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Social-Psychological Approaches

to the Srudy of International

Relations

THE QUESTION OF RELEVANCE

Herbert C. Kelman

We are now ready to return to a ques-
tion that was raised in the introductory
chapter to this volnme and repeated, in
a variety of contexts, in some of the
chapters that followed: What relevance,
i any, do social-psychological ap-
proaches have to basie problems m in-
ternational relations? Specifically, what
is their potential relevance to the analy-
sis of issues underlying poliey fornula-
tion® And what is their potential rele-
vance to the development of theory in
international relations?

In Chapter 1, two different kinds of
rescarch were distinguished to whbich
socia]-psyehologicn] approaches have
made contributions: the study of the in-
ternational behavior of individuals; and
the study of international politics and
forcign policy. The question of rele-
vance has rather different implications

for these two types of research, and it
will be easier, therefore, to cxamine
them scparately. It must be noted, how-
ever, that there is eonsiderable overlap
hetween these two types of research.
They do not represent a sharp distine-
tion along methodologieal lines; thns,
the second type very definitely draws
on analyscs ol the behavior of individ-
nals, and the frst type is hy no means
restricted to analvses at that level. Nor
do they represent a systematic concep-
tual distinction. They are simply a con-
venient way of grouping two tvpes of
studies differing m gencral content and
purpose. “The study of international
politics and forcign policy” refers to re-
search that is designed te understand
and predict the behavior of nation
states or other politieal units and of the
individuals acting [or these hodies.
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“The study of the international De-
havior of individuals” refers to research
on behavior in an international context
that is not directly linked to the sphceres
of political decision-making or state-to-
state interaction—although, as we shall
see, it may have considerable bearing
on these.

THE RELEVANCE OI' RESEARCH
. ON THE INTERNATIONAL
BEHAVIOR OF INDIVIDUALS

It is much casier to establish the
relevanec of social-psyehological ap-
proachcs insofar as they are eoncerned
with studying the “intemmational be-
havior” of individnals—~that is, the ways
in which individnals relate themselves
to their own nation and other natious,
to the international system as a whole,
to foreign poliey issues, and to the
breader gnestions of war and peace;
and the actual interaetions between in-
dividuals of different nationalities. As
was pointed out in Chapter 1, these
problems are specifically and inherently
of a social-psyehological nature, Re-
gardless of how relevant such research
might be to problems of international
polities, it represents a legitimate area
of social-psychological investigation,
meaningful and justified in its own
right. In other words, it can be said to
bave “face relevanee” for anyone who is
intcrested in exploring the direct and
indirect interactions of individnals with
national and international objects.

At the same time, it can hardly be
denied that studies, for cxample, of the
structure of attitudes toward foreign
policy issues or of individuals’ concep-

tions of their national roles, can provide

gencral background information useful
in the analysis of foreign policy and
international politics. The specific usc-
fnlness of such rescareb depends on
onc’s view of the role of puhlic opinion
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in the foreign policy process—a ques-
tion to which we shall return later. But
even thosc analysts who assign a mini-
mal role to public opinion are likely ta
agrce that public conceptions and re-
aclions are part of the context within
which forcign policy is carried ont, and
that an understanding of these [actors,
therefore, ecntribntes to mapping out
the baekgronnd for international rela-
tions.

But does the study of the “haman
dimension” in intermational relations
have any direct relevance to qnestions
of foreign policy, and partienlarly to
those fundamental aspects of foreign
poliey on whieh war and peace de-
pend? 1 shall try to show, first, that
there are certain speeific aspects of
foreign policy to which the study of
individual attitudes and cross-national
interactions docs have direct relevance.
As for its relevance to the bmader ques-
tions of war and peace, this depends in
part on our judgment of the signifi-
cance of certain general attitndinal fae-
tors in ereating the conditions for peace,
I shall, therefore, proceed te cxamine
swhether (a) intemational cooperation
and (b) changes in nationalist and in-
ternationalist idcology have some bear-
ing on the conditions for pcace, and
hence whether research on these prob-
lems has puteutia[ Political relevance.

Relevanee Lo Specific Foreign
Policy Goals

The foreign policy rcpertoire of na-
tional governments is not taken up cn-
trely by the condnct of international
conflict and aetivities directly rclated to
it. Foreign policy also concerns itself.
wilh a wide range of international ac-
tivities that constitute cnds in them-
sclves, or mcans toward certain specific
goals that may have ouly a remote con-
ncction with the pnrsuit and resolution
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of intemation conflict—activities such
as foreign trade and foreign aid;
participation in various international
bodies of a largely nonpolitical natnre,
such as the spccialized agencies of the
United Nations; international communi-
cation and information scrvices; edu-
cational and cultural exchanges; special
cooperative internatonal projects, for
example of a scientific naturc; and on-
going cooperative intemational  ar-
rangements in such diverse arcas as
postal procedures, fishing rights, and
weather prediction. Some of thesc ac-
tivities are, of course, linked to broader
foreign policy goals with poteutial jm-
plications for war and peace. Forcign
aid, to take the prime example of this
point, can be scen as a foreign policy
tool designed to assure the stability of
emerging nations, or to reward allies,
ar to attract neutrals or at least keep
them from joining “the other side™
Other aetivities, such as cultural and
scientific exchanges, arc often deliher-
ately pursned as means of reducing in-
ternational tensions. In the atmosphcre
of the Cold War it is particularly likely
that almost any international activity
will be converted inte a tool for either
pursuing or assuaging the daminant
conflict, or at least that it will be pre-
sented in the rhetoric that characterizes
this conflict. Ncvertheless, these achivi-
tics do have a life of their own, and
their successful exceution represenis a
foreign policy goal in its own right, re-
gardless of their possible implications
for the broader issues. To these more
specific goals, social-psychological rc-
search nn the international hehavior of
individuals has obvions relevance,

Enhancing the Effectiveness of In-
ternational  Activities, Such [nterna-
tional activides as edneationa] and
cultural exchanges, teehnical assistance,
international conferences, specialized

agencies and committees, and joint ven-
tures in scientific and other domains in-
volve mteraetion between individuals
of different uationalities. If these activi-
ties are to he successfnl—in other words,
if the spceific forcign policy poals
represented hy these activitics are to be
achicved—the iteracting judividuals
have to communicate e[%ectively with
each other, devclop pattems of cooper-
atiou, and be prepared to accept some
degree of change in their attitudes and
habits. Activities of this sort are bound
to create some difficulties, resistances,
tensions, and misunderstandings among
the participants even when they are all
of the same nationatity, One can readily
think, for example, of the adjustment
problems expericnced by a student
coming to a new community, the resist-
anccs engendered by attempts to intro-
dnee changes in farming methods, and
the interpersonal difliculties that inter-
fere with task attainment in confer-
ences, committces, and work-groups.
Such difficultics are greatly magnificd
when the partivipants differ in nation
ality and cultural hackground ({cf.
Chapter 15). Thus, coommunication may
he hampered and inisunderstandings
muy arise becausc of cultural differ-
ences amnong the participants. For cx-
ample, thcy mnay misinterpret one an-
othery actions because these have
dilferent meanings in their rcspectfvc
cultures, or they may continue to inter-
act at a polite superficial level because
they lack shared signals for communi-
cating readiness to enler vn a genuine
cxchange. Sensitivities, particularly
aboul one’s national status rclative to
that of participants from other coun-
trics, arc another source of dilljculties
that may limit the effcctiveness of in-
ternatipnal activities. National status
sensilivity has been found to be a major
variable in shaping the expericnce of
cxehunge students (c[. Lambert &
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Bressler, 1956; Morrs, 1960), and is
especially likely to color reaetions to
foreign aid programs on the part of the
aid recipients., Distrust of nationals of
other countries is, of course, another
barrier to effective interaction around
speeific tasks. Such distrust may be
based on the specific rclationship be-
tween the natiuns represented, such as
the mutual distrust between Americans
and Russiany; or on generalizations
from earlier expericrnees, such as the
distrust of Africans for Europeans.
Social-psychological and related re-
scarch have obvious relevance to prob-
lems of this sort. Ceneral studies of
cormununication and group interaction,
or of attitude change and adjnstment
to novel sitnalions, can provide nseful
background for studics that specifically
address theinselves to these processes in
an internaticnal context. To comple-
ment research on the natnre of the
processes involved, there is a nced for
understanding the values, cnstoms,
communication patterns, and social in-
stitutions that charactcrize the different
countrics rcpresented in various inter-
national activities. Such understanding
can be gained through a variety of
techniqnes, snch as anthropological
ficld stndies, cross-cnltural surveys,
ar comparative institntional analyses.
These two types of rescarch—that is,
researcl on the processes and problems
of cross-nabional interaction, and re-
scarch on the ¢nltural characteristics of
the varions participants in such inter-
action—can jointly contribute to en-
hancing tbe elfectiveness of interna-
tional activities, The forniner would de
so Ly identifying barriers lo commnni-
cabon and cooperation that are likely
tu arisc in such sitnabions and suggest-
ing ways for overcuming them; the
latter, by providing the participants
specific infonnation about each other
that would help to rednce misnnder-
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standing and to facilitate productive
exchange. {On the last point, cf. Kline-
berg, 1964, Chapter 13.)

Studies of students who go abroad
for training, of the nature of their cx-
perience, and of the types of adjustinent
problemms they face while living iu the
forcign country and upon returning
lhome {cf. Chapters 4 and 15}, are an
cxample of soeial-psychological re-
search that has direct relevance to
efforts to enhance the effectivencss of
international exchanges of personnel.
Equally relevant arc studies that focus
on individuals who go abroad primarily
to serve in the country they arc visiting
rather than to be trained there, such as
the Pcace Corps Volunteers (for ex-
ample, Smith et al., 1963). Thc attitudes
that these individnals bring to the
expericnce abroad and the satisfactions
that thcy derive from it can have an
important bearing on the success of the
entite ventnre. In this connection, re-
search on the seleetion of personncl for
assignments abroad or in infernational
agencies (cf. Klineberg, 1964, Chapter
12) can contribute directly to increascd
effectiveness of international programs.
Such rcsearcli wonld provide a basis
for asscssing the characteristies of in-
dividnals who can perform cHectively
in specific types of international sct-
tings.

Another type of applicd rescarch that
has direct relevance for improving in-
ternational aclvities is evalnation re-
search, involving systematic study of
speeific technical assistance projects,
exchange-of-persons  programns, infor-
mation campaigns, international con-
ferences, or cooperative veutures. On
tbe basis of snch rescarch, it should be
possible not only to conclude whether
the program under study achicved its
goals, but also to gain some insight into
ways of enhancing the elfectiveness of
similar programs in the {uture, FFor ex-
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ample, in an intensive evaluation study
of a multi-national seminar for com-
munications specialists (Kelman, with
Steinitz, 1963), 2 partial analysis of in-
terviews held with participants led us
to identify seven general conditions
that are likely to enhance a participant’s
satisfaction: (2) relevance of the experi-
cnce to the participant’s specific pro-
fessional concerns; (b) the participant’s
opportunity for colleague-like relation-
ships with his connterparts in the host
country; (e) the participant’s oppor-
tunity to make personal contributions;
{(d) availability to the participant of
choice in aetivities and arrangements;
(e) arrangement of the participant’s
schedule and facilities in linc with his
desired pattern of activities; (f) the par-
ticipant’s opportunity for informal so-
cial contaets with nationals of thc host
country; and {g) enhancement of the
partieipant’s national and pcrsonal
status (pp. 104-114).

If sufficient cooperation on the part
of operating agcncies can be obtained,
it is possible also to do morc ambitious
types of rescarch, such as field experi-
ments in which different program pro-
cedures (for example, two different
ways of condueting an international
confercnee) arc devcloped and system-
atically compared; or aclion rescarch
projects, in which program participants
join research personnel in successive
evaluation and revision of the program
as it proceeds. These types of research
have heen carricd out in other settings
and can ccrtainly be applied to efforts
to enhance the cfectivencss of inter-
national activibics,

So far, I have been speaking primar-
ily about the contributions that basic
and applied social research can make
to the overcoming of barriers to com-
munication and cooperation and thus,
in turn, to the productivity of intcma-
tional activitics and the satisfactions

they provide for their participants.
Typieally, the goals of intcraational ac-
tvities also include the production of
change in the behavior and attitudes of
participants, although the degrce and
kind of ehange involved will vary con-
siderably.

There arc certain kinds of interna-
tional activity—of which technical
assistance and aid to developing coun-
tries are the prime examples—whose
success depends on producing funda-
mental changes in the action patterns,
attitudes, and cven values of individu-
als and communities. Such programs
may presnpposc, for example, changes
in the work habits and group loyalties
of the individuals involved, and changes
in the power strueturcs and reward
systems of their communities. Given
the cxisting cultural patterns, values,
and inshtutional structures of the so-
cieties in question, it is undcrstandable
that iunovations will often (a) repre-
sent a thrcat and thus arouse strong
resistances, (b) be diffieult to insttute
because of the absence of esscntial
psychological and institutional precon-
ditions, and (c) have disruptive con-
sequences for the target community.
These problems are likely to be
cxacerbated when the change agents
come from other countries, are un-
familiar with the existing paiterns and
channels for instituting change, and
arousc suspicion, rescntment, and feel-
iugs of inferiority in the target popu-
Intion.

Clearly, the suceess of such programs
can he aided by an understanding of
resistances to attilude change (cf.
Chapter 6) and of proccsses of change-
induction in individuals, organizations,
and commurities; and by rescarch that
focuses specifically on the induction of
change in this type nf situation—that
is, a situation in wbich the change
agents represent other countrics or
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international organizations, and in
which the jodnetion itself is part of a
1arger proeess of national economie and
political devclopment in the context of
an international system in which level
of industrialization represcnts a major
dividing principle. To facilitate social
change in this kind of situation, it is
necessary to combine knowledge about
gencral principles of plinned change
witli knowledge about the specific ide-
ological systems and institutional struc-
tures of the societies in question. A
mapping of the existing values and
institutions must preccde any attempt
to induce change, if we are to (a] un-
derstand precisely what the change
wonld involve, what readinesses for it
exist, and what barriers would have to
be overcome; (b) identify existing
values and institutions that can be used
to facilitatc change; and (c) find ways
of minimizing disruptive eonscquences.
Such a inapping would require not only
a study of traditional culturc patterns
and institutions, but also a2n exploration
of emerging power relationshigs and
helicf systems, in recognition of the
fact that we are dealing with societics
in {lux, It would be important to foeus,
among othcrs, on those ideological di-
mensions that relate directly to the
program itsclf—such as the target popu-
lation’s conceptions of economic devel-
opment aud seccial cbange, and of
foreign aid and international coopera-
ton.

