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Foreword

Leaders face enigmatic challenges within our increasingly
complex world of international affairs. Foremost among them for
the US government is determining how senior officials—policy
makers and military commanders—can harness effectively the
friction inherent to the interagency policy-making process, doing
so in ways that advance US national security during interven-
tions into conflicts and wars. Specifically, leaders and decision
makers at every level must understand the roles they play in
generating and sustaining interagency conflict that detracts from
the nation’s capacity to develop sound conflict termination
policy, thereby impairing our ability to analyze crises, envision
desired end states, formulate termination criteria, and execute
termination strategies. To address this issue, we must first
understand the sources of that friction, identifying its causes
and consequences across the policy-making arena.

Interagency Fratricide: Policy Failures in the Persian Gulf and
Bosnia provides a comprehensive analysis of the factors that
affected both interagency processes and policy outcomes dur-
ing the Persian Gulf War (1990-91) and the early stages of the
Bosnia crisis (1993-95). Going one-on-one with members of
Washington’s policy elite who were involved directly in these
two cases, the author demonstrates that the US government’s
approach to termination policy proved fragmented and person-
ality driven. She systematically presents evidence to support
the study’s conclusion, revealing that the nature of the gap



between diplomats and war fighters will consistently produce
policies that bring about cease-fire in the form of war termina-
tion, but fail to address the underlying causes and conditions
that generated conflict (and, potentially, war). These issues
must be resolved if the US government hopes to improve the
social and political conditions of those embroiled in conflict
while at the same time bolstering a security posture favorable
to US interests in the aftermath of intervention. The three sec-
tions of this work thematically present the interagency process,
the analysis and its findings, and implications for future ter-
mination policy development endeavors.

This book is the first of its kind. It integrates the real-world
experiences of post-Cold War diplomats and war fighters,
demonstrating that both need to think in more far-reaching
terms regarding the development of conflict termination policy
and the interagency’s role therein. As Carl von Clausewitz says,
this type of intellectual endeavor must be undertaken “before the
first shot is fired.” To accomplish this feat, policy makers must
cast aside their institutional and individual personalities to
determine what is best for those on whose behalf the United
States intervenes—especially when the armed forces are called
upon to act in the service of our country. I commend this work
to you as a necessary first step in understanding interagency
policy making. It's up to you to bridge the gaps between diplo-
mats and war fighters toward creating effective conflict termina-
tion policy in the future.

RONALD R. FOGLEMAN
General, USAF, Retired
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Introduction

Decision makers do not make choices as unitary actors.
This study examines interagency conflicts within the US gov-
ernment’s decision-making processes in cases of coercive
intervention and the manner in which such conflicts affect
policies regarding termination and withdrawal. Specifically, it
also examines conflict termination policies regarding the sec-
ond Persian Gulf War and the Bosnia conflict.

Graham Allison and Morton Halperin’s ideas provide the
foundation for identifying the players and contextual factors
that regulate decision making. To operationalize the study’s
theoretical perspectives, this framework develops six interre-
lated signed digraph models. Using a multimethod approach,
the study collects and analyzes quantitative and qualitative
data from informed respondents. The quantitative analysis
illuminates relationships that affect interagency conflict; the
qualitative analysis identifies themes that respondents per-
ceived as most important in developing interagency policy.
These seven macros and their supporting micro themes are
then organized in terms of their capacity to influence the ways
in which (1) dynamic themes influence interagency dynamics,
(2) contextual parameters framing the policy process shape
interagency dynamics and substantive outcomes, and (3) cross-
cutting effects influence both dynamic themes and contextual
elements. The themes are then used to investigate the devel-
opment of termination policy in the Persian Gulf and Bosnia.

In the final analysis, the gap between diplomats and war
fighters dominates an interagency process likely to produce a
policy that brings about war termination in the form of cease-
fire. However, it almost inevitably fails to achieve conflict ter-
mination in the form of sustainable peace. This outcome
results largely from interagency conflict that emanates from
five key factors:

1. defects in leadership,

2. the absence of strategic vision,
3. dissimilar organization cultures,
4. disparate worldviews, and



5. the absence of an integrated interagency planning mech-
anism.

These factors impede the effective development of crisis
analysis, end-state vision, termination criteria, and termina-
tion strategy. With these findings noted at the outset, a few
words regarding the presentation of ideas will help guide you
through the study’s three interrelated sections.

Interagency Fratricide at a Glance

Part I frames the nature of interagency policy making within
a “less than rational” political environment. To demonstrate the
overwhelming influence that rational choice theory has had
upon conceptions of foreign policy decision making, this dis-
cussion critiques the rational actor model for its inability to
incorporate all facets of human choice. This marked examina-
tion shows precisely why people—both as individuals and par-
ticularly when called upon to act as a group—cannot make deci-
sions according to this utility-maximizing approach. Yet, this
section confirms that such an approach has dominated both
theorists’ and practitioners’ approaches to conflict termina-
tion, a conclusion illustrated through the most widely accepted
models of conflict termination. Given that groups cannot adhere
to the tenets of rational choice theory in practice, the author
invokes Allison’s bureaucratic politics model to capture the
dynamics of the national security policy-making system as it
exists in reality. From this theoretical foundation, a research
methodology is presented to bridge the gap between the theory
and practice of national security decision making.

Part II analyzes the evidence and presents three major classi-
fications of findings. Using the term dynamic themes as the
first category, the work depicts the influence leadership, nego-
tiation, and domestic politics have upon the interagency process.
Contextual parameters, the second category, further circum-
scribes the interagency process. Specifically, the analysis
demonstrates the ways in which strategic vision and planning
processes, in conjunction with desires to protect institutional
equities, affect interagency dynamics and policy outcomes.
This discussion concludes with an analysis of two factors that



have crosscutting effects on policy process inputs and out-
comes as it focuses on the ways in which role and mission ambi-
guity and the media influence the interagency process.

The final section, Part III, presents the implications these
interagency findings hold for termination policy development.
Gaining insight from the Persian Gulf War and the crisis in
Bosnia, the evidence shows that while the interagency process is
designed to bridge the gaps across the US government’s execu-
tive branch in theory, in practice the elements identified within
dynamic themes, contextual parameters, and crosscutting effects
adversely affect decision makers’ abilities to develop conflict ter-
mination policy for the crisis at hand. These two cases provide
evidence that the interagency process demands both intellectual
and structural overhaul if it is to fulfill its original, and much
needed, purpose.

As a final note, quoted material comes directly from the inter-
view transcripts that support this research. Where possible,
this research frames quotations in terms of the individual’s
level within the interagency process, departmental affiliation,
and the case with which he or she is associated. Although the
names of all 135 informants are included in appendix A, I
have taken great care to preserve their anonymity with regard
to specific comments—I hope I have done them justice.



PART I

Framing the Problem
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Chapter 1

Conflict Termination within
a Bureaucratic Environment

If the decision to end a war were simply to spring from a
rational calculation about gains and losses for the nation as
a whole, it should be no harder to get out of a war than to
get into one.

—Fred Charles Iklé

As the web of international relations becomes increasingly
complex within the context of globalization, any government
acting as an external intervenor will encounter challenges that
require intervention and conflict termination policies. Yet,
researchers and practitioners have performed only limited criti-
cal analysis regarding the ways intraparty dynamics shape in-
tervention policy development in general and conflict termination
policy development in specific. An overabundance of research
regarding intraparty and group dynamics appears within the
organization theory, organizational and group behavior, and
group dynamics literatures.! While these fields have dominated
scholarly discourse regarding group behavior, none of these
areas adequately addresses the internal relationships that
structure governmental intervention policy development. Con-
versely, the conflict resolution field encompasses an extensive
body of literature regarding third-party intervention, albeit
from foci that do not evaluate deliberately the relationships
between intraparty dynamics and policy development. The
lack of analysis regarding the linkage between group decision-
making processes and conflict termination policy development
presents a significant gap that must be bridged if intervenors—
both official government-sponsored agencies and unofficial pri-
vate entities—are to facilitate conflict termination policy devel-
opment as a practical step toward conflict resolution and,
ultimately, conflict transformation.

Toward achieving that goal, this book analyzes how con-
flict within and across US government (USG) agencies (the
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interagency?) affects the creation and promulgation of interven-
tion and conflict termination policies that include (a) effective
crisis analysis, (b) a vision for the desired end state, (c) conflict
termination criteria, and (d) a strategy to bring about conflict
termination for complex international crises. Hence, this study
aims to achieve four interrelated goals:

1. Enhance understanding of conflict termination and its re-
lationship to war termination, conflict settlement, conflict
resolution, and conflict transformation;

2. Establish a framework for conflict termination policy de-
velopment in accordance with the four elements outlined
above;

3. Analyze critically the policy processes that shaped con-
flict termination policy for the second Persian Gulf War
(1990-91%) and the Bosnia crisis that led to the Dayton
Accords (1993-95); and

4. Demonstrate the implications of developing conflict ter-
mination policy via an interagency process rife with all
the advantages and disadvantages attendant to bureau-
cratic decision making.

Figure 1 focuses the study by illustrating that international
crises include parties in conflict—adversaries and stakeholders.
These stakeholders include “allies” or “partners” and the USG.
The circle around the USG acknowledges that other actors in-
fluence policy development but indicates that this work fo-
cuses upon the USG policy process in “virtual” isolation from
the other actors. Figure 1 likewise communicates that the cri-
sis catalyzes policy development and, hence, interagency con-
flict across the agencies within the policy process.

