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How do people respond to negative life events? Crisis decision theory combines the strengths of coping
theories with research on decision making to predict the responses people choose under negative
circumstances. The theory integrates literatures on coping, health behavior, and decision making, among
others, into 3 stages that describe the process of responding to negative events: (a) assessing the severity
of the negative event, (b) determining response options, and (c) evaluating response options. The author
reviews and organizes the relevant research on factors that shape information processing at each stage and
that ultimately predict decisions in the face of negative events. Finally, the author presents a critique of
crisis decision theory and discusses areas for future research.
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Imagine a woman who awakens in the middle of the night to the
smell of smoke. She quickly assesses the situation and considers
her options: Should she ignore the smell and go back to sleep?
Should she call 911? After evaluating her options, the woman
decides to gather a few belongings and exit the house before
calling for help. Likewise, imagine an elderly man who receives a
diagnosis of prostate cancer. He investigates his condition and
considers his options: Should he pursue aggressive treatment or
choose a wait-and-see response? After evaluating his options, the
man decides to monitor the progress of his condition rather than
seek treatment at that time. Although these scenarios differ in
domain, both depict the process by which people choose a re-
sponse to negative life events. People who face negative events
often must choose from a variety of response options, and the best
response to these events is often unclear. The purpose of this
article is to present crisis decision theory, which provides a critical
link between theories of stress and coping and decision-making
research. This article organizes many relevant but diverse psycho-
logical literatures and can prompt future programs of research
based on the theory.

Crisis Decision Theory

Although the term crisis often refers to events of extreme
significance, crisis decision theory predicts responses to events of
all levels of severity. For my purposes, a crisis is simply a negative
event that commands a person’s attention. For example, both
losing one’s wallet and losing one’s job may be perceived as crises

to the people who experience these events. Some crises have more
severe consequences than others, but crisis decision theory recog-
nizes that even relatively inconsequential negative events may
require considerable attention at the time they occur.

Crisis decision theory addresses two questions regarding re-
sponses to negative events: First, what are the decision processes
that occur when people respond to a negative event? Second, what
are the factors that predict response choices? To answer these
questions, crisis decision theory includes a three-stage process that
people go through when facing a negative life event. At the first
stage of the process, people assess the severity of the negative
event using many types of information, including information
about causes, comparative information, and information about
consequences. Second, people determine their response options,
which are limited by the controllability of the event and by the
feasibility of various responses. Third, people evaluate their re-
sponse options. At this stage people determine the pros and cons of
the options they generated at the second stage. People then select
a response that reflects the outcomes of each stage in crisis
decision theory (see Figure 1). In addition, social context, personal
motivations, and automatic processing can influence decision pro-
cesses in crisis decision theory.

It is worth mentioning at this point that people may not proceed
through the three stages in exactly the order I describe. People may
get “stuck” at a particular stage (e.g., by giving up or becoming
overwhelmed), or they may revisit earlier stages after proceeding
through later stages. For example, people may reevaluate the
severity of their situation throughout the process of evaluating and
choosing a response. Moreover, the processes of determining and
evaluating response options are often intertwined. People may
evaluate each possible response before considering other re-
sponses, and as a result they may choose a response before
considering all available responses. I suggest, though, that the
process described by crisis decision theory characterizes the steps
in the response selection sequence as people normally proceed
through them in many situations.

In many ways, both the purpose and structure of crisis decision
theory are similar to those of coping theories, particularly Laza-
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rus’s transactional model of stress and coping (Lazarus & Folk-
man, 1984) and Leventhal’s self-regulation model of illness (Lev-
enthal, Nerenz, & Steele, 1984). Although crisis decision theory
draws on coping theory, it is different in several critical ways.
First, and most important, crisis decision theory joins the coping
literature with research on decision making to provide a more
complete picture of the process by which people select responses
to negative events. Alone, coping theory and decision-making
research fall short in making specific predictions about response
choices to negative life events. The literature on coping, though
useful for many purposes, has fallen short of identifying the critical
variables that predict coping choices across situations. As such,
decision-making research can contribute its strengths to help in
understanding the coping process. In contrast, research on decision
making does not typically focus on processes specific to dealing
with negative life events, and as such coping theory can extend the
applications of decision-making research. Thus, the literature on
stress and coping provides a useful but incomplete description of
the process of responding to negative events, and crisis decision
theory attempts to complete the picture by incorporating the con-
tributions of the literature on decision making.

It is also noteworthy that crisis decision theory focuses on
discrete, tangible responses to negative events rather than on the
amorphous, fluid coping responses that are the focus of coping
theories (e.g., Folkman, Lazarus, Dunkel-Schetter, DeLongis, &
Gruen, 1986). Coping theories address a broad set of responses,
including both problem-focused and emotion-focused coping, that
can take place simultaneously and be in constant flux (Carver,
Scheier, & Weintraub, 1989; Folkman & Lazarus, 1980; Folkman
et al., 1986). Although these categories of responding can be useful
for making general predictions about response types, they do not

allow for predictions about which response people will choose in
specific situations. Furthermore, the coping literature presents a
messy and somewhat atheoretical depiction of coping behavior,
and studies of coping behavior are inconsistent about the types of
coping they measure (e.g., Aldwin & Revenson, 1987; Carver et
al., 1989; Parkes, 1984; Scheier, Weintraub, & Carver, 1986).
Crisis decision theory simplifies and clarifies this matter by mak-
ing predictions about the actions people take (or choose not to
take) in response to negative life events. Crisis decision theory
does not exclude the possibility that people also engage in
emotion-focused coping, but these behaviors are outside the scope
of the theory.

The goals of crisis decision theory also differ from the goals of
theories addressing preventative behavior (e.g., health belief mod-
el: Becker, 1974; Janz & Becker, 1984; Kirscht, 1988; protection
motivation theory: Floyd, Prentice-Dunn, & Rogers, 2000; Mad-
dux & Rogers, 1983; Rogers, 1983; proactive coping model:
Aspinwall & Taylor, 1997). Although crisis decision theory in-
cludes some of the same predictors of behavior as prevention-
focused theories do, it addresses responses to negative events that
have already occurred and not proactive attempts to prevent the
occurrence of negative events. In addition, crisis decision theory is
not a prescriptive or evaluative theory. This article is not primarily
concerned with establishing how people should assess and respond
to negative events or with determining how people can improve
their assessments and responses. Although these functions may be
secondary applications of the theory, the primary function of crisis
decision theory is to describe the processes involved in responding
to negative events and to predict response choices.

Stage 1: Assessing the Severity of the Negative Event

When people face a negative event, they must determine how
the event will affect their lives. The first stage in crisis decision
theory is assessing the severity of the negative event. At this stage
people seek information in an attempt to understand the threat they
face. Although the first stage in crisis decision theory incorporates
many predictors not addressed in the coping literature, at its heart
this stage is similar to the stage of primary appraisal in traditional
coping theories. During primary appraisal, people assess the po-
tential harm or benefit of a stressor and determine whether any-
thing of value is at risk (Folkman et al., 1986; Lazarus & Folkman,
1984). The first stage in crisis decision theory is also similar to the
process of developing cognitive representations of illness in Lev-
enthal’s self-regulation model, in which people consider past ex-
perience, causes, and consequences, among other things, to de-
velop a sense of the illness they face (Leventhal et al., 1984).
Likewise, the first stage in crisis decision theory involves an
assessment of the potential harm of a negative event, or the
severity of the event, using types of information similar to those
discussed in Leventhal’s model.

Both the degree of threat people perceive and the specific
information they gain at the first stage in crisis decision theory
influence responding to the negative event. For example, more
threatening situations likely promote a greater investment of time
and energy into the consideration of response options and the
choice of a response. Along these lines, studies have found that
people engage in more effortful, time-consuming, and complex
decision-making strategies when they perceive a situation to be
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Figure 1. Crisis Decision Theory.
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highly important (Kunda, 1990; McAllister, Mitchell, & Beach,
1979, Experiment 3). People facing relatively nonthreatening neg-
ative situations may simply choose the response they think of first
or the least effortful response.

Moreover, people must make particular judgments in the first
stage to proceed through the subsequent stages. Specifically, peo-
ple must judge the event to be sufficiently threatening to warrant
further consideration and, consequently, further progress through
the stages in crisis decision theory. Of course, extremely intense
threats may overwhelm people and paralyze their progress through
the subsequent two stages, particularly when people feel that
negative outcomes of the event are uncontrollable (Hovland, Janis,
& Kelley, 1953; Leventhal, 1970; Witte & Allen, 2000). Coping
research has suggested that people may withdraw or reduce
problem-focused efforts in response to overwhelming, uncontrol-
lable events in favor of coping responses that manage emotions
(e.g., Folkman & Lazarus, 1980). Most likely, the relationship
between perceived severity and further progress through the stages
in crisis decision theory is an inverted-U-shaped relationship. In
other words, extremely benign events are not likely to prompt
further attention or evaluation of possible responses. On the other
hand, extremely severe events might lead to an inability or unwill-
ingness to further consider the implications of the event. Thus,
events that are perceived to be of moderate severity are those that
will prompt further progress through the stages in crisis decision
theory.

People can use three categories of information in the process of
assessing the severity of a negative event: (a) information about
the cause of the event, (b) comparative information, and (c) infor-
mation about potential consequences of the event. Not every type
of information is available or applicable in a given situation, and
in this section I discuss some factors that might predict the use of
each type of information.

Information About Causes

People face a variety of negative events. Two broad categories
of negative events are (a) events caused by one’s own behavior and
(b) events caused by an external agent. Crisis decision theory
addresses many if not all types of negative events, and the type of
event people face influences how people assess the severity of the
negative event. People who blame themselves for the occurrence
of a negative event may see the event differently than do people
who attribute the cause of the event to someone or something else.
Research has suggested that a greater sense of responsibility for an
event intensifies perceptions of the severity of negative conse-
quences (Schlenker, 1980, 1997; Schlenker, Weigold, & Doherty,
1991).

Of course, the categories of self-caused events and externally
caused events are not entirely distinct. Many illnesses are the result
of both lifestyle choices (e.g., diet, exercise, etc.) and external
agents (e.g., genetics, environmental agents, contagions, etc.).
Even events that are more clearly caused by one’s own actions,
such as being fired from a job, can be partly the result of circum-
stances out of the individual’s control (e.g., downsizing, change of
management, etc.). Similarly, some researchers have suggested
that events can have both proximal and distal causes, and one study
found that people attributed responsibility for an event on the basis
of its distal cause more than on its proximal cause (Brickman,

Ryan, & Wortman, 1975). For example, a student who fails a test
because he or she did not study hard enough (an internal, proximal
cause) might not take responsibility for the outcome if he or she
could not study because of a family emergency (an external, distal
cause). In addition, people can feel responsibility for causing the
problem and/or for finding a solution. Research has suggested that
people are most likely to make active attempts to respond to a
negative event when they feel a sense of responsibility for both the
problem and the solution (Brickman et al., 1982).

