricen (1992), Touval (1992), Touval and Zartman (1985), Young (1967), Zacher (1979), Zartman (1989), Zartman and Touval (1985).

61. We do not consider the role of regional and security organizations in the present volume, due to the generally small number of cases in which such intervention took place. However, the ICB data sets do contain information on these cases (see list of variables in Part II), which can be particularly helpful in the analysis of certain regional conflicts and crises.

62. In earlier treatments of global organization effectiveness, cases where the global organization was deemed to have been only marginally effective were not included in the overall effectiveness score (see Wilkenfeld and Brecher 1984; Brecher and Wilkenfeld 1989).

63. While a correlation coefficient is not necessarily the most efficient measure of association for time series data, it is employed here largely to supplement what is visually obvious.
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64. Finlayson and Zacher (1980) suggest that alignment configuration is an important factor in determining whether or not the UN will become involved in a particular crisis. In essence, they suggest that the one type of conflict that is most likely to evoke UN attention is that involving threats or acts of force by aligned against nonaligned states. While we find this notion intriguing, its implications are beyond the scope of the present analysis.

65. Both measures utilized here provide data on the highest level of activity by any of the great powers or superpowers in an international crisis.

66. In the interests of saving space, a decision was made to exclude the voluminous tabular material upon which the following discussion is based.

67. Overall, only four additional international crises during the entire 76-year period showed the Secretary-General to have been effective in crisis management: Cambodia/Thailand 1958–59, West Irian II 1961–62, and Cuban Missiles 1962 during bipolarity; and North Korea Nuclear Crisis 1993–94, in the post–Cold War unipolar system.

68. There were four crises for which there were missing data on one or more of the variables examined here.

69. Dawisha (1984) also supports at least some of these assertions in her study of Soviet intervention in Czechoslovakia in 1968. She states that Romania and Yugoslavia both felt that one of the main reasons the USSR intervened during the Prague Spring crisis was because it perceived the risk of Western military counteraction to be negligible.

70. Due to a paucity of crises in which either superpower engaged in direct military activity when it was not itself a crisis actor (one crisis in bipolarity and two during polycentrism), direct military activity was merged with semi-military and covert activity for the analyses of superpower activity and effectiveness.

71. In the post–Cold War unipolar system, there were only nine crises with U.S. third-party activity and only three with Russian third-party activity. These small numbers precluded meaningful statistical analysis, and they are excluded in the subsequent analysis.

72. In fact, further analysis reveals that USSR activity actually exacerbated crises in 13% of the cases, compared to an exacerbation rate of 6% for the U.S.. Among these USSR cases were Kars-Ardahan 1945–46, Turkish Straits 1946, Greek Civil War II 1946–47, Guatemala 1953–54, Congo I–Katanga 1960–62, Shaba I, II 1977, 1978.
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