Once a crisis attracts USG attention, members of the exec-
utive branch interagency process, in concert with other inter-
ested parties—both official and unofficial—begin analyzing the
problem to formulate a strategy to address the crisis.* These
decision makers generate an interagency policy that communi-
cates the US government’s official position regarding the cri-
sis. The question for this crisis policy cycle then becomes: “If
the policy achieves war termination, does it then begin to es-
tablish the conditions for conflict termination that lead to a
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Figure 1. International Crisis: Aligning the Parties in Conflict

better state of peace (defined as either a sustainable peace or
an acceptable level of instability), or does this policy become
the catalyst for continued or future conflict?” In this manner,
figure 2 captures the focal points of this work.

To begin grounding this research in the literature, it is appro-
priate to acknowledge that this approach investigates I. William
Zartman'’s question regarding the potential efficacy of negotiation
as a decision-making process.? In so doing, it bridges existing
gaps between the bureaucratic politics, decision theory, negotia-
tion, and conflict resolution literatures. A conceptual framework
based upon theories that illuminate understanding of negotia-
tion practices, the bureaucratic politics model of decision mak-
ing, and conflict termination policy guide this study.

Interagency Decision Making via Negotiation

This book explores two aspects of decision making and links
them to conflict termination. First, it investigates the US gov-
ernment’s policy-making process by identifying the sources of
potential interagency conflict within the bureaucratic decision-
making arena. Second, it analyzes the effects of choices that
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Figure 2. Crisis Policy-Making Life Cycle

underpin strategy development and traces those effects to the
US government’'s development of conflict termination policy for
its interventions into the Persian Gulf (1990-91) and Bosnia
(1993-95). Once these areas are analyzed, this study then iden-
tifies the most influential factors in developing the outcome (i.e.,
the intervention policy and termination strategy) and maps them
relationally to discern their influence on the conflict termination
policy development process. A brief explanation of intraparty
negotiation as a decision-making process effectively identifies
the linkages within this conceptual framework.

Zartman maintains that negotiation represents a mode of de-
cision making that can reconcile two (or more) conflicting points
of view into a single decision.® In light of this perspective, the in-
teragency decision-making process involves some aspects of ne-
gotiation within a bounded context. Within the US national
policy-making arena, the bureaucratic model of decision making
provides the overarching contextual parameters while intraparty
multilateral negotiation provides the mechanism for policy de-
velopment. Consequently, the effects of conflict within the inter-
agency process must be evaluated according to (1) the context of
the crisis’ environment and (2) the dynamics of the bureaucratic
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politics model of decision making. Together, these shape the na-
ture of the multilateral negotiations between relevant actors.

Scholars and analysts within the fields of public administra-
tion and organization theory have gone to great lengths to de-
velop our understanding of the nature of bureaucracy. From
the earliest descriptive works of Max Weber through the efforts
of James March and Herbert Simon, the bureaucratic envi-
ronment has been described as one of unrivaled complexity.”
Important for this study, however, are the specific contextual fac-
tors that shape the application of the bureaucratic decision-
making model within the USG.

The foregoing description of the political environment high-
lights the necessity of considering the influence contextual fac-
tors have upon the selection of a theoretical frame for decision
making. When looking at US security policy development, one
can rapidly discern that Washington’s multifaceted context re-
quires the application of a model that captures the nature of the
process as it actually occurs in practice. This research assumes
the most relevant model is the bureaucratic politics model, not
the rational actor model.® To validate this selection, a brief com-
parison of the two conceptual frameworks is required.

The bureaucratic decision-making model recognizes that
government is comprised of multiple actors with various de-
grees and sources of influence or power.® These actors operate
within a bureaucratic structure of sometimes-competing ide-
ologies and policy preferences. Political scientists John Spanier
and Eric Uslaner contend “policy-making in these circum-
stances involves attempts to reconcile the policy preferences of
the various ‘players’ with their different perceptions and inter-
ests.”!% Through a process of compromise and mutual adjust-
ment, actors make decisions that integrate their conflicting
policy preferences, irrespective of the policy’s ability to maxi-
mize a particular intervention’s potential effectiveness. Alter-
natively, the rational actor model attempts to prescribe deci-
sion choices based upon potential effectiveness rather than
upon a suboptimal compromise outcome.

The rational actor model focuses upon the development of
policies that can achieve effectively a stated purpose.!! In
this sense, the government is viewed as a unitary actor, an
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assumption that most probably accounts for its dominance in
the study of international relations and policy development.!?
Specifically, Spanier and Uslaner posit this model “assumes that
decision-makers will (1) select the objectives and values that a
given policy is supposed to achieve and maximize, (2) consider
the various alternative means to achieve these purposes, (3)
calculate the likely consequences of each alternative course,
and (4) choose the course most likely to attain the objectives
originally selected.”!® This brief description of the two dominant
decision-making frameworks highlights the disagreement that
exists regarding their historical and prospective applications.
This variance in perspective stems in part from the nature of
the decision-making environment.

The theory that undergirds Western understanding of the bu-
reaucratic model recognizes the dynamics between relevant ac-
tors. It does not provide, however, keen insight into the process
used to frame those interactions within the governmental in-
frastructure. To develop such insight, we must recognize that the
decisions resulting from this model’'s application emerge as
products of an extremely complex multilateral negotiation. As
such, we must understand the relevant actors before we can
attempt to analyze the process.

The Actors

Identifying relevant actors in a situation as complex as the
US national security policy-making process presents a formi-
dable task. Within this analysis, the research examines official
decision makers, influential actors, and contextual factors. The
paragraphs that follow briefly describe these actors; each is
explored in depth in chapter 4.4

Official decision makers are those actors who are involved in
the formal decision-making process by virtue of their “official”
governmental position. Influential in the formulation of national
security policy are the National Security Council (NSC) and the
US Congress (fig. 3). The National Security Act of 1947 created
the NSC (and the NSC system and its staff) “to advise the Pre-
sident with respect to the integration of domestic, foreign, and
military policies relating to the national security so as to en-
able the military services and the other Departments and
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Figure 3. NSC Policy-Making Structure: Decision Making as Negotiation

agencies of the government to cooperate more effectively in mat-
ters involving the national security.”!5

Since its purpose includes providing advice on issues that
span domestic and international arenas, its membership in-
cludes the highest-level decision makers within the federal
government. Specifically, the NSC is comprised of the president,
the vice president, the secretary of state, and the secretary of
defense.!® While other actors shape the overall decision-making
process within the NSC system, it is sufficient at this juncture
to introduce the primary actors and to note that the agency
originated from a recognition—in the wake of the United States’s
World War II experience—that the security policy process should
be institutionalized to guarantee the participation of those de-
cision makers most responsible—constitutionally speaking—for
national security policy. However, the NSC does not operate as
the sole decision-making agency; the US Congress also plays a
significant role in policy development.

The Congress influences the policy process through multiple
channels. However, two dominate: (1) the power to declare war
and, conversely, (2) the capacity to enact legislation limiting the
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use of force. First, and perhaps most fundamentally, the Con-
gress is the only branch of the USG authorized to “declare
war” by virtue of the powers prescribed by the Constitution of
the United States.!” The checks and balances built into the re-
lationship between the executive and legislative branches offer
opportunities for debate, compromise, and systematic policy de-
velopment. Paradoxically, the president serves as commander
in chief of the armed forces but does not possess the authority
to “make war.” The ambiguity surrounding the relationship be-
tween making war and being responsible for all military conduct
created a relationship devoid of its theoretical basis.
Throughout history, the executive operated at the margins re-
garding constitutional interpretation while congressional critics
claimed that the executive continually usurped congressional
power regarding the use of force. This belief, coupled with a de-
sire to reassert itself on the national level, prompted the Con-
gress to use its second source of power: the ability to constrain
the use of force through legislation. The 1973 Congress enacted
via joint resolution the War Powers Resolution.

Donald Snow and Eugene Brown contend the War Powers
Resolution “represented a dramatic milestone in the reasser-
tion of congressional prerogatives in international affairs.”!8 In
its present form, it requires the president to “consult with [the]
Congress before committing armed forces to hostilities.”'® As has
been demonstrated since its adoption, significant ambiguity con-
tinues to shape implementation of this requirement. In an ef-
fort to clarify any potential misunderstanding of the consulta-
tion requirement, the Congress included a reporting provision
to augment the consultation role.

As a second requirement, the president must “report to the
Congress within 48 hours any time US armed forces are dis-
patched (1) ‘into hostilities or into situations where imminent
involvement in hostilities is clearly indicated by the circum-
stances,’ (2) into foreign territory while ‘equipped for combat,’
or (3) ‘in numbers which substantially enlarge United States
Armed Forces equipped for combat already located in a foreign
nation.’”20

As for the first provision, both the president and the Congress
have interpreted this requirement expediently; it functions as

10
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an elastic barrier in the national security decision-making
process. While the first two requirements necessitate that the
Congress remains an active player in the security policy arena,
it is the third legal tenet that achieves particular import for ana-
lyzing conflict termination policy development.