For assessing severity, the important cause is the one the indi-
vidual perceives. People assess negative events according to their
own perception of the situation, including who or what they
believe caused the situation to arise (Lazarus, 1993; Roesch &
Weiner, 2001). People’s perceptions are beliefs about causes,
which may vary in accuracy and may not represent actual causes
of negative events. For example, people may diminish their re-
sponsibility for a negative event if they are concerned about their
public image. In contrast, people may sometimes inflate their
personal responsibility for a negative event. For instance, people
may hope to secure their belief in a just world by exaggerating
their personal responsibility for bad events (i.e., “bad things hap-
pened to me because I did something bad”), or they may exagger-
ate their personal responsibility in an effort to maintain a sense of
control over their outcomes (i.e., “I could prevent this event from
happening again”). Crisis decision theory concerns the bases on
which people make decisions in response to negative events, and
as such the theory is concerned only with “actual” causes to the
extent that they influence people’s perceptions of causes. In other
words, people may wrongly interpret an event, but their wrong
interpretation nonetheless guides their assessment of the event and,
ultimately, their response to the event.

People’s perceptions about the cause of a negative event can
directly affect not only their evaluations of severity but also their
response choices. Research has suggested that events perceived to
be caused by one’s own actions may be more likely than externally
caused events to prompt active attempts to remedy the situation
and prevent the negative event from recurring (Schlenker, 1987).
In other words, people may be more willing to invest in a solution
when they feel a sense of responsibility for the negative event. For
example, a teaching assistant is probably more likely to work late
nights to resolve a self-caused mistake than to resolve a mistake
caused by the professor. Of course, a sense of responsibility can
also paralyze people into inaction or prompt ineffective responses.
For example, research on victims of sexual assault has found that
women who blame themselves for the assault are more likely to
engage in avoidant coping strategies, whereas women who do not
blame themselves are more likely to engage in productive, active
coping strategies (Littleton & Breitkopf, 2006). Furthermore, re-
search on the elderly has found that older people may reduce their
sense of responsibility for the very purpose of reducing distress
and, thus, mobilizing action (Aldwin, 1991).

Future research can reconcile this potential contradiction regard-
ing the relationship between responsibility and responses to neg-
ative events, but it seems that people would be most likely to take
action in response to an event for which they feel moderate
responsibility. That is, like the broader relationship between se-
verity and further attention to an event, the relationship between
perceived responsibility for negative events and the likelihood of
active responding may be an inverted-U-shaped relationship. Peo-
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ple who feel little responsibility for an event and its solution or for
whom the responsibility holds few negative personal implications
may be unmotivated to take action to remedy the situation. On the
other hand, people who feel overwhelmed by the personal impli-
cations of their responsibility may be unable to take productive
action due to denial or avoidance.

In sum, people feel responsible for negative events when they
perceive responsibility for the distal or original cause of the event
and when they feel responsible for both the cause of the event and
for finding a solution. In turn, people who perceive responsibility
for negative events are more likely to judge the event to be severe
and, unless the sense of responsibility is overwhelming, are more
likely to take action to address the situation.

Comparative Information

People do not evaluate negative events in a vacuum. Instead,
people make comparisons with meaningful, familiar targets that
provide information about their present reality (Kahneman &
Miller, 1986; Kahneman & Tversky, 1982). Many negative events
present novel experiences, and people use comparisons to place
events in a recognizable context. Comparisons do not always lead
to accurate assessments, and people are often biased in their choice
of comparison targets (Pyszczynski, Greenberg, & LaPrelle, 1985;
Taylor & Lobel, 1989). However, comparative information is
better than no information in assessing the severity of a negative
event. This section discusses comparisons in broad terms, includ-
ing comparisons with schemas, comparisons with alternative out-
comes, and social comparisons. Each of these comparisons can
provide information about the severity of a negative event by
allowing people to put the event in context.

Comparisons with schemas. People rely on mental shortcuts in
making judgments about the world (Kahneman, Slovic, & Tver-
sky, 1982). Regarding the assessment of negative events, people
may compare their situations to available mental representations in
an attempt to fit the situation into a known schema. Schemas are
a collection of related beliefs or ideas that people use to organize
their knowledge about the world. More important to the topic at
hand, people can compare negative events to known schemas to
gain information about the severity of the event (Aspinwall &
Taylor, 1997). For example, people may have a “cancer schema”
that specifies whether a diagnosis of cancer is a death sentence or
a treatable situation.

Past experiences play an important role in the development and
use of schemas (Markus, 1977), and people can use past experi-
ences to extend their understanding of the severity of a negative
event (Leventhal & Cameron, 1987). In regard to crisis decision
theory, a negative event will seem more severe to the extent that
people recall similar events that were negative and severe. For
example, a woman who has her heart broken for the first time has
little personal experience from which to learn. However, a woman
who experiences the end of a relationship for the second or third
time will assess her situation in part based on her schemas about
relationship break-ups developed during her previous experiences.
If she experienced few negative outcomes and quickly rebounded
from her first break-up, she will likely assume that the later
break-ups will be equally easy to handle. However, if she experi-
enced a great deal of pain and suffering the first time around, her
assessment of her current situation will likely be dire as well. On

the other hand, research has shown that people who have past
experience with a disease rate the disease as less severe (Jemmott,
Croyle, & Ditto, 1988), suggesting that schemas for previously
experienced negative events often indicate low severity. Finally,
people can also compare their current situation to situations they
observed in the past, such as a close friend or family member’s
situation (Walter & Emery, 2006). The woman diagnosed with
breast cancer for the first time may remember a friend’s experience
with cancer and use that information to assess the severity of her
diagnosis.

Thus, crisis decision theory suggests that people can compare
negative events to existing event schemas when assessing the
severity of the event. The event will seem more severe to the extent
that the event is similar to other severe events, to the extent that
people do not have prior experience with the negative event, and
to the extent that relevant past experiences were more severe.

Comparisons with alternative outcomes. After experiencing a
negative event, people often imagine how the situation might have
turned out differently (Roese, 1997). Imagining alternative scenar-
ios gives people a sense of what “could have,” “might have,” or
“should have” occurred, in contrast to the reality they face. A
second source of comparative information for assessing severity is
comparison with these imagined alternative scenarios. Although
people tend to generate upward comparisons (i.e., comparisons
with better possible alternatives) in response to negative events
(Roese & Olson, 1997; White & Lehman, 2005), aspects of the
event can influence the types of counterfactual alternatives people
generate. For example, events that people perceive as controllable
lead to more upward comparisons, whereas events that people
perceive as uncontrollable lead to more downward comparisons
(i.e., comparisons with worse possible alternatives; Mandel, 2003;
Roese & Olson, 1995a). In addition, events that might recur in the
future tend to prompt upward comparisons, as these comparisons
allow people to learn how to improve the situation in the future
(Markman, Gavanski, Sherman, & McMullen, 1993).

People imagine alternative scenarios not only in response to a
negative event; they also compare their outcomes to scenarios they
expected or desired prior to the negative event. People experience
a range of negative emotions in response to a negative event
(sadness, anger, grief, etc.), but disappointment is specific to the
experience of outcomes falling short of expectations (van Dijk,
Zeelenberg, & van der Pligt, 1999; Zeelenberg, van Dijk, Man-
stead, & van der Pligt, 2000). People feel disappointed about
shattered hopes or expectations, not simply about negative out-
comes. The intensity of disappointment depends primarily on how
people’s outcomes compare with their expectations. The more
expectations exceed outcomes, the more intense the disappoint-
ment (Mellers, Schwartz, Ho, & Ritov, 1997; van Dijk & van der
Pligt, 1997). For example, a “C” on an exam feels worse for a
student who expected an “A” than for a student who expected to
receive a “C.”

People who imagine better alternative outcomes or have higher
expectations feel worse about the more dire reality they face
(McMullen, 1997; Medvec, Madey, & Gilovich, 1995; Roese,
1994; Roese & Olson, 1995b; but see McMullen & Markman,
2000). Furthermore, people judge events to be more negative when
they consider better alternatives. One study found that participants
awarded more money to victims of a tragedy when they could
easily imagine a scenario that avoided the tragedy (Miller &
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McFarland, 1986). In other words, a negative event seems more
severe when people can easily imagine a better, alternative sce-
nario.

Thus, crisis decision theory suggests that negative events will
seem more severe when people can easily imagine alternative,
better outcomes. Specifically, people who experience controllable
negative events, who expect that the event might reoccur, and who
held overly high expectations prior to the event are more likely to
judge the negative event as severe.

Social comparisons. More than 50 years of research has dem-
onstrated that people use comparisons with others to gain infor-
mation about themselves (e.g., Festinger, 1954; J. Wood, 1989).
People often lack objective evaluations of their abilities, achieve-
ments, and circumstances, and social comparisons provide one
standard by which to make evaluations. People use social compar-
isons to gain information about a negative event when experienc-
ing uncertainty (Festinger, 1954; J. Wood, 1989).

How people feel as a result of social comparisons depends on
characteristics of the comparison target and on the relations be-
tween the target and the self (J. Wood, 1989). On average, people
feel worse about their own situation when they compare them-
selves with people who are better off, and they feel better when
they compare themselves with people who are worse off (Collins,
1996; Gibbons & Gerrard, 1989; Taylor & Lobel, 1989; J. Wood,
1989).1 Although people are generally more likely to compare
themselves with others who are worse off after experiencing a
negative life event (e.g., J. Wood, 1989), they may also utilize
comparisons with others who are better off. Research on the social
comparisons of breast cancer patients has suggested that people
may look to better off others when such comparisons are likely to
provide desirable information (e.g., the likelihood of recovery
from cancer; Kruglanski & Mayseless, 1990; Taylor & Lobel,
1989). More generally, people may rely on social comparisons
with others who are better off when such comparisons can provide
useful information about how they should respond to the event.
Under many circumstances, though, people are likely to seek
comparisons with others who are worse off in an effort to improve
subjective well-being and mood and to promote positive coping
(Gibbons & Gerrard, 1989; Mendes, Blascovich, Major, & Seery,
2001).

However, people do not always have the luxury of choosing a
comparison target (J. Wood, 1989). For example, a losing football
team that must face the winning team immediately following the
game faces an unpleasant social comparison. A negative event will
seem worse, or more severe, if an upward comparison target is
available and salient and less severe if a downward social com-
parison target is available and salient.

People may also engage in “social” comparisons, defined
broadly, by making temporal comparisons of their current situation
to their own lives at a previous time (A. Wilson & Ross, 2000).
Temporal comparisons function in a similar manner to traditional
social comparisons. In general, people will feel better about a
negative event if they compare it to a worse time in their own lives,
and they will feel worse about the event if they compare it to a
better time (Markman & McMullen, 2003). Of course, people do
not always evaluate their past selves in a completely objective
light. Research has suggested that people evaluate their past ex-
periences in a manner that allows them to believe things have
improved over time, even when objective evidence suggests that

no changes have occurred (A. Wilson & Ross, 2001). In any case,
people will likely judge a negative event to be less severe to the
extent that the event reflects improvement over time.

Thus, crisis decision theory suggests that negative events will
feel worse, or more severe, to the extent that people compare
themselves with others who are better off or to better times in their
lives and less severe to the extent that people compare themselves
with others who are worse off or to worse times in their lives. More
specifically, people may perceive events to be severe when they
expect that others who are better off can provide valuable infor-
mation, when they have available only comparison targets who are
better off, and when the event inarguably indicates deterioration
over time.

