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Abstract

This chapter offers reflections on the present volume from the perspective of someone who has
worked at the interface of social psychology and peace research since the early 1950s. It describes
the involvement of social psychologists in the beginnings of the peace research movement, including
such initiatives as the Research Exchange on the Prevention of War, the Journal of Conflict Resolution,
and the University of Michigan’s Center for Research on Conflict Resolution. The author’s own
theoretical and empirical work and efforts as a scholar-practitioner in conflict resolution over the
years are summarized, to illustrate potential contributions of social psychology to peace research. The
chapter proposes that a major challenge in earlier years was bridging social-psychological approaches
with international relations theory, anchored in political science; by now, social-psychological inputs
are widely accepted in the field. One challenge today is bridging social-psychological research on
peace and conflict—which, as this volume demonstrates, has become a flourishing and recognized
specialization within the discipline—with mainstream social psychology.
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This chapter is not intended to summarize or
integrate the research and the ideas presented in this
volume. Rather, it is an attempt to reflect and com-
ment on the enterprise that this volume represents
from the perspective of someone whose active inter-
est in the interface between social psychology and
peace research goes back some 65 years.'

It is exciting to see how far we have come in the
intervening years, as evidenced by the range of top-
ics, concepts, and methods covered in this volume
and by the rich ideas and the innovative methodolo-
gies that the preceding chapters present. As a matter
of fact, as I shall point out, the volume—rich and
varied as it is—does not even cover the entire range
of work at the interface between social psychology
and peace research. The unique contribution of this
volume is that it focuses on intergroup conflict,

which has been a central topic for social psychology
throughout its history and which is directly at its
point of intersection with the study of peace.

Pioneering Efforts in Peace Psychology

Before turning to my account of the emergence
of the peace research movement in the early 1950s
and my own involvement in it as a social psycholo-
gist, I want to note that there is a longer history
of psychological—including social-psychological—
research and writing on issues of war and peace. The
inaugural issue of Peace and Conflict (published in
February 1995) reprinted William James’s famous
article, “The Moral Equivalent of War” (James,
1910), along with a commentary by Morton
Deutsch (1995), presenting William James as “the
first peace psychologist.”
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The 1940s saw a fair amount of research and
writing that we would characterize as peace psy-
chology today. The Society for the Psychological
Study of Social Issues (SPSSI) had a committee on
the Psychology of War and Peace, which was chaired
by Ross Stagner and included Ralph White, Charles
Osgood, and Ralph Gundlach among its members.
In the early 1940s, Stagner and colleagues published
articles on attitudes toward war, war prevention,
nationalism, and aggression (Stagner, 1942, 1944;
Stagner, Brown, Gundlach, & White, 1942), based
in large part on work done under the auspices of the
SPSSI committee. Other research in this domain
was carried