The most important section of the War Powers Resolution for
this study is Section 5, the provision outlining the termination
of hostilities and the withdrawal of US personnel.?! Should the
first two measures prove insufficient for providing express leg-
islative approval regarding the development and implementa-
tion of foreign policy, this provision would correct the shortfall
in two ways. First, while the president maintains the latitude to
employ force as the commander in chief, the executive can do so
only for a 60-day period. If at the end of the 60-day window the
Congress has not declared war or has not authorized explicitly
the continued deployment (either by continuing resolution or by
extending presidential authority for a specified period), the pre-
sident is without legal authority to continue the deployment.??
Congressional inaction requires the president to withdraw de-
ployed forces. Most important here is the implication that an ex-
plicit requirement exists for the development of a termination
plan (and hence, an “exit strategy”) in cases wherein the Con-
gress has not declared war. The significance of this requirement
will emerge throughout the analysis of the relationship between
the interagency’s policy development process and its ability to
promulgate conflict termination policy.

While the NSC’s statutory members (president, vice president,
and secretaries of state and defense) and the Congress emerge
as the dominant “official players” within the policy development
arena, they operate within a bureaucratic environment that con-
sists of many unofficial, yet powerfully influential, actors. These
actors play momentous roles in framing vital issues related to
intervention decisions.

The environment that bounds the policy-making arena re-
mains rich with actors who influence the policy process in
myriad ways. Whether framing the principal issues, providing
information to other actors (both official and unofficial), or
possessing the ability to influence individual decision makers,
these actors can individually and collectively exert enormous

11
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pressures upon the bureaucratic process. In fact, the very na-
ture of the bureaucratic process provides these actors leverage
at the highest levels of government. These actors can be cate-
gorized according to their relative positions within the global
arena as having influence along a shifting continuum, ranging
from major to peripheral effect.

Actors who possess foremost influence are those official
government agencies (beyond those previously mentioned as
official decision makers) that exert pressure upon the NSC sys-
tem; they are personified by the principals and deputies within
the cabinet-level departments. Those exerting peripheral influ-
ence on the official policy process include nongovernmental or-
ganizations, private and/or voluntary organizations, the media,
and academic institutions.?® Identifying these actors as they re-
late to specific crises would prove impossible. However, four
highly influential a priori actors emerge as preeminent in any
crisis: the media, think tanks, “expert” advisors, and the public.

The structure of the multilateral negotiation begins to take
shape as the policy preferences (i.e., political choices) of these
actors conflict within a complex web of intricate relationships.
These two aggregates (i.e., the official decision makers and in-
fluential actors) possess the capacity to incorporate vast num-
bers of independent actors who are recognized as dominant
players within the interagency process. However, room must be
created for those elements not considered traditional players
within an otherwise personified process.

Policies or goals serve as contextual factors that impinge
upon bureaucratic decision-making processes. For example,
economic development goals—as contextual factors encom-
passing multifaceted yet nonaggregated memberships—could
be considered a contextual element that exerts an inordinate
capacity to shape foreign and security policy decisions. Con-
sequently, policy makers must consider such elements along
with other relevant contextual factors when analyzing the
overall policy-making process. To enhance analytic validity, great
care must be taken to identify these components through an in-
ductive exploratory process to ensure they are characterized
in light of their relationship to the process as a whole. With a
cursory understanding of the players, we can now begin to

12
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outline the second major component of this part of the study
by developing a joint understanding of the multilateral negotia-
tion process.

The Process

The negotiation literature remains one of the most richly de-
veloped components of its parent field, conflict resolution. In
looking to the theoretical literature that frames the study of
negotiation, particularly fitting for this research is Zartman'’s
policy analysis approach, one that “views negotiation as a learn-
ing process in which the parties react to each other’s conces-
sion behavior(s].”?* Whether this perspective serves as the theo-
retical frame for the analysis of this policy-making process
remains to be seen, but it begins to shed light on one approach
to framing the overall process.

The richness of the literature presents a significant challenge
for the development of any research design in that it addresses
multiple dimensions of negotiation processes, structures, and
outcomes.?® Yet, as meaningful as this understanding is, it has
been developed largely by analyzing interactions between two
actors.?6 As a result, Zartman calls for research to increase
our understanding of the dynamics of this complex negotiation
process across multiple actors.??

While this study examines bureaucratic decision making by
framing the process in terms of a multilateral negotiation, the
specific elements of analysis have not yet been determined be-
yond the dependent conceptual focus (i.e., conflict termination
policy). The study identifies independent and intervening factors
as the product of an extensive literature review (see chap. 5).
With this caveat in mind, it is important to acknowledge from the
outset that this approach moves beyond a “purely inductive” in-
quiry, exploring several relationships of particular interest.

First, this analysis develops an understanding of the roles
philosophy and ideology play in shaping the organizational at-
titudes of those agencies involved in the negotiation process.
It explores the ways in which this attitudinal perspective shapes
the specific behaviors of the individual negotiators once em-
broiled in policy negotiations. As a second area of inquiry, the
research examines how organizational culture influences the

13
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principals’ negotiating behaviors, as well as that of the other
agency members involved in the negotiation.?® Specifically, it ad-
dresses the ways in which principals view themselves and how
those perspectives shape their images of out-groups. In doing
so, the research explores the role organizational culture plays
in sustaining perceptions of in-group/out-group dynamics
and investigates the overall influence this dynamic has upon the
multilateral interagency negotiating process. Third, the research
investigates the relationship between crisis context and how
the interagency negotiation process evolves. In other words, does
the nature of the crisis shape the roles played by the princi-
pals? How does it frame their analytic processes and negotiat-
ing behaviors?

This overview by no means identifies every aspect of the ne-
gotiation process explored herein. It does, however, provide a
starting point that, when taken in conjunction with an exten-
sive literature review, identifies elements that can be meas-
ured and analyzed in light of the specific aspects of the policy-
making process. Once explored, this work evaluates the policy
outcome in light of its ability to achieve conflict termination.

The Efficacy of the Policy-Making Process

While the notion of conflict termination is not new, it remains
a relatively understudied concept in terms of empirical research.
Much of what has been written looks to cost-benefit modeling
as the prominent answer to the question of why conflicts end.2°
Those perspectives contain significant variations surrounding
other critical matters, including whether the termination policy
addressed the conflict’s underlying causes, the anticipated du-
ration of the termination, and the conditions that produced
the actual termination.3® Much like the notion of leadership, it
has sometimes been epitomized as the “I'll know it when I see
it” phenomenon.

Within the complex conflict systems that normally charac-
terize international conflict, this “know it when I see it” phe-
nomenon results largely from the level of control the bureau-
cracy exercises when making such determinations. As a result,
an actor’s definition of conflict termination extends from one’s

14
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official position within the decision-making process. Further,
this position initially is framed and constantly reframed by the
theoretical perspective that shapes the attitudes and behaviors
the position demands in the moment. Hence, I propose that the
factors governing the ability to negotiate successfully within the
bureaucratic model shape actors’ perspectives regarding the
conditions necessary to terminate conflict. While this is an in-
teresting prospect, and one this research develops further, a
growing interest in conflict termination studies has generated
multiple, sometimes conflicting, perspectives. The literature sur-
veyed in chapter 3 outlines prominent ideas regarding conflict
termination.3! As with any other field of inquiry, the various
perspectives on conflict termination ultimately reflect different
approaches to understanding the critical aspects of conflict
dynamics.

Richard Barringer’s work captures a core perspective. This an-
alyst defines termination in a limited sense as the “posthostili-
ties phase, in which organized hostilities are terminated by all
parties to the dispute, although the dispute is as yet unre-
solved and is perceived in military terms by at least one party
and could generate renewed hostilities either immediately or
after a prolonged period of cease-fire and renewed prepara-
tions for combat.”32

In evaluating this perspective, one immediately recognizes
that conflict termination focuses upon instances of war. Yet,
war is a specific form of interaction that exists within the
broader conflict spectrum. Hence, this definition represents
an appropriate starting point for this work and remains valid
as we investigate the influence of intraparty conflict on conflict
termination policy development.

The critical focus of this research is multifaceted. First, it
explores the ways in which interagency conflict (i.e., intraparty
conflict within the USG bureaucracy) influences the develop-
ment of conflict termination policy. As such, it analyzes the
interagency’s ability to analyze the crisis and develop a desired
end state, conflict termination criteria, and a strategy through
the process of a multilateral negotiation based within bureau-
cratic environment. Second, using comparative methodology, it
analyzes conflict termination policy in light of two case studies.

15
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It explores the relationship between interagency conflict and
the US government’s capacity to develop policy with a particu-
lar focus on generating criteria to secure the effective termi-
nation of international crises as a step toward sustainable
peace or, as a minimum, acceptable levels of instability.

The outcome of multilateral negotiation constitutes a policy
directive that should focus fundamentally on reestablishing
peace through terminating the conflict. An inherent assump-
tion for any intervention strategy is that it should achieve its
stated objectives through the most expedient and least costly
means available—again by conveying the influence of the ra-
tional actor model as it applies to the outcome of the process.
Thus, the first level of analysis focuses specifically upon the
dynamics of the policy process intended to produce a conflict
termination strategy. It explores the role interagency negotia-
tions and interagency conflict play in defining conflict termi-
nation and in identifying and selecting termination criteria.
Relatedly, it investigates the intervenor’s mechanisms for
evaluating the efficacy of conflict termination criteria, as well as
its criteria for evaluating the sustainability of conflict termina-
tion. It also identifies actors who exert dominant influence on
developing the decisions that frame conflict termination and
illuminates the reasons for their dominance. This perspective
serves as the bridge for the final aim of this research: concep-
tualizing a new theoretical framework for thinking about and
analyzing conflict termination policy development within a
politicized bureaucratic arena. In other words, this second
thrust attempts to bridge the gap between the theoretical as-
pects of an intervention policy that focuses on conflict termi-
nation and its practical ability to develop conflict termination
criteria in light of the real-world context that frames the con-
flict system and policy choices.

