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Key Judgments

• Escalation is a systemic process rather than a cost-driven outcome. Traditional cost-

based monitoring fails to capture early-stage escalation dynamics, which often emerge 

through transmission mechanisms such as proxy expansion, narrative amplification, and 

network coupling. 

• Transmission dynamics are critical to understanding escalation pathways. Escalation 

is frequently driven not by direct confrontation but by indirect propagation across 

interconnected domains, including cyber operations, information systems, and 

infrastructure disruption. 

• System coupling increases the risk of rapid, non-linear escalation. As interdependence 

among actors intensifies, localized shocks are more likely to propagate across the system, 

increasing the probability of discontinuous escalation events. 

• Loss-of-control risk is shaped by thresholds rather than gradual accumulation. 

Decision friction and proximity to hard thresholds play a decisive role in determining 

whether escalation remains controlled or transitions into systemic breakdown. 

• Normative coherence and uncertainty significantly affect escalation behavior. 

Legitimacy narratives, signaling ambiguity, and uncertainty bands influence how actors 

interpret risks and respond, often amplifying or dampening escalation independently of 

material conditions. 

Executive Summary

This policy brief introduces the MCCM v2.0+ framework, a structured analytical model 

designed to move beyond cost-based conflict monitoring toward systemic escalation assessment.

While traditional approaches focus on direct expenditures and battlefield outcomes, MCCM 

v2.0+ conceptualizes escalation as a multi-layered, networked process shaped by interactions 

across military, informational, economic, and political domains.

The framework operationalizes escalation dynamics through a 23-variable system organized 

into six functional layers, capturing how pressures accumulate, propagate, and interact across the 

system. It enables identification of escalation trajectories, structural vulnerabilities, and proximity 

to loss-of-control thresholds.

MCCM v2.0+ is not a deterministic predictive model. Rather, it provides a structured lens for 

interpreting escalation risk, supporting scenario analysis, and enabling early warning under 

conditions of uncertainty.
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Policy Brief 1. From Cost Accounting to Systemic Escalation

Most conflict monitoring frameworks rely on observable metrics such as military 

expenditures, asset losses, and infrastructure damage. While essential, these indicators provide 

only a partial view of escalation dynamics.

Escalation is not solely a function of cost accumulation. It emerges from interactions among 

multiple subsystems operating at different speeds and levels of visibility.

Recent conflicts demonstrate that escalation often unfolds through indirect pathways, 

including proxy expansion, narrative amplification, infrastructure disruption, and shifts in alliance 

cohesion. These dynamics may not immediately translate into measurable cost increases, yet they 

can fundamentally reshape system trajectories.

The MCCM v2.0+ framework addresses this limitation by reframing escalation as a systemic 

process. The analytical focus shifts from “how much cost has been incurred” to “how pressure 

accumulates, transmits, and approaches critical thresholds.”

2. The MCCM v2.0+ Analytical Framework

The MCCM v2.0+ framework conceptualizes escalation as a multi-layered system in which 

pressures originate, propagate, and interact across domains.

Figure 1. MCCM v2.0+ Systemic Escalation Architecture (23-Variable Framework)

At the core of the system lies the Situation & Perception Layer, capturing aggregate stress, 

battlefield dynamics, alliance cohesion, escalation gradients, and narrative polarization.

• The Process & Transmission Layer represents the mechanisms through which escalation 

spreads, including proxy warfare, cyber operations, infrastructure disruption, information 

amplification, and actor coupling.
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Policy Brief • The Capability & Mobilization Layer captures the material basis of escalation, including 

deployable capability, mobilization speed, and economic adaptation capacity.

• The Structure & System Resilience Layer reflects the robustness of logistical, economic, 

and networked systems, determining the system’s capacity to absorb shocks.

• The Loss-of-Control & Threshold Layer captures decision friction and proximity to 

irreversible escalation thresholds, which is critical for identifying transitions from 

controlled interaction to systemic breakdown.

Finally, the Normative, Uncertainty & Risk-Transmission Extension introduces variables 

shaping escalation indirectly, including legitimacy narratives, uncertainty bands, signaling 

ambiguity, and de-escalatory efforts.

3. Analytical Value and Policy Relevance

The MCCM v2.0+ framework provides three key analytical advantages.

• It enables cross-domain integration. By combining military, informational, economic, and 

political variables within a single structure, the model captures interactions that are 

typically analyzed in isolation.

• It provides a basis for early warning. Changes in transmission mechanisms, narrative 

dynamics, or system coupling may signal escalation risk before traditional indicators such 

as cost or force levels reflect the shift.

• It supports threshold-oriented analysis. Rather than focusing solely on continuous 

escalation, the framework emphasizes discontinuities and tipping points, particularly in 

relation to decision friction and hard thresholds.

For policymakers, this approach offers a structured way to interpret complex conflict 

environments. It highlights where intervention may be most effective—whether by reducing 

transmission intensity, reinforcing system resilience, or increasing de-escalatory signaling.