Another type of change that is fre-
quently desired by a government that
initiates various kinds of intermational
activities is 1 change in the iinages of
the initiating country or thc attitudes
toward it held by other populations.
Whatever ather goals they may have,
foreign aid projects, personnel ex-
changes, aud inlormation canpaigns
are partinlly designed to trausform the
Lostile, suspicious, or indilferent att-
tndes of other peoples iute favorable
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ones, or at Jeast to increase their under-
standing and correet their misconcep-
tons of the initiating country. There are
many barriers to change in these atti-
tudes and images, similar to the oncs
that have already been discussed, and
again social-psychological research has
clear implications for understanding
these barriers and finding ways of over-
coming them. General principles of
attitude change (as discussed in Chap-
ter 6), combined with study of the
specific situations involved, can thus
eontribute to the achievement of thic
particular set of goals. In a paper dc-
voted to a more detailed analysis of
this gencral problem (Kehnan, 1962a),
I tried to develop the proposition that
favorable attitude change ts most likely
to result from various international ac-
Hvities if they make possible the joint
ocaurrence of two conditions: (a) the
provision of genuinely new information
about the country and people in ques-
tion, in the eontext of (b) a positive
interaction with and friendly behavior
toward representatives of that couutry.
Any attempt to create these conditions
must confront the special resistances to
change that are likely to arisc in 2 par-
Heular situation. For example, foreign
aid projects may fail to provide condi-
tions for fuvorable attitude change be-
cause “there arc strong forces in the
direction of bostility toward the donor
country that are inhercnt in the very
nature of the aid gsituadon. The fact that
nationals from the donor country have
comce to Lis country to give aid is con-
crete evidence, from the recipient’s
point of view, of his own inferior status.
The situation has obvious implications
of an unfavorable comparison, damag-
ing to thc recipient’s self-estecm. The
very fact that he finds himsell iu this
situation with its negative implications
for the evaluation of his couvtry and
himself may generate hostility. This
hostility is most naturally direeted at
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the one who, by giving, underlines the
recipient’s inferiority” (Kelman, 1962a,
p- 79). In this situation, therefore, meet-
ing the conditions for attitude change
will depend on the extent to which
status-enhancing features are buijlt into
the project itself as well as into extra-
project relationships.

Hesearch on the selection of person-
ncl, evaluation studies, and action re-
search, which were discussed above, arc
equally applicable to questions of in-
ducing change—whéther this be the
often fundamental changes in habits
and valucs that constitute the goals of
technical assistanee programs, or the
chauges in imnages and attitudes held by
other peoples that governmeuts hope to
produce through many of their inter-
national activities.

Assessing and Influencing Public
Attitudes. Whatever we may assume
about the role of public opinion in the
determination of foreign poliey—a ques-
tion to which I shall return later—there
is Httle doubt that governments are
concerned with attaining public sup-
port for the policies they are pursuing.
Even if we were to take the extreme
position that governments can and do
effectively ignore the preferences of
the public at large in the formulation of
foreign poliey, we would have to graut
that the execution of foreign policy is
often affected by the nature of the
public’s reaction to the steps proposed
or taken. An obvious example would
be any foreign policy move that re-
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quires a certain amount of sacrifice on
the part of the population. 1f the public
does not support the move with suffi-
cient enthusiasm, then it cannot be
carried out as effcclively. Moreover, lack
of public support rednces the eredibil-
ity of thc move and thus its effcctive-
ucss in influencing other nations.

It becomes important, therefore, for
governments to assess public response
toward foreign policy moves that they
arc contemplating or that they have
earricd out, and tn exert influenec on
the public when support for these
moves is insuflicient. Studies of altti-
tudes on foreign policy issues thus have
direct relevance to certain specific for-
eign policy goals. Of similar relevauce
is kuowledge ahout ways in which atti-
tudes are inHuenced (cf. Chapter 6)
and public snpport is mobilized {ct.
Chapter 8). On the broader level, the
study of pecaple’s general orientation
toward forcign_policy issues and of
their relation to the nation state {cf.
Chapter 10} can provide uscful hack-
ground for understanding their reac-
tions to specific foreign policy moves
and the conditious under which their
loyalties can be aroused and their sup-
port elivited.’

The concern of governments with
assessing and inBuencing public atti-
tudes also extends beyond their national
houndaries. One of the foreign policy
goals of most governments is to create
a favorablc image abroad. The empha-
sis on this goal may vary for different
govermments and at different Hmes.

1In my jndgment, the relationship between public opinien and forcign policy decisions in-
volves a considerably more complex and reciprocal process than the above paragraphs imply.
I wonld assume that governments do not merely assess public reaclions to their policics and, if
they find the level of acceptance to hic insufficient, praceed to shape these reactions in the
desired directions. To a-large cxtent, the process miy indeed take precisely this form, bnt
the decision-makers are alse influenced by public opinion. This influence is ofien indirect and
is more likely to derive fran the opicions af impartant elites than from those of the “man in the
street,” but it docs suggest the uxisteuce of a twa-way process. We shall examine this possibility
in greater dctail wheu we discnss the relevance of sacial-psychological research to the study

of foreign policy.
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Moreover, a government is by no tneans
equally concerned with all foreign pop-
ulations: it will be particularly anxious
to producc a favorable image and
acceptance of its policics among those
nations whase support it deems crucial
to the successful achievement of its
foreign policy objcctives. Rescarch on
the attitudes of foreign populations and
on the cifectivencss of various cfforts
designed to influence thesc attitudes
thus also has direct relevance to cer-
tain specific farcign policy goals.

Relevance 1o Broader Questions of
War and Peace

We have seen that social-psychologi-
cal research on the international be-
havior of individuals—specifically, on
their interactons in the context of
various international programs, and on
their attitudes toward loreign policy
issues—has not only intrinsic interest for
the social psychologist faseiuated by
these problems, hut also direct rele-
vance to eertain specific, if limited,
foreign policy goals. But does it have
any relevance to the hroader questions
of war and peace? Certainly, the oft-
quoted slatewnent from the cunstitution
of the United Nabons Educational, Sci-
entific, and Cultural Organization im-
plies such relevance: “Since wars begin
in the minds of men, it is in the minds
of men that the defenses of peace must
be eonstructed.” Aecording to this
view, rescarch on meotives, images, and
beliefs of individuals, and on the nodi-
fication of these in the direetion of
greater international understanding and
cooperation would have the highest
relevance to the hasie issues of war
and peaee, .

If, however, one regards war—as I
do—as essentially a soeictal and inter-
soeietal process, then the political rele-
vanee of what we are bere calling the

CONCLUSION

study of the international behavior of
individuals is not as obvionsly apparent.
In an ullimate scase, I would subseribe
ta the “minds-of-men” formulation, be-
canse socicties and inslitutions are,
after all, created by men, controlled by
men, and subject to change by the
aclions of men. Their effects “work in
and through human beings; they arc
altered as the result of hnman rela-
tious” (Klincberg, 1964, p. 6). The ac-
tions of men in the international arena,
however, take place with referencc to
organized political systems, and they
can have an impact on mattcrs of war
and peace ouly insofar as they affect
these systems and are mediated by
themn. Thus, it canmot be assumed that
activities desigued to promotc inter-
national understanding and world-
mindedness necessarily contribute to
creating the conditions for peace. It is
not enough that they alter the minds of
meu; we must also be able to show that
they enter into those political processes
whereby international conflicts are
condueted and decisions -for war or
peace are made. Let us examine the
effects of international coopcration
from this point of view, taking inter-
national cooperation (broadly defined)
as the prototype of activities designed
“to construct the defenses of peace in
the mimds of men.”

International Cooperation. There is
considerable disagreement about tbe
potential contributions of such achvi-
Hes as international cxcbanges, eovper-
ative ventures, or the Pecace Corps—
whatever their infrinsic merits may be
—to ereating the condiions for peace.
Praponents of snch  aetivities often

argue that they increase internaticnal® “

uuderstandimg  and improve mutual
attitudes. We have already seen in
Chapters 4 and 15 that there is no clear-
cut evidence that international travel
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and exchange in fact prodnce more
favorable attitndes. DBnt even if they
did, there is some reason to gnestion
how mnch bearing such favorable atti-
tudes are likely to bave on the preven-
tion of war, Is it reasonable to suppose
that favorable attitudes developed
through persona] contact can overcoing
the realities of a conflict of interests?
If conllicts bebween nations are based
primarily on incompatible goals rather
than on lack of nnderstanding, it is
doubtful that increased understanding
can contribute greatly to their resolu-
tion. Despite these limitations, it seems
to me that imternational cooperation
does have political relevance, though
its contribntion to creating the con&i-
tions for peaee may be largely indirect
and long-range.

Onc can distinguish four types of
effects of intcrnational eooperation and
exchange that may have an impact on
the relations bebween bwo nations and
may reduce the likelihood that eon-
flicts between them will take wviclent
forms: (1) an increased openness,
among key individuals in eaeh nation,
in their attitudes toward the other
nation; (2) a reduction in the level of
tension between the two nations; (3)
an increased eommitment to an inter-
natonalsst idealogy; and (4) a develop-
ment of a network of relabonships cut-
tng across national boundaries. What is
the potential relevance that each of
these four interrelated effects might
have for international polities?

1. Participants in international ex-
changes aud other forms of cooperation
do not universally and necessarily come
away from thesc expcrieuces with

wbolly [avorable attitudes toward the

other nation or natons involved, Yet
the indieations arc that such experi-
cnces can and usually do produce somnce
very important attitude changes—pro-
vided the experiences themselves are

personally and professionally satisfying
to the participants. These are not neces-
sarily changes in gencral favorableness
toward the host country, but rather
changes in the cognitive structurc—
for example, in the complexity and
differentiation—of images of the host
country (cf. Kelman, 1965). Such
changes are probably more meanin%ful
in the leng run than total approval of
the country would be; they indicate a
greater richness and relinement of
images and a greater understanding of
the other society in its own terms.
Moreover, participants in snch aetivi-
ties are likely to develop persenal tes
to the other country and to certain in-
dividnals within jt, and thus a sense
of personal involvcment in its fatc, As
we have already noted, this increased
understanding and involvement are not
likely to overecome real confliets of in-
terests that exist between the nabons.
They are likely, however, to create a
greater opcnness in individnals® att-
tudes toward the other naton.

If there is a continuing pattern of
cooperation and exchange between two
nations, involving many individuals
who are in leading positions within
their own societes, then there should
be a greater predisposition within each
nation to trust the other nation, to per-
ceive it as nonthreatening, end to be
responsive to it (cf, Chapter 11). Thus,
while it would be naive to assume that
a pattern of cooperation and exehange
is a sufficient condition for- peace be-
tween two nations, sueh a pattern
should deereasc the likclihood that the
natjons will resort to viclence in resolv-
ing their conflicts, If conflicts arise be-
tween nations whose citizens have a
history of close and friendly contact,
there should be less of a tendcncy to
perceive threatening intent in the other
and to formulate the issue in black-and-
white terms, and a greater readiness to
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communicate with one another and to
seek accommodation.

2. If two nations that are in confljet
with each other are, at the same time,
involved in exchanges and cooperative
ventures, the level of tension that marks
their over-all rclationship is likely to be
reduced. They arc more likely to en-
gage in at lcast some inteactions that
are free of hostility and mutual threat,
and that provide opportnnities for com-
munication and for the discovery of
common values and interests. Necdless
to say, these more positive interactions
will not cause thc basic conflict be-
tween the two nations to vanish and
will not persuade them to abandon the
pursuit of incompatible goals, They
can, however, contribute to the crca-
tion of an aimosphere in which thesc
hasic conflicts can be negotiated more
effectively and political settlements ean
be achieved:

It has been cxtremely difficult, for
cxample, for the United States and the
Soviet Union to negotiatc disarma-
ment agreements, even though such
agreements would be bencEeial “to
both sides, because of thc absence of
mutual trust, withont whieh the dis-
armament process cannot be initiated.
Negotiation of morc basic settlements
of Cold-War issues is cven more diffi-
cult under these circumstances. Positive
interactions hebween two npations in
arcas outside of those on which their
conflict centers, by reducing the level
of tension, may help to build up some
degree of mutual trost and thus at least
make it somewhat morc likely that
serious npegotiations on the issues in
conflict will get under way. Moreover,
the cstablishment of cooperative rela-
tionships in some domains may help to
counteract tendencies toward complete
pelarization of the conflicting nations
and imay thus make it easier to find
ways of “fractionating” the conflicts be-

CONCLUSION

tween them. Fisher {1964) has argued
very persuasively that [fractionating
conflict—"dividing up the issues and
considering them scparately in small
units” (p. 109}, rather than treating

* eneh as part of a total ideclogieal con-

frontation—may rcduce the risk of war
and at the same time facilitate achieve-
ment of specific national goals.

3. lnternational exchanges and co-
operative venturcs—provided they are
intrinsically useful and satisfying—are
likcly to increasc world-mindedness
and commitment to an internalionalist
ideology among the participants. Wide
adoption of this type of value frame-
work would secm to be necessary to
provide the ideological undcrpinnings
to a peaceful world order. In the short
run, peaceful scttlement of conflicts is
more likely where thcre is an accept-
ance of the legitimacy of supranational
organizations and a willingness to sur-
render some degrec of national sover-
eignty to them. In the long run, the
stability and ecffectiveness of such
supranational organizations depend on
the acceptance—as fundamental values
governing the relations hetween na-
tions—of the concepts of international
(in contrast to strictly national) secu-
rity, nonviolence in the settlement of
conflicts, and respouasihility for human
welfare on a world-wide hasis. As the
ratc of international exchange and co-
operation increases, it seems reasonable
to suppose that ideological changes in
these directions will become more
widespread.

Such changes in the helief systcms of
individuals, in and of thernselvcs, are
not likely to pruduce major changes at
the institutional level. New institutional
arrangeinents are likely to be devel-
oped when thelr fnnctional significance
hecomes apparent to important seg-
ments of the societies involved. Thus,
for examplc, it can he argucil that the
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major impetus for the develapment of
the European Economic Cominunity
came, not from an idcological commit-
ment to the idea of a united Europe,
but from the reeognition that ecouomic
operations ean be made more efficient
and profitable if they cao be planned
and coordinated with reference to a
wider geographieal area. Neverthcless,
it is probably true that the existenee of
supporting beliefs within the societies
—such as, in the casc of EEC, the belief
in the idea of a united Europe, along
with the postwar discnehantment with
traditional nationalism—facilitates the
establishment of new institutional ar-
rangements by providing an ideological
framework ready to incorporate them.
In the same sense, then, international
exchange and cooperation may contrib-
nte to the development and strength-
ening of international political institu-
Hons by increasing the ideological
readiness for them among influenticl
segments of the participating nations,
cven thongh the major force toward the
development of such institutions is
likely to come from functional require-
ments rather than from an abstract com-
mitment to an internationalist ideology.