In summary, this work analyzes the influence interagency
conflict has upon the US government’s capacity to develop ter-
mination policy that could serve as a prerequisite for the reso-
lution of a particular international conflict. The emphasis
here is on the dynamics of the policy-making process as they
shape termination policy, not on the actual achievement of a
“successful” termination “on the ground” in terms of post hoc
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policy implementation analysis.3® The research approaches the
challenge by examining the relationship between the nature and
level of interagency conflict and the US government’s capacity
to produce conflict termination policy. It does so through a
two-level approach. First, it views the policy-making process as
a multilateral negotiation involving three primary aggregates:
official decision-makers, influential actors, and contextual fac-
tors. Looking through the bureaucratic politics lens, it analyzes
the relationship between this multilateral negotiation process
and the generation of termination policy that can achieve (po-
tentially) effective conflict termination. As an initial step toward
enhancing our understanding of the relationship between
these critical factors, it analyzes the theoretical and practical
aspects of the conflict termination policy development process
that produce conflict within the USG bureaucracy. Probing
deeper, it evaluates the intervention policy-making process by
identifying the ways in which the decision-making process
frames specific aspects of termination policy in light of their
potential to “terminate” conflict when considering the causes
and conditions that promoted the original conflict. The book
explores the relationship between USG interagency conflict
and conflict termination policy development to identify the fac-
tors that shape the intervention and termination policy devel-
opment process. To provide an additional measure of struc-
ture to this approach, a brief overview of subsequent chapters
is now appropriate.

Outline of the Study

Following the conceptualization of the research problem in
this segment, chapter 2 develops the theoretical underpinning
of rational choice theory, the prevailing approach to decision
making. Demonstrating how this theory informed the rational
actor model’s development, this discussion critiques the ap-
proach, highlighting its inability to account effectively for all
dimensions of decision making—whether at the individual or
group level. However, as noted in chapter 3, despite these
“recognized” shortcomings, this theoretical perspective in-
forms the accepted conflict termination models that guide our
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thinking, discourse, and policy process. Arguing that a more
complex understanding of group choice is required, chapter 4
begins constructing a new comprehension of decision making
within a highly politicized bureaucratic environment. Building
upon the works of Graham Allison and Morton Halperin, it be-
gins to frame the policy-making environment by identifying
the relevant national security policy actors.3* Extending this
bridge, chapter 5 details the conceptualization of the research
problem and its requisite formalization by creating multiple
signed digraph models that hypothesize relations regarding in-
teragency dynamics. In preparation for this empirical analysis, it
discusses the quantitative data collection and analysis method,
as well as the data’s limitations. It outlines the quantitative
analysis and employs Spearman rank-order correlation coeffi-
cients to depict the statistically significant relationships via six
modified signed digraph models. This discussion details the
quantitative findings that serve as the organizing rationale for
the qualitative analyses presented in chapters 6-8. To demon-
strate the effects of interagency conflict upon conflict termina-
tion policy development, chapter 9 applies the quantitative
and qualitative findings to two historical cases. By using the
Persian Gulf War and the Bosnia crisis as examples, this dis-
cussion illuminates ways in which interagency conflict influ-
enced crisis analysis development, framed the vision for the
desired end state, affected termination criteria selection, and
circumscribed the formulation of termination strategy. Fi-
nally, chapter 10 addresses the three research questions that
framed this study:

1. What factors create or intensify interagency conflict within
the USG during conflict termination policy development?

2. How does “decision making by negotiation” shape policy
choices within the USG crisis policy-making arena?

3. In what ways does interagency conflict influence the US
government’s capacity to develop conflict termination
policy for international conflicts?

The conclusions help develop a general framework for under-
standing interagency conflict and its effects on policy develop-
ment. In the future, policy makers and analysts can apply this
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understanding across group decision-making activities, irre-
spective of actor or issue specificity.

This section purposefully oversimplifies the methodology the
research employs as well as the nature of the theoretical and
practical issues it discusses. However, it does provide a win-
dow into the overarching approach this work employs. The
findings of this research will hold far-reaching implications for
ways to conceptualize conflict termination policy development
for complex contingencies that demand an interagency ap-
proach to policy development and implementation.

Implications

The findings of this research begin to bridge the gaps among
several diverse theoretical perspectives regarding the influence
interagency conflict has upon the US government’s decision-
making process when involved in protracted violent conflict—
specifically, the ability to develop conflict termination policy for
international crises. It integrates prominent concepts from sev-
eral fields into a single interdisciplinary approach to the major
problems facing the evolving conflict resolution field as well as
the practical aspects of conflict intervention. Unlike prior re-
search, it describes in rich detail the ways in which decisions
made within a bureaucratic environment through the process
of multilateral negotiation frame the US government’s ability
to terminate international conflict in light of real-world condi-
tions that shape conflict systems. Given the assumption that
the United States will retain its role as a leader among third-
party intervenors, the results of this study could lay the
foundation for future structural or doctrinal changes across
the US government’s interagency process. It may also, for the
first time, identify the potential influence that bureaucratic deci-
sion making has upon the US government’s ability to act as a
lead agent in global social change; that is, the outcome of third-
party interventions should lead to the creation of a “better
state of peace.” In related fashion, the study begins to ad-
dress questions regarding the potential of the policy develop-
ment process to shape, either positively or negatively, the con-
flict situation. It identifies the most effective process for
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developing conflict termination strategy and its critical indica-
tors of likely effectiveness. Consequently, it has the potential to
address the influence “decision making by negotiation” has upon
the creation of policy that supports the public interest.3® Most
importantly, this study helps develop a more thorough under-
standing of the process used to craft conflict termination policy.
The results may in fact move us one step closer toward achiev-
ing conflict resolution in situations of deep-rooted, protracted
social conflict.3” Chapter 2 begins this process by exploring
the foremost theoretical conception of decision making: rational
choice theory.
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Chapter 2

Rational Choice Theory:
Individual and Group Choice

Policymaking is . . . a process of “conflict and consensus-
building.”
—Graham T. Allison

An extensive and expanding body of literature attempts to de-
scribe, explain, and predict the ways in which individuals and
groups make decisions. This research spans multiple fields, in-
cluding “communication, economics, engineering, management,
political science, psychology, social psychology, and sociology.”!
Increasingly, interest in individual and group decision-making
processes has begun to pervade conflict resolution studies. An
understanding of decision-making processes holds import for
all levels of conflict analysis, but is particularly critical when the
decisions and the efforts to implement them overwhelmingly in-
fluence one’s very existence—socially, politically, economically,
informationally, and militarily.

Collectively, these multidisciplinary and interdisciplinary in-
quiries highlight theoretical understandings that have become
widely accepted rationales for human choice behaviors. The
ensuing discussion surveys two such rationales that hold sig-
nificant import for the conflict termination policy development
process—rational choice theory and the bureaucratic politics
model of decision making. Despite ideas to the contrary,? this
research concludes that the bureaucratic approach character-
izes interventionist policy development, especially during crises.
This bureaucratic approach portends grave consequences for
the development of conflict termination policy’s four elements
(crisis analysis, desired end state, termination criteria, and
termination strategy).

The complexity of the decision-making process obscures the
application of the bureaucratic approach. Consequently, the
process enjoined to generate policy decisions (the bureaucratic
model as the framework for decision making) has been confused
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with the outcomes (the policy vision, objectives, and strategies
that parallel the framework of the rational actor approach).
Before delving into specific models, it is necessary to provide a
brief theoretical rationale to explain how most decision makers
select a preferred framework.

Decision-Making Approaches:
Units of Analysis as Delimiters

Five dominant schools of thought have captured multiple
perspectives on the study of decision making: (1) rational choice
theory, (2) the “individual differences perspective,” (3) satisfic-
ing, (4) the organizational (or structural) approach, and (5) the
bureaucratic politics approach.® Note that various authors
classify these categories differently, based primarily upon per-
sonal preferences and educational perspectives.* One distin-
guishing component of these five schools of thought is their
focus on differing units of analysis: They examine either indi-
vidual or group decision making. Focusing on the unit of analy-
sis as the crucial delimiter, approaches to decision making
align with one of two perspectives contingent upon their focus
on unitary actor or group processes. In this manner, studies of
choice relate naturally to either the behavioral (i.e., individual)
or the organizational (i.e., group) paradigm.® All others emerge
as natural extensions of these two categorizations.®

The ensuing discussion outlines the origins and assumptions
of the rational actor model and its central theory—rational
choice theory. Once outlined, the analysis evaluates its fun-
damental assumptions to reveal the model’s inherent flaws as
a preliminary step toward demonstrating rational choice theory’s
inapplicability for group decision making. This perspective on
group decision making is explored further to stress the ra-
tional actor model’s failure to enhance our understanding of
collective choice processes and outcomes. Because of the in-
herent limitations of the rational choice model, the bureau-
cratic politics model emerges as a viable alternative that de-
scribes and explains the influence group-specific phenomena
have upon collective decision making. Finally, the interaction
of the two models illustrates the need for research that focuses
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upon the contextual elements that influence conflict termina-
tion policy making within the US government.

