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Crises in Foreign Policy : A Simuletion Analysis (Bobbs-Merrill, 1969),
xxi+234 pp.

1) #EPZoMOBERICE T, ZOBERVCELTSLERRSFLONT
Evinys, TMESESDEM L BESITOVTR, 2¥OoRTTEER, James
A. Robinsen, International Encyclopedia of the Svcial Sciences (Macmil-
lan, 1968), Vol. 3, pp. 510~514,
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B BOWSME (war decision) FFEAT bhs, FRRC, 196047 A,
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SFfET A E AR E LB RV (R ERASBORBL DT
i MATEMbE FRABRL—PIRCES 104 (19314144 245,
ELTHTERic,)

I LORER, EEEETECSTLENT 7 e~ OFNTHD LT
T, AR TELIEY BF B~ —~ v (Charles F. Hermann) 0{Ei,
R ORBNELCTHENT 78 —FOFRE WL L 5, ~—= VD
FRIL, FOFERE, FERIRL . TRWSA, A4 £— (Richard
C. Snyder), <4 ¢ (Glenn D:. Paige) X % [ESETE| B, 7 —A
{Robert C. North), swa-A5 4 {(Ole R. Holsti) 7s & X5 T1914%E
5 T Lo de, —BOBEEERFEO RSB T LR TE B,
L LERT, SiSEELr—A - AXF LI T, ¥REZRINED

(3 Chihiro Hosoya, “Japan’s Decision for War in 1941,” Hitotsubashi
Journal of Law and Politics, Vol. 5 (1967), pp. 10—19; Chihiro Hosoya,
“Miscalculations in Deterrent Policy : Japanese—U. S. Relations, 1938
—1941,” Ibid,, Vol. 6 (1968), pp. 29—47. MAKIZE, SAROHNLHEEE
A, EEArARECHMAET R tASR TELVARR L TE LS,
R#EEORE: WA TOR ¥ DT Ch D, Bruce M. Russett, “Pearl
Harbor: deterrence theory and decision theory,” Jowrnal of Peace
Research, 1967, 2, pp. 89—106. U» L, K7 ¢ » MiZ LA OLTEEKR
EL{EELLWS, coficBL, Sk 8N, BRiclsh 3 AADHEE
REREOREYERE LD & LT, oFOMlBRC ¥, Chihiro
Hosoya, “Characteristics of the Foreign Policy Decision-Making System
in Japan” (paper prepared for delivery at the 1972 Annual Meeting
of the International Studies Association, March 14—18).
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19624E10H, ¥ # 7 4 BHERRBIT 5 F o~ - 39/ AEHO B 0 R E
—EHEBOEER 5 AT, T LTEEE, HOCOWERLY, HEEEk
R8T 5 EROALBRREBRT AT bR T L e ¥ WOLII TS, %
7o OBEGRHEHGC S T, RARTGRER G L O S 0EEMESK,
FTDELBEARZEZLHLNET S,

WHETHRS, EHOZ DX 5 hBERECRMEST, ER4ERORMSE
& & O Lo BB EE RO R A 5 EEMERRIERR &3, BEhH
CEDGMU_AERE LTS, £LT, ZOL5aMVr-2o@E ik
¥, EEVMFHTIEBRRECOWTOBELOL 0 bHEH ST Ty

nHEREERERO 2O L~ANV] Kb TuBH I L5 ETLiL,
#m, ]. David Singer, “The Level-of-Analysis Problem in International
Relations,” in Klaus Knorr and Sidney Verba (eds.), The Iuternational
System (Princeton Univ, Press, 1961), pp. 77—92.
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Do Rk X WEEHOBBEAL, EEAELY T _BRrsET Y 4~

{Anthony J. Wiener), #»—» (Herman Kahn) >, +o58ioRE
BRI D, ¥ EEEEY, ERERCRE S [—aE%] 215
VAT AEMDFA 7 AMBIEBELE Y ETBHE—~1 T 4 v # (Kenneth
E. Boulding) k%,%@ﬁﬁo&m%ﬁmbfw%:' '

BROL LD, FEODSTREEST, BCHNOBWELL Lok
T, FIIE, B ETH TR Y 20 L REREE 71
g ndo binvsy, M ETEEE, 2 oTr vy v (James A. Robinson)
PR L BB L DD, ® bl 2 OMEE L BIF LA RA
DTHB,

FHEOBBRE 7 AMLEE, BEREROBETEEL TV, BiXE
RERE DT HRBRL, —EoBKREBCRADIOWE ¥ B % MR
Wl &2WEEANLT T r—F1LL 5L T3, £LCEN%E, TD37v
—~ A b AMPEHALLS>ET20THD, 2% b, DBERERZCES
hicpkiERif] (decision time) DR, QFBIBORREECHZ3EE
(threat) ©FE{E, Thit, QHENT CRERETECL - TFH (awa-
reness) ENTWichEHh, DEEThHD,

BEILEDI 7 v—20#HZARITLY, OFDL 5 8RB ITDIES
PRERIE) DS (A~H) ¥MEHLTW5, ZhEEREThiio
DEEDTH 5B,

(5) Anthony J. Wiener and Herman Kahn, Crisis and Arms Control (Hu-
dson Institute, 1962), pp. 8—11.