4. The most important source of the
political relevance of international ex-
ehange and cooperatiun, in my opinion,
is its contribution to the development
of human networks that cut across na-
tional houndaries. Participation in sueh
activities, if they are successinl, is likely
to lead to the cstablishanent of on-
going relationships around common
professional concerns among individu-
als representing diffcrent nationalities.
These relationships bave functional
significance for the individuals_in the
sense that they are directly relevant to
their professional interests and the ef-
fective performance of their profes-
siona! rolcs. Thus, individuals and
groups from different countries becomne

eommitted to international cooperation
not as an abstraet value, but as a con-
crete vehiele for carrying out personally
important aetivities and pursuing their
immediate and long-range goals, They
become involved io a network of inter-
dependent individuals and proups,
without referenee to national dilfer-
ences, and are likely to develop a sense
of loyally to it. What is erucial here is
that this loyalty cut across national
lines; it need not be antagooistie to or
competitive with national loyalty, but
simply independent of it.

Insofar as international exchange and
cooperation contribute to the develop-
ment of such cross-cutting loyalties,
they help to crcate the conditions for
peace. We have seen, in Chapter 2,
that the existence of cross-cutting ties
created by multiple overlapping loyalty
groupings tends to promote integration
and intemal peace within preliterate
societies. Coser (1956) points ont that
modern pluralistic soeicties arc "sewn
together” by the existence of mnltiple
group affiliations of mdividuals, which
“make for a multiplicity of conflicts
crisscrossing society” (p. 79). Individu-
als arc members of various gronpings,
involved in diverse conflicts along
divergent lines. Thus, for example,
individuals who are members of an-
tagonistic groups in the economic
spherc may, at the same tune, he mem-
bers of the same rcligious group aud
thus stand together in a conflict with
other religious groups. Because the
lines of conflict between these multiple
groups do not converge, deep cleavages
along a single axis arc prevented. “The
interdependenec of conBicting groups
and the multiplicity of nencumulative
conllicts provide one, though not, of
course, the only check against basie
consensual breakdown m an open
soeiety” (p. 79). It is in thiy same sense
that the development of networks,
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based on professional and other in-
terests, that cut across national bound-
aries can contribnte to the stability and
integration of the intcrnational systewn.
It wonld do sg, not by elitninating con-
flicts, but by counteracting tendencics
toward complete polarization—toward
subordinating all relationships to a
single basic confliet along national
lines.

To pnt it in other terms, the develop-
ment of cross-entting netwarks that
havc fnnctional significance for many
individuals in the enachinent of their
various roles should create a wide-
sprecad vested interest in maintaining
both the pluralism and the integrity of
the international system. Insofar as
groupings that ent across national lines
are important to individuals in the en-
actment of their various roles—in other
words, insofar as individuals have be-
come tied into a pattern of genuine
interdependency—they will resist a
definition of the international system
along strictly national lines, in which
national afBliations supersede and snb-
sume all other alliliations, Moreover,
they will have something at stake in
maintaining the integrity of the inter-
national system, sincc its breakdown
would also mean the breakdown of the
cross-national nctworks in which they
are involved. Ultimately, the mainte-
nance of a stable international systcmn
will probably reqnire the development
of palitical and even military institu-
tions (cf. Kelman, 1962b) that cut
across national lines and that make, not
for an eliminatiou of national loyalties,
bnt for a diffnsion of loyalties that
wonld counteraet total cleavages along
national lines. International exchange
and cooperation cau, however, coutrib-
ute to this process in a small but cumnu-
lative way. As more and more cross-
cutting tics develop, the vested intercst
in a pluralistic and stable international

CONCLUSION

system is likely to increase and ever
stronger barriers to the breakdown of
the systewn are likcly to arise.

Ideologies of National ond Interna-
tional Systems. In discnssing the polit-
ical relevance of international coopera-
tion, 1 snggested that it may producc
certain ideological changes among in-
Hucntial scgments of the participating
nations. This raises thc larger gnestion
of the role of ideological factors—par-
ticularly of nationalist ideology—in in-
ternational politics. To the extent to
which such ideological faetors enter
into the relations between nations, their
study has obvious political relevance.
In particular, au nnderstanding of the
conditions that facilitate change from
a narrowly nationalist to an intcrnatian-
alist ideology would have important im-
plications for the broader issnc of war
and peace, Bnt do such ideological fac-
tors really have any significant impact
on the relations between nations?

Before attempting to answer this
question, let me indicate briefly what
I mean by nationalisin and the social-
psychological study of it. (See Chapter
10 for a more detailed discussion of
related issucs.) One can describe na-
tionalism as an ideology that views the
nation as the nnit in which paramount
political power is vested. The nation
state, being the embodiment of the
nation, is placed at the pinnacle of
power and entitled to overrnle both
smaller and larger political nnits, The
modern uation state derives its legiti-
macy and cohesiveness from the fact
that it is seea as representing the nation
—in other words, from the correspond-
ance af (he political entity with an
ethnic, eunllural, and historical entity
with which at least large portions of
the: papulation identify.

The social-psychological study of na-
tionalist idcology focuses on the belief

kR
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systems of individuals. It is concerned
with the ways in which individual na-
tionals and subgroups within the popu-
[aton relate themselves to the nation
state, their definitions of the role of
national and of the expeetations that
go with it, their level of eornmitment to
and degree of involvement in the na-
tion, and the nature of the satisfactions
with which their national identification
provides them. The study of political
ideology at the soeial-psychologieal
level, however, mnst be closely linked
to an analysis of this ideology at the
system level. That is, in studying politi-
cal ideology we arc not simply dealing
with the belicfs of individnals, but with
a sct of beliefs that is inherent in the
political system itself, commnnicated
to individual citizens in the course of
soeialization and throughout life, and
adopted by them (with individnal vari-
ations in nature and degree).
Nationalist ideology, at the system
level, must be seen in terms of the
functions of thc nation state. The per-
formance of these functions and the
cffeetive operation of the systern pre-
suppose consensus about national in-
stitutional arrangements, the relation
of the nation statc to other states, and
the relationship of the individual to the
nation state. This sct of assumptions by
which the system runs constitutes its
ideology, which is built into its institn-
tional structures and its eonstitubon,
and transmitted throngh its basic docn-
ments and elite communications. The
ideology built into the national system
and eommunicated by its leaders may
take dilferent forms, depending on the
level of development of a particular
state, on its international position, its
power and snccess in the intermational

arena, and its internal political struc-
ture. These variables would determine
the particular fuuctions that a given
nation state must perform at a given
historical juncture {sueh as the unifica-
tion of tribal elements or the mainte-
nance of bloc leadership), iu addition
to the generic functions common to all
nabion states.

There are many variations in the way
in which the system ideology is inter-
preted and incorporated inta the belief-
systems of individuals and subgroups
within the population. Dcpending on
their demograpbic and personality
characteristics and on their pasitions
within the social and palitical structure,
individuals may vary in thc components
of the ideclogy that they emphasize or
deemphasize, the inteusity of their com-
mitment to the nation state, their defini-
tion of the national role and the expec-
tations that go with it, and the way in
which they enact this role.* While there
may be such varations, it is essential
to the effective functioning of the na-
tion state that the Dbasic tenets of its
ideology be widely accepted within the
population. For example, the system
cannot opcrate sucecssfully unless the
population accepts the authority of the
state as lcgitimate and sharcs the as-
snmption that, in thnes of national
crisis, the national role becomes para-
mount in the citizen’s hierarchy of
roles. The wide acceptance of these
assumptions depends, in turn, on the
extent to which individuals and groups
are—in one way or another—integrated
into the national system (cf. Katz, Kcl-
man, & Flacks, 1964; and Chapter 10
in this valnme).

These ideologieal assumptions, pro-~

2 According to the present view, the chanvinistie, cxclusive type of nationalism would be
one wariant of natignalist jdenlogy, which for a given nation may be the dominant form of the
ideology at certain times (at certain historical junctures or cedamn pedods of national erisis),

and a deviant form at other fimes.
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vided they are widely accepted by the
population, constitute the terms on
which a natipu state relates to other
nation states and on which international
institutions are established. When
viewed in this way, then, ideological
factors clearly have a significant im-
pact on the rclations between nations.
We sometimes tend to forget this fact
becausc thesc ideological assumptions
are so solidly built into our national
and mternational strnctures that we
come to regard them as givens, as part
of the strncture of reality, The feeling
that ideological factors are irrelevant
may be due to a concentration on the
modern Western nation state to snch
an extent that the ideological assump-
tions that define that particnlar type of
political system are seen as nniversal
and inevitable, rather than as represent-
ingt one position on a range of paossible
oncs. We need a more comparative
perspeetive, which takes into account
a wider range of bistorical periods and
of societies. It would then become ap-
parent that the nation state was not
always and is not everywhere the basic
political nnit; that it may take different
forms, associated with different ideclog-
ical assumptions; that it does not al-
ways function adequately, in part be-
caose some of its basic assumptions
may uot be widely accepted by a popu-
lation that is poorly integrated into the
natioual system; and that the funetions,
structures, and ideological assumptions
of cven the Western nation state are
now changing in significant ways,

A comparative perspective makes it
quite appareut that ideologies dillerent
from those that govern the modern na-
tion state are possible, and that thcy
would have important implications for
the relations between nations, Of par-
licular relevance to questions of war
and peace.would be the possibility of
developing a more internatonalist ide-

CONCLUSION

ology, in which the nation state would
not be regarded as the paramount polit-
ical unit in all respeets. Such an ideol-
ogy would not presupposc the complete
ahandonment of the nation state and
its ideology, but might represent a vari-
ant of nationalist ideology for which
some precedcnts already exist. There is
no inherent reason wby loyalty to inter-
natonal institutions sheuld be ineom-
patible witb loyalty to the nation statc,
provided the two “arc Furnishing comn-
patible solutions to different needs”
{Guetzkow, 1955, p. 39).

The key question, of course, is how
changes in ideological assumptions can
be bronght about. 1 wonld assome, in
geueral, tbat such changes are most
Lkely to arise, not through a direct
attack on underlying values, but as a
consequence of the adoption of new
institutional arrangements that incor-
poratc new values and ideological as-
sumptions. “A  specific institutional
structnre may be aceepted on prag-
matic grounds without requiring, in the
first instance, a radical reorganization
of national and individual values (al-
though such a reorganization may
evolve from the institutional structure
in action)” (Kelman, 1962h). As the
nation state itself becomues cammitted
to certain supranational arrangements
and in fact becomes dependent on these
arrangements for the performance of
some of its basic functions, it can be
expected that its ideology will change
and that this will be refllected in the
belief systems of the citizens. As a
matter of fact, given the many changes
in the functioning of nation states that
have already taken place in the post-

- war period, what is mvolved here s

probably not so much the development
of an entirely new ideology, as the
encouragement of an already existing
vanant of nationalist ideology.

The development of the United Na-
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tions and its various affiliates, and of
nonnational roles within these organiza-
tions (cf. Chapter I4), is contributing
to this process of institutional change
from which (dcological changes are
likely to How. Similarly, international
exchange and cooperation are contrib-
uting to this process insofar as they
lcad to the development of institution-
alized networks cutting across national
boundarics (as deseribed above). To be
surc, it may he a long time before these
developments will Jead to ideological
changes sufficient to have a major im-
pact on the relations betwecn nations.
They do suggest, however, an alterna-
tive set of assumptions by which nation
states in their intcraction with each
other can operale. An exploration of
snch alternative assumptions, in com-
parison with the cucrently dominant
ones, may thns have profound rele-
vance to long-range questions of war
and pcace.

THE RELEVANCE OF RESEARCH
ON INTERNATIONAL POLITICS
AND FOREICN POLICY

When we tum to social-psychological
research that deliberately addresses it-
sclf to issues of international politics
and foreign policy, the question of rele-
vance takes on a diffcrent character. It
may he intrinsically intcresting to study
the patterning of public opinion on
fareign policy issues, or the images that
iwportant decision-makers have of their
own and other countries, or the inter-
actions of college students who are
simulating acters In an intcrmational

system. No matter how interesting and

worthwhile these sludies may be in
their own right, however, insofar as
they arc presented as eoutributions to
the understanding of international pok-
Hes and foreign policy, it is endrely fair

to apply more stringent criteria of rele-
vance to them. It becomes important
to ask whether they have any relevance
to the actual conduct of international
affairs and whether they tell us any-
thing about the factors that enter into
foreign policy decisions.

It is vsually not very fruitful to posc
the question in such absolute terms-—
that is, to debate whether these studies
have any political rclevance at all. It
would be unreasonable to insist that
public opinien plays no role at all in
the foreign policy process, or that the
images of decision-makers have no
effect whatsoever on the actions they
take in the name of the state, or that
one can lcarn nothing about interna-
tional processes from observing the
simulation of these processes in a gronp
of college students. The real question
concerns the kind of relevance that
such studies have for international poli-
ties and foreign policy and the limits of
this relcvance. What is it that onc can
and cannot learn from them, and how
does the information they yicld help to
order and explain the phenomena with
which the student of international pali-
tics is concemed? And herc there is
room for genuine disagreemcnt ahout
the kinds of conclusions that can legiti-
mately be drawn from such stuilies and
about the jmportance of these eonclu-
sions. These disagrecments may be duc
to dilferences in evalnation of the im-
portance of certain kinds of variables
--sueh as public opinion or images of
decision-makers—in detcrmining inter-
national political processes, and of the
validity of certain types of rescarch
methods—such as simulativn or content
analysis—as sources of information
about international political processes.

Onc can distinguish four ways in
which social-psychological approuehes
can contrihute to the sludy of inter-
national pohlitics and foreign poliey:
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(a) They can contribute directly to the
study of one substantive problem that
is in large part within the domain of
evmpetence of the social psychologist—
the role of public opinion in the foreign
policy process. (b) They can provide
analytical tonls for investigating the
individual decision-maker as the unil
of analysis in the study of statc be-
havior. (¢} Thcy can provide concepts
and 1uethods for the detailed study of
processes that are centrally involved jn
internation relations, particnlarly for-
eign policy decision-making and inter-
national negotiation. {d) They can ad-
dress themselves to some of the as-
sumptions that are frequently madc—
explieitly or implicily—in formulation
of theory as well as policy in mter-
national relations.?

The relevance of these four types of
contributions is a matter on which
students of intcrnational relations dis-
agrec, depending on the substantive
and mcthodological assumptions they
make. In the pages thal follow, I shall
revicw eaeh of these four types of eon-
tributions and the kinds of questions
that can be mised about thern, and
attcmpt to show in what ways they arc
rclevant to the study of international
politics, My intention is not only to
show that these contribubions are in-
deed relevant, hut also to point to the
neecssary limits of their relevance.

Public Gpinion in the Foreign
Iolicy Process

The role of public opinion in the
fnrcign poh'cy process is a substantive

CONCLUSION

prablem ta whose exploration social-
psychological concepts and methods
can make clear and direct contribu-
Hons. The palitical relevance of such
research, however, rests on the assump-
tion that publie opinion docs indeed
play an important role in the forcign
policy proeess-—an assumption that
sorme obscrvers would question. They
point out that the general public has
very litdle mmfornmation about foreign
policy matters and very little interest

“in them, and that opinions in this du-

main tend to be simple, undifferenti-
ated, and poorly struetured. (See Chap-
ters 3 and 8 for diseussions of the strne-
ture of opinions and images relating to
foreign poliey matters.) A public opin
ion so impoverished can hardly have a
major impact on forcign policy deci-
sions. Moreover, these obscrvers point
out, foreign policy issues do not enter
significantly into the eleetorate’s ehoiee
between eandidates, nor do dccision-
makers lose public suppart as a con-
sequence of their actions in the foreign
policy arena. Decision-makers can,
therefore, carry out foreign poliey with-
out fear of elcctoral punishment or de-
cline in their popularity.