Rational Choice Theory

Known more broadly by its conceptualization as the rational
actor model, rational choice theory remains the dominant nor-
mative theory of human decision making across many of the
social sciences.” Despite the ongoing and multifaceted criti-
cisms this perspective has endured, Jack Levy, a preeminent
political scientist, contends “rational choice has become the
most influential paradigm in international relations and politi-
cal science over the last decade.”® Consequently, we must look
deeper into its origins to comprehend fully the rationale be-
hind its conception and its application to human choice.

The theory of rational choice is one of the oldest and best-
developed theories of choice.® Within the field of economics, it
has served as a foundational concept for understanding indi-
vidual decision making, serving as the standard by which de-
cisions are evaluated.!® By focusing on the logic of optimal
choice, the rational perspective attempts to prescribe the nor-
mative ways in which people should make decisions when op-
erating within the guidelines of individual self-interest.!! Within
this paradigm, individuals strive to maximize personal utility.!?
Relatedly, organizations strive to maximize profits.!3 It is this
self-interested, profit-maximizing perspective that sustains
the basis of the rational actor approach. To understand the
ways in which this perspective shapes decision making, we
must explore its assumptions as they relate to its motivations
for selection.

Ideas regarding utility and profit maximization for individuals
and organizations are based upon the ability to compute mathe-
matically “subjective expected-utility” (SEU).!* In lay terms, SEU
models imply an acute ability to calculate or, as in game theory,
to order preferences for outcomes based upon (a) probabilities
for a particular course of action, prospects which are then
treated as being individually subjective, and (b) worth, an eco-
nomic measure of individual utility.!> Such computations re-
quire decision contexts to conform to the following assumptions:
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(1) the decision maker knows his or her goals, (2) unlimited and
complete information is available, (3) no cognitive limitations
constrain the decision maker, (4) no limitations exist regard-
ing time or costs, and (5) the decision maker possesses the
capacity to quantify alternatives—in terms of value and risk
separately—in such a way that one dominates all others.!¢ Ap-
plied to unitary actor decision making, Michael Nicholson in-
sists that “the basic principle of rationality which is assumed
is that the actor has a clear idea of what he (or she) wants, and
pursues it in the most efficient way possible. In effect, ration-
ality is defined as efficiency. . . . [Because] it is possible for the
decision-taker to formulate what he wants . . . preferences be-
tween alternatives are expressible in a clear-cut way and re-
main relatively constant over time.”!”

These assumptions are extended erroneously to organizations
so that groups are treated as unitary actors much in the same
way the rational actor model deals with individuals. Yet, groups
or organizations are not unitary actors; therefore, the fun-
damental premises of rational choice cannot apply, owing to the
multiple interests and objectives of the group members. Hence,
George Huber posits that rational choice theory suggests, “orga-
nizational decisions are consequences of organizational units
using information in an intendedly rational manner to make
choices on behalf of the organization” (emphasis in original).'®

On the surface, the assumptions that undergird the rational
actor approach appear logically consistent. Indeed, they descrip-
tively would be rational except for one macro-level contextual fac-
tor: Humans, while operating alone or as members of groups,
rarely, if ever, possess the capacity to fulfill the strict require-
ments of this prescriptive theory. More specifically, the assump-
tions that place boundaries upon this type of decision-making
activity ensure that people can never operationalize fully the con-
ceptual paradigm. Critics repeatedly identify this factor in their
in-depth analyses of the rational actor model’s limiting factors.

Limitations of the Rational Choice Approach

The literature scrutinizing rational choice theory is as multi-
disciplinary as the various individuals and organizations that
have attempted to discover prescriptive and descriptive ap-
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proaches to unitary actor and collective choice.!® Given this dis-
cussion’s focus regarding the affects of interagency conflict on
conflict termination policy development, it is imperative to iden-
tify the critiques that relate directly to the model’s assumptions
to show that even if individuals aspire to make rational deci-
sions, they consistently cannot do so because of innate human
factors.?° Further, it is important to recall that international re-
lations scholars, as well as the populace in general, commonly
believe that the USG makes foreign policy decisions via the ra-
tional actor model.?! Hence, assessing the model's assumptions
in light of both individuals and groups proves illuminating, con-
firming that humans cannot effectively employ rational choice
theory at either the individual or group level.

Individuals as Aspiring Rational Actors

Putting aside for the moment the idea that people could in-
deed purposefully choose to act in a manner that is not ra-
tional,?? by examining the assumptions of rational choice theory
independently of one another, we can begin to see why this
approach remains flawed as either a descriptive explanation or
predictive framework for human decision making. As the im-
pending discussion demonstrates, it can therefore serve only
as a normative model.?3

Decision Makers Know Their Goals

More than any other assumption, this proposition seems to
emerge as a sound axiom of individual choice. Indeed, indi-
viduals may know their goals at a specific time. Rational choice
theory presumes, however, that these goals remain static over
time or for some period.?* Further, it implies individuals pos-
sess the capability, again through SEU modeling, to differen-
tiate clearly and prioritize these goals. These available choices
then become “preference orderings” (discussed in greater depth
as the fifth assumption) that can be prioritized easily with no
external influence. In turn, these preference orderings repre-
sent the relative “‘value’ or ‘utility’ of alternative sets of conse-
quences.”?® Subscribing to this process infers that individuals
possess the innate ability to establish quantifiable “utility”
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functions for every aspect of their lives—and that these functions
are “complete, transitive, and stable.”?®

Paradoxically, rational choice theory is based upon the macro-
level assumption that these utility functions can be measured
comparatively across different individuals. In fact, the basis of
expected utility within microeconomics accepts that utility
functions across independent individuals possess no compara-
tive property.?” Further, as Geoffrey Brennan contends, it is criti-
cal to note that not all desired goals are desirable—the ends
for a rational actor, based upon the premise of individual
utility maximization, may not be normatively good in all
cases.?8 In this sense, one could posit that Saddam Hussein's
1990 invasion of Kuwait proved rational based upon his indi-
vidual utility function. Based upon a territorial dispute ex-
tending from the 1913 British-Ottoman “Draft Convention on
the Persian Gulf Area,” Iraq attempted to incorporate Kuwait
in both 1938 and 1963. Although both attempts proved un-
successful, they provided a precedent for Hussein’s 1990 ac-
tions.2% However, the Kuwaitis would retort that his invasion
proved normatively bad—both for them and those who sub-
scribe to the provisions of international law and ideas regard-
ing national sovereignty (not to mention human rights ideals),
and, eventually, for Hussein himself in conjunction with the
Iraqi people.

In light of the above analysis regarding the foundational as-
sumption of rational choice theory and its parent field, micro-
economics, the use of the term irrational to describe human
behavior that does not comport with the preference orderings
and utility functions of the “evaluating” individual is theoreti-
cally inappropriate in all situations given the basis of rational
choice theory itself.3° The example involving Hussein’s inva-
sion of Kuwait, albeit limited within this context, demon-
strates that one’s assessment of rationality remains bound
contextually. When placed within the framework of theory’s
remaining assumptions—tenets that in many ways synergisti-
cally amplify rational choice theory’s inability to serve as a
predictive theory of human choice—this problem is magnified
exponentially.
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Unlimited and Complete Information

Information search remains a critical, fundamental element
of the decision-making process.3! Under the rubric of rational
choice theory, the individual has the capacity (in terms of time
and resources) to access all sources of information and should,
therefore, obtain complete information regarding the current
situation. However, multiple factors, sometimes interrelated,
limit one’s ability to access and process information.

Brennan recognizes that rational choice theory demands op-
timal information gathering and usage.3? However, questions
emerge regarding the meaning of optimal when applied to de-
cision making. Does optimal refer primarily to the robustness
of the information-gathering effort and then to its interpreta-
tion and application? This approach implies linearity, which
generates a process that compartmentalizes information until
the decision maker knows all relevant information. This notion
accentuates related challenges: (a) can individuals effectively
compartmentalize information, (b) who identifies the criteria
for an exhaustive search,3? (c) who shapes the criteria for rele-
vancy—and perhaps more important, irrelevancy—and are
these criteria inflexible over time,3* and (d) is there an inherent
distinction between knowing all information and having the ca-
pacity to use it in some meaningful way. What are the criteria
for meaningful in this sense? Obviously, this line of reasoning
can transform itself into an infinitely circular process. It does ex-
pose, however, a major flaw intrinsic to rational choice theory.
Other concerns emerge regarding this tenet as well, foremost
among them relating to compartmentalization, “new” informa-
tion, and the practical impediments to human prescience and
omnipresence.

If an individual effectively compartmentalizes information,
what effect would exposure to new information have upon
such distillation? While not addressed within rational choice
theory, an individual employing this model in its classic form
would be compelled to create subprocesses to manage, inter-
pret, and incorporate new information based upon preexisting
cognitive maps that resulted from the initial information
search.?® Pushing this argument further, one would have to
presume that the presence of new information would alter
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one’s utility functions and, subsequently, one’s preference or-
derings. This being the case, the underlying premise of prefer-
ence stability is no longer valid.