Summary of comparative information. In sum, people use sev-
eral types of comparative information to assess the severity of
negative events. People compare their current situation to salient
schemas, imagined alternative outcomes, and other people’s situ-
ations. Although the relationship between comparative information
and perceptions of severity is somewhat complex, negative events
generally will seem more severe to the extent that they match
schemas for high severity events and to the extent that they yield
unfavorable comparisons to imagined alternative outcomes and
available social comparison targets.

Information About Consequences

People also use information about the potential consequences of
the event (future-focused information) to assess severity. A nega-
tive event and its negative consequences differ in that an event
may be negative in an immediate sense but have few long-term
consequences, or an event may be relatively neutral in an imme-
diate sense but have severe negative consequences in the future.
For example, a student who receives a bad grade on an exam may
feel terrible in the moment but realize that the consequences of the
exam grade may not be particularly severe. In contrast, the student
could instead feel relatively indifferent about receiving a poor
exam grade but recognize that the consequences could prove to be
severe in the long-run.

A number of factors influence the extent to which people
perceive an event to be potentially consequential. First, events that
are likely to result in negative consequences will seem more
severe. To return to an earlier example, the severity assessment of
the woman who awakens to the smell of smoke depends largely on
how likely she believes it is that the smoke indicates fire. Second,

1 It is important to note several exceptions to the typical effects of
upward social comparisons. If people see themselves as very similar to
someone who is better off, upward social comparison can lead to positive
evaluations through a process of assimilation (Collins, 1996). Furthermore,
people can “bask in the reflected glory” of close others who are better off
(Tesser, 1988). People also seek upward social comparisons as inspiration
to improve. When people believe that they can change their situation for
the better, they prefer information about people who have already “made
it” (Michinov & Monteil, 1997; Taylor & Lobel, 1989). Whereas down-
ward social comparisons provide an emotional boost, upward social com-
parisons allow people to determine what it will take to improve their
currently negative situation. Nonetheless, in judging a negative event
people more typically feel worse about their situation if they engage in
upward social comparison.
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events that have the potential to bring about relatively serious
consequences will also seem more severe. For example, news of
cancer will seem more severe if the cancer is likely to get much
worse in the future and lead to a significant decrease in quality of
life.

The likelihood and seriousness of consequences are orthogonal
dimensions, and both can weigh heavily in the assessment of a
negative event. In other words, consequences may be very likely
but relatively nonsevere, very likely and severe, relatively unlikely
and nonsevere, or relatively unlikely but very severe. For example,
a woman who loses her wallet may realize that identity theft is an
unlikely possibility (unlikely consequences) but could cause major
problems if it were to occur (serious consequences). She may also
recognize that she will almost certainly have to face the hassle of
canceling credit cards (likely consequences) but that this process
will only involve minor inconvenience (nonserious consequences).
In both cases the woman may assess the negative event (i.e., losing
her wallet) as severe. Research on preventative health behavior and
coping behavior has demonstrated that both the likelihood and the
seriousness of negative consequences predict behavior in the face
of a negative event (Aspinwall & Taylor, 1997; Lazarus & Folk-
man, 1984; Sweeny & Shepperd, 2007; Weinstein, 1993).

Third, evidence has suggested that people perceive events that
are highly self-relevant as having more severe consequences. Sev-
eral studies have demonstrated that people do not anticipate expe-
riencing negative reactions to events that primarily affect someone
else (Sweeny, Shepperd, & Carroll, 2007). For example, people
will likely perceive the death of a relative with whom they had a
close relationship as more significant than the death of a relative
they met only a few times. Of course, people also consider the
impact of negative events on others when assessing severity.
Negative events that affect many people or that deeply affect a few
people will likely seem more severe than events that touch few
lives or make little impact. Moreover, people are more likely to
consider the impact an event has on close others, such as family
members and close friends, than they are to consider the impact an
event has on strangers. For example, people with a personal
connection to a tragedy like the terrorist attack on September 11,
2001 or Hurricane Katrina likely perceived the events to be more
severe than did people who simply watched the tragedies unfold on
television (e.g., Silver, 2004). In addition, people are more likely
to anticipate negative reactions to events that affect close family
members than strangers, and they even report anticipating equally
strong negative reactions to events that affect a very close other
(i.e., their child) as they do to events that affect themselves
(Carroll, Shepperd, Sweeny, Carlson, & Benigno, in press).

Fourth, events that have the potential to cause more damage to
a public image will seem more severe. Some negative events, such
as the diagnosis of a sexually transmitted disease, being laid off, or
failing a course, carry with them the possibility of damaging
people’s desired public images. In addition to more direct conse-
quences of a negative event, such as health or professional conse-
quences, evidence has suggested that social consequences also
weigh into judgments of event severity. For example, patients
report experiencing anxiety about the results of an HIV test due in
part to concerns about the social implications of testing positive or
even being tested at all (Worthington & Myers, 2003). A diagnosis
of HIV is far more likely than a diagnosis of, for example, heart
disease to generate image concerns, and image concerns increase

the perceived severity of a negative event. All other considerations
being equal, events that carry public image concerns likely are
perceived to be more serious than those that do not carry image
concerns.2

Finally, events that will lead to immediate consequences may be
assessed differently than events that will lead to consequences only
in the distant future. Some consequences have an immediate im-
pact, whereas other consequences are delayed. People do not view
short- and long-term consequences in the same light, even when
the impact of those consequences is objectively equivalent (Ainslie
& Haslam, 1992; Loewenstein & Elster, 1992). For example,
research has shown that people tend to value immediate gains
more than distant gains (Ainslie & Haslam, 1992; Elster & Loe-
wenstein, 1992). In addition, temporal construal theory (Liberman
& Trope, 1998; Trope & Liberman, 2000, 2003) suggests that
people primarily focus on detailed aspects of a particular outcome
when it will occur in the near future and on more abstract,
conceptual concerns when the outcome will occur in the distant
future. For example, a student who fails an exam and is consider-
ing dropping the course might be more concerned with the time it
takes to file the necessary paperwork (a detail-oriented concern) if
the drop deadline is the next day (a near-future consequence). In
contrast, the student might be more concerned with maintaining a
good academic record (an abstract concern) if the drop deadline is
weeks or months away (a distant-future consequence). Similarly,
people may weigh potential consequences of negative events dif-
ferently depending on the proximity of their effects. Concrete,
detail-oriented consequences may be most important in assessing
severity if the consequences will happen quickly, and abstract,
intangible consequences may be most important in assessing se-
verity if the consequences are far in the future.

In sum, crisis decision theory suggests that people use informa-
tion about possible consequences to assess the severity of negative
events. People consider both the immediate impact of a negative
event and the potential future consequences of the event when
assessing an event’s severity. Regarding possible consequences,
people perceive negative events to be more severe if they antici-
pate consequences that are more likely to occur, more severe, more
self-relevant, and more damaging to public images. In addition,
people weigh concrete, detailed consequences most heavily when
those consequences will occur in the near future, and they weigh
abstract, intangible consequences most heavily when they will
occur in the distant future.

Stage 1: Summary and Conclusions

In sum, in the first stage in crisis decision theory people assess
the severity of a negative event. People assess severity by seeking
information about the negative event, including information about
the cause of the event, comparative information, and information
about the potential consequences of the event. The perceived
severity of an event determines whether people proceed through
the further stages in crisis decision theory, influences processing

2 Of note, stigmatized individuals do not always experience more neg-
ative outcomes than nonstigmatized groups (Crocker & Major, 1989), but
nonetheless the possibility of damaging one’s public image is likely to be
undesirable.
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during the latter stages of the theory, and influences the responses
people ultimately choose. Evidence has suggested that people who
assess the negative event as severe are more willing to suffer
greater costs and risk greater negative consequences in hopes of
coping successfully with the event (Lazarus & Folkman, 1987).
For example, studies of patients with obsessive-compulsive disor-
der, premenstrual symptoms, posttraumatic stress disorder, and
chronic pain have found that patients with more severe symptoms
are more likely to actively seek medical attention (Calhoun, Bos-
worth, Grambow, Dudley, & Beckham, 2002; Mayerovitch et al.,
2003; Robinson & Swindle, 2000; Verhaak et al., 2000). Thus, the
perceived severity of an event, along with the specific appraisals
that contribute to perceptions of severity, plays an important role
in predicting the types of responses people choose.

Stage 2: Determining Response Options

After people assess the severity of a negative event, they next
consider how they could respond to the event. The second stage in
crisis decision theory is determining available response options. At
this stage people ask themselves, “What can I do about this
problem?” This stage is similar to one aspect of secondary ap-
praisal in traditional coping theories. During secondary appraisal,
people evaluate their resources to determine their options for
coping (Folkman et al., 1986; Lazarus & Folkman, 1984). The
second stage in crisis decision theory is also related to the process
of developing an action plan in Leventhal’s self-regulation model
of illness (Leventhal et al., 1984). Similarly, the second stage in
crisis decision theory involves a determination of the available
responses based on factors that might limit people’s options.

Two factors limit the response options people consider: the
controllability of outcomes and the feasibility of responses. First,
people’s perception of control over negative outcomes determines
the availability of certain response options (Ajzen, 2002; Becker,
1974; Heijmans et al., 2004; Leventhal & Nerenz, 1985;
cr127Sweeny & Shepperd, 2007). If negative outcomes are avoid-
able, people are likely to consider active response options; if
negative outcomes are unavoidable, people are likely to consider
relatively passive response options (Aldwin, 1991; Carver et al.,
1989; Folkman & Lazarus, 1980; Sweeny & Shepperd, 2007). Of
course, uncontrollable situations may present active, albeit inef-
fective, response options. For example, people with “hopeless”
cases of terminal cancer may pursue medical treatments that are
almost certain to be ineffective.

Uncontrollable events may limit response options, but they do
not eliminate the possibility of choosing between multiple re-
sponses. For example, people who lose a loved one must choose,
among other things, whether to grieve in isolation or to gather with
friends and family. Finally, people may perceive more or less
control than actually exists. Some researchers have argued that
illusions of control are inherent to healthy mental functioning
(Taylor & Brown, 1988; but see Colvin & Block, 1994). Crisis
decision theory does not discuss whether certain responses are
better than others; rather, the focus in this stage is on how people
determine their response options. Thus, people may consider ac-
tive response options even when those responses are likely to
prove ineffective, and they may perceive control when little or no
control exists.

Second, limited resources restrict response options by rendering
them unfeasible (Aspinwall & Taylor, 1997; Folkman & Lazarus,
1980, 1985; Hobfoll, 1989). Regardless of controllability, people
may be unable to consider the most effective response because
they do not have the time, money, social support, strength, or
ability required to take the necessary actions. Once a negative
event occurs, people may be unable to gather additional resources
to cope with the event. However, research has suggested that
people often anticipate in advance the possibility of a negative
event, at which point they may proactively accumulate resources to
cope (Aspinwall & Taylor, 1997). People who accurately antici-
pate a negative event and successfully accumulate resources to
cope with it are less likely to find their response options limited by
their resources. Of course, people are often poor predictors of the
future (e.g., Dunning, Griffin, Milojkovic, & Ross, 1990; T. Wil-
son, Wheatley, Meyers, Gilbert, & Axsom, 2000), and an exten-
sive outlay of resources toward one possible outcome may reduce
the resources available to address the negative situation that actu-
ally arises.