There is little question that foreigu
policy attitudes among the population
at large arc marked, to a great extent,
by apathy, ignorance, and a general
lack of structure and stability. It does
not follow, however, that public opin-
jon therefore plays no role in the for-
eign policy proeess. It would be a
mistake ta equatc public opinion with
the distribubon of answers to fues-
tions about speeific foreign policy i.~aes

3 The Brst three ways in which sncinl-psyuho]r;gicnl approaches ,can_mntﬁbute correspond -

roughly to Lhe three types ol reseasch relating to international politics and foreign policy that
were: described in Chapter 1 (pp. 13-17): public opinion in the foreign policy pracess; individ-
wal actors in the foreign policy process; and processes of interaction in interational conflict
and conflict reselution. The fourth kind of contributioo is related to the developmeot of theory
and methadology u international relatious and the formulation of policy recommend:lions, as

discussed in Chapler | {pp. 17-20).
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on the part of a eross-seetion of the
general population. If we focus on
public moads and broad orientations,
rather than on specific policy issues, we
can readily see that even the opinions
of the general public may help to dircet
and constrain foreign policy decisions.
Furthermore, if we think in terms of an
effective public opinicn, in which dif-
fercnt segments of the population carry
diffcrent weights, rather than in terms
of cross-scctional opiion distributions,
we ean see more clearly the ways in
which publics enter into the foreign
policy process. Let me claborate thesc
two points and comment briefly on
their implications for the study of pnb-
lic opinion along lines that would he
maximally relevant to problems of for-

eign policy.

The Role of the General Public in
the Foreign Policy Process. The
moods of the gencral pnblic and their
broad orientations toward national and
intcmational affairs are an essential
part of the climatc within which foreign
policy decision-making takes place (cf.
Chapter 9; also Almond, 1950). Dcei-
sion-makers are hikely to be inllnenced
by widesprcad sentiments within the
population that may favor hostility or
friendliness toward certain other na-
tions, involvement in or withdrawal
from international afairs, militancy or
conciliation in response to external
pressurcs, and expansionism or cooper-
ation in the pursuit of nationn] gonls.
They are also likely to take into ac-
count, in the formulation of policy, such
underlying dispositions as “the popula-
tion’s mood of pessimism or optimism
about their own institutions, their Ievel
of confidence in the government, [and]

their desire for peaee or readiness for
war” (Kelman, 1958, p. 2).

In part, these moods and orientations
within the population exert a “posi-
tive” influence on the process of pokey
formnlation, in the sense that they
impel decision-makers toward percep-
tions and aetons that reflect public
sentiments. Often, deeision-makers arc
not only influcnced by these pervasive
moods, but actually share them with
the rest of the population. In fact, these
moods may originate in the very elites
from whicb the decision-makers arc
recruited and then spread among the
rest of the population, so that it be-
comes diffienlt to specify who is in-
fluencing whom. To the extent to which
the orientations of decision-makers and
the pnblic overlap, studies of public
opinion can serve as a valuable source
of informaton about tlic predisposi-
tions of the deeision-maker himself.t
At the very least, however, studies of
pnblic opinion-ouglit to reveal the kinds
of actions that cxpress popular moods
and for which the pnblic is ready; it
can be assnmed that these states of
rcadiness constitute one of the inputs
into thc poliey process to which de-
ecision-makers are not entircly nnre-
::ponsivc.

Moods and orientations within the
population also exert a “ncgative” in-
flnence on the proeess of policy formu-
lation, m the sense that they serve as
constramts on the decision-maker {cf.
Chapter 8). Even though the decision-
maker may have a great deal of latitude
(as Far as publie response is concemed)
in foreign policy matters, there may be
certain broad limits set by pnblie opin-
ton within which he must operate.
There are many specific policies that

1 The degree of oveclap varics, of course, in different societies, at differcot times, and for
different issucs, See Clupter 7 for a discussien of the question of how much one can geueralize
frarm public images Lo fcader images with special reference to the Soviet Union,
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he could adopt without losing pnblic
support, but he may well be in diffi-
culty if he violates certain pervasive
assumptions and dispositions. Thus, to
be assured of snpport, he must asscss
the state of pnblic opinion before form-
ulating policy and take its underlying
moods into account.

The loss of support may takc the
form of clectoral punishment. Despite
the fact that specific foreign policy
issues do not seem to play an important
role in Ameriean vating behavior, there
is some indication that gencral con-
cern with avoiding war has had some
impact on recent presidential elections.
In 1652 and 1956, thc Republiean
Party apparently gaincd some votes be-
causc it was seen as better able than
the Dcmocratie Party to keep the
United States out of war; in 1964, with
Senator Goldwater’s candidaey, the
Republiean Party elearly lost this ad-
vantage.®

But the risk of lesing electoral sup-
part is not the only souree of constraint
on the decision-maker. The very execu-
tion of foreign palicy often requires
wide public support, partieularly if it
calls for extensive sacrifices on the part
of the population. Such support con-
tributes vitally to the suceess of forcign
policy moves, not only by providing
active and enthusiastic partieipation in
thesn at home, but also by lending
credibility to them abroad. Decisiou-
makers will be reluctant, therefore, to
injtiate important actions if they arc not
assured of public support. The differ-
ence between demoeratic and totahitar-
ian societies with respect to this type
of constraint is only one of degree, for
even the totalitarian decision-maker
cannot carry-out foreign policies with-
out public support and cannot ignore,
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therefore, pervasive moods in his popu-
laton,

It is, of course, possible for deeision-
makers to mobilize public support for
a policy that they consider to be desir-
able though unpopular. Undoubtedly,
those ohservers who maintain that puh-
lic opinion does not determine foreign
policy, but is determined by it, are
often correct. Deeision-makers may
very well manipulate public opinion in
order to bring it into line with deci-
sions that they have already made—
and here again the differcnce between
totalitarian and dcmocratic systems
may bc only one of degree. The possi-
bility of mobilizing and manipulating
public opinion, however, may be avail-
able to the dccision-maker enly within
eertain broad limits. He may be unable
to mobilize support for policies that go
counter to the general moods and
broad orientations that we have been
discussing, Somctimes, ironically, these
inhibiting moods and orientations may
themselves be the products of earlier
cfforts to mobilize public opinion iu a
very different direction; ouce they have
heen created, however, they may offer
powerful resistances to a reorientalion
of forcign policy. In any event, there
are likely to be at least some Jimits to
the manipulation of public opinion,
and these too servc_as constraints on
the decision-maker: he will be rclue-
tant to initinte actions for which it will
be difficult to mobilize public support.

DBut even when decision-makers
choose actions that go counter to the
publie’s preferences, in the expectatiou
that they will subsequently mabilize
support for them, this does not mean
that public opinion—in the sense of
broad orientations—plays no role ju the
poliey process. The ahility to mobilize

5 Evidence for this couclusion comes [rom data obtained by the Survey Research Center,
Uuniversily of Michigan, and subjected o the type of analysis reporied in Stokes, Campbell,

and Miller (I958).

s
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support depends on the presencc of
¢ertain general dispositions within the
population on which decision-makers
can draw. For example, decision-mak-
ers may choose a policy that involves a
serious risk of war in the cxpectation
that they will be able to mobilize puhlic
support for it. This expcetation rests,
hewvever, on certain assumptions about
public disposifons—such as the as-
sumption that the public aeeepts the
legitimacy of the govermnest and of
its autharity to decide on questions of
war and peace, or that nationalist sen-
timents will readily he aroused when
a sitnation is decfined as one of national
crisis, or that there is a readiness for
belligerency which ean be touched off
by informing the public of a slight
to uational honor or prestige. The
existenee of these dispusitious is usu-
ally taken for granted in modemn na-
tion states, but there is no rcason to
essume that they will always be present
and eertainly not that they will always
be present to the same degree. The
variability becomes cven greater wlien
situatfons other than thase defined as
national crises are involved. In short,
whenever deeisivn-makers choose ac-
tions in the expectatiou that they will
subsequently mobilize public support,
they must assess (though this is often
done implicitly) the degree to which
the public is disposed to respond to
such mobilization, and must know on
what public moods, images, and other
dispositions they can draw in order to
attain support.

In many foreign policy actions, the
decision-makers are not so mueh con-
cerncd about mohilizing active sup-
.port, as thcy are ahout avoiding active
opposition. They may often fecl frec,
therefore, to make decisions on the
assumption that the pnblic is largely
ignorant and apathetic ahout the issues
involved, and thos quite readily manip-
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ulable: when presented with a fait
accompli, the publie will accept the
decision withoul protest. But even this
situation involves an assessment of pub-
lic opinion and its degrec of manipula-
bility. “ . . the fact that the popula-
tion is poorly informed on foreign-
policy issues, that its attitudes are
puorly structured, and that it has little
interest or commitment on these mat-
ters does not mean at ail that public
opinion is unimportant; for this state of
apathy, or whatever else we wish to eall
it, is very elearly a state of publie opin-
ion, and one whigh has profound effects
on the condnet of foreign affairs” (Kel-
man, 1958, p. 3).

In chnsic{’er_ing the effects of publie
opinion on decision-making, we must
keep in mind not only the “objeetive”
eonstraints imposed by public sent-
ments, but also the constraints as per-
ceived hy the decision-maker. There is
good reason to believe that deeision-
makers often have an exaggerated view
of the strength of publie opposition to
eertain policy innovations. ‘l'o be sure,
sueh statenents as “the Pubh’c will
never go along with this poliey” or “the
publie insists on this response” are
often techniques used by decision-
makers to bnttress the position that
they themselves prefer. No doubt, how-
cver, there are times when decision-
tnakers genuinely believe these state-
ments and—rightly or wrongly—feel
that their hands arc Hed.

Whcther or not these statements arc
genuine, they may constitute a self-
fulfilling prophecy: they may create
the very public opinion that they pre-
dictcd and thus mtroduee constraints
that did not exist before. When this
happens, the decision-maker in  turn
may cxaggerate the strength and rigid-
ity of the public’s feclings. The vietim
of his own propaganda, he may be
unaware of the extent to which bis own
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communications contributed to the
state of public gpinion that now ties
his hands. Under these circumstances,
he would be likely to underestimate his
own ability to mebilize public support
for innovative policies. For example,
the indications are that the American
public would be mnch more willing to
go along with a policy of diplomatic
recognition of Comununjst China than
many deeision-makers believe or claim.
Thns, in a recent survey (Patehen,
1964), respondents were asked how
they would feel if “the President sng-
gested that we exchange ambassadors
with Communist China the way we do
with other countries.” Fifty-one per-
cent indicated that they would favor
following lhis suggestion and 34 percent
that they would oppose it. Even among
thase respondents wha, carlier in the
interview, had said that the United
States should not deal with the Com-
munist Chinese government at all, 28
percent favored cxchanging ambassa-
dors if the President suggested it 1f
the hypothetical introduction of a mere
presidential suggestion can make so
mueh difference, it scems reasonable
to prediet that an actual prononnce-
ment by the President that changing
cireumnstances require a new policy
toward China would meet with widc-
spread acceptance.

The study of publie opinion can
thus be uscful as a cheek on the as-
sumptions of dccision-makers about
the constraints under which they are
operating. 1t ean provide relevant ju-
formation not only for the decision-
maker himsell in his choiec of actions
and his efforts at mobilizing public
support, bnt also for groups cancerned
witb influeneing foreign policy. Public
opinion data—soch as those regarding
Communist China—can paotentially be
brought iato the forcign poliey debate
as evidence that ecrtain policy inuova-
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tions are indeed feasible. When public
gpinion data arc used for these pur-
poses, however—either hy decision-
makers or eitizen groups—it is impor-
tant to keep in mind that the current
distribution of opinions on an issue is
generally a poor indicator of what poli-
cies the public would be prepared to
accept if their adoption were strongly
urged by national leaders. More often
than not the gencral public favors the .
official policies of the moment, so that
projeetions based on poll data may
systcmatically nnderestimate the possi-
bilities for change. 1f more valid eon-
clusions are to be drawn from opinion
surveys, it will be neeessary to intro-
duce methodological refinements that
will lelp us assess the structure, stabil-
ity, and motivational bases of public
attitudes, and predict the effects of
changing circumstances and authorita-
tive communications on them ({cf.
Chapter 8; also Katz, 1860, and Kel-
man, 1961). Moreover, it will be neces-
sary to assign different weights to the
opinjons of different segments of the
population, depending on their roles
in the total foreign policy process—the
issue ko which I shall tum next,

Effective Public Opinion and the
Structure  of Nationgl Leadership.
When decision-makers speak of public
opinion, they generally think in terms
uf influential eongressmen, or necws-
paper editors, or leaders in various
nongovernmental organizations. Indi-
viduals who occupy thesc positions of
national leadership ean exert direct in-
fluence on the decision-maker in part
berause they control some of the meaos

—such as financial or cditorial support ...

—that he needs for sueccssful execution
of his policies, in the short rnn or in
the long run. Much of their power,
however, stems fro their relationship
to public opinion. Rosenau (1963) uses
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the term “national leaders” in this con-
nection interchangeahly with “opinion-
makers,” whom he debnes as “those
members of the society who occupy
positions which enable them to trans-
mit, with some regularity, opinions
about foreign policy issues to unknown
persons” (p. 6). By virtue of their posi-
tions, these national leaders can im-
pede or facilitate tbe achievement of
consensus, They perform, in Rosenau's
terms, a “veto-snpport function”™: deei-
sion-makers are constrained by their
opposition, and turn to them for help
in the mobilization of public support.

It is clear that decision-inakers are
sensitive to puhlic opinion, as personi-
fied by the national leaders, and thal
public opinion thus plays an important
role in the poliey process. It is equally
elear, however, that effective public
opinion in tbe sense that I have been
speaking of it is not identical with the
distribntion of opinions on foreign
policy issnes among the population at
large. What we are most interested in,
when we wish to assess the impaet of
publie opinion on foreign poliey deci-
sions, arc the opinions of the leaders or
opinion-makers. As Rosenav (1963)
points out, “except perhaps when mass
passivity diminishes in extreme emer-
gencies or when votes arc cast in clec-
tions, the views of national leaders are
public opinion insofar as foreign policy
issues are concerncd” (p. 28). "They
guide and mold mass opinion and they
also reflect it, and in this dual capacity
the flexibility, inteansity, and depth of
their opinions eonstitute the cssential
subsoil in which foreign policy alterna-
tives must be rooted” (p. 17).