Relatedly, significant flaws in the theory emerge when assess-
ing the individual’s independent ability to know everything and
to foresee accurately all the possible consequences of one’s
choice. Obviously, individuals possess neither of these capabili-
ties. Choices inherently involve risk to self and others and there-
fore require the individual to order his or her preferences ac-
cordingly. As a counter argument, if one could know all possible
consequences of one’s choice and discovered that the selection of
the option that maximized individual utility would most certainly
have a catastrophic impact upon others, would one pursue that
course of action absent its moral implications? This situation il-
luminates another of Brennan'’s critiques: Not all human behav-
ior is so narrowly self-interested.®® From the evaluative perspec-
tive, would one’s actions in the hypothetical given above be
deemed rational in light of the broader negative outcome? In de-
liberating over this dilemma, reconsider the Irag-Kuwait example
broached earlier. These theoretical stipulations remain con-
strained by the more practical considerations of information
search and processing. This includes, but is not limited to, cog-
nitive and resource constraints as well as one’s capacity to quan-
tify alternatives based upon personal goals.

No Cognitive Limitations

The ability to know and use all information (or even any in-
formation) is directly conditioned by the capacity to process
data and formulate meaningful information: each individual’s
“cognitive imperfections” affect such processing.3” Commenting
on rational choice theory, Thomas Ulen defines a cognitive im-
perfection as “any property of the mind that causes an indi-
vidual decision maker to make less than optimal decisions or
choices.”® Ulen divides these imperfections into two classes: (1)
hardware problems (i.e., those related to the physiological struc-
ture of an individual’s brain), and (2) software problems (i.e.,
those related to an individual’s lack of learning or an insuffi-
cient experience base). Acting independently or in tandem,
these cognitive imperfections limit an individual’s capacity to
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process information “rationally” toward the creation of utility-
maximizing preference orderings as they hinder information
processing along several dimensions.?® For our purposes, two
psychological processes—cognitive dissonance and judgmental
heuristics—emerge as particularly important since they hold
relevance for both individual and group decision making.

In 1957, Leon Festinger developed cognitive dissonance theory
to help explain the psychological and motivational effects of
an individual experiencing simultaneously two cognitive phe-
nomena that did not fit together.%° “In general,” says Festinger,
“two cognitions are dissonant with each other if, considering
these two cognitions alone, the obverse of one follows from the
other.”! Festinger pushes the potential implications of such
dissonance further, insisting that an individual will take posi-
tive action to reconcile the differing cognitions to alleviate psy-
chological (and perhaps physical) stress. Ulen maintains this
conception holds import for rational choice theory in that it
may impair an individual’s ability to create and sustain “stable,
well-ordered preferences.”? In this case, Festinger’'s “positive
action” occurs when an individual discounts stress-inducing
data in favor of alternative information sets that relieve or, at
the very least, do not create psychological discomfort. Hence,
cognitive dissonance can serve as a screening mechanism
whereby individuals degrade their ability to access and process
all information (assuming, of course, limitless information
could indeed ever become a practical reality). This phenomenon
relates to the second critical process, the application of judg-
mental heuristics.

Beginning with the groundbreaking work of Amos Tversky
and Daniel Kahneman, authorities within cognitive psychology
(and other disciplines) continue to refine explanations that
support the use of heuristics.*®> Known in lay terms as “rules
of thumb,” the application of heuristics indicates that indi-
viduals do not comply in all instances with the assumptions of
rational choice theory in that their “internal logic bears little
resemblance to the rules of probability.”#* Instead, they rely
upon their ability to recall information from memory along
three interrelated dimensions: (1) availability, (2) representa-
tiveness, and (3) anchoring and adjustment. These dimensions
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influence one’s capacity to process information, especially in
times of crisis and greatly enhanced stress.*® Beginning with
availability, each of these requires a brief overview to demon-
strate how they influence information processing.

The availability heuristic relates to one’s recall or memory
capacity in the sense that frequency and probability (in the
form of recency or familiarity) bias one’s perception of current
events.?® [ssues that are preeminent in one’s memory domi-
nate decoding of real-time experiences. Ulen cites as one ex-
ample the tendency of people to believe that New York City ex-
periences more murders than suicides each year when in fact
the opposite is true. He contends this phenomenon is “ex-
plainable by the fact that murders receive much more pub-
licity than do suicides and are, therefore, much more in people’s
memory than is information about suicide.”*” Additionally, past
events that are more salient than current events can cause an
individual to perceive that immediate experiences mirror prior
events.*® The past event’s significance, as it resonates with a
present state of mind, overpowers an individual’s real-time cog-
nitive situation, distorting reality retrospectively toward the prior
experience. In this manner, salience can limit an individual’s
ability to process information based upon the current situa-
tion, thereby narrowing one’s feasible courses of action when
making choices based upon the present situation and its fu-
ture consequences. Closely related to the phenomenon of
availability is that of representativeness.

According to Mary Zey, representativeness causes people
to “act as if stereotypes are more common than they actually
are.” Individuals classify information based upon its similarity
with past information and its relevant category (this too relates
to the compartmentalization discussion presented earlier). This
heuristic’s inherent danger, as it relates to decision making, or
any other human activity for that matter, is that such compart-
mentalization may cause individuals to overlook data’s anoma-
lous properties, ones that necessitate further inquiry or mul-
tiple categorization. Such approaches promote stereotyping as
they fail to incorporate evidence contrary to one’s past experi-
ence. Taken together, these elements influence the selection of
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one’s anchoring point as well as one’s ability to adjust this ref-
erent once established.

As with the foregoing heuristics, selection of an anchoring point
remains contingent upon one’s ability to gather and process in-
formation. In essence, an anchoring point is an individual’s ini-
tial impression of a situation.’° This initial value may emerge as
a component of problem formulation or “it may be the result of a
partial computation. In either case, adjustments are typically in-
sufficient . . . [because] different starting points yield different es-
timates, which are biased toward the initial values.”>! Therefore,
any adjustment made in connection with a less than optimal
starting point—especially in the absence of information that re-
aligns the anchoring point—most probably will generate a
skewed outcome over successive iterations of information pro-
cessing. Pushing this idea further assumes that one knows the
optimal starting point or even that one exists—but does it? Multi-
dimensional cognitive processes, anchoring, and adjustment si-
multaneously influence the previous heuristics in that the
salience of a particular anchoring point can further distort
availability and representativeness by excluding known relevant
information.5?

These two potential cognitive limitations, whether manifest
as “hardware” or “software” problems, indicate that there are
instances wherein one may not act rationally according to the
precepts of rational choice theory. Instead, cognitive disso-
nance and judgmental heuristics, in concert with various
other bias-generating mechanisms, limit a person’s ability to
gather and process information. While these represent a few of
the internal constraints on the individual, external factors fur-
ther curb one’s ability to employ the rational actor model.

No Resource Constraints

Only within a utopian world could one operate inside a bound-
less, infinitely limitless environment. Since such a world does
not exist, decision makers must adapt information gathering
and processing efforts to the contextual bounds that define their
operational parameters. This said, individuals typically face mul-
tiple, interrelated resource constraints, including those related
to time restrictions and financial standing.

37



INTERAGENCY FRATRICIDE

Unlike most other aspects of human existence (e.g., power,
financial prowess, material possessions, or opportunity), time
stands alone as a fixed quantity—there are only 24 hours in each
day, and the clock cannot be turned backward or, indeed, halted
to create more time. While recognizing the antithesis Albert Ein-
stein proposed,?® for the purposes of our discussion, time re-
mains a “fixed” quantity. Putting a practical face on this issue
demonstrates that while deadlines can be extended to provide
additional time to make a choice, one’s ability to preclude other
activities from impinging upon that extension remains severely
limited by the complexities of the globalized world within which
we now live. When looking at the foreign policy development
process, this axiom becomes more than problematic.

The classic rational actor model presumes that time does not
create internal (or external) pressures that drive an individual
toward a particular course of action. Rather, people make
choices based upon personal utility maximization—irrespective
of other factors such as time constraints. Practical experience,
however, teaches us that time is indeed a limited commodity
and, as such, must be used judiciously when making decisions.
Note also the argument that time is also a cost, calculated in
terms of dollars as well as opportunity. Just as the aphorism
contends that “time is money,” a natural corollary paralleling
the limits of time is one’s financial resource base.

Most individuals live within a bounded financial world, one
wherein—ironically—subjective measures of utility appropri-
ately serve as the basis for purely economic decisions.?* Hence,
if an individual gains more pleasure from reading as opposed
to watching a movie, all other things being equal, a person who
acts “rationally” would purchase a book in place of attending
the theater. In this sense, it may be that rational choice theory
can begin to predict decision outcomes if all other theoretical
precepts endure. However, rational choice theory holds that in-
dividuals are able to maximize utility without considering the
realistic bounds of their financially constrained world—resource
constraints, therefore, do not impel individuals to choose par-
ticular courses of action. Nor is the individual’s ability to
gather and process information limited in any way because of
impending, perhaps escalating, costs.
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Clearly, propositions suggesting that time and cost con-
straints are “nonissues” within the realm of decision making
remain invalid. As we attempt to apply theory to practice, we
realize that personal, repetitive experience dictates that nei-
ther time nor resources exist unconstrained by their environ-
ments. Further, experience makes evident that these are iden-
tified before many other limiting factors as restrictions on
choice, particularly when the “feasibility” test is applied to par-
ticular courses of action to “cut away” options that are too
costly (in terms of time and/or resources). The foregoing fac-
tors interact synergistically to hinder the decision maker’s ca-
pacity to prioritize alternatives based upon computable nu-
merical weights.

