Crisis Escalation

Bargaining strategies that are escalatory have a greater probability of going to war.

Those dyads that were unsuccessful in prior crises are likely to escalate tactics.  

They will use more coercive strategies in the next crises. 

It is clear that prior settlement outcomes effect conflict escalation in a dyad.  
Unsatisfied states with the capability to change a future outcome are likely to become war prone. 

Leng Study:

Realpolitik folklore

Hypothesis:

Experiential Learning model predicts that policy makers will change unsuccessful bargaining strategies and retain those that are successful.

If the outcome of the preceding crisis with State B was a diplomatic victor for state A, then A will employ the same degree of coercion in the next crisis with B.

If the outcome of the preceding crisis with state B was a diplomatic defeat for state A, then A will employ a more coercive bargaining strategy in the next crisis with B.
“Out findings indicate that if states do learn from these experiences, the lesson tends to be to use more coercive bargaining the next time.” Leng 135

Leng chart

Need more tests on a wider set of cases

What Do We Know About Crisis Escalation?:

1. The bargaining strategy between parties has a big impact on the probability of war.  Whether a crisis goes to war depends on the level of violence and the strategies used by the actors in the dispute.

2. As disputes recur, they are more apt to have a pattern of increasing escalation.

3. Multiparty disputes are more apt to escalate to war.

4. As territorial disputes recur, they are more apt to escalate to war.