(6) Kenneth E. Boulding, Conflici and Defense (Harper and Row, 1963),
pp. 250251, (AHEEE - FEESR IEeo—BERL 4 v2 - P,
19714E, 307<=—%¢,)

(7) James A. Robinson, “The Concept of Crisis in Decision-Making,”
reprinted in Naomi Rosenbaum (ed.), Readings on the International
Political System (Prentice-Hall, 1970), pp. 81—90.

8 FEBHE, UToRIX &SR W ToRRNSIRE &G E2Tino T
%, Charles F. Hermann, “International Crisis as a Situational Vari-
able,” in James N. Rosenau (ed.), International Potitics and Foreign
Policy (Free Press, rev. ed., 1969), pp. 409—421.
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MEORRCAE L, BiRIEFHCRERE 5 R (A~H) © 5
b TRLEENRLON (A) ThHH, e, BRifBcrivio
2 (G) THp, TERELNE, RRAEME (A) », RFEETW5EE
#iE (crisis decision making) *##ERT2 [MHEyEH| cEr bl
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EHIL, b LAEBREYAEE LSS, REART XD L 5 RfFRiE
BERT 5285 “if-then” hypotheses D&M 5, 26/ ERFH
wRETE, rLTCheEWRCETS 7 i@l T20Th%, Eic
FHHY, ZTHLRELAEBEEE T EHROBFHEL LMbA LT3,
FLTh%, AWRERTLE~7 efHeTH0THS,

LIF, BEARIHRAIAEREEC2WTO { 72 v ZREBA L,
EEABTREBOBEEN 5L, HroERcowCoBBiRFshin .
o THEEHEEXEIOEFETHETRIE YD, TOHRTHERCOWTIE,
EEoFEALALEE, “confirmed”’ “not confirmed” # XT¢ “inconsis-
tent” r LTI L T E iy,

Hypothesis 11 In crisis as compared to noncrisis, a nation’s decision makers:
are more likely to take action. (inconsistent)

Hypothesis 2; In Crisis as compared to noncrisis, a nation’s decision makers.
are more likely to take hostile actions toward the agent initiating the situa-
tion. (confirmed)

Hypothesis 3: In crisis as compared to noncrisis, decision- makers are more:
likely to take exploratory actions toward the agent initiating the situation.
(confirmed)

Hypothesis 4: In crisis as compared to noncrisis, nation’s decision makers
are less likely to take cooperative actions toward the agent initiating the
situation. (confirmed)

Hypothesis 5: In crisis as compared to noncrisis, if the decision makers
perceive the situation as originating from a friendly agent, then action is
less likely to occur. (confirmed) .

Hypothesis 6 : In crisis as compared to noncrisis, if the decision makers
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perceive the situation as originating from a hostile agent, then action is more
likely to occur. (confirmed)

Hypothesis 7: In crisis as compared to noncrisis, if the decision makers
perceive that the agent originated the situation accidentally, then action is
less likely to occur. (not confirmed)

Hypothesis 81 In crisis as compared to noncrisis, if the decision makers
perceive that the agent originated the situation deliberately, then action is
more likely to occur. (confirmed)

Hypothesis 9: In crisis as compared to noncrisis, the more the decision
makers perceive a situation to be ambiguous, the less likely is action to
occur. {not confirmed)

Hypothesis 10: In crisis as compared to noncrisis, the more the decision
makers perceive their national survival to be endangered, the more likely
is action to occur. (confirmed)

Hypothesis 11: In crisis as compared to noncrisis, the greater the priority
attached by the decision makers to a goal before it is endangered, the more
probable is the occurrence of action. (confirmed)

Hypotkesis 12: In crisis as compared to noncrisis, the more capabilities a
nation has in relation to other nations, the more likely is action to occur.
(not confirmed)

Hypotkesis 13: In crisis as compared to noncrisis, a restricted search for
alternative proposals is less likely to prevent action from occurring. (not
confirmed)