To study public opinion in the for-
ecigr policy process 'it™is neeessary to
analyze the structurc of national lead-
ership in order to determine whose
opinions count. Examiuatipn of the
power structurc within the society

would help to identify those positions
from which influence on foreign poliey
deeisions can be exerted, "and to de-
termine the degree to which they are
influentinl, the issues over which they
have some control, and the way in
which they exert their influence. . . .
Study of the communication structure
would reveal which groups lave access
to the information enabling them to
play a role in [oreign policy and to
commnnnication channels enabling them
to exert influence” {Kelman, 1955, p.
48). In Rosenau’s (1963) terms, we are
concerncd—when analyzing the struc-
ture of national leadership—with “the
pattern of positions which are likely to
generate opinion-making on various
issues” (p. 10).

1t is important to note that the com-
position of the leadership can be ex-
peeted to differ from issue to issue. The
likelihood that an opinion-maker will
became activated by a given issue de-
pends on the relevance of this issne to
the concerns of the group that he
represents and the degree to which it
touches on his group’s interests. Thus,
for caeh issue “one could plot a set of
positions in the society out of which
opinion-making activity is likely to
emanate irrespective of the identity of
the particular persons who occupy
them. It is hardly smrprising, for ex-
ample, that an emnbargo on the impor-
tation of Cuban tobacco produced
opinion-making activity on the part
of the president of the Tampa [Flor-
ida] Cigar Manufacturers Assoeiation”
{Rosenau, 1963, p. 10).

Depending, then, on the issue, the
leaders of different groups within the
population are likely to make their

--inlluenee felt and to beeome influentjal- -

“This is true for direet influence, as
expressed for examnple i pressure
groups: the Catholic Church may be
tnore influential than military groups in
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legislation regarding censorship, but
will probably be considerably less in-
fluential in matters rclating to war and
peaee. It should also be true for in-
direct influence in the sense of ‘whnse
opinions have to be taken into account’:
the opinions of college administrators
may be more important than those of
industrial workers when it comes to
dccisions on military training, bot con-
siderably less important when it comes
to decisions on defense production”
{Kelman, 1954, p. 5). Dccision-makers
will be most responsive to those leaders
who have a stake in a partienlar issue
—provided they also have a base of
power—since these arc the individuals
whose opposition they fear and whose
support they need with respect to this
issue,

In short, then, in studying the role of
public opinion in the foreign policy
process, we mnst first ask whose opin-
ions count on what issues. Such an
analysis would cpable us to assign
different weights to different segments
of public opinion and thus provide a
bridge between the opinions of the
population and the actions of the
decision-maker. We would then be able
to view the distribution of opinions on
various policy issues in the context of
the opinion-policy relationship as a
wlhole. On the one hand, we would be
able to deal more cfectively with the
dynamics of opinion formation on for-
cign policy issues—the psychological
and social proeesses by which opinions
become crystallized and public scnti-
ments mobilized. Here we would be
concerned with “downward” commuui-
cation from the opinion-makers, with
the mechanisms and processcs by
which they rcach attédtive publics and
thus in turn the mass public {cf. Rosc-
pan, 1961). On the other hand, we
wonld be able to examine the ways in
which public opiniou euters into the
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dynamics of dccision-making on for-
eign policy issues—the effects that it has
on the assvinpticns and constraints un-
der which decisicn-makers operate,
and on the types of actions they choose
and the manner in whieh they present
them to the pnblic. Here we would he
concerned with “upward” communica-
ton from the opinion-makers, with
the mechanisms and processes by
which they reach deeision-makers,
whether it be at their own initiative or
at the initiative of the decision-maker
himself, When the study of pnblic
opinion is embedded in these ways in
the stndy of opinion-making and deci-
sion-making proeesscs, its relevance to
foreign policy heeomes more readily
apparent.

Individual Actors in the Foreign
Policy Process

Stndents of ‘international rclations
have been qnite concerned with the
question of what constitntes the proper
unit of analysis for the study of inter-
national politdcs (see, for example,
Wolfers, 1959). One approach to this
problems is based on the “conviction
that the analysis of international poki-
tics should be centered, in part, on the
behavior of those whose action is the
acHon of the state, namely, the deci-
sion-tnakers” (Snyder, Bruck, & Sapin,
1962, p. 173). According to this ap-
proach, the state is seen as the basic
actor in international politics, but it is
assnmed that state actions can be ana-
Iyzed most cffectively by focusing on
the behavior—specifically, the decision-
making behavior—of thosc individuals
whose responsibility it is to act for the

‘state. Insofar as the study of interna- - -

tional politics follows this kind of ap-
preach—taking the individual decision-
maker as the unit of analysis and his
behavior as the object of systematic
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observation--soeial-psychalogical  con-
cepts and methods are clearly relevant.

Focusing on the individual decision-
maker in the foreign policy process has
several advantages: (a) It counteraets
and corrects for the tendency to reify
the state and trcat it as if it were a
buman agent. Analyses of state be-
havior typieally mvolve such notons as
perceptions, expectations, and motiva-
tions, taken from the vocabulary of in-
dividual behavior. If such eoncepls are
going to be used, then there would
seem to be advantage in using them
more preei.s'e[y and systcmatieally. This
ean be accomplished by focusing ou
the individuals who are the earriers of
perceplions, expcetations, and motiva-
tions. (b) When the individual decision-
maker is used as the basic unit of
analysis, it becomes possible to analyze
in detail the processcs that produec
state behavior. By contrast, when thc
state is uscd as the basic unit of analy-
sis, we arc much more dependeut on
inference if we wish to understand the
precise ways in which certain state
actions comc about. {c¢} Observations
of individual deeisiou-makers provide
au cmpirical handle for the study of
interpational relatons. In the held of
international relations it is much more
difficult to decvelop indices of macro-
level variables than it is in the ficld
of economics. To the extent to which
we arc ahle, therefore, ta eonceptualize
m terms of the hehavior of individuals
and their mtcraction, we are in a better
position to develop suitablc measure-
ment proeedures.®

Whatever its advantages may he, the
study of individual decision-makecrs is
politically rclevant only if cue zccepts

‘the asswinption that the individnal de- .
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cision-maker is a relevant unit of analy-
sis for the study of international poli-
tics. This assumption has on occasion
been challenged on one of two grounds.
Some eritics have argued that the study
of individual deeision-makers is in-
appropriate because these men do not
operate as individuals in their deeision-
inaking positions. Tbe outcomes of their
deeisions are not detcrmined by their
psyehological eharacteristics or by the
nature of their interacHons with each
other. It is, thercfore, mislcading—ae-
cordiug to this argument—te foeus on
individuals as if they were mdependent
aetors {u international politics and as if
their preferences really made a diffcr-
cnce. According to this type of criti-
cism, then, ohservatioas of the decision-
maker are entirely irrelcvant. A seeood
type of criticism, while aceepting the
relevance of the behavior of dccision-
makers in the determioation of state
action, is concerped about the equating
of state action with the behavior of de-
cisiou-makers. By focusing entirely on
the dccision-inaker—according to this
view—we tend to ignore thc fact that
he is part of a larger proeess. We may
thus obscurc the role of certain soeictal
forces in the determination of state be-
havior, which would cmerge more
clearly if we took the state as the basic
unit of analysis, or if we foeused not
only on the decision-makers, but on all
elements within the society thal con-
tribute to the poliey process.

In sum, questions can bc raised about
two assumptions that underlie—or may
appear to underlie~the study of in-
dividnal decision-makers: the assump-
tion of the individual decision-maker
as independcnt actor, and the assump-
tion of the individual decision-maker

§ As a watter of facl, evex when propositions staled in lerms of maero-level variables are put
te the lest, the actual indices vsed to measure thise variables may be based on observations of
individual behavior. For cxainple, one roight use public opinion data to obtain an index of the
stability uf a regime or of the tension level that characterizes the international systemn,
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as sole aclor in intermational politics.
Let us proceed to examine eaeh of
these two assumpHons.

The Decision-Maker as [ ndependent
Actor. In questioning the relevance
of studying individual decision-makers,
some eritics point out that the loreign
policy decision-maker operates under
very severe eonstraints. It is misleading,
therefore, to treat him as an independ-
ent actor who contributes importantly
to the choice between alternative state
actions. It certainly cannot be denicd
that the behavior of the foreign poliey
decision-maker is scverely constrained.
It does not follow, however, that a
social-psyehological analysis focnsing
ou the individual decision-maker is ipso
facto irrelevant.

Tbe relevance of psychological anal-

sis is sometimes dismissed because
of the mistaken notion that snch an
analysis is identical with the atternpt to
explain decision-making in tenns of Lhe
idiosyncratic characteristics of the de-
cision-maker. Before we examine, there-
fore, some of the ways in which a
focus oo the behavior of dccision-
makers may be politically relevani—
despite the existence of powerfnl con-
straints—it is important to spell ont
exactly what such a foens entails. When
we speak of images, motives, and
values of decision-makers we refer to
mocb more than their idiosyncratic
characteristics (cf. Snyder, Bruck, &
Sapin, 1962, pp. 153-173; and Chapter
12 in the prescnt volume). One can dis-
tinguish at least fonr major sources of
the images, molives, and values that a
decision-maker hrings to any given
situation: . . -

1. The role that he is enacting within
his decisional unit and within the
larger struecture of which this unit is a
part: This role carries with it certain
expectations that will determine, to a
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large extent, the incumbent’s definition
of the situation and the goals that he
will pursue. As Snyder et al (1962)
peint out, the behavior required by this
role reflects in part the lunctions and
objectives of the total foreign policy-
making structure and of the particular
unit to which the individual decision-
maker belongs; and in part norms and
values internal to the deeisional unit—
relating, for examplc, to the intercst of
this unit in maiotaining its peculiar
traditions and its structural position
within the total organization. While dif-
ferent role ineumbents arc like]y to
differ in the way in which they interpret
the requirements of their roles, the
broad outliuves of the role behavior
will be similar regardless of the individ-
ual characteristics of the decision-
maker,

2, Nomms and values that he shares
with most nf the members of his
society: The images and motives that
determine the choices nf the decision-
maker are derived, in part, from the
predispositions that he brings to any
given situation as a incmber of his par-
tienlar society and colture. These are
in no scnse idiosyncratic to himn as an
individual, bnt they may have a great
deul to do with the way in whieh he
defines the situation and the kinds of
goals he tries to pursue. It can be as-
suried that, given the same “objective”
circnmstances, decision-makers  with
ditferent  socioecultural backgrounds
would make diferent choices.

3. Nommns and values that he shares
with these subgronps within the popn-
lation to which he belongs: Images and
motives derived From this source are
likely to be qupite important since. they
are often held in common by the de-
cision-making elite as a whole. The
scgment of the population from which
decision-makers—particularly members
of a given deeisional unit—are recruited
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tends ta be somewhat restricted. Inso-
far as this is true, the same subgroup
norms and values may affect the pre-
canceptions and preferred strategies of
the entire decisional unit, and may even
be huilt into its definition of the de-
eision-making role.

4, His personality: Images, motives,
and values derived from this source are,
of eanrse, unique to the individual de-
eision-maker. Even herc, however, we
are not only concerned with extraneous
frustrations, hostilities, and so on, that
the individual displaces from other
areas of his life onto the decision-mak-
ing situation. It is also possible to look
at personality factors that play a direet
role in the way in which the individual
handles the problems inherent in the
decision-making situation itself—for ex-
ample, the way m which he interprets
the rolc of decision-maker, the kind of
problem-solving skills that he brings to
it, and the kind of decision-making
style that hc displays. Snyder et al.
(1962) distinguish, in this conncetion,
between  “organizationally  rclevant
personality factors and . . . idiosyn-
cratic factors (those stemming from
cpa-oriented needs and conditions)” (p-
173). No doubt, both types of factors
operate; the former, however, can be
applied morc readily to a systematic
analysis of the decision-making process.
Insofar as we are dealing with personal-
ity factors relating to a specific type uf
situation we should be able to identify
a limited number of patterns and de-
velop propositions about their differen-
tial effects on the process.

A social-psychological analysis of the
decision-maker is concerned, then, with

... the cfiects that his images, motives,

and values, derived from dall of these
sources, have on his behavior. His he-
havior, in turn, is scen within the
organizational context in which it ac-
curs, and as part of a process of com-

munication and interaction among the
various members of the unit that is
responsible for the final decision. With
this conception of thc study of the in-
dividual decisiou-maker in wnind, let us
rcturn to the question of the political
relevance of this kind of approach. I
shall attempt to show that fecusing on
the individual deeision-maker has con-
sidcrable relevance for intemational
politics, despite the fact that the foreign
policy decision-maker operates under
powerful eonstraints.

I would kke to prpose, frst of all,
that, even though the constraints under
which the dccision-maker labnrs are
very severe, they arc not so severe that
he is left with no latitude whatsoever.
It seems unlikely that external realities
force the hands of the dccision-makers
to sueh an extent that their rcactions
are completely determincd Dby these
realitics and cntircly unaffected by
their own predispositions and the social
processes within their decisional unit.
The deeision-maker’s freedom of mnve-
ment is likely to vary, of course, as a
fnnction of a number of different fac-
tors. An ohvious one, for example, is his
position in the political hierarchy: de-
cision-makcrs at higher eehelons have
more opportunities to make their pref-
crences [lelt, although cven lower
echelon officials may influcnee the proce-
ess by the type of information they
feed to their superiors and the way in
which they carry out their assigned
tasks. Another variable is the nature of
the deeision involved. Wolfers {19359)
suggests, for example, that decision-
makers cxperience strong “compulsion”
on issucs where nabonal survival is at
stake. “Where_less than national sur-
vival is at stake, there is far less com-
pulsion and therefore a less uniform
reaction” {p. 96). Even iu situations in
which the hroad directions of decisions
arc determined by cxternal realities (as
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these relate to what are decmed to be.

vital national .interests), the decision-
maker may have some laiitude in the
way in which he earries out these de-
cisions and this, in turn, may have im-
portant long-run conseqnences. For ex-
ample, even if one assumes that the
general dircction of U.S. policy toward
the Soviet Union in the 1950s could
pot havc been altered by dccision-
makers’ preferences, Holsti's (1962)
analysis suggests that Secretary Dulles’
beliefs and images bad an important
effect on the form that this policy took—
for examplc, on the intensity with which
the Cold War was pursued and on the
Jack of openness of the U.5. govern-
ment to possibilitics of settling Cold-
War issves.