Capacity to Quantify Alternatives

Proceeding from the perspective that an individual can
quantifiably assess, or at least order consistently, every aspect
of his or her life presents a challenge even for the most mathe-
matically inclined, not to mention those who possess an aver-
age capacity to engage complex mathematical formulae. In
light of the foregoing discussion, it appears that the capacity
to formulate equations to compute utility is not the major lim-
iting factor of the “rational actor” approach. In situations
where individuals are not mathematically gifted, it does, how-
ever, influence one’s decision-making process by increasing
the likelihood that an individual who is deficient in computa-
tional ability will rely more heavily upon judgmental heuristics
and a limited information search to frame alternative choices.
Herbert Simon captures the essence of the problem in his cri-
tique of rational choice theory: “In the real world we usually do
not have a choice between satisfactory and optimal solutions,
for we only rarely have a method of finding the optimum. . . .
We cannot, within practicable computational limits, generate
all the admissible alternatives and compare their relative mer-
its. Nor can we recognize the best alternative, even if we are
fortunate enough to generate it early, until we have seen all of
them. We satisfice by looking for alternatives in such a way
that we can generally find an acceptable one after only mod-
erate search.”® This perspective serves as the basis for
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Simon’s satisficing model of decision making.?¢ Harold Gort-
ner, Julianne Mahler, and Jeanne Bell Nicholson contend “sat-
isficing takes the perspective of a single decision maker or a
unified group and holds that the first alternative encountered
that meets or exceeds the decision maker’s minimum expecta-
tions or demands will be chosen.”®” Inherent in Simon’s cri-
tique are implicit references that weaken two other assump-
tions of rational choice theory, specifically information search
and resource constraints.

Simon’s reference to a moderate search indicates that time
and resource constraints (namely, financial costs) naturally
limit the extent of one’s information search. Discussed at great
length earlier within the section on resource constraints, such
limitations force individuals to establish and prioritize criteria
that prevent them from conducting exhaustive searches.
Others support this position as well, stating that it would be im-
practical to conduct such a comprehensive search.5® Helmut
Jungermann insists that “with finite time and resources avail-
able, it is not rational to spend infinite effort on the explo-
ration of all potential consequences of all options. Rather, the
decision costs are weighted against the potential benefits re-
sulting from the application of a decision strategy, and this
may lead to violations of SEU model rationality.”® Conse-
quently, when measured against the opportunity costs of time
and support, an exhaustive search can deplete resources that
could be used to analyze other issues, making such frivolous
behavior less than rational. John O’Neill’'s work highlights one
final, related critique that relates to an individual’'s ability to
compute quantifiable measures for alternatives.

O'Neill posits that this assumption implies that individuals
have no differences in preference orderings and that their meas-
ures of subjective expected utility remain identical.®® It follows,
then, that this assumption requires a “single unit of measure-
ment, capable of ranking all objects and states of affairs from
‘best’ to ‘worst’ . . . it requires even more: a common unit of value
of which the best option will possess the greatest amount.”®! He
takes the argument further, stating that “there has to be a par-
ticular single property that all objects and states of affairs pos-
sess, and that this property is considered to be the source of
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their value.”®? In developing this idea of “value-monism,” O’Neill
suggests that rational choice theory prescribes that all aspects
of life can be compared across a single scale. Consequently,
earning a dollar, buying a house, giving birth to a child, saving
another person’s life, and dying should all, according to the
premise put forth by rational choice theory, possess some
“single property” that enables a decision maker to rank order
them in a mutually exclusive fashion along a single continuum.
Experience teaches us that not all objects or states of affairs
possess an inherent exchange component wherein one can be
substituted for another. Referring to the examples offered earlier,
one can more than reasonably say that the intrinsic values as-
sociated with earning a dollar versus that of saving another’s life
are so qualitatively different that placing them along a single
continuum would appear nonrational at best, ludicrous at worst.
In this manner, O’'Neill contends some values are not “reducible
to others, nor to some other common value . . . there is no privi-
leged canonical description for the purpose of an overarching
evaluation which could rank all such areas against each other.”63

Collectively, the limitations of rational choice theory assump-
tions quickly lead one to conclude that the “rational actor” ap-
proach to decision making can serve only as a normative guide
for individual decision making. One has to ask, however, if this
can ever occur in reality if humans simply cannot comply with
the tenets of the rational actor model. Surely, the important
thing is to find out—empirically—how humans choose. Extend-
ing the predictive or descriptive capacity of such a model beyond
its normative potential obscures the true nature of the process
by which individuals make decisions. As critical as this discus-
sion has been regarding rational choice theory’s application to
individual choice, the variation between units of analysis makes
this critique more exacting when applying the model to groups
wherein the conflicting and often competing individual agendas
defy the identification of “rational” goals.

Groups as ‘“Less than Rational” Actors

The elements of the critique presented above apply to the
group decision maker as well as the individual;®* after all,
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groups are composed of multiple individuals. When approach-
ing the nature of decision making in linear fashion, one could
accept the premise of image theory as well, noting that deci-
sion making begins with the individual and then progresses to
a broader context as individuals within a group make deci-
sions and then work with their colleagues to develop a group
decision.®® It is this process of integrating several independent
choices toward one group decision that further undermines
the application of rational choice theory to the group decision-
making process. The group process is far from linear, occur-
ring instead as a complex, multilayered, dynamic interaction
across multiple individuals.

Specifically, the nature of group dynamics reinforces those ra-
tional choice theory limitations that apply to individuals, giving
these limitations the potential to produce a multiplier effect at
the group level. That said, the properties of groups must be high-
lighted to demonstrate that rational choice theory remains in-
herently flawed when applied to decision makers who are not
unitary actors. By their very nature, groups are not unitary ac-
tors. This erroneous inference, however, has served as the basis
for the ongoing application of rational choice theory to organiza-
tions and groups. Let me begin by outlining some basic differ-
ences between individuals and groups. While these are not nec-
essarily the classic divisions highlighted across the organization
theory or organizational behavior disciplines, they capture the
essence of the variance between individuals and groups that
makes the application of rational choice theory inappropriate
within any collective choice setting.5¢

Collective Value Dissensus: A Mandate for
Intragroup Negotiation

Mary Zey is correct in her assessment that “value is subjective
because it is defined as individual preferences and therefore
varies from individual to individual.”8” The subjectivity of values
produces goals that represent the desires and needs of the indi-
vidual.®® A challenge emerges within the group setting when
these differing values and goals are encoded across diverse indi-
vidual cognitive maps that produce different interpretations even
though actors experience events at the same time and within the
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same contextual environment.®® Evaluated within the group
decision-making environment, divergent cognitive maps based
upon asymmetric values create intragroup conflict surrounding
problem definition, information search, course of action develop-
ment, and selection of alternatives, that is, the actual decision
outcome itself. Further, Uriel Rosenthal and Alexander Kousmin
contend that decision makers may hold differing opinions re-
garding “appropriate implementation strategies.””° Ian Morley in-
sists that the process by which some form of consensus is
reached is one of the defining factors of group decision making.”!
This process, according to Colin Eden’s analysis regarding
strategy development as a social process, has to be one of nego-
tiation and intraorganizational bargaining.”?

Pushing this idea further, Zey highlights Anselm Strauss’s
work on negotiation,”® in conjunction with Samuel Bacharach
and Edward Lawler’s research on power within organizations,”*
to illustrate that within a group setting, a process of exchange
shapes decisions over time. James March and Zur Shapira con-
tend that the nature of this exchange synergistically ensures
that organizational decisions are not congruous with those made
by any one individual, and, indeed, choices may reflect little
semblance of the well-ordered preference and utility functions
demanded by rational choice theory.”® In this manner, the prac-
tice of group decision making may depart from a utility maxi-
mization focus should the negotiation process facilitate an ex-
change wherein individuals move from their initial individual
choices toward a more agreeable—yet not necessarily utility or
profit maximizing—alternative course of action.

Recognizing that individuals within groups possess a variety of
values, goals, and ideas, one begins to distinguish that decisions
made within group settings represent a different type of out-
come. This consensually developed “political resultant””® is in-
fluenced in many ways since it represents the negotiated choice
of a bargaining process that is shaped by an organizational dy-
namic bound by interdependence and social learning.””

Social Interaction and Organizational Culture

A second major difference between individual and group de-
cision strategies emanates from the idea that the process is
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indeed a negotiation.”® Unlike purely rational unitary actor de-
cision making, the negotiation process is a social interaction
characterized by the interdependence of actors who have some
commitment to one another as well as to the organization. The
values and symbols that characterize the organizational cul-
ture define these commitments.”®

Acknowledging the power of values and symbols, Mariam
Thalos critiques rational decision theory through the lens of
the social interactionist. In an insightful and philosophical ap-
proach, Thalos debunks the perspective that “rational decision-
makers are autonomous entities—answering only to their own
beliefs and desires.”® In their empirical study on the structure
and content of human decision making, Scott Allison, Anna
Marie Jordan, and Carole Yeatts corroborate Thalos’s ideas.5!
These researchers discovered that group decision making is
indeed a social process, one that involves other people either
directly or indirectly.8? Paralleling Abraham Maslow’s “belong-
ingness and social interaction” needs, this connection with
others can dampen the desire for individuals within groups to
maximize their individual utility as the more salient goal be-
comes maintaining social relationships in the face of hard
choices and reciprocal interdependence. Yet, the idea of main-
taining relationships is not the only contextual constraint on
individual choice. Depending upon one’s goals, loyalty to the
organization may supersede interpersonal allegiance as an indi-
vidual strives to maintain cognitive congruence within a de-
manding organizational environment.

