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Overview

 Foreign Policy Decision Making (FPDM)

 Theories and hypotheses including factors such as organizational 

processes, bureaucratic politics, cognitive biases, group dynamics 

and individual personality traits

 Foreign policy crises as a major subject of interest



Overview

 Difficult to compare FPDM-generated factors to those that are more 
aggregated – regime type or system – due to limited data

 We will use International Crisis Behavior (ICB) data and focus on all 
US crises

 ICB is widely used and highly regarded since 1975

 Cases from ICB allow for much closer examination of decision-making 
in high-stress environments (Prins 2010)



Theorizing and Hypotheses

 Advisory System Hypothesis: If a state’s foreign policy 

advisory system is formal rather than informal or collegial, then 

its crisis behavior will feature violence as a more central and 

more severe crisis management technique.



Theorizing and Hypotheses

 Margin of Victory Hypothesis: Leaders who have gained office 

through more narrow electoral victories will employ violence as a 

more central and more severe crisis management technique.



Theorizing and Hypotheses

 Belief in Ability to Control Events Hypothesis: Leaders who 

score higher on belief in ability to control events will rely on 

violence as a more central and more severe crisis management 

technique.



Theorizing and Hypotheses

 Distrust Hypothesis: Leaders who score higher on distrust will 

rely on violence as a more central and more severe crisis 

management technique.



Data, Measurement and Analysis

 US foreign policy crises (N = 46) from 1919 onward

 Centrality of Violence as dependent variable

 Refers to the importance of violence in the pursuit of goals as perceived by decision-makers

 Categories are (1) no violence; (2) violence minor; (3) violence important; and (4) violence 
preeminent



Variable Coefficient Standard Error

Gravity of Threat -2.115* 1.032

Violent Trigger 1.899** .690

Power Discrepancy .019* .009

Protracted Conflict 1.075* .475

Advisory System 2.150* .889

Belief in Ability to Control 

Events

107.30** 30.93

Distrust -44.39** 15.90

Margin of Victory -.081 .043

TABLE 1.  Effects of Existing and New ICB variables on Centrality of Violence in U.S. Foreign Policy Crises

N = 46

*p < .05.  **p < .01.



CRISIS RESPONSE

Informal/Col

legial 

Advisory 

System

Formal 

Advisory 

System

Change in 

Probabilit

y

No Violence 0.933 0.384 -0.549

Violence Minor 0.011 0.043 +0.032

Violence Important 0.046 0.342 +0.296

Violence 

Preeminent

0.010 0.232 +0.222

TABLE 2. Probability of the U.S. Employing Violence as an Increasingly Central 

Crisis Management Technique, as Advisory System Varies (All other variables at means)



Summing Up

 Results suggest that approach holds considerable promise for further 
rigorous analysis of FPDM hypotheses in the crisis context

 Advisory system, political context (margin of victory) and leadership 
traits impact upon centrality of violence in a crisis

 Our next step is to code more variables based on prominent FPDM 
theories

 Go beyond US as well