In short, since constraints are not per-
feet, the perceptions and motivations
of decision-makers contribute—in vary-
ing degrees—to the final outcome. These
perceptions and motivations derive
from the various sources that have al-
ready Yicen discussed. The decision-
maker’s actions arc determined, {u part,
by his persouality characteristics. But
these arc by no means the only source
of the predispnsitions that he brings to
the decision situation nor arc they the
determinants of action with which a
social-psychnlogical analysis is most ac-
tively concerned. OF special juterest urc
the determinants of the decision-
maker’s actions that derive from norms
and values he shares with the rest of his
society. Insofar as these include such
conceptious as what represents the na-
tional interest and what constitutes a
proper recacton to certain moves by
other countries, they actually contrib-
ute to the decision-maker’s sense of
constraint and ecompulsiou noder cer-
tain circumstances. Of similar interest
as determinants of action arc the
itnages -and motives—the assumplions
and role definitions—that are common
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to the decision-makivg €lite in general.
Thus, the characteristics of the de-
cision-making elitc—and of the par-
licular segment of the population from
which it tends to be recruited—become
key factors in the choice of national ac-
tion. Finally, a social-psychologieal
analysis is concerncd with the char-
acteristies of the particnlar decisional
unit in which the decision is vested—the
norms and values, the patterns of inter-
action, und the leadership structure that
it has developed. These, of coursc, arc
partly a function of the particular com-
bination of individnals that conshtute
the unit and partly a function of the
structure and objectives of the unit and
of its place within the larger foreign
policy organization. How much these
various factors contribute to the choice
of action on the part of dceision-
makers—and thus reduee the role of
constraints imposed upon thcm by ex-
ternal realities—would seem to be at
least an open qucstion.

I have hcen speaking of constraints
as imposed by external replities, and
of the images and motives of the de-
cision-maker—deriving from the society,
the snbsegment of that society, and the
decisional unit to which he belongs—
as Eactors that reduce the effect of con-
straints. The relationship hctween
these Lwa sets of factors, however, may
cqually well be reverscd. We have al-
rcady scen in the last paragraph that
socictal norms may set constraints on
the individual decision-maker by spcei-
fying the issues that iuvolve vital na-
tional interests and the reactions that
arc appropriate in certain iuternational
sitnabons, Thus, the deeisiou-maker

would feel constrained by his assess-

“mént of public expectations and of the
range of reactions that would be “polit-
ically safe.” Similarly, the norms of the
groups {rom which the decision-maker
comes and of the unit to which he be-
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longs may limit the range of actions

that he can take—or even the passible

range of alternatives that he can per-
ceive, To the extent to which his ref-
erence groups consist of people like
himself, he is subject to a normative
environment that js far more homo-
geneous than the society at large, and
may therefore perceive eonstrainis to
an exaggerated degrec.

In other words, it may often be true
that external realities would permit
the decision-maker considerable frece-
dom of movement, byt the social norms
and values by which hc is guided im-
pose constraints npon him. In decision
situations of this sort, a social-psycho-
logical analysis—far from being irrcle-
vant—is In fact imperative. An analysis
of the objective realities alone would
not be sufficient for an understanding
of the vital national interests that the
decision-maker feels compelled to take
inta aceonnt, for in large part these are
vital national intercsts only because
they are socially defined as such.

In general, it is evident that a sharp
distinction between constraints based
on external rcalities and constraints
based on group norms is diffieult to
maintain. Thns, even in a situation in
which the decision-tnaker feels that he
has no freedom of action, we are deal-
ing in part with a soeial-psychological
problem. In the most extreme case, the
definition of situations that involve the
national interest and the proper reac-
tions in such situations may be written
into the decision-maker's role to such an
cxtent that the particular individual en-
acting the role may be entirely unable
to bring his personal prefcrences into
play. Even under such extreme circum-
stances, however, a soeial-psychological
analysis is not preeluded. It would he
contmuons with the analysis of role
behauior in other kinds of social situa-
tinns.

It can be assumed that in any kind
of social sitnaHon—even the most caspal
encounter betwecn strangers or the
most intimate relationship between per-
sonal friends—the participants are en-
acting socially defined roles and arc
respansive to the requirements of thesc
roles. The degree to which role con-
siderations govern a given situation of
interaclion will vary, of course. Foreign
policy decision-making situations may
often be extreme in that participants
are subjeet to highly structured role
requirements with little room for var-
iability. They are still, however, within
the total range of social situations, in
all of which the analysis of role be-
havior is at the heart of the social

sychologist's concern, In other words,
the fact that foreign policy decision-
makers fnnction nnder special circumn-
stances—that they opcrate as represcn-
tatives, rather than as individuals, and
that their behavior is often highly
structured and cireumseribed—does nat
mean that social-psychological cnn-
siderations arc irrelevant; it simply
means that social-psychological analysis
mnst foens on the speeial type of role
behavior that ocenrs under these spe
cial cirevmstances,

An analysis mecting these require-
ments wauld start out with the atiempt
to definc jnst what the crucial eircum-
stances in this type of situation are.
What are thc demands to which the
forcign policy decision-maker is sub-
ject? How are these huilt into the
larger political system and its ideology?
What are the organizational patterns
that werc set up to carry nut foreign
poliey functions and what is the organi-
zational eontext within which a given
decision-maker enacts his particular
tole? Given the demands of the system
and the organizational pattcrns sct up
to meet these demands, what is the
nature of the processes hy which de-
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cisions are made? What forms do these
processes take as a funetion of different
situational Ffactors, including domestic
and international events? How docs the
individual decision-maker define his
role and its requiremcnts? What goals
does he pursue within this role? How
do decision-makers react and interact
as they arrive at decisions in the facc
of diflcrent situations?

These questions refer not to the de-
eision-maker as a person, but to the role
of the decision-maker. In studying the
general characteristics of this role—
and whatever variants of it the situation
permits—we ask questions about the
motives and images of individuals,
These qucstions are nat concerned,
however, with their personal goals or
preferences, but with their conceptions
of national objectives and thc require-
ments for achieving them and cf their
own roles within this process. Thus, in
order to predict, for example, how the
decision-makers of Nation X would re-
spond to a particular provocation from
Nation Y, we would be more interested
in leamming their views of what eon-
stitntes a thrcat to the national in-
terests of X and of the responses to vari-
ous kinds of provoeations that are
preseribed by their roles, than we
would be in assessing the level of
hostility or the attitudes toward Y of
individnal dceision-makers. In sum,
the political relevanee of focusing on
individual actors in the decision-making
process beeomes apparent once we rec-
ognize that a soeial-psychological aual-
ysis is as much concemed with the
behavior of roles—and athitudes within
and about these roles—as it is with tle
hehavior of persons,

The Decision-Maker ss Sole Actor.
The second type of critieism that may
be raised against approaehes that focus
mn individual decision-makers is that

CONCLUSION

they provide an incomplete pictnre of
state action by equating it entirely with
the behavier of individual decision-
makers. An exeessive concentration on
the decision-maker may eause us to
neglect the fact that, while he is the
locus of state action, he is not the state;
and while he has the final responsibility
for statc action, he is by no means the
sole actor contributing to the process.
There arc many elements within any
society that play morc or less direct
rolcs in determining tlic policies por-
sucd by the state—in general or on
certain specifie issues—even thongh
they have no formal responsibility for
formnlating or executing foreign policy.
Moreover, there arc certain societal
processes (such as those discnssed in
Chapters 9 and 10), formed by the
aggregation of social  interactions
among many individuals and gronps
throughout a national popunlation, that
serve to create a state of readiness for
certain kinds of state action. To be
sure, all these inflnences culminate in
tbe actions taken by the rcsponsible
decision-makers, but they may be ob-
seured if we restrict our analysis to the
actions of the decision-makers.

In part, this entieism points to the
need for a detailed analysis of the total
policy process and all of the elements
within the soeiety that coutribute to
it, along the lincs suggested in the
earlicr disenssion of public opinion in
the foreign policy process. This kind
of analysis would sapplement rather
than snpplant the analysis of decision-
making behavior itself. There is a tnorc
fundamental implication, howcver, in
the above critiqne of the decision-mak-
ing approaeh. It may well he thal the
soeietal processes that culminate in
state aetion would cmcrge more clearly
if we took the state, rather than in-
dividual actors, as the basic unit of
analysis and searched for relationships
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between variables at that level. For ex-
ample, it might be proposed that as
bureaveratic clements within a society
gain in political infuence, foreign
policy decision-making takes on a more
pragmatic character. It is quite unlikely
that a proposition of this kind would
emerge out of a microanalysis of the
decision-making process or that it
would be capable of confirmation by
sueh an analysis. To study the elfects
of such broad societal proccsses we
would have to cxamine historical and
comparative datz (along with data
about the power strueture and the
dominant ideology within the soeieties
in which we are particularly interested).
For quantitative analysis, we would
have to develop indices of such societal
variables as rate of bureaucratization
and of sueh structural variables as the
relative political inHuence of the bu-
reaucratic segment of the population.
Whilc it is evident that a mieroanaly-
sis of the deeision-making process
would probably not reveal and might
perhaps cven aobscure the operation of
certain larger societal processes, it con-
stitutes an important part of the total
research stralegy on such prohlems.
The illustrative proposition about the
role of bureaucratic elements is based
on the assumption that, as these ele-
ments gain political influence, the de-
cision-making process will take on a
different form. Once the rcasonahlcncss
of this proposition has been established,
it would becone important to eheck
ont whether—in a sitvation in which
bureaucratic elements are politically
influcntial—the decision-making proc-
ess does indeed take the form that has
been postulated. Here, then, a detailed
exdmination of precisely how decisions
come about beeomes essential, and the
results of such an examination may lead
to some tnodification or reflnement of
the original proposition. In short, criti-

cism of the decision-making approach,
insofar as this approach assumes the
decision-maker to be the sole actor, is
well taken. What it suggests, however,
is certainly not an abandonment of this
approach, but a combination of anal-
yses at different levels (cf. Chapter 1,
p- 34).

There is another type of criticism that
is not directed at the decision-making
approach per se, but at the dominant
tradition in the study of international
relations that views nation states as the
soie actors in the international system.
The decision-making approach, by
focusing on national deeision-makers
who speak for the state, is part of that
larger tradition even tbough it uses
the individual rather than the state
as its basic nnit of analysis. The as-
sumption of the state as the sole aetor
has been eriticized because it does oot
allow for “corperate bodies other than
nation-states [that] play a role on the
international stage as co-actors with
the nation-states” (Wolfers, 1959, p.
101). These ineclude both subnabonal
bodies—"parties, factions, and all sorts
of other politieally organized groups”
within the state that "can take a hand
m matters transcending national boun-
daries” (p. 102)-and various intcrna-
tional and supranational hodies, such
as “the United Nations and its agencies,
the Coal and Steel Community, the
Afro-Asian Bloc, the Arab League, the
Vatican, the Arabian-American il
Company, and a host of other non-state
entities [that] are able on occasion to
affcct the course of international
events” (p. 104). The importance of this
eriticism is particularly apparent if one
regards the fully sovereign nation state
as only one of a range of principles by
which the international system can be
organized, and is alert to the indications
of change within the intemational sys-
tem, including the possibility of “a
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steady deterioration and even ultimate
disappearance of the national state as
a significant actor in the world political
system” (Singer, 1361, p. 90).

This critcism, however, is npot
directed at the emphasis on individual
actors as such, As a matter of fact, by
focusing on individual actors, we may
be ahblc to achieve a diffcrent perspee-
tive on the intemational system, with
less cxclusive emphasis on thc nation
state. Alger (1963) proposes, in this
counection, that we “look upon those
persons, from whatever nation, who
carry on international relations as a
socicty of individuals. In this socicty
there are groups—religious, profes-
sional, ethnic, national, ete. The umpur-
tance of nation groups is a matter that
must be empirically verified since it
will vary in different parts of the
society and change through time” {p.
408). And Wolfers (1959) stresses that
attention to individual actors is essen-
tial as a check on the basic assumption
of those who criticize the exclusive
concern with the nation state. This type
of criticisn presupposes that men do
not identify themselves and their in-
terests “completely and exclusively with
their respective nation-states,” bnt with
other corporate bodies as well, "But to
discover how men in the contemporary
world do in fact identify themselves

. attention must he focused on thc
individual human beings for whom
identification is a psychological cvent”
(p. 105).

Processes of Inicraction in International
Relations

One way of investigating foreign
poficy decision-making is to study the
individuals and organizations that par-
ticipate in the process. In this way we
can learn about key factors that shape
the process—the assumptions and pre-
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dispositions that decision-makers bring
to it, and the organizational channels
within which it is aeted out. Of special
significance, howevcr—particularly in
light of our emphasis on role factors in
foreign policy decision-making—is the
observation of these individuals and
organizations as they are actually en-
gaged in the process of arriving at de-
cisions. Systematic observations of this
sort are wusually very dificult to
obtain. Investigators have, therefore,
attemptced to reconstruct the process in-
volved in past dceisions through inter-
views with major parlicipunts in these
decisions {cf. Smyder & Paige, 1958)
or through content analysis of relevant
documents (cf. North e al., 1963).
Similar considerations arise in the
study of negotiation and other proc-
esses of inferaction between nations.
The constraints under which the nego-
tintor typically operates are even moarc
scverc than those of the decision-maker.
How much latitude the negotiator has
in a given situation and what impact
his images and goals are likely to have
on the proceegings depend on his
status and on the nature of the negotia-
tion in question. The negotiator func-
tions primarily, howcever, as 2 represen-
tative of his government. Much of what
we would want to know about his con-
tribution to the process can only be
gleaned from obscrving him in this
role—from observing the process of
negotiation as it unfolds, To thc extent
te which international negotiations arc
carried out publicly, such observations
should be easier to obtain than thosc
of intragovernmental decision-making,
yct therc arc many aspeets of interna-
tional negotiation that are not readily
accessible to observation. T
The problem of inaccessibility is onc
{(though by uo mcans the only) reason
for birning to gencral social-psychologi-
cal rescarch on such processes as de-
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cision-making and negotiation. The as-
sumption is that study of these prac-
esscs m other settings, though removed
from the context of iuternaticnal poli-
tics, ean provide valuable insights to
supplement those obtained from more
direct ghservations. Thus, research on
various aspects of intergroup relations
within a society—particularly in the
areas of raee relations and labor-man-
agement relations—could he used for
these purposes. Such studies could be
based on systematic observations, in-
tensive interviews with represcntatives
of the interaeting partics and onlookers,
and perhaps, on oecasion, even some
degree of experimental manipulation.
On the whole, these situations are
likely to be somewhat more manage-
able than comparable situations in in-
ternational relations. The nomber of
actors is usually more limited, the rel-
evant elements can he identifed more
readily and more comprchensively, and
the key participants and situations are
mare likely to he available for observa-
tion. This is not to minimize the com-
plexity of intergroup relations within a
saociety but, compared to international
relations, they do ofter mare opportuni-
ties to social scientists for detailed ob-
servation (particularly participant ob-
servation) of intcraction processes and
“unofficial” questioning of participants.