In sum, the second stage in crisis decision theory identifies two
limitations on the generation of response options: (a) controllabil-
ity of negative outcomes and (b) feasibility of the response. People
are most likely to generate active response options when the
outcomes of the event are controllable and to generate response
options that are feasible given available resources. As a reminder,
people may reevaluate the severity of an event (i.e., return to the
first stage) after they consider their response options. Specifically,
people who are unable to generate viable response options may
rationalize that the event is perhaps not so severe after all and
therefore does not warrant further attention at that time.

The response options people generate at the second stage in
crisis decision theory determine not only the responses they eval-
uate in the third stage, but they also can have direct effects on the
responses people choose. For example, people with many response
options will be more selective about the response they choose
(Schwartz, 2000). A woman diagnosed with cancer may be more
willing to undergo painful treatments if she perceives those treat-
ments to be her only option than if she perceives other, less painful
response options. As such, a greater number of response options
may predict less willingness to pay high costs or risk negative
consequences (Schwartz, 2000). In addition, people with many
response options may find the choice overwhelming, which may
affect decision-making processes. People presented with an over-
whelming number of options experience greater fear of regret,
decreased satisfaction with their choices, and more difficulty mak-
ing decisions (Iyengar & Lepper, 2000; Schwartz, 2000, 2004).
Thus, events that are controllable and that have many feasible
response options based on available resources may prompt people
to choose only extremely desirable responses at best and may
paralyze people into indecision at worst. As such, the number of
response options people generate at the second stage in crisis
decision theory, in addition to the particular options they generate,
can predict the responses people ultimately choose.

Stage 3: Evaluating Response Options

Once people assess the severity of the event and generate
response options, they then begin the process of choosing the best
response. The third stage in crisis decision theory is evaluating the
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available response options. At this stage people weigh the pros and
cons of each response option they generated in the previous stage.
In both traditional coping theories and Leventhal’s self-regulation
model, the stage of evaluating coping options is combined with the
stage of determining available options (Folkman et al., 1986;
Lazarus & Folkman, 1984; Leventhal et al., 1984). Crisis decision
theory acknowledges that, as discussed earlier, the process of
evaluation may be intertwined with the process of determining
response options or may stand alone as a separate, subsequent
process. In other words, people may consider the pros and cons of
each response option they generate before considering other op-
tions, or they may generate a number of response options before
evaluating each in turn. For the sake of clarity, however, crisis
decision theory discusses the factors involved in the evaluation of
response options separately from the factors involved in the gen-
eration of response options.

In some cases, people will generate only one response option in
the second stage in the theory. If only one response is available (or
if people perceive only one available response), the process of
response evaluation may not occur. For example, a man diagnosed
with kidney failure may avoid thinking about the effort and cost
involved in undergoing dialysis if he perceives dialysis as his only
viable option. Of course, nonresponding is always an option, and
people may compare the pros and cons of their one available
response to the alternative of not responding at all.

Crisis decision theory suggests that people take three broad
considerations into account when evaluating their response op-
tions: (a) the resources required to engage in a response, (b) direct
consequences of the response, and (c) indirect consequences of the
response. Direct consequences refer to any positive or negative
effects a response has on the problem at hand. For example, the
direct consequences of choosing chemotherapy might include
eliminating cancer from the body and reducing the likelihood that
cancerous cells will return. Indirect consequences refer to any
positive or negative effects a response has on secondary concerns
associated with the problem at hand. For example, indirect conse-
quences of choosing chemotherapy might be losing one’s hair,
experiencing nausea, cognitive impairments, and so forth.

Required Resources

All else being equal, people are more likely to choose a response
that requires few resources (e.g., Weinstein, 1993). One theory
suggests that the very threat of losing resources is a primary
contributor to stress (Hobfoll, 1989), suggesting that people should
be highly motivated to conserve resources when possible. Re-
sources not only limit the available responses in the second stage
in crisis decision theory; they also influence people’s evaluations
of those response options in the third stage. The resources required
for a response can include costs of money, time, energy, strength,
emotional suffering, and general well-being. People with more
resources may be less concerned with the cost involved in a
particular response, but minimizing all types of required resources
is an important consideration in choosing between response op-
tions (Becker, 1974; Edwards, 1954; Folkman & Lazarus, 1980;
Rogers, 1983). Furthermore, the model of conservation of re-
sources suggests that people will choose a coping response only if
they believe that their investment will be worth their ultimate gains
(Hobfoll, 1989). To return to the chemotherapy example, people

may choose not to undergo chemotherapy for certain types of
cancer (e.g., late-life prostate cancer) because they believe that the
financial cost it would entail and the physical and emotional
suffering it would cause outweigh any potential positive conse-
quences. Of course, nonresponding always requires the fewest
resources, but the negative consequences of nonresponding often
outweigh the benefits.

To clarify, information about required resources (the third stage)
differs from information about response feasibility (the second
stage). Information about feasibility indicates whether a response
is possible, whereas information about required resources indicates
whether a response is desirable. Responses that are unfeasible
given available resources will not be considered at the third stage
of crisis decision theory. To give an illustration, imagine that a
patient is told that a particular treatment option costs $10,000. If
the patient does not have the money, he or she cannot further
consider that response option (i.e., the response is unfeasible).
However, even a patient with $10,000 may decide that the treat-
ment is too expensive (i.e., the resources required are deemed too
great), and therefore that patient may choose a different a response.

Direct Consequences

Evaluating a response option also involves consideration of the
potential consequences of the response. Direct consequences are
outcomes that change the status of the negative event, for better or
for worse. If the negative event is health-related, direct conse-
quences of a response affect the patient’s health status. If the
negative event is professional, direct consequences of a response
affect the employee’s job status. A response can have both positive
and negative consequences, and these consequences can be di-
rectly or indirectly related to the status of the negative event. In
general, people are more concerned with avoiding negative con-
sequences than they are with pursuing positive consequences
(Kahneman & Tversky, 1984). Theorists believe that this phenom-
enon is due to loss aversion, or a desire to maintain one’s present,
tolerable situation rather than risking a decline into a worse,
potentially unbearable situation (Kahneman & Tversky, 1984;
Shelley, 1994; Shepperd, Findley-Klein, Kwavnick, Walker, &
Perez, 2000; Simonson & Tversky, 1992). As such, people may
weigh potential negative consequences more heavily than potential
positive consequences when evaluating response options.

People ask three questions when evaluating the direct conse-
quences of a response. First, what is the likelihood that this
response will lead to positive change and avoid negative change?
In other words, people evaluate the perceived efficacy of each
response option (Becker, 1974; Rogers, 1983). For example, a
study of cancer patients found that information about the likeli-
hood of survival resulting from an unpleasant treatment option
predicted whether patients engaged in the treatment (Brundage et
al., 2001). Crisis decision theory suggests that a response will be
more desirable to the extent that it is likely to have positive direct
consequences and unlikely to have negative direct consequences.

Second, what is the magnitude of the potential effects of a given
response? Some responses have the potential to completely elim-
inate the consequences of a negative event (“cures”); other re-
sponses have the potential only to improve the situation (“treat-
ments”). On the negative side, some responses have the potential
to severely worsen an already bad situation, whereas other re-
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sponses can only help or, at worst, have no effect on the negative
event. Likewise, the effects of some responses last for a long time,
for better or worse, whereas the effects of other responses may
have a short duration. When deciding between alternative re-
sponses, people weigh the potential positive and negative out-
comes of each response to determine which response has the
highest utility (Edwards, 1954; Ronis, 1992).

Third, are the effects of the response reversible? In other words,
does choosing a given response eliminate the possibility of making
a different choice later? Some responses leave open the possibility
of “undoing” any negative outcomes, whereas other responses
have more permanent effects. For example, a student who talks to
his or her professor in response to a failed course leaves open the
possibility of taking more drastic action if he or she decides the
response was ineffective. In contrast, a student who drops out of
school in response to the failing grade may be making an irrevers-
ible decision. All things being equal, people prefer to engage in
reversible responses rather than irreversible responses (S. Wood,
2001).3

Indirect Consequences

A particular response can lead to changes not only in the status
of the negative event but also in other aspects of people’s lives.
Indirect consequences reflect the extensiveness or breadth of a
response’s effects, as opposed to direct consequences that reflect
the depth of a response’s effects on the problem at hand. Although
people may consider infinite indirect consequences, four are (a)
emotional consequences, (b) consequences for one’s public image,
(c) consequences in other areas of one’s life, and (d) consequences
for others. These categories of indirect consequences are listed in
order of their likely importance, with emotional and image conse-
quences of more central importance and consequences for other
areas of life and for other people of less central importance. Crisis
decision theory suggests that people are, for example, relatively
unlikely to be concerned with how their actions affect others
unless those effects have implications for their own life, their
public images, or their emotional outcomes. It is also important to
note that indirect consequences are not necessarily less significant
than direct consequences. In fact, people may be more concerned
with managing their emotions or protecting their image, for ex-
ample, than with solving the problem at hand.

First, people may be concerned with the emotional conse-
quences of responding to a negative event in a particular way.
Although some emotional considerations are directly associated
with solving the problem (e.g., managing anxiety in order to
function during a crisis), most emotional consequences are sec-
ondary to the status of the negative event. People can experience
the full range of emotions as a consequence of their response to a
negative event, but much of the research in this area has focused
on disappointment and regret. Disappointment occurs when neg-
ative consequences of a response are out of one’s control; regret
occurs when the consequences of a response are directly the result
of one’s actions or inactions (Zeelenberg, van Dijk, Manstead, &
van der Pligt, 1998). People seek to avoid the experience of both
disappointment and regret (Carroll, Sweeny, & Shepperd, 2006;
Mellers et al., 1997; Zeelenberg et al., 1998), and they make
decisions with this goal in mind (Bell, 1982, 1985; Loomes &
Sugden, 1982, 1986; Simonson, 1992). Thus, people are unlikely

to choose responses that they believe will lead to regret or disap-
pointment.

Of course, people are often poor judges of how they will feel in
the future. To account for emotional reactions when evaluating
response options, people must predict how they will feel as a result
of a given response. Research has shown that people are biased in
their predictions about future emotional states (T. Wilson & Gil-
bert, 2005). More specifically, people tend to overestimate the
intensity and duration of the emotions they will experience in
response to a positive or negative event. In light of these misper-
ceptions, people are even more likely to take the potential for
regret and disappointment into account when evaluating their
response options.

Second, people consider the effect a response might have on
their public images. Self-presentational motives are powerful in
guiding behavior (see Schlenker, 1980, 2002, for a review), and
people are likely to give strong consideration to the impression a
particular response will make on others. In general, a response will
seem desirable to the extent that it promotes desired impressions
and avoids undesired impressions. For example, research has
shown that people are less likely to pursue medical attention when
doing so might be embarrassing (Grace & Shepperd, 2003; Orbell
& Sheeran, 1993; Sansom, MacInerney, Oliver, & Wakefield,
1975). To illustrate in a different domain, a young man who finds
himself in a confrontation might choose an aggressive response
rather than a passive response to avoid the impression of weakness.
Furthermore, the public images people pursue depend on the
audience that is most salient (Tice, Butler, Muraven, & Stillwell,
1995). For example, the young man in the confrontation is more
likely to choose an aggressive response if his male friends are
present than if his parents are present. In addition to the influence
of external audiences, people may hold values that can also influ-
ence their self-presentational concerns. For example, people who
value self-sufficiency and see themselves as highly independent
may be less likely to view seeking help from others as a desirable
response option. Along these lines, one study found that people
who viewed depression as having negative implications for their
identity were less likely to seek counseling and other treatment for
depression (Barney, Griffiths, Jorm, & Christensen, 2006).