Studies within the fields of management, psychology, organi-
zational behavior, and related disciplines have gone to great
lengths to explain and predict the influence that organiza-
tional culture has upon human behavior.®® The “property of
groups of people and not individuals,” Daniel Druckman in-
sists organizational cultures influence the attitudes, emotions,
and behaviors of members through indirect, often implicit,
means.3* While the “precise linkages between culture and per-
formance have not been documented,”®® experience and ob-
servation lead us to believe that organizational culture does
indeed play a pivotal role in shaping collective decision
processes through the accepted structuration of the group’s
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social milieu, including its organizational structure, informal
processes, and norms.®¢ From this perspective, an awareness
of organizational culture can facilitate understanding “subcul-
tural dynamics within organizations.”®” Such understanding
should enhance our ability to comprehend more keenly the
nature of “decision making as negotiation” within groups as it
occurs across intraorganizational coalitions that are based
upon preexisting and newly developing subcultures. Much of
the social science literature is beginning to identify social learn-
ing as one of the most important processes shaping human
behaviors.88 While not fully developed, the influence social
learning has upon shaping organizational cultures and their
subcultures, as well as the decision-making processes they
employ, is beginning to receive heightened attention. Indeed,
as Craig Thomas indicates, social learning shapes the sus-
tainability and durability of organizational culture as “the
members of an epistemic community have similar normative
values, believe in the same causal relationships, and have a
common methodology for validating knowledge, all of which
shape their formulation of best management practices.”®°

In light of March and Simon’s proposition that “decision-
making is an arena for symbolic action,”® one can begin to see
the confluence of values, goals, and organizational culture as
this union influences decision-making processes within complex
groups. Within an organizational context, utility-maximizing
precepts may fall short of meeting the individual’s or group’s
need to negotiate a compromise choice. Ironically, Kenneth
Arrow attempts to validate the tenets of rational choice theory
within this setting by insisting that rationality is a useful con-
cept only if grounded within the “social context within which
it is embedded.”! He would, therefore, agree with the findings
of Scott Allison and others. Yet, in light of the requirements of
rational choice theory, this form of agreement confirms the in-
ability of individuals to act in a purely rational fashion at any
point in time. Humans can never escape the social contexts
that frame their sense of reality and, therefore, their choice of
preference. Indeed, it is the process of cognitive framing that
shapes human perceptions of the problem—perceptions that
enable them to act “rationally” within this frame—and the
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potential courses of action they can employ to create a favor-
able outcome. Consequently, the research surrounding cogni-
tive framing accentuates one of the most critical deficiencies of
the rational actor approach.

Framing—Reference Points, Risk, and
Preference Orderings

More than any other phenomenon, the act of framing a
situation—both consciously and unconsciously—establishes
the starting point for all decision-making activities and con-
tinuously molds the process throughout its entirety. In their
seminal work on framing decisions and the psychology of
choice, Tversky and Kahneman conclude “the framing of an
action sometimes affects the actual experience of its out-
comes.”? Two schools of thought form the basis for current
ideas regarding framing.%® The first school, the sociological and
social psychological stream, refers specifically to the works of
G. Bateson and Erving Goffman.®* They critique this perspec-
tive by stating that it is overly broad because it takes account
of the “actor’s perception of both the social context and its so-
cial demands.”®5 As the second stream, these authors identify
the cognitive psychological and decision research arenas.
Highlighting the efforts of M. Minsky, E. B. Hunt, and Kahne-
man and Tversky,?® and Lee Roy Beach and others posit that
this approach is overly narrow, “concentrating on the ways in
which specific characteristics of problems influence how they
are interpreted by the problem solver and how these interpre-
tations determine the means by which he or she attempts to
solve the problems.”®” Whether one adopts the perspective of
the sociologist or the cognitive psychologist, the effects of
framing shape decision making in at least three fundamental
and interrelated ways: They influence the selection of reference
points, attitudes toward risk, and the ordering of preferences.

Relying heavily upon the research of Tversky and Kahne-
man, Levy points out that the idea of “reference dependence is
particularly important because people treat gains and losses
differently—they overvalue losses relative to comparable
gains.”®® Although he is specifically addressing reference de-
pendence as the central assumption of prospect theory, Levy’s
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idea is logically applicable because prospect theory is a refine-
ment of rational choice theory under conditions of a bound-
edly rational unitary actor.®® Levy indicates that individuals
are customarily “risk-averse with respect to gains and risk-
acceptant with respect to losses” and would therefore order
preferences taking risk factors into account.!® As a natural
extension, Levy maintains that “the asymmetry of gains and
losses and the role of the reference point in defining these dis-
tinct domains, the identification, or framing, of the reference
point can have a critical effect on choice. A change in frame
can result in a change in preferences (preference reversal)
even if the values and probabilities associated with outcomes
remain the same.”!°! Noting that people perceive a difference
in potential outcomes based upon the way in which risk is
framed, Levy uses a medical treatment as an example to make
his point, saying “it makes a difference whether a particular
treatment has a 90 percent survival rate or a 10 percent mor-
tality rate.”192

The critical connection between the framing of reference
points, risk, and preferences is best captured in March and
Shapira’s postulate that “rational models see decisions as
being made by the evaluation of alternatives in terms of their
future consequences for prior preferences.”'%3 Based upon the
research presented herein, one could reasonably predict that
the framing of a decision issue in parallel with a reference
point entailing high risk—ranked as the most rational choice
according to preference orderings—would most likely be disre-
garded in favor of one with reduced anticipated risk. In so
doing, the decision maker would act in a nonutility-maximizing
fashion, thereby failing to uphold the requirements of rational
choice theory. Alternatively, the decision maker could reframe
the situation, an act that would also violate rational choice
theory since efforts to do so would necessarily presuppose a
limited information search in the face of increased risk.

In looking at the aggregative effect of the challenges inherent
to issue framing at the group level, it quickly becomes ap-
parent that situations requiring collective decisions within any
group or organizational setting comprised of multiple individuals
require the development of a negotiated consensual choice. This
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course of action will be shaped by such intraorganizational fac-
tors as group dynamics, social interaction, and organizational
culture. The synergistic effect of these group processes require
decision analysts to look beyond rational choice theory toward
alternative approaches that enable groups to predict choices
accurately based upon effective descriptions and inclusive ex-
planations of human behavior within a particular collective.

Rationale for Alternative Approaches

The majority of the literature cited as evidence in the fore-
going critique of rational choice theory indicates that the theory’s
precepts fail to provide an accurate description, explanation,
or prediction of human choice behavior when forced to make
decisions either as individuals or groups. The critique then
focused specifically upon the unit of analysis issue, insist-
ing that groups do not act as unitary actors within the deci-
sion process because “Humans do not always make rational
choices.”!%* Rather, they must manage through some interac-
tive and iterative process to develop decision alternatives that
adequately incorporate the attitudinal and behavioral dynam-
ics specific to each group. A vital challenge inherent to this
approach is that this process must create consensus within
an environment rife with value conflicts that recurrently mani-
fest themselves at the interpersonal and intergroup levels,
both within a single organization and between agencies. Fur-
ther, ongoing social interaction and the parameters of the
organization’s culture mandate conformity to decision rules
and behavioral guidelines, factors that further impede both
the individual’s and the group’s ability to conform to every ra-
tional choice theory tenet. Finally, the process of framing and
its relationship with reference points, risk orientations, and
preference orderings becomes problematic within the group
setting wherein multiple “frames” must be integrated toward a
prioritized group utility function. Indeed, Thomas Schelling ar-
gues that “in a collectivity there is no unanimous preference”
and hence, “ ‘rational decision’ has to be replaced with some-
thing like collective choice.”!%5 With this perspective guiding
exploration of the interagency process, the book’s remainder
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advances our understanding regarding Schelling’s notion of
collective choice and its influence upon conflict termination
policy development.
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Chapter 3

Conflict Termination Models

It is always easy to begin a war, but very difficult to stop
one, since its beginning and end are not under control of the

same marn.
—Sallust

Contemporary thinkers and operational planners erroneously
conflate the term war termination with the terms conflict termi-
nation and conflict resolution and, hence, with peace. Desires to
calculate termination decisions according to the tenets of ra-
tional choice theory prove responsible, in part, for these flaws in
planning and execution. This problem remains pronounced
within the USG—the Department of Defense in particular.
Media reports and political pundits (e.g., television’s “talking
heads” and Sunday morning political talk shows such as Meet
the Press) exacerbate this problem of defining the desired ends
by confounding the public’s understanding regarding the na-
ture of a conflict and USG’s desired ends. In fact, accepted mod-
els of termination decision making rely almost exclusively upon
the rational actor model and its assumptions regarding unitary
actors and quantifiable utility functions.! Rigorous analysis,
however, condemns this approach for its inability to account for
the influence of emotive and psychological factors that are not
calculable overtly an