A second source of indircet data
about the kinds of interaction processcs
that are involved in international rcla-
tions are laboratory expcriments on in-
terpersonal and intergroup rclations.”
Prime cxamples of such rescarch arc
bargaining experiments of the Prisoner’s
Dilemma variety and stadics of inter-
action in the small-group tradition.
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{Many such studies are reviewed in
Chapters 11 and 13.) A more recent
development is the laboratary simula-
tion of intermational relations (cf.
Guetzkow ef al, 1963), which—though
carried out in a setting far removed
from international politics—attempts to
reproduce in the laboratory some of the
essential conditions of international re-
lations. (Sec Ghapters 12 and 13 for 2
discussion of some simnlation research.)
Expcrirnental studies have the advan-
tage, not only of making certain proc-
esses of interaction more accessible to
the investigator, but also of providing
types of information that are not avail-
able by any other means. It is possible
to manipulate variables that are of in-
tercst to the investigator and to study
their eflects on the interaction, while
keeping extraneous factors under cx-
perimental control. Snch studies are ca-
pable, therefore, of yielding causal
information and of testing theoretical
propositions in a relatively controlled
fashion, Simulation studies, in par-
ticolar, can also provide some empirical
hases for predicting the cffects of cer-
tain changes in the international sys-
tem—sueh as the introduction of new
kinds of wcapons, the use of new
stratcgies, or the development of
new institutional arrangements—on the
eourse of international relations. By
contrast, nonexperimental studies can
only provide inferential information
ahout causal relationships. Moreover,
they ean tell us very little about the
effeets of conditions that have occurred
only rarely in real life, and nothing
about the elfects of conditions that
have never occurred.

These advantages of experi mental rc-

T Field cxperiments, combining some of the ndvantages of experimental contrsl with a
greater real-life flaver, are potentially also a very rich source of sneb data, but there bas been
relatively little work in this directioo. An example of a study that is somewhere betweea a field
experimeut aud a labomtory experiment iy the Robbers Cave experiment (Sherif ef al., 1961),
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searcli, howcver, must be weighed
against its disadvantages, of which the
most obvious is the problem of general-
ization. When we attcmpt to generalize,
for example, from the bwo-person game
that is so often used in bargaining ex-
periments to iniernaHonal negetation
situations, we are immediately eon-
fronted with the wide gap bebween in-
terpersonal relations and international
rclations, and between laboratory sct-
tings and real-life settings. The danger
of personification is ever-present when
we transfer findings from such studies
to intcrnational relations: one must be-
ware of thinking of the naton state as
if it were an judividual reacting, as an
individnal wonld, to promises and
threats and various other tacties and
strategies. Nor can onc resolve this
problem by generalizing from tbe be-
havior of the experimental subjects to
individual uegotiators or decision-
makers, rather than to nation states.
The subjeet in a bargaining cxperi-
ment, who acts for himself, is in a very
different situation fromm the national
offieial, who acts as a representative of
his government and is part of an clab-
orate structurc involving many other
elements of his soctety—ineluding vari-
ous governmental units, pressure
groups, and public opinion. To under-
stand the actions taken by such national
officials, onc must tzke into aceount
the eontributions of all of these cle-
ments, both in terms of their direct par-
Heipation in the decision-making proc-
ess and in terms of the constraints that
they impose on the responsible actors.
One can legiimately question to what
extent it is possible to generalize to this
situation from a situation like the two-
mnan game, which is so differently strue-
tured.

Studies of intergronp relations—Dboth
ficld stadies (such as thase dealing with
racial or industrial relations) and ex-
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perimental analogues—are less vulner-
able to this critieism, sinee the partici-
pants do act as representatives of
roups rather than as individuals ueting
entirely for themselves. Even these
studies, however, provide problems in
generalization, because the composi-
tion of the responsible actors in inter-
group relations at “lower” levels is far
less complex than it is in international
relations, and because much of the
relevant interaction in intergroup re-
lations—in contrast to international rela-
tions—is of a faee-to-face nature.

The Inter-Nation Simulaton (Guetz-
kow et al, 1963} is designed to deal
with this very problem by building into
its structure some of the elements that
would permit more ready generaliza-
tion to the international situation. Spe-
cifically, the participants in this simula-
tion do oet act as individuals, but take
the roles of responsible decision-makers
recpresenting  their nabons. Experi-
mental procedures invelve mnot only
negotiations between participants rep-
reseating  different nations, but also
negotiations among deciston-makers
within each nmabion; there is even an
opposition leader in each nation who
enters into the process. Thus, there is
an abttempt to simulate the intrapa-
tional interactions that play such a
crucial part in foreign policy decision-
making. Feedbaek from the constitu-
ency of each decision-inaking nnit also
coters inte the simulation through the
programming of intranational rcactions,
such as electoral defeat or revolution,
as consequences of various deeisions.

These features of the simulaton pro-
cednre ineet some of the major criti-
cisms of experimental analogues .of in-
teruational relations, but they do not
hy any means dispose of the problem
of generalization. Crities of simulation
point out that there are certain najor
dillerences between the simulated
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world and the real world which make
generalization difficult. Participants in
simulation studics are nsually students
who do not have the experience or
the responsibility of aetual decision-
makers; they are engaged in a make-
believe situation, in which very little
is at stake; tbe intensity of their in-
volvement and the level of stress are
considerably attcnuated; and the inter-
actons are bighly simplified and the
time period over which they extend is
greatly compressed. (Cf. Verba, 1964,
for a-discussion of some of these eriti-
cisms.)

Certainly it cannot be denicd that
Iaboratory simulations are very differ-
ent from the real world, and social-
psycbological experiments on interper-
sonal and intergroup relations cven
more so. The question of generalization,
however, involves mucb subtler issues
than the mere degree of siwilarity or
difference between tbe artificial situa-
tion created in the laboratory and the
real-life situation to which one hopes
to' generalize. An experimental study
is designed to investigate the effects of
one or nore variables on a particular
process or its outcomc—let us say, for
illustrative purposes, on the probahility
that negatiation between two conflict-
ing parties will lead to a cuoperative
resolution, satisfactory to both, If such
a study is to be relevant to international
politics, it must test the effects of var-
iables that actually play a significant
role in international relations., Whether
or not a particular variable plays a sig-
nificant role may itself be a matter of
controversy, but the investigator who
wishes to make a relevant contribution
must at least attempt to analyze the
situation to which he hopes to gen-
cralize and select variables that appear
to play a role in that situation. Thus, for
cxample, a study of interpersonal bar-

gaining may show that cooperative
solutions are more likely to emerge
when the hwo parties have personal af-
fection for each other. 1t is quite likely
that this study has rclatively little bear-
ing on internaional negotiation beeause
it focuses on a variable that does not
play a signifieant role in that setting.
On the other hand, an experiment that
shows that eooperative solutions are
less likely to emerge when the two
parties make extensive use of threats
ought to be relevant because it deals
with a variable that—at least on the
faee of it—would appear to be sig-
nificant in international relations. In
short, then, a study eanducted in a very
different setting than that of intera-
Honal politics may stll be highly rele-
vant if it has isolated a variable that is
crucial in international relatons.
Assuming that a crucial variable has
been identified, the question arises as
to whether the experimental situation
is so structured that it allows this vari-
able to operate in the way in which it is
likely to operate in the real world.
Returning to the example in the last
paragraph, it might be suggested that
reactions to threat takc a rather dif-
ferent form in a situation in which the
negobator acts as a representative of a
group than they do in a situation in
which le acts for himself. To the ex-
tent to which this is true, generalization
from an experiment involving a bwo-
person game to the international situa-
tion becomes questionable, even
though the experimental variable itsclf
is clearly rclevant. In other words, it
is necessary to incorporate into the
laboratory situation the significant con-
ditions of the international situation
that affeet the way the experimental
variable under study is likely to func-
tion. Our ability to generalize, then,
depends on the adequacy with which
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we have identified and reproduced in
the laboratory situation the relevant
background conditions.

The mere fact that an experimental
situation differs in obvious ways from
the real world does not ipso facto
meke it irrelevant as a possible source
of wvalid pgeneralizations, As Verba
(1964) points out, the experimental
model does not need to “look like” the
real world. “What is important is the
question of whether it operates like
the real world in the respects that are
relevant to the study at hand” (p. 502).
And there is no general a priori answer
to this question. The relevant condi-
tions that need to be built into the lab-
oratory sitvation are likely to be quite
different, depending on the particular
variables under investigation. What
these conditions are must be deter-
mined through a combination of analy-
tic and empirical procedures. For ex-
ample, if we want to evaluate the extent
to which one cau generalize from the
reactions to threat on the part of stu-
dent participants in a laboratory simu-
lation to the reactions of experienced
decision-makers, we would have to
analyzc the situation in detail and sec
whether there is any reason to Lelicve
that threats would have a differential
effcct on expericnced versus inexperi-
enced decision-makers. If thcre is
reason to suspect that this factor might
make a difference, it would probably
be best to seek an empirical answer, by
running two versions of the simula-
tion—onc with experienced and one
with inexpericnced participants—and
observing the reactions of the two types
of participants to variations in threat.
In any event, the fact that there is a
difference™ini degree of experi¢nce be-
tween dccision-makers in the simula-
tion and in the rcal world is not a suf-
ficient basis for rejecting the relevance
of the simulation, uuless there is some
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rcason to believe that this difference
makes a difference with respeet to the
variables under investigation.

I have tried to show that it would be
umwarranted to dismiss a laboratory
situation as irrelevant in general, with-
out reference to the particular problem
with which it is concerned. It would
be equally unwarranted, however, to
accept a partieular laboratory proce-
dure as relevant in general and suitable
for all purposes. That is, it is impossible
to establish the validity of a laboratory
proeedure in sueh a way as lo allow
ns to generalize indiscrimninately from
it to the real world of international
relations. A procedure that is valid for
the study of some prohlems may he
gnite invalid for the study of others.
This is true not only for the more
simplified and stylized types of labora-
tory situations, such as those used in
Prisoner’s Dilemma studies, but also
for the more elaborate attempts to
simulate the international system. A
procedure like the Inter-Nation Simula-
tion has a great advantage in that it is
based on a detailed analysis of foreign
policy dceision-making and interna-
Honal pelitics and is deliberately dc-
signed to incorporate many of thcir
crucial features in the laboratory model.
As a resnlt, the Inter-Nation Simulation
not only resemhles the real world more
closcly than simpler experimentul situa-
tions and thus has greater facc validity,
but also contains the crucial back-

-gronnd conditions neeessary for testing

the cHects of a wide range of variables.
Newvcrtheless, one cannot assume that
it would be relevant for all parposcs.

It may very well be that, for certain
purposes, the simulation procedure is
more claborate and complex than neces-
sary, Simpler situations may be avail-
able that incorporate the erucial con-
ditions necessary for testing the hy-
pothesis in question, and that have the
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advantage of being less costly, more
flexible, and more eapable of yielding
unambiguous results (Pruitt, 1964} In
other words, the simulation procedure
may incorporate more background
conditions than necessary for a given
purpose. For other purposes, however—
and this is most geriuane to our present
diseussion—it may fail to incorporate
the erucial background conditions that
would permit valid generalization.
While many features of international
relations are huilt into the Inter-Nation
Simulation, others are of necessity ex-
cluded. Other types of lahoratory pro-
cedures would therefore have to be
devised to test the effects of those vari-
ables whose [nnctioning in the real
world depends on conditinns that the
current Inter-Nation Simulaton does
not ineorporate,

The question of generalization from
experimental studies to the rea] world,
then, cannot be settled once and for all.
There is no laboratory situation that
ean have universa) validity. The condi-
tions on which valid generalization de-
pends have to he reexamined for each
specific prohlem that an investigator is
pursuing. By the very nature of experi-
mental work in the social seiences,
there must he somic degree of tension
between the labaratory and the real
world. Conecrn ahout the possibilities
and limits of gencralization is therefore
an inherent and ubiqnitous part of the
entire investigative proeess.

In view of these considerations, the
political rclevance of experimental
studies depends very heavily on the
way these studies are used—the way
they fit into the total elfort to gain
systematic understanding of interna-
tional relations. Two points become

- particularly important if we grant that-

our ability to generalizc from lahoratory
studies is ncccssarily a matter of some
continuing ambignity: the necd to use
laboratory studies in conjunction with

other types of research, and the need
to view these studies as eontributions
to systematie thinking about intemna-
tional relations rather than as fnal
scientifie verifieations of propositions
about international relabons,

1. Experimental  studies are  most
likely to be useful if they are part of a
combined research strategy, attempting
to close in on problems in interna-
tional relations from different angles
through the use of different methods.
Dala from experiments and simulatious
{as well as data fromn field studies of
intergroup relations) must be taken in
conjunction with data of all kinds ob-
tained directly at the level of interna-
tiona) relations. While experimental re-
search ean complement direct obscrva-
tions or historical reconstructions of
intemational interaetions, it cannot sub-
sttute for them. It must turn to such
studies in order to identify significant
variables that ought to be manipulated
in the laboratory and erucial eonditions
that ought to be built into the labora-
tory situation if it is to produee gen-
eralizahle findings. Furthermore, find-
ings from experimental studies mnst be
checked out hy means of in silu re-
search, in order to determinc how wecll
propositions established in the lahora-
tory hold up in the real world. There is
a need then, for continned movement,
back and forth, from the one type of
research to the other. Insofar as Iahora-
tory studics are integrated intu sueh a
larger research strategy, investigators
can eome to grips with the prohlem uf
generalization, They can maximize the
uniqne contribntions of experimental
research while minimizing its major
[imitation,

2. Given the ambiguitics inherent in

-any attemnpt to generah'ze from the lab-

oratory to the real world of interna-
tional relations, it wonld be much more
appropriate to regard cxperimental
techniques “as a {lexihle mode of dis-
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covery and clarification rather than as
a mode of rigorous test or validation”
{Synder, 1963, p. 11). We are severely
limited, at least at the present stage
of development of the field, in our
ability to obtain experimental verifiea-
tions of propositions about interna-
tional relations. If we reeognize these
limitations and view experimental
work, instead, as a special type of con-
tribution to the process of systematic
thinking about international relations,
then its potential relevance becomes
more readily apparent.

In developing a suitable experiinental
situation, the investigator is foreed to
clarify his theoretical notions and is
likely to become aware of some of their
imphcations, In a discussion of exper;-
mental bargaining gaines, for example,
Schelling (1961) notes that “To build
a game of this sort, and especially to
build into the game partieular features
tbat one wishes to represent, requires
that one define his concepts operation-
ally. A game of this sort imposes dis-
cipline on theoretical modcl-building;
it ean be a test of whether eoneepts and
propositions are meaningful, and a
means of demonstrating so when they
are” (p. 57). Experimental situations,
moreover, permit detailed observations
of interactions and provide opportuni-
ties for discovering unexpected phe-
nomena. Above all, relationships ob-
scrved in experimental studies can eut
into commonly held assumptions about
international relations by demonstrat-
ing the possibility of the impossible and
the questionableness of the obvious.