Of course, some situations demand responses that are socially
undesirable. People may not want to undergo embarrassing med-
ical procedures or procedures that leave a scar, but presumably
they are able to override self-presentational concerns to seek a
solution to their problem. In general, though, people are unlikely to
choose responses that they believe will pose a threat to their public
images or personal values.

Third, people may consider how a response will affect other
aspects of their lives. To illustrate, consider a young father who is
diagnosed with cancer. Although chemotherapy and radiation may
be the best responses in terms of dealing with the disease, the man
may have to take time off work to pursue such aggressive treat-
ment. The loss of income may therefore be a strong consideration
when the man evaluates his options in response to the diagnosis. In

3 It is interesting that several studies have found that people are less
satisfied with reversible decisions than with irreversible decisions (Gilbert
& Ebert, 2002). However, these studies have suggested that people none-
theless prefer reversible over irreversible decisions.
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the medical domain, the effect of a particular treatment on general
quality of life influences whether patients choose the treatment
(e.g., Irwin, Arnold, Whelan, Reyno, & Cranton, 1999). In other
words, crisis decision theory suggests that people consider how a
response might affect their life as a whole, not just the negative
event at hand, when evaluating response options. As such, people
will evaluate a response as less desirable to the extent that the
responses might have negative effects on areas of their lives that
are unrelated to the problem at hand.

Fourth, people may consider how engaging in a response might
affect other people. As discussed earlier, people place more im-
portance on self-relevant outcomes than on outcomes that primar-
ily affect others (Carroll et al., in press; Sweeny et al., 2007).
However, people may nonetheless weigh the effects a response
may have on others into their evaluation of response options. To
return to the example of the young father diagnosed with cancer,
the man will likely consider how undergoing chemotherapy could
affect his roles as husband and father and perhaps also his roles as
employee, golf partner, carpool driver, and so forth. Research has
shown that families can experience intense stress when one family
member undergoes difficult treatment for a disease (Hilton, Craw-
ford, & Tarko, 2000), and it is reasonable to assume that people
consider such effects on close others when choosing responses to
negative life events. That is, people will evaluate a response as less
desirable to the extent that it might have negative consequences for
others.

Stage 3: Summary and Conclusions

In sum, people evaluate the pros and cons of their response
options in the third stage in crisis decision theory. People consider
the resources required to engage in a response and the direct and
indirect consequences of each response option to determine the
best response. Direct consequences include the efficacy of a re-
sponse for improving the problem at hand, the magnitude of the
potential improvement, and the reversibility of the response’s
effects. Indirect consequences of a response include, from most
important to least important, potential emotional consequences,
self-presentational consequences, consequences for other areas of
life, and consequences for others.

Once people evaluate their response options, they must select a
response to the negative event by weighing the pros and cons of
each response. In general, research has shown that people select
responses that minimize cost and negative consequences and max-
imize benefit and positive consequences (e.g., Fishbein, 1967).
However, the process of weighing specific costs and consequences
differs widely between people and across situations. Crisis deci-
sion theory presents numerous factors that can predict the re-
sponses people choose, and these predictors influence people’s
response choices both directly, by affecting cost and consequence
considerations, and indirectly, by affecting processing at interme-
diate stages in crisis decision theory.

Furthermore, people’s past responses can directly influence
future responses to negative events. In fact, research consistently
has found that past behavior is the best predictor of future behavior
(Fishbein & Ajzen, 1975; Ouellette & Wood, 1998). In crisis
decision theory, past experience or behavior plays several roles in
predicting response choices. As discussed earlier, past experience
provides information about the severity of a negative event and the

possible costs and consequences of response options. In addition,
past responses to negative events make similar future responses
more likely when those responses become automatic through prac-
tice (Ouellette & Wood, 1998). Finally, people tend to persist with
a particular response to an ongoing negative event, even if that
response proves ineffective (Brockner & Rubin, 1985; Staw,
1981). For example, people may continue with a particular type of
treatment even after receiving news that the diagnosis has wors-
ened during the treatment.

In sum, crisis decision theory suggests that the responses people
choose when facing negative events reflect an assessment of the
event’s severity, a determination of response options, and an
evaluation of those response options. More specifically, the per-
ceived severity of the event, the number of available response
options, the pros and cons of those options, and past response
habits combine to predict people’s response choices.

Crisis Decision Theory: Summary, Critique, and Future
Directions

Crisis decision theory represents an attempt to review and
organize diverse literatures into a theory of responding to negative
life events. The theory suggests that responding to negative events
entails three stages of information processing: (a) assessing the
severity of the negative event, (b) determining response options,
and (c) evaluating response options. These stages reflect a wide
array of psychological research, including research on coping, risk
perceptions, health behavior, and judgment and decision making.
Most importantly, crisis decision theory represents a marriage of
coping theory and decision-making research that draws on the
strengths of both literatures to allow nuanced prediction of peo-
ple’s responses to negative events.

Is Crisis Decision Theory a Rational, Deliberative
Theory?

One criticism that has been levied against coping theories is that
they are excessively cognitive and rational, giving too little atten-
tion to the ways in which people might act without intention or in
response to “irrational” motivations. In some ways, crisis decision
theory embodies this same weakness in its increased focus on
relatively rational decision-making processes. However, crisis de-
cision theory leaves ample room for nonrational and goal-oriented
processes to influence each stage of responding to negative life
events. Indeed, automatic processing, motivated reasoning, and
social context can all influence the processes and outcomes of
crisis decision theory.

Automaticity. Processing at each stage of crisis decision theory
may be more or less automatic. Much of human experience is
nonconscious (Bargh, 1994; Bargh & Chartrand, 1999), and con-
scious processing is often disadvantageous due to its depletion of
mental and energy resources (Baumeister, 2002). In the case of
responding to negative events, engaging in relatively automatic
processing at each stage benefits people by reserving their re-
sources for the final point of active responding. Thus, people may
not be aware that they proceed through the theory’s three stages of
processing, or they may proceed quickly through the stages when
processing is relatively automatic. The theory suggests that schema
availability, past experience and behavior, and the availability of
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outside opinions (the last of which we will address in more detail
shortly) can make the processes of responding to a negative event
quicker and more automatic. The extent to which these assump-
tions are correct and the presence of other factors that predict
automaticity at each stage are areas for future research, but in
general crisis decision theory does not insist that information
processing at each stage be conscious or deliberative for the
predictions of the theory to hold true.

Motivated reasoning. People are not always objective in their
search for and use of information. Instead, people are often moti-
vated to reach certain conclusions. People who are motivated to
come to specific conclusions engage in biased information pro-
cessing that allows them to confirm their desired beliefs (Klein &
Buckingham, 2002; Kunda, 1990; Nickerson, 1998; Pyszczynski,
Greenberg, & Solomon, 1997). Personal motivations and goals,
whether conscious or not, can influence many if not all aspects of
crisis decision theory. Prior even to the first stage of the theory,
people may fail to detect that a negative event has occurred or fail
to interpret an event as negative because they are motivated to
avoid the awareness of a threat. For example, people may experi-
ence health symptoms but fail to notice that the symptoms indicate
any change in their health, or people may notice signs of infidelity
by their spouse but fail to acknowledge that infidelity has occurred.
People may also actively avoid information that could reveal that
a negative event has occurred. For example, one study found that
people chose not to be tested for a severe disease when they
believed the disease to be untreatable (Dawson, Savitsky, & Dun-
ning, 2006). People who deny the occurrence of a negative event
will not proceed through the stages of crisis decision theory in
response to the event.

Once people acknowledge that a negative event has occurred,
motivations can still intervene in the response process. At the first
stage in crisis decision theory (assessing the severity of a negative
event), evidence has suggested that people may want to believe
that events are nonthreatening to avoid the behavior changes and
emotional toll a threatening event would inevitably entail. Threat-
reduction goals may then prompt people to assess the severity of
an event as less than is warranted by objective information in an
effort to protect themselves from realizing a frightening reality.
For instance, participants in one study rated a disease as less
serious when they believed their risk for the disease was high than
when they believed their risk was low (Jemmott, Ditto, & Croyle,
1986).

On the other hand, people may be motivated to reach conclu-
sions that best prepare them for the worst possible scenario (Car-
roll et al., 2006). Preparedness goals may then prompt people to
assess the severity of an event as greater than is warranted by
objective information in an effort to assure sufficient preparation
for negative consequences (Carroll, 2007; Carroll et al., 2006;
Sweeny, Carroll, & Shepperd, 2006). In addition, people may be
motivated to play the “victim” role (Hamilton, Deemer, & Janata,
2003; Leary, 1995), which could also lead to an overemphasis of
severity. Predicting when people are likely to engage a threat-
avoidance motive and when people are likely to engage a pre-
paredness motive is somewhat outside the scope of crisis decision
theory, but the theory predicts that motives can guide assessments
of severity and, consequently, responses to negative life events.

Finally, motivations and goals can influence evaluations of
response options. Research has suggested that maintaining positive

movement toward valued life-goals is an important motivation in
the coping process (Rasmussen, Wrosch, Scheier, & Carver, 2006;
Stein, Folkman, Trabasso, & Richards, 1997), and people likely
evaluate response options based in part on their compatibility with
valued goals. For example, a person for whom the goal of being
physically strong is important might be unwilling to undergo a
debilitating medical procedure in response to a health threat, even
if that procedure is otherwise appraised as the most effective
response. In addition, goals can guide the information people use
to appraise response options. For instance, a person for whom the
goal of “being liked by others” is important is more likely to
evaluate a potential response based on the effects the response
would have on others, as compared with someone for whom the
goal of “looking out for number one” is important. Of course,
negative life events often call for a reevaluation of one’s goals, and
research has suggested that disengagement from unattainable goals
in the face of threat leads to positive outcomes (Carver & Scheier,
1990; Rasmussen et al., 2006; Wrosch, Scheier, Miller, Schulz, &
Carver, 2003). Thus, both goal-pursuit and goal-disengagement
can alter people’s evaluations of response options and, ultimately,
their response selection.

Social context. Much has been said about the need for a
greater emphasis on the social context in research on coping (e.g.,
Dunahoo, Hobfoll, Monnier, Hulsizer, & Johnson, 1998; Schreurs
& de Ridder, 1997). The social context of negative life events
affects processing throughout crisis decision theory.

People rarely face negative events alone, and outside parties can
help people determine the best response to a negative event.
“Outside parties” can be professionals, people who have experi-
enced similar or identical situations, or people who are better able
to objectively evaluate the negative event, such as parents or
trusted friends. People often learn about a negative situation from
an expert who can then help them deal with the event. For
example, physicians provide news of illness, bosses give news of
lay-offs, and professors give news of failing grades. An expert can
provide information that makes the response process less effortful
and less complicated for the recipient of the bad news (Steginga &
Occhipinti, 2004). In other words, people who seek advice from an
expert can gain valuable suggestions as to how they should inter-
pret the event, what their response options include, and which
response is best in the situation. In fact, research on medical
decision making has suggested that under some circumstances,
patients rely more on expert recommendations than on any other
type of information when making treatment decisions (Davison,
Degner, & Morgan, 1995; Gurmankin, Baron, Hershey, & Ubel,
2002; Holmboe & Concato, 2000). Of course, people do not have
to accept the assessment of experts, even when expert opinions are
available, and they may instead gather information to reach their
own assessment of the situation. Thus, the opinions of outside
parties can influence processing throughout the theory, although
they do not always have a noticeable effect.