Hypothesis 14+ In crisis as compared to noncrisis, the consideration of only
a few alternative proposals by the decision makers is less likely to prevent
action from occurring. (not confirmed)

Hypothesis 15 : In crisis as compared to noncrisis, the occurrence of affec-
tive conflict among the decisiion makers is less likely to prevent action from
occurring. (not confimed)

Hypothesis 16: In crisis as compared to noncrisis, the contraction of auth-
ority in making a decision is leess likely to prevent acten from occurring.
(not confirmed)

Hypothesis 17: In crisis as compared to noncrisis, the frequency of con-
sensus among decision makers as to the national goals affected by the sitna-
tion is increased. (confirmed)

Hypothesis 18: In crisis as compared to moncrisis, the priority assigned by
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decision 'miakers to the most affected national goal (s) is increased. (not
confirmed)

Hypothesis 19: In ‘crisis as compared to noncrisis, the amount of  search
conducted by the decision makers for information with which to define the
situation is decreased. (not confirmed)

* Hypothesis 20 In crisis as compared to noncrisis, the amount of search
conducted by the decision ‘makers for differentiated alternative solutions to
the situation is decreased. (inconsistent)

Hypothesis 21: In “crisis ‘as compared to noncrisis, the number of alternative
solutions to the situation identified by the decision  makers is decreased.
{inconsistent}

Hypothesis 22 In crisis "as compared to noncrisis,  the number of decision
makers' exercising authority in the decision process is decreased ; that is, a
contraction of authority occurs. (confirmed)

Hypothesis 23: In c¢risis as compared to noncrisis, the decision makers’
confidence in the ability of their  decision to protect the affected goal {8) is
decreased, (confirmed) o

Hypothesis 24: In crisis as compared to noncrisis, the amount of search by
the decision makers for support of their decision is increased. (confirmed)

Hypothesis 25: In crisis as compared to noncrisis, the volume of com-
munication among decision: makers within the foreign policy structure of a
nation is increased. (confirmed) :

Hypothesis 26 : In c¢risis as compared to noncrisis, the volume of com-
munication between a nation’s decision makers and other international actors
external to the nation is increased. {mot corfirmed)
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—~CORESTRREEAMBEADEZE E Vo X 570) Db\ IZiL, B
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TI014%P Mt ) B X hid, EERRHEAIRECK X o keBe, HEO
RDHMBEE & 8 L CHRMANCE B L v ) BORIVES O RWBANE, e
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A~ OHHBERCIE R DA 75 & & R bA S hiv, ©F b, HEHO
RSB LS HEORBHUFC Y pibbd, #4 €12 LTEIRE
B mbei b OREREERoB OREREREC X5, LV iblThs,
ORI 12, 13, 14,19 X LEEEL T, FJ\FEEJ@AEE*J%‘:M%%
FHLRMAD] 2 5H0RRL B THS D,

BORYSERS, BORIER D TAAEMYHEL o B% A (economic
man) EFAEFELTVA, FRIETLS, 12 vond, SEELR
+aEmLodls (cognitive - limits - on rational it)frj)o) R F R EE

‘(administrative man) 51 ) YT -TED, . THZ T, b
ﬁﬁ@%ﬁtﬁ%kﬁ?%&%&ﬁ%mﬁﬁ%&Aﬂmﬁ®EémﬁLT.
E ORI HHBORET BB LI 5, h

L E AT, BRERE VT ORI —2Th B 7 < (Theodore
Abel) DBTK LRE, VL HRRREL VLSS, R, JEoR
BT THEI b LS TF SRS & LA £ BB SR T A, L LA
VELBPEOERE, OMERE) TR E A, U571
ORBEFRL TS k) BB S (520,21, 29, T

{9) ‘Robert C. North, Ole R. Holsti, M. George Zaninovich, and Dina A.
Zinnes, Conlent Analysis: A Handbook with Apblications for the Study
of International Crisis (Northwestern University Press, 1963), p. 172;.
Dina A. Zinnes, Robert C, North and Howard E. Koch, Jr., “Capability,
Threat, and the Outbreak of War,” in James N. Rosenau (ed.), -
ternational Politics and Foreign Policy (Free Press, 1961), pp. 469—482.

() James G. March and Herbert A. Simon, Organizations (Wiley, 1958),
pp. 137—142,

EEBEISEESEESD TEENTE] CowTHRUA DELT
i1, DEDRILITHBEEAL TS, Sydney Verba, “Assumptions of Ra-
tionality and Non-Rationality in Models of the International System,”
in Klaus Knorr and Sydney Verba (eds.); 7did.; pp. 93—117.