Even though an experiment or sim
ulation cannot establish with any de-
grec of certainty that a relationship
obscrved in the laboratory holds true
in the real werld,.it can cstablish-that
such a relationship is at least possible
under eertain circumstauces. If the
existence of this relationship has pre-
viously been dcemed cownpletely im-
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possible, its demonstration in the lab-
oralory may constitute an important
new input into theoretical and some-
times strategic l'hinl-:ing. [for example.
if we have shown in a laboratory simu-
laion of international relations that
the use of Osgood’s (1962) strategy of
gradueated reciproeation in teusion-
reduetion (CRIT) produces a reversal
in the arms raee, we have certainly not
proven the efficaey of this strategy in
the real world. The laboratory demnn-
stration does, however, suggest some
new possibilities worthy of considera-
ton when we theorize abgut intema-
tional influence processes or examine
policy alternatives. Experimental stud-
ies can thus contrbute to theoretical
and strategic innovations by forcing
onto the agenda certain possibilities
that might not otherwise have becn
considered,

Similarly—and, again, without prov-
ing anything—experimental studies can
demanstrate that what is decemed ob-
vious may not be obvious at al, at least
under certain circumstances, and that
results may be quite different from
those that are commonly cxpceted. If
an “obvious” proposition is discon-
firmed in the laboratory, its validity
in the real world is not destroyed, bnt
it is al least threwn intw guestion
Again, then, experimental studies can
contribute o systematie thinking ahout
international relations by making it
necessary Lo reexamme eertain assump-
tions about the nature and functioning
of the international system that were
previously taken for grauted.

Perspectives lor the Formulation of
Theory apd Policy

In recent ycars, some international
relations specialists have heen turning
to social psychology and related dis-
ciplines for propesitions aud interpreta-
tions relevant to theoretical and policy
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questions in the field of international
relations. Moreover, some social psy-
chiologists have themselves entered
into the debate of tliese questions.
Social-psychological contributions are
based in part on the kinds of rescarch
that were discussed in the preeeding
three sections, and in part on extrapola-
tions from general soeial-psychological
principles and frum researeh designed
for other purposes. It is to be hoped,
of conrse, that social-psychologieal in-
puts will inereasingly come from re-
search specifically designed to answer
qgnestions about international relations,
but even extrapolations trom other
arcas can provide a useful perspective
on the assumptions that enter into the
formulation of theory and policy.

These extrapolations refer to the be-
havior of nation states and thus involve
the application to state behavior of
principles and findings based on the
behavior of individuals. When snch
extrapolations are made, therefore, one
cither assnmes that more or less similar
principles apply at these different levels
of analysis; or that approximate, but
still adequate, predictions of state be-
bavior ean be made from a knowledge
of the rcaetions of thosc persons (de-
cision-makers and to a lesser cxtent
various members of the pnblic) whosc
individual behaviors aggregate into
state behavior,

Insofar as these assumptions are un-
tested and controversial, the extrapola-
tion from individual to state behavior
is apen to the eharge of personifying
the nation state. Thus, crities may point
out, for example, that it wonld be mis-
leading to suppose that B's perception
of and reaetion to a conciliatory move
on the part of A would take the same
forn in the rclations betwcen two na-
tions as it would m the relations be-
tween two individuals. The relations
between nations, they wonld argue,

cannot be understood simply in terms
of the motives and perceptions of in-
dividnals, but mast be analyzed within
their historical and political context.
This may lead, then, to the related crit-
icism that too often attempts at extrap-
olation from psychological data are
not informed by the historical and
political realities impinging on inter-
nation hehavior and do not take these
adequately into acconnt.

The temptation to personify the
nation state, and the glossing over of
historieal and politieal factors that eon-
stitnte the conditions within which
state actions are carried out, represent
rcal dangers to wbich we mnst always
remain alert—-as I have already in-
dicated in several contexts, both in the
present chapter and in Chapter 1. Yet
the existence of these dangers is not a
suffieient reason for the soeial psycholo-
gist to rule bimself out of the debate on
theory and pelicy in international rela-
Hons. In exercising justifiahle scientific
caution, we mnst bewarc of becoming
pvereautious; it would be regrettable if
we chose to make no contribution
simply because we cannot make an
unambigucus one. Giveu the limited
development of international relations
theory, the scareity of measnrable con-
cepts at the maero-level of analysis, and
the difficolty in devising investigativc
tools, it would be unwise to close off
any avenues from which contributions
to international relations thinking cau
potentially come. Social-psychological
extrapolation, if earried out responsibly
—with due regard for the dangers it cn-
tails and for the importanec of placing
it in its proper eontext—is one such
avenue.

The value of extrapolations on the
part of the social psychologist—despite
the fact that he typically works with
eoncepts rooted in the study of intcr-
personal relabons, and has limited ex-
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pertise in  historical and political
spheres—must be assessed, not simply in
terms of the extrapolations themselves,
but in relation to the other inputs into
theoretical and policy thioking in in-
ternational relations. When this is done,
it becomes appareut that social-psy-
chological analysis ean actually perform
a corrective functiou with respeet to
some of the thinking in the field: (a) it
can address itself to the psychological
assumptions--often unexamined or even
unstated—that nnderlie many theorcti-
cal and policy formulations; and (b} it
can counteract some of the speeial
biases that scem to be built into the
mere traditional historical and strue-
tural analyses of international relations.
Let us examine thesc two possibilities
in turn.

Psychological ~ Assumptions.  The
tendency to generalize from psycho-
logical prineiples, based on interper-
sonal relations, to matters of interna-
tional relations did not originate with
the professional psychologist. Personi-
fication of nation statcs scems to per-
vade mnch of the thinking about in-
ternmational relations, not only among
average citizens, bnt also among prac-
titioners and students of foreign affairs.
Even as sophisticated a deciston-maker
as Sccrctary of State Busk seems on
occasion to usc a street-fight as his
model for the relations bebween the
United States and thc Soviet Union.
Thus, be was quoted as saying to the
reporter Joho Scali, at the height of the
Cnban crisis: “Remember, when you
report this—that, cyeball to eyeball,
they blinked first” (Hilsman, 1964, p.
20). And W. W, Rostow, Cbairman of
the State Department’s Policy Planning
Council, wrote in the New York Times
(1964): “Behind all the claborate mech-

anisms of diplomacy, behind the in-
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credible complexity and sophistica-
tion of the warld of nuclear weapons
and delivery vchicles, the cold war
comes down to this test of whether we
and the democratic world are funda-
mentally tougher and more purposeful
in the defense of our vital intcrests
than they are in the pursuit of their
global ambitions” (p. 113).

Systematie efforts al conceptualizing
internaHenal relations—whcther these
be at the level of theory construction,
policy formulation, or choice of sizategy
—vary in the extent to which they per-
sonify the nation state and the ecxtent
te which they impute to it rcactions
based on some simplified model of in-
terpersonal relations. Central to most
of these conceptualizations, however,
are certain assumphons ahout social-
psychological ~ processes—about  the
goals of nation states, abont their per-
ceptions of each other, and about their
probable reactions to various types of
influence attempts’

Thus, for example, Morgenthau
(1954) is clearly making a psychologi-
cal assumption when he states, as the
basic proposition of his theory of jn-
tcmational politics, “that statesmen
think and act in terms of interest de-
fined as power” (p. 5). Power in this
context refers to “man’s control over
the minds and actions of other men”
(p. 26). Morgenthau takes additional
psychological assumptions in explain-
ing the readiness of the mass of citizens
to snpport the foreign pelicies of their
nation state. “Not being able to fnd
full sabisfaction of their desire Ffor
power within the national boundaries,”
he writes, “the people project thase un-
satisfied aspirations onto the interna-
tional scene. There they find vicarions
satisfaction in identifcation with the
power drives of the nation™ {p. 95).

The formulation of policy vis-d-vis
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other nations, and in particular the
choice of strategies in the execution of
these policies, invariably involve a
whole series of social-psychological as-
sumptions. Assumptions are made, first
of all, about the way in which other na-
Hons are likely to react to such influ-
ence attempts as threats or promises
(ct. Singer, 1963). These predictions, in
turn, are based on assumptions, about
the pgoals and perecptions of thcse
other nations. At a more spccifie level,
various psyehological assumptions gov-
em the procedures followed in inter-
national negotiations. For example,
the importanee of negotiating from
strength, and the advantage of starting
with a large demand and then allowing
it to be whittled down, are often
stressed. Clearly, these involve assump-
tions about the cflects of various kinds
of bargaining behavior on the reactions
of one’s partner.

These different assumptions underly-
ing theory and policy ean be tested—
more or less readily and more or less
direetly—through soeial-psychological
research. But even in thc absence of
specific empirical tests, the social psy-
chologist should be able to contribute
to the debate insofar as the validity of
certain psychological assumptions is at
issue. Through extrapnlation from gen-
eral principles and from research on
other problems, he should be able to
say whether a particular assumption
seems reasonable, whether it is consist-
ent with the aceumulated knowledge
of the field, whether it would requirc
some modification or qualification,
whether there are some prior conditions
on which its validity rests, or whetlier
an entirely different set of assumptions
ought to be considered. THiS, by bring-
ing his professional perspective and rel-
evant expertise to bear on the issue,
he can help to advance the process of
thinking about it.
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A pgood example of a problem area
that eould benefit from social-psycho-
logical inputs is the debate about deter-
rence strategies. Much of the thinking
about deterrence is based on certain
psychological assumptions that are sel-
dom made explicit--for example, as-
sumptions about probable reactions to
threat, or about the rationality of de-
eision-makers. These assumptions do
not only represent—at least in part—
generalizations from interpersonal re-
lations whose applicahility to interna-
tional relatons has not been tested, but
they are based on conceptious of inter-
personal relations that are themselves
of doubtful validity. Clearly, social psy-
chologists could contribute to the think-
ing about these strategies, at the very
Icast by offering informed evaluations
of the psychological soundness of eer-
tain commonly held propositions about
human behavior. -

It may be worth noting that much of
our stratcgic thinking is open to ques-
tion not only with respect to its psy-
chologieal assumptions, but alsa with
respect to its reading of the historical
and politieal context. To be sure, strate-
gies based on military force are backed
np by historical precedent and are
readily seen as politieally “realistie.”
There is good reason to belicve, how-
ever, that—given their heavy emphasis
on military and game considerations—
they often averlonk signifieant historical
and political realities. Thus, for ex-
ample, the “missile gap” episode of a
few years ago provides some evidence
that Ameriean deterrence strategies
were based on estimates of Soviet inten-
tons that were not supported by sub-
sequent events; it wonld appear that
intentions were assessed on the basis of
information about Suoviet capabilities,
rather than on the basis of detailed
analysis of Soviet purposes and the na-
ture of Sovict leadership. Those aspects
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of strategic thinking that are still based
on the model of a bilateral game (par-
tieularly a two-person zero-sum game)
are espectally open to question for
their failure to take inte aecount the
emergence of new historieal forces and
the transformation of political realities
—as exemplified by the growing im-
portance of the emerging nations, and
the probahle proliferation of nuclear
wCapons.

Thesc last examples were designed to
illustrate that a social-psychological
perspective and a historical-political
one are not necessarily opposed or al-
ternatve o cach other. Some of our
thinking about international relations
suffers from the absence of both. Mare-
over, a combination of these two types
of perspectives may actually enhance
the value of cach. Thus, for example,
the calculation of Soviet inteutions in
any piven silualion must be based on
what is known about the history of the
Soviet Union and the structure of its
political system, but it cannot be based
entirely on thesc considerations. The
social-psychological dimension must
alsu be brought into the analysis,
through an cxamination of such data
as the current images, values, and ex-
pectatious of Soviet leaders and citi-
zens, despite the obvions methodologi-
cal difficulties in the acquisition of
these data.

Historical-Structural ~ Assumptions.
A social-psycliclogical perspective may
complement a historical and structural
analysis, not only because it can in-
troduce new dimensions and data rcl-
evant to these, but also because it rep-
resents a diffcrent analytic approach.
It can thus help to counteract some of
the difficultics that are inhcrent in a
historical-struciural approach.

Analyses based largely on historical
and structural considerations are often
characterized by a static emphasis—au
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emphasis on how things are and, by
implication, on how they thercfore must
be. This kind of analysis is very usefnl
as long as the situation remains rela-
tively stable, but it is less adequately
equipped for dealing with ehanged
situations requiring different kinds of
responses. Thus, while American and
Soviet soeieties have been uudergoing
major changes, scholars have tended to
lag somewhat behind reality in their

erceptions of the adversary. As Bauer
(1961} points out, “the American stu-
dent of the Soviet Union nses a model
largely based on Stalin's rcign, par-
Heularly during the periods of purges.
The Soviet view of America . . . is
based in part on the state of Amcriean
society during the great depression of
the 1830's” {p. 226). Similarly, foreign
policy formulation has not quitc caught
up with the revolutionary changes in
weapons systems and in the power re-
lationships within the intcrnational sys-
tem.

If policy thinking with a historical-
structural cmpbasis is slow in respond-
ing to changiug circumstances, it is
even slower in the discovery of new
approacbes and the devclopmeut of
new strategic possibilities. There is a
tendency for this kind of thinking to be
caught in a closed circle, particularly
when it involves policy formulation in
a conflictual relatiouship betwecn two
nations. “Political realities” are defined,
in large part, m terms of the existing
relaionship between the conflicting
natious; it is not surprising, thereforc,
that political rcalities, so defincd, re-
quire polieies that perpetuate the exist-
ing relationship.

The spccial contribution of a social-
psychological perspective is that it

“fegards any partic'lﬁé'r historical-struc-
tural situation as only one of a range
of possibilities, and that it is concerned
with propositions about the conditions
uuder which differcnt kinds of effccts
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emerge. Let us say, for example, that
wc want to predict how Nation Y is
likely to react to a particular policy
move on the part of Nation X. Typi-
cally, such a prediction would be based
largely on what is known about Nation
Y’s political structure and leadership,
its past behavior, and its relationship to
X. A soeial-psychological analysis, how-
ever, would attempt to identfy the
various conditions—such as those sur-
rounding the projected policy move
and those characterizing the general
relationship between X and Y—on
which the predicted outcome depends.
Such an analysis—by focusing not on
“what rcactions ean bc cxpected,” but
on “what reactions can be expected
ander wbat condibions"—can mare
readily suggest possible ways of chang-
ing outcomes by ehanging the under-
lying conditions. It %oes without saying
that a social-psychological analysis can
never substitute for a political and his-
torical one, but it can complement it in
a unique way. In cootrast to the more
static histarical-structural approaches,
it is set to recognize hypothetical var-
ants of the existing situation, to see
possibiliies for changing it, and to
come up with new policy orientations.

A social-psychological perspeetive
can, thus, help in the development of
alternative policies and innovative
strategies that fail to emerge as long
as our thinking is bound by traditional
assumptions about actions and reactions
in the international arcna, Moreover, a
social-psychalagical perspective would
rcgard the very set of assumptions on
which our international system is cur-
rently built as only onc of a number of
possiblc sets of assumptions, and hence
potentially open to change. Thns, such

-a. perspeetive would .- help in the de-.

velopment of alterpative stitutional
arrangewmcats for the international sys-
tem, characterized by new ideological
orientatians, new types of loyalties, and

new patterns of relationship among
different socicties. The importance of
such contributions to systematic think-
ing abont these problems is particularly
apparent when we recognize thalt we
find ourselves today in a novel world
situation, for whieh there is no ade-
quate historical precedent, and in
which many traditional assumptions
arc no longer relevant.
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