Crisis decision theory also makes unique predictions about how
the presence of outside parties can influence processing at each
stage of the theory. In the first stage (assessing the severity of a
negative event), people may sidestep the information-gathering
process if someone explicitly provides an expert assessment of the
negative event. For example, physicians may provide an interpre-
tation of severity when they give a diagnosis. Patients are often not
expected to understand confusing medical terminology and instead
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rely on trained experts to assess the severity of their condition. In
addition, the social context can intervene at the first stage when the
negative event is caused by someone else, thus involving at least
one other party in the assessment of information about causes.
Finally, as discussed earlier, outside parties can provide informa-
tion about their past experiences that may guide the schemas
people develop for negative events.

In the second stage (determining response options), as in the
first stage, an expert can simplify processing by providing a list of
response options or explicitly advocating a particular response. For
example, physicians and nurses may provide several treatment
options when giving a diagnosis, and they may tell patients which
option they suggest. Of course, experts may be familiar with the
circumstances of the negative event, but they may not be aware of
other circumstances in people’s lives that limit their ability to
make certain responses (Schapira, 2005). For example, physicians
may suggest treatment options that are beyond the patient’s finan-
cial resources. In this case, people must consider response options
other than those recommended by the expert. In addition, evidence
has suggested that people differ in their desire to play an active
role in determining and evaluating response options. A recent
review of the research on medical decision making concluded that
age, education, gender, previous experience with the negative
event, and knowledge about the negative event predict who will
take a more active role in treatment decisions and who will rely on
physicians’ opinions (Say, Murtagh, & Thompson, 2006).

Outside parties can also alter the circumstances surrounding the
negative event to expand or limit response options. That is, outside
parties may provide resources or skills that make certain response
options feasible. For example, a family member may be willing to
pay for an otherwise unaffordable medical procedure, and a phy-
sician can provide the expertise necessary to complete the proce-
dure.

At the third stage of crisis decision theory (evaluating response
options), outside parties can provide information about the pros
and cons of a particular response, although people may once again
choose to pursue response options other than those suggested by
outside parties (Say et al., 2006). Furthermore, the social context
comes into play when people consider how a response might affect
others or other areas of their lives (i.e., as indirect consequences of
responding). For example, a woman might be concerned that
leaving an intolerable job could have a negative impact on her
marriage or on her family members’ well-being.

Finally, social context can play a role in the process of respond-
ing to the bad news through culture. People may process informa-
tion differently or come to different conclusions about the best
response based on their culture of origin or residence. Culture can
influence the motivations that are most prevalent, such that people
from Western cultures are most likely to be motivated by self-
enhancement (i.e., the desire to hold a positive view of oneself),
and people from Eastern cultures are most likely to be motivated
by self-improvement (i.e., the desire to make oneself better; e.g.,
Heine et al., 2001). As discussed earlier, these motives can then
influence processing at each stage in the theory.

Critique of Crisis Decision Theory

Crisis decision theory offers unique predictions above and be-
yond previous theories of coping behavior or decision making. The

theory contributes to the functionality of coping theory by incor-
porating decision-making principles that can predict people’s spe-
cific responses to negative events. Likewise, crisis decision theory
also extends the decision-making literature by distilling the re-
search relevant to stress and coping into a predictive theory. More
generally, no previous theory offers a systematic organization of
the information people use when responding to a negative life
event. The inclusion of so many previously unconnected literatures
into one theory will allow researchers to form more comprehensive
hypotheses of how people process and respond to negative life
events. In addition, crisis decision theory has broad applications,
and yet the theory can also predict how people choose between
specific response options, not just broad categories of responses.

However, crisis decision theory has several limitations. The
description of each stage is broad enough to apply to a variety of
domains, but this generality prevents the theory from discussing
domain-specific factors. For example, crisis decision theory sug-
gests that people consider potential consequences of negative
events when assessing severity, but the theory does not discuss
specific consequences that may be of concern. Of course, the
theory can easily be applied across domains once the concerns
specific to the domain are identified.

In addition, although crisis decision theory is broad and thor-
ough within the stages it includes, the theory stops short of
discussing proactive coping attempts (prior to the first stage; see
Aspinwall & Taylor, 1997) or execution and evaluation of re-
sponses (following the third stage). These aspects of the response
process are important, but the goal of crisis decision theory is to
address the question of how people select responses to negative
events. As such, the theory begins with an assessment of the
negative event and ends with the selection of a response. Of
course, crisis decision theory provides a sense of the processes
people may go through after selecting their initial response. If the
circumstances of the situation have changed following the first
response choice, people likely reevaluate the event by reinitiating
the process described in crisis decision theory. If the situation is
largely the same but the response is deemed ineffective, people
likely proceed only though the processes of determining and
evaluating response options or of evaluating previously deter-
mined options.

Directions for Future Research

A central goal of this article is to present a new theory that can
direct future research to predict responses to negative life events.
A great deal of research has examined specific aspects of crisis
decision theory, but the theory’s organization of this research
brings new questions to light. First, where is the threshold of
perceived severity at the first stage in the theory (assessing the
severity of a negative event) that prompts people to proceed
through the final two stages? Only some events are bad enough to
warrant further attention, and people’s perceptions of “sufficient”
severity may differ based on personal and situational factors.

Second, which categories of information are most influential in
determining the severity of a negative event? Nearly infinite
sources of information are available, and people must prioritize the
available information to efficiently assess the severity of a nega-
tive event. Crisis decision theory proposes a unique organization of
the information people use to assess severity, and thus no existing
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research has addressed the question of when and how people rely
on each category of information.

Third, how do people weigh the pros and cons of various
response options to make their final response choice? This issue is
addressed in the discussion of the third stage in the theory, but one
further issue deserves attention. That is, when are each of the three
categories of considerations (i.e., required resources, direct conse-
quences, and indirect consequences) most important? This ques-
tion is particularly interesting when a response produces positive
consequences in one category while producing negative conse-
quences in another. For example, a victim in a disfiguring accident
may have to choose between an expensive procedure (high cost)
that minimizes embarrassing scars (few self-presentational conse-
quences) and a low-cost procedure that leaves visible scars. Crisis
decision theory provides some sense of how people make choices
between responses, but research that is currently underway will
attempt to more specifically describe this process.

Finally, how do people select a response when the consequences
of that response are uncertain? People rarely know with certainty
or precision the outcomes their behaviors will produce, so they
must choose responses without this knowledge. A great deal of
research has examined judgments in uncertain conditions (e.g.,
Kahneman & Tversky, 1982), but future research can specifically
address the degree of certainty people require before choosing a
response to a negative event. Likewise, future research can also
examine the amount of information people need for assessing
severity and evaluating response options before they are willing to
select a response. Availability of cognitive resources, potential for
the negative event to worsen, and accountability may affect the
degree of uncertainty people are willing to tolerate.

Conclusions

People face negative events on a daily basis, and an understand-
ing of the processes that follow these events is necessary for both
prediction and improvement of people’s responses. The present
article represents an effort to predict responses to negative life
events by consolidating and organizing a wide array of existing
literatures into a theory that capitalizes on the strengths of coping
theory and decision-making research. The usefulness of crisis
decision theory will depend on the development of research pro-
grams testing the theory’s predictions and utilizing the findings to
predict and improve people’s responses to negative life events.

References

Ainslie, G., & Haslam, N. (1992). Hyperbolic discounting. In G. Loewen-
stein & J. Elster (Eds.), Choice over time (pp. 57–92). New York:
Russell Sage Foundation.

Ajzen, I. (2002). Perceived behavioral control, self-efficacy, locus of
control, and the theory of planned behavior. Journal of Applied Social
Psychology, 32, 665–683.

Aldwin, C. M. (1991). Does age affect the stress and coping process?
Implication of age differences in perceived control. Journal of Geron-
tology, 46, 174–180.

Aldwin, C. M., & Revenson, T. A. (1987). Does coping help? A reexam-
ination of the relation between coping and mental health. Journal of
Personality and Social Psychology, 53, 337–348.

Aspinwall, L., & Taylor, S. (1997). A stitch in time: Self-regulation and
proactive coping. Psychological Bulletin, 121, 417–436.

Bargh, J. (1994). The four horsemen of automaticity: Awareness, intention,
efficiency, and control in social cognition. In R. S. Wyer, Jr. & T. K.
Srull (Eds.), Handbook of social cognition: Vol. 1. Basic processes; Vol.
2. Applications (2nd ed., pp. 1–40). Hillsdale, NJ: Erlbaum.

Bargh, J., & Chartrand, T. (1999). The unbearable automaticity of being.
American Psychologist, 54, 462–479.

Barney, L., Griffiths, K., Jorm, A., & Christensen, H. (2006). Stigma about
depression and its impact on help-seeking intentions. Australian and
New Zealand Journal of Psychiatry, 40, 51–54.

Baumeister, R. (2002). Ego depletion and self-control failure: An energy
model of the self’s executive function. Self and Identity, 1, 129–136.

Becker, M. H. (Ed.). (1974). The health belief model and personal health
behavior. Health Education Monographs, 2.

Bell, D. (1982). Regret in decision making under uncertainty. Operations
Research, 30, 961–981.

Bell, D. (1985). Disappointment in decision making under uncertainty.
Operations Research, 33, 1–27.

Brickman, P., Rabinowitz, V. C., Karuza, J., Coates, D., Cohn, E., &
Kidder, L. (1982). Models of helping and coping. American Psycholo-
gist, 37, 368–384.

Brickman, P., Ryan, K., & Wortman, C. (1975). Causal chains: Attribution
of responsibility as a function of immediate and prior causes. Journal of
Personality and Social Psychology, 32, 1060–1067.

Brockner, J., & Rubin, J. Z. (1985). Entrapment in escalating conflicts.
New York: Springer-Verlag.

Brundage, M. D., Feldman-Stewart, D., Cosby, R., Gregg, R., Dixon, P.,
Youssef, Y., et al. (2001). Cancer patients’ attitudes toward treatment
options for advanced non-small cell lung cancer: Implications for patient
education and decision support. Patient Education and Counseling, 45,
149–157.

Calhoun, P., Bosworth, H., Grambow, S., Dudley, T., & Beckham, J.
(2002). Medical service utilization by veterans seeking help for post-
traumatic stress disorder. American Journal of Psychiatry, 159, 2081–
2086.

Carroll, P. J. (2007). Preparedness. Manuscript submitted for publication.
Carroll, P. J., Shepperd, J. A., Sweeny, K., Carlson, E., & Benigno, J. P. (in

press). Disappointment for others. Cognition and Emotion.
Carroll, P., Sweeny, K., & Shepperd, J. (2006). Forsaking optimism.

Review of General Psychology, 10, 56–73.
Carver, C., & Scheier, M. (1990). Origins and functions of positive and

negative affect: A control-process view. Psychological Review, 97,
19–35.

Carver, C., Scheier, M., & Weintraub, J. (1989). Assessing coping strate-
gies: A theoretically based approach. Journal of Personality and Social
Psychology, 56, 267–283.