4. Case Study: April 12 Conflict Snapshot

4.1. Systemic Escalation Profile: Approaching a High-Risk Regime

Figure 2 illustrates the MCCM v2.0+ systemic escalation profile for April 12, 2026.

The system exhibits broad elevation across multiple layers, with several indicators entering the 

high-risk band ( ≥ 0.85 ).

Three variables emerge as primary escalation drivers:

• MSDI (Military Situation Deterioration Index);

• ACI (Asymmetric Cost Imposition); 

• SRS (Strategic Risk Spillover). 

Together, these indicators suggest that escalation is no longer confined to localized military 

dynamics, but is increasingly system-wide and cross-domain.

This pattern is consistent with a transition toward networked escalation, in which pressure 

propagates through interconnected subsystems rather than linear battlefield expansion.
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Policy Brief 4.2. Cross-Layer Imbalance and Transmission Pressure

A defining feature of the April 12 profile is the asymmetry between perception and 

transmission layers:

• Layer I (Situation & Perception) shows high stress concentration; 

• Layer II (Process & Transmission) shows strong propagation capacity. 

This configuration indicates that escalation signals are not only strong, but also efficiently 

transmitted and amplified across domains, increasing the likelihood of rapid system-wide 

diffusion.

In MCCM terms, this reflects high coupling between perception shock and transmission 

dynamics, a precursor to nonlinear escalation behavior.

4.3. Capability Activation Without Structural Collapse

Layer III indicators, particularly NEC, TDI, and EMAI, are elevated, but not uniformly within 

the high-risk band.

This suggests that the system retains operational escalation capacity, but has not yet 

transitioned into full-spectrum mobilization.

At the same time, Layer IV remains strained but intact, indicating that constraints are binding 

but not breaking, and residual resilience continues to limit runaway escalation 

4.4. Proximity to the Loss-of-Control Threshold (LoCT)

The most critical signal emerges from Layer V:

• DFI is elevated; 

• HTI is approaching the upper range. 

This combination reflects increasing feedback amplification, a core driver of nonlinear 

escalation.

The system is therefore approaching the Loss-of-Control Threshold (LoCT), but has not yet 

crossed, beyond which escalation becomes self-reinforcing and difficult to regulate.

 Taken together, the April 12 profile reflects a system in late-stage controlled escalation 

characterized by high transmission efficiency, strong cross-domain coupling, and increasing 

proximity to nonlinear thresholds, but not yet systemic breakdown.
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Figure 2. Systemic Escalation Radar (MCCM v2.0+, 23 Variables) — Case: April 12, 2026

Source: MCCM v2.0+ internal dataset; EPINOVA analysis. Values normalized to [0–1]; risk 

thresholds: Low (0.00–0.69), Medium (0.70–0.84), High (0.85–1.00).

5. Implications for Conflict Analysis

Applying MCCM v2.0+ shifts analytical focus from outcomes to processes. Escalation is 

understood not as a linear increase in conflict intensity but as a function of interaction across 

interconnected layers.

This perspective suggests that managing escalation requires more than reducing military 

activity. It involves shaping information environments, maintaining alliance cohesion, stabilizing 

logistical networks, and managing uncertainty.

Importantly, the framework underscores that escalation risk is often driven by system coupling 

and misaligned signals, rather than deliberate intent alone. Even actors seeking restraint may 

contribute to escalation if signaling is misinterpreted or if system dynamics amplify localized 

actions.
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The MCCM v2.0+ framework is designed as a structured analytical tool rather than a 

predictive model. Several limitations should be noted in interpreting its outputs.

First, the framework does not produce deterministic forecasts. Escalation dynamics are 

inherently contingent and shaped by actor-specific decision-making, which cannot be fully 

captured through structural variables alone.

Second, the model relies on partial and heterogeneous data sources, particularly in domains 

such as information dynamics, signaling behavior, and uncertainty estimation. As a result, some 

variables are necessarily approximated through proxies rather than directly observed metrics.

Third, the framework emphasizes systemic interactions over actor-specific intentions. While 

this allows for identification of structural escalation pathways, it may underrepresent strategic 

agency, leadership decisions, and idiosyncratic behavior.

Fourth, variable weighting and aggregation are context-dependent. The relative importance of 

different layers may shift across conflict environments, and the framework does not assume a 

universal weighting scheme.

Finally, the MCCM v2.0+ framework captures escalation conditions rather than outcomes. 

High systemic stress does not guarantee escalation, just as low measured stress does not preclude 

sudden shifts driven by exogenous shocks.

These limitations do not reduce the analytical value of the framework but define its 

appropriate use: as a tool for structured interpretation, scenario comparison, and early warning 

under uncertainty.

Conclusion

MCCM v2.0+ represents a shift from descriptive conflict monitoring to structured systemic 

analysis. By integrating multiple domains into a unified framework, it provides a more 

comprehensive understanding of how escalation emerges and evolves.

While the framework does not eliminate uncertainty, it offers a disciplined approach to 

analyzing it. In an environment characterized by complex interactions and rapid information 

flows, such structured analysis is essential for informed policy decision-making.
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