() Theodore Abel, “The Element of Decision in:the Pattern of War,”
American Sociological Review, 1941, 6, pp. 853—859.
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WUCHEY R —BT2 2 L TE i\, BE, oS, vwHhWY
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L EoRmEATRT 2 X 5, RMESRELC#EERESEL S, He
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R LI 37 v—4&——(1) Short Decision Time, (2) High Threat, (3)
Surprise ® 5%, 2 7 1~ & (High Theat) #vd@iiic L, il i
®’BH27v—aD5b0 12 NbhiE, MosRERLETELDTRE
ORERBHIERT A BRI LD TH i,

i, COXSRERBREESFACOWTOMER, 4L EFAsik
DORBHEEC TR LY, ThARoGMOMEAR L LToREDike
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EHO—BEFRE B DT, 5 LTh T, WiEPEoid

(& Margaret G. Hermann, “Testing a Model of Psychological Stress,”™
Journal of Personality, 34 (1966), pp. 881—896.
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OHBEFLE LTOBBEETFANLEL ERELELTH B,

FDEWKTIE, ~As5— (Thomas Halper) izt % RIEHRIELISEE
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R Shicni (compelled) &\ R EEATEO R { BT,
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pped” = “compelled” &3 EE:OHWIET, FELPBRREESEOR
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By OFROEFEFETH Y, Ha—hEr it by, o &
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BELA L, FECLRBEOMGRNLLL, Chl ko 2FARRESRE
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PEEFE T, TPIE] 20 b OEH T2 ERERE L £ ORELOMET,
SHREBRL ZEDTERVERLO—>ThiThEE it Th 5 5,

BEDXdie, ~—=vOlE ko RMIRoMBMEELEE L2, .
EEREEBC ST 3BEREEECHL, L ERLEETme b0l vk
I3, SHED, ~— vARE LREEIECH L, SHE»bOHHRAIH
FINBFUCH D, — L LBER2 D, BREEWTUL, TR

{8 Thomas Halper, Infernational Crises: Appearance end Reality (Charles
E. Merril, 1971), p. 27 n.
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2 VOEMCHEBNNEZEATIEN 2T Tlv3 (B2, H#H
FTTR, P¥OLIRHERNAEORERRCEAIRLO TH o, 2
¥ h, DBREEORHOWR, QTMEES v~ T ORE, QEN=
f.sbr—va vEAKORE Fhic, WEEROREL oMSTHS, %
olge, FREEZ A~ 7RBELTE, 2¥0 280RENEHOI VAL
2 vaviEBLTGHEEREDOTH 5T 2E Y, OFLHECERTES
(CDM) & EPBSRIEE (I DM), @A BR%RESR (EDM) LHEHE

(4 BE,DUTO=SHIHRERINL. LrLohbid, ~—< 0k 5 MR
BACHT - Twiow, EEHRALRENT 7e—FThh, BMOTHLE, L
HENBRSHLOESIAREHER W5, TEEE MF—KA T+ L8
LT AV A ORE—BURISEREOSW ] £ FERERL (425, 196949),
1—172—, (UARHER [7 54 Y AEBH T TBELHEF—2r 7Y
7 FOHSLARE] (FRESLHESEIRE, 19714), 5166 42—, BHA

- TEETEORERS FOEBEEmRl QUE g1k, F15), 28—42x—-9,

5 Richard C. Snyder, H. W. Bruck and Burton Sapin (eds.), Foreign
Policy Decision Making (Free Press, 1962), pp. 86—105.

i, BRBSECARELEBIRR O LE L BRLEFEEBIC W TOF
PP ERT HRAOMRLE LT, 2D Lodihs,, Graham T.
Allison, Essence of Decision: - Explaining the Cuban Missile Crisis (Lit-
tle Brown and Company, 1971}, pp. 67—100.

¢ Charles F. Hermann, “Some Consequences of Crisis which Limits the
Viability of Organizations,” Administrative Science Quarterly, 8 (1963),
pp. 6182,
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# (closed politicsf)lg)k BHELTD, WEL, IOBORKAEARE LY
BRCoiToenicd, MARACENBRAOERBE o RO 5H
MELHEDBAT, Lo TORBHEHANCRSTZ/L—F - £4F7 357 R
LT B BR BT bR TS BV TERIDNED 5 A

Bl EO~ARESEAEGA EN BB LD T, RE—RERE
—EROBME VS, BURIRERO D LoD T EHAEOHMER, &
D—RE I ERTL 5 b0 LBk b,

0% ok A EEAERORAN D EHA F LAl 2R LTMELTRUT IO
b#idh B, Robert L. Kahn ef al., Organizational Stress: Studies in Role
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