Collins, R. (1996). For better or worse: The impact of upward social
comparison on self-evaluations. Psychological Bulletin, 119, 51–69.

Colvin, C., & Block, J. (1994). Do positive illusions foster mental health?
An examination of the Taylor and Brown formulation. Psychological
Bulletin, 116, 3–20.

Crocker, J., & Major, B. (1989). Social stigma and self-esteem: The
self-protective properties of stigma. Psychological Review, 96, 608–
630.

Davison, J. B., Degner, L. F., & Morgan, T. R. (1995). Information and
decision-making preferences of men with prostate cancer. Oncology
Nursing Forum, 22, 1401–1408.

Dawson, E., Savitsky, K., & Dunning, D. (2006). “Don’t tell me, I don’t
want to know”: Understanding people’s reluctance to obtain medical
diagnostic information. Journal of Applied Social Psychology, 36, 751–
768.

Dunahoo, C., Hobfoll, S., Monnier, J., Hulsizer, M., & Johnson, R. (1998).
There’s more than rugged individualism in coping. Part 1: Even the Lone
Ranger had Tonto. Anxiety, Stress & Coping: An International Journal,
11, 137–165.

73CRISIS DECISION THEORY



Dunning, D., Griffin, D., Milojkovic, J., & Ross, L. (1990). The overcon-
fidence effect in social prediction. Journal of Personality and Social
Psychology, 58, 568–581.

Edwards, W. (1954). The theory of decision making. Psychological Bul-
letin, 51, 380–417.

Elster, J., & Loewenstein, G. (1992). Utility from memory and anticipation.
In G. Loewenstein & J. Elster (Eds.), Choice over time (pp. 213–234).
New York: Russell Sage Foundation.

Festinger, L. (1954). A theory of social comparison processes. Human
Relations, 7, 117–140.

Fishbein, M. (1967). Attitude and the prediction of behaviour. In M.
Fishbein (Ed.), Readings in attitude theory and measurement (pp. 477–
492). New York: Wiley.

Fishbein, M., & Ajzen, I. (1975). Belief, attitude, intention and behavior:
An introduction to theory and research. Reading, MA: Addison-Wesley.

Floyd, D., Prentice-Dunn, S., & Rogers, R. (2000). A meta-analysis of
research on protection motivation theory. Journal of Applied Social
Psychology, 30, 407–429.

Folkman, S., & Lazarus, R. (1980). An analysis of coping in a middle-aged
community sample. Journal of Health and Social Behavior, 21, 219–
239.

Folkman, S., & Lazarus, R. S. (1985). If it changes it must be a process: A
study of emotion and coping during three stages of a college examina-
tion. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 48, 150–170.

Folkman, S., Lazarus, R. S., Dunkel-Schetter, C., DeLongis, A., & Gruen,
R. J. (1986). Dynamics of a stressful encounter: Cognitive appraisal,
coping, and encounter outcomes. Journal of Personality and Social
Psychology, 50, 992–1003.

Gibbons, F., & Gerrard, M. (1989). Effects of upward and downward social
comparison on mood states. Journal of Social & Clinical Psychology, 8,
14–31.

Gilbert, D., & Ebert, J. (2002). Decisions and revisions: The affective
forecasting of changeable outcomes. Journal of Personality and Social
Psychology, 82, 503–514.

Grace, J., & Shepperd, J. A. (2003, February). An uncomfortable appoint-
ment: Exploring self-presentational concerns in medical testing. Poster
presented at the annual meeting of the Society for Personality and Social
Psychology, Los Angeles, CA.

Gurmankin, A., Baron, J., Hershey, J., & Ubel, P. (2002). The role of
physicians’ recommendations in medical treatment decisions. Medical
Decision Making, 22, 262–271.

Hamilton, J., Deemer, H., & Janata, J. (2003). Feeling bad but looking
good: Sick role features that lead to favorable interpersonal judgments.
Journal of Social & Clinical Psychology, 22, 253–274.

Heijmans, M., Rijken, M., Foets, M., de Ridder, D., Schreurs, K., &
Bensing, J. (2004). The stress of being chronically ill: From disease-
specific to task-specific aspects. Journal of Behavioral Medicine, 27,
255–271.

Heine, S., Kitayama, S., Lehman, D., Takata, T., Ide, E., Leung, C., et al.
(2001). Divergent consequences of success and failure in Japan and
North America: An investigation of self-improving motivations and
malleable selves. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 81,
599–615.

Hilton, B., Crawford, J., & Tarko, M. (2000). Men’s perspectives on
individual and family coping with their wives’ breast cancer and che-
motherapy. Western Journal of Nursing Research, 22, 438–459.

Hobfoll, S. (1989). Conservation of resources: A new attempt at concep-
tualizing stress. American Psychologist, 44, 513–524.

Holmboe, E. S., & Concato, J. (2000). Treatment decisions for localized
prostate cancer: Asking men what’s important. Journal of General
Internal Medicine, 15, 694–701.

Hovland, C., Janis, I., & Kelley, H. (1953). Communication and persua-
sion: Psychological studies of opinion change. New Haven, CT: Yale
University Press.

Irwin, E., Arnold, A., Whelan, T., Reyno, L., & Cranton, P. (1999).
Offering a choice between two adjuvant chemotherapy regimens: A pilot
study to develop a decision aid for women with breast cancer. Patient
Education and Counseling, 37, 283–291.

Iyengar, S., & Lepper, M. (2000). When choice is demotivating: Can one
desire too much of a good thing? Journal of Personality and Social
Psychology, 79, 995–1006.

Janz, N., & Becker, M. (1984). The health belief model: A decade later.
Health Education Quarterly, 11, 1–47.

Jemmott, J., Croyle, R., & Ditto, P. (1988). Commonsense epidemiology:
Self-based judgments from laypersons and physicians. Health Psychol-
ogy, 7, 55–73.

Jemmott, J., Ditto, P., & Croyle, R. (1986). Judging health status: Effects
of perceived prevalence and personal relevance. Journal of Personality
and Social Psychology, 50, 899–905.

Kahneman, D., & Miller, D. T. (1986). Norm theory: Comparing reality to
its alternatives. Psychological Review, 93, 136–153.

Kahneman, D., Slovic, P., & Tversky, A. (1982). Judgment under uncer-
tainty: Heuristics and biases. Cambridge, England: Cambridge Univer-
sity Press.

Kahneman, D., & Tversky, A. (1982). Judgment under uncertainty: Heu-
ristics and biases. New York: Cambridge University Press.

Kahneman, D., & Tversky, A. (1984). Choices, values, and frames. Amer-
ican Psychologist, 39, 341–350.

Kirscht, J. (1988). The health belief model and predictions of health
actions. In D. S. Gochman (Ed.), Health behavior: Emerging research
perspectives (pp. 27–41). New York: Plenum Press.

Klein, W., & Buckingham, J. (2002). Self-other biases in judgments of
ambiguous performance and corresponding ability. Psychologica Bel-
gica, 42, 43–64.

Kruglanski, A., & Mayseless, O. (1990). Classic and current social com-
parison research: Expanding the perspective. Psychological Bulletin,
108, 195–208.

Kunda, Z. (1990). The case for motivated reasoning. Psychological Bul-
letin, 108, 480–498.

Lazarus, R. (1993). Coping theory and research: Past, present, and future.
Psychosomatic Medicine, 55, 234–247.

Lazarus, R. S., & Folkman, S. (1984). Stress, appraisal, and coping. New
York: Springer.

Lazarus, R., & Folkman, S. (1987). Transactional theory and research on
emotions and coping. European Journal of Personality, 1, 141–169.

Leary, M. R. (1995). Self-presentation: Impression management and in-
terpersonal behavior. Madison, WI: Brown & Benchmark.

Leventhal, H. (1970). Findings and theory in the study of fear communi-
cation. In L. Berkowitz (Ed.) Advances in experimental social psychol-
ogy (Vol. 5, pp. 119–186). New York: Academic Press.

Leventhal, H., & Cameron, L. (1987). Behavioral theories and the problem
of compliance. Patient Education and Counseling, 10, 117–138.

Leventhal, H., & Nerenz, D. (1985). The assessment of illness cognition.
In P. Karoly (Ed.), Measurement strategies in health psychology (pp.
517–554). New York: Wiley.

Leventhal, H., Nerenz, D., & Steele, D. J. (1984). Illness representations
and coping with health threats. In A. Baum & J. Singer (Eds.), A
handbook of psychology and health (pp. 219–252). Hillsdale, NJ: Erl-
baum.

Liberman, N., & Trope, Y. (1998). The role of feasibility and desirability
considerations in near and distant future decisions: A test of temporal
construal theory. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 75,
5–18.

Littleton, H., & Breitkopf, C. (2006). Coping with the experience of rape.
Psychology of Women Quarterly, 30, 106–116.

Loewenstein, G., & Elster, J. (1992). Choice over time. New York: Russell
Sage Foundation.

74 SWEENY



Loomes, G., & Sugden, R. (1982). Regret theory: An alternative theory of
rational choice under uncertainty. Economic Journal, 92, 805–824.

Loomes, G., & Sugden, R. (1986). Disappointment and dynamic inconsis-
tency in choice under uncertainty. Review of Economic Studies, 53,
271–282.

Maddux, J., & Rogers, R. (1983). Protection motivation and self-efficacy:
A revised theory of fear appeals and attitude change. Journal of Exper-
imental Social Psychology, 19, 469–479.

Mandel, D. (2003). Counterfactuals, emotions, and context. Cognition &
Emotion, 17, 139–159.

Markman, K., Gavanski, I., Sherman, S., & McMullen, M. (1993). The
mental simulation of better and worse possible worlds. Journal of
Experimental Social Psychology, 29, 87–109.

Markman, K., & McMullen, M. (2003). A reflection and evaluation model
of comparative thinking. Personality and Social Psychology Review, 7,
244–267.

Markus, H. (1977). Self-schemata and processing information about the
self. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 35, 63–78.

Mayerovitch, J., du Fort, G., Kakuma, R., Bland, R., Newman, S., &
Pinard, G. (2003). Treatment seeking for obsessive-compulsive disorder:
Role of obsessive-compulsive disorder symptoms and co-morbid psy-
chiatric diagnoses. Comprehensive Psychiatry, 44, 162–168.

McAllister, D., Mitchell, T., & Beach, L. (1979). The contingency model
for the selection of decision strategies: An empirical test of the effects of
significance, accountability, and reversibility. Organizational Behavior
& Human Performance, 24, 228–244.

McMullen, M. (1997). Affective contrast and assimilation in counterfactual
thinking. Journal of Experimental Social Psychology, 33, 77–100.

McMullen, M., & Markman, K. (2000). Downward counterfactuals and
motivation: The wake-up call and the Pangloss effect. Personality and
Social Psychology Bulletin, 26, 575–584.

Medvec, V., Madey, S., & Gilovich, T. (1995). When less is more:
Counterfactual thinking and satisfaction among Olympic medalists.
Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 69, 603–610.

Mellers, B., Schwartz, A., Ho, K., & Ritov, I. (1997). Decision affect
theory: Emotional reactions to the outcomes of risky options. Psycho-
logical Science, 8, 423–429.

Mendes, W., Blascovich, J., Major, B., & Seery, M. (2001). Challenge and
threat responses during downward and upward social comparisons.
European Journal of Social Psychology, 31, 477–497.

Michinov, N., & Monteil, J. (1997). Upward or downward comparison
after failure: The role of diagnostic information. Social Behavior and
Personality, 25, 389–398.

Miller, D., & McFarland, C. (1986). Counterfactual thinking and victim
compensation: A test of norm theory. Personality and Social Psychology
Bulletin, 12, 513–519.

Nickerson, R. (1998). Confirmation bias: A ubiquitous phenomenon in
many guises. Review of General Psychology, 2, 175–220.

Orbell, S., & Sheeran, P. (1993). Health psychology and uptake of pre-
ventive health services: A review of thirty years’ research on cervical
screening. Psychology and Health, 8, 417–433.

Ouellette, J., & Wood, W. (1998). Habit and intention in everyday life: The
multiple processes by which past behavior predicts future behavior.
Psychological Bulletin, 124, 54–74.

Parkes, K. R. (1984). Locus of control, cognitive appraisal, and coping in
stressful episodes. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 46,
655–668.

Pyszczynski, T., Greenberg, J., & LaPrelle, J. (1985). Social comparison
after success and failure: Biased search for information consistent with
a self-servicing conclusion. Journal of Experimental Social Psychology,
21, 195–211.

Pyszczynski, T., Greenberg, J., & Solomon, S. (1997). Why do we need
what we need? A terror management perspective on the roots of human
social motivation. Psychological Inquiry, 8, 1–20.

Rasmussen, H., Wrosch, C., Scheier, M., & Carver, C. (2006). Self-
regulation processes and health: The importance of optimism and goal
adjustment. Journal of Personality, 74, 1721–1747.

Robinson, R., & Swindle, R. (2000). Premenstrual symptom severity:
Impact on social functioning and treatment-seeking behaviors. Journal
of Women’s Health & Gender-Based Medicine, 9, 757–768.

Roesch, S., & Weiner, B. (2001). A meta-analytic review of coping with
illness: Do causal attributions matter? Journal of Psychosomatic Re-
search, 50, 205–219.

Roese, N. (1994). The functional basis of counterfactual thinking. Journal
of Personality and Social Psychology, 66, 805–818.

Roese, N. (1997). Counterfactual thinking. Psychological Bulletin, 121,
133–148.

Roese, N., & Olson, J. (1995a). Outcome controllability and counterfactual
thinking. Personality and Social Psychology Bulletin, 21, 620–628.

Roese, N., & Olson, J. (1995b). What might have been: The social psy-
chology of counterfactual thinking. Hillsdale, NJ: Erlbaum.

Roese, N., & Olson, J. (1997). Counterfactual thinking: The intersection of
affect and function. In M. P. Zanna (Ed.), Advances in experimental
social psychology (Vol. 29, pp. 1–59). New York: Academic Press.

Rogers, R. W. (1983). Cognitive and psychological processes in fear
appeals and attitude change: A revised theory of protection motivation.
In J. T. Cacioppo & R. E. Petty (Eds.), Social psychophysiology (pp.
153–176). New York: Guilford Press.

Ronis, D. (1992). Conditional health threats: Health beliefs, decisions, and
behaviors among adults. Health Psychology, 11, 127–134.

Sansom, C., MacInerney, J., Oliver, V., & Wakefield, J. (1975). Differen-
tial response to recall in a cervical screening programme. British Journal
of Preventive & Social Medicine, 29, 40–47.

Say, R., Murtagh, M., & Thomson, R. (2006). Patients’ preference for
involvement in medical decision making: A narrative review. Patient
Education and Counseling, 60, 102–114.

Schapira, L. (2005). Palliative information: Doctor-patient communication.
Seminars in Oncology, 32, 139–144.

Scheier, M. F., Weintraub, J. K., & Carver, C. S. (1986). Coping with
stress: Divergent strategies of optimists and pessimists. Journal of Per-
sonality and Social Psychology, 51, 1257–1264.

Schlenker, B. R. (1980). Impression management: The self-concept, social
identity, and interpersonal relations. Monterey, CA: Brooks/Cole.

Schlenker, B. (1987). Threats to identity: Self-identification and social
stress. In C. R. Snyder & C. E. Ford (Eds.), Coping with negative life
events: Clinical and social psychological perspectives (pp. 273–321).
New York: Plenum Press.

Schlenker, B. R. (1997). Personal responsibility: Applications of the tri-
angle model. In L. L. Cummings & B. Staw (Eds.), Research in orga-
nizational behavior (Vol. 19, pp. 241–301). Greenwich, CT: JAI Press.

Schlenker, B. R. (2002). Self-presentation. In M. R. Leary & J. P. Tangney
(Eds.), Handbook of self and identity (pp. 492–518). New York: Guil-
ford Press.

Schlenker, B. R., Weigold, M. F., & Doherty, K. (1991). Coping with
accountability: Self-identification and evaluative reckonings. In C. R.
Snyder & D. R. Forsyth (Eds.), The handbook of social and clinical
psychology (pp. 96–115). New York: Pergamon.

Schreurs, K. M., & de Ridder, D. T. (1997). Integration of coping and
social support perspectives: Implications for the study of adaptation to
chronic diseases. Clinical Psychology Review, 17, 89–112.

Schwartz, B. (2000). Self-determination: The tyranny of freedom. Ameri-
can Psychologist, 55, 79–88.

Schwartz, B. (2004). The paradox of choice: Why more is less. New York:
HarperCollins.

Shelley, M. (1994). Individual differences in lottery evaluation models.
Organizational Behavior and Human Decision Processes, 60, 206–230.

Shepperd, J., Findley-Klein, C., Kwavnick, K., Walker, D., & Perez, S.

75CRISIS DECISION THEORY



(2000). Bracing for loss. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology,
78, 620–634.

Silver, R. (2004). Conducting research after the 9/11 terrorist attacks:
Challenges and results. Families, Systems, & Health, 22, 47–51.

Simonson, I. (1992). The influence of anticipating regret and responsibility
on purchase decisions. Journal of Consumer Research, 19, 105–118.

Simonson, I., & Tversky, A. (1992). Choice in context: Tradeoff contrast
and extremeness aversion. Journal of Marketing Research, 29, 281–295.

Staw, B. M. (1981). The escalation of commitment to a course of action.
Academy of Management Review, 6, 577–587.

Steginga, S., & Occhipinti, S. (2004). The application of the heuristic-
systematic processing model to treatment decision making about pros-
tate cancer. Medical Decision Making, 24, 573–583.

Stein, N., Folkman, S., Trabasso, T., & Richards, T. (1997). Appraisal and
goal processes as predictors of psychological well-being in bereaved
caregivers. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 72, 872–884.

Sweeny, K., Carroll, P., & Shepperd, J. (2006). Is optimism always best?:
Future outlooks and preparedness. Current Directions in Psychological
Science, 15, 302–306.

Sweeny, K., & Shepperd, J. A. (2007). Being the best bearer of bad tidings.
Review of General Psychology, 11, 235–257.

Sweeny, K., Shepperd, J. A., & Carroll, P. J. (2007). Expectations for
others’ outcomes. Manuscript submitted for publication.

Taylor, S., & Brown, J. (1988). Illusion and well-being: A social psycho-
logical perspective on mental health. Psychological Bulletin, 103, 193–
210.

Taylor, S., & Lobel, M. (1989). Social comparison activity under threat:
Downward evaluation and upward contacts. Psychological Review, 96,
569–575.

Tesser, A. (1988). Toward a self-evaluation maintenance model of social
behavior. In L. Berkowitz (Ed.), Advances in experimental social psy-
chology: Vol. 21. Social psychological studies of the self: Perspectives
and programs (pp. 181–227). San Diego, CA: Academic Press.

Tice, D., Butler, J., Muraven, M., & Stillwell, A. (1995). When modesty
prevails: Differential favorability of self-presentation to friends and
strangers. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 69, 1120–
1138.

Trope, Y., & Liberman, N. (2000). Temporal construal and time-dependent
changes in preference. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology,
79, 876–889.

Trope, Y., & Liberman, N. (2003). Temporal construal. Psychological
Review, 110, 403–421.

van Dijk, W., & van der Pligt, J. (1997). The impact of probability and
magnitude of outcome on disappointment and elation. Organizational
Behavior and Human Decision Processes, 69, 277–284.

van Dijk, W., Zeelenberg, M., & van der Pligt, J. (1999). Not having what
you want versus having what you do not want: The impact of type of
negative outcome on the experience of disappointment and related
emotions. Cognition & Emotion, 13, 129–148.

Verhaak, P., Kerssens, J., Bensing, J., Sorbi, M., Peters, M., & Kruise, D.
(2000). Medical help-seeking by different types of chronic pain patients.
Psychology & Health, 15, 771–786.

Walter, F., & Emery, J. (2006). Perceptions of family history across
common diseases: A qualitative study in primary care. Family Practice,
23, 472–480.

Weinstein, N. (1993). Testing four competing theories of health-protective
behavior. Health Psychology, 12, 324–333.

White, K., & Lehman, D. (2005). Looking on the bright side: Downward
counterfactual thinking in response to negative life events. Personality
and Social Psychology Bulletin, 31, 1413–1424.

Wilson, A., & Ross, M. (2000). The frequency of temporal-self and social
comparisons in people’s personal appraisals. Journal of Personality and
Social Psychology, 78, 928–942.

Wilson, A., & Ross, M. (2001). From chump to champ: People’s appraisals
of their earlier and present selves. Journal of Personality and Social
Psychology, 80, 572–584.

Wilson, T., & Gilbert, D. (2005). Affective forecasting: Knowing what to
want. Current Directions in Psychological Science, 14, 131–134.

Wilson, T., Wheatley, T., Meyers, J., Gilbert, D., & Axsom, D. (2000).
Focalism: A source of durability bias in affective forecasting. Journal of
Personality and Social Psychology, 78, 821–836.

Witte, K., & Allen, M. (2000). A meta-analysis of fear appeals: Implica-
tions for effective public health campaigns. Health Education & Behav-
ior, 27, 591–615.

Wood, J. (1989). Theory and research concerning social comparisons of
personal attributes. Psychological Bulletin, 106, 231–248.

Wood, S. (2001). Remote purchase environments: The influence of return
policy leniency on two-stage decision processes. Journal of Marketing
Research, 38, 157–169.

Worthington, C., & Myers, T. (2003). Factors underlying anxiety in HIV
testing: Risk perceptions, stigma, and the patient-provider power dy-
namic. Qualitative Health Research, 13, 636–655.

Wrosch, C., Scheier, M., Miller, G., Schulz, R., & Carver, C. (2003).
Adaptive self-regulation of unattainable goals: Goal disengagement,
goal reengagement, and subjective well-being. Personality and Social
Psychology Bulletin, 29, 1494–1508.

Zeelenberg, M., van Dijk, W., Manstead, A., & van der Pligt, J. (1998).
The experience of regret and disappointment. Cognition & Emotion, 12,
221–230.

Zeelenberg, M., van Dijk, W., Manstead, A., & van der Pligt, J. (2000). On
bad decisions and disconfirmed expectancies: The psychology of regret
and disappointment. Cognition & Emotion, 14, 521–541.

Received January 31, 2007
Revision received August 17, 2007

Accepted August 22, 2007 �

76 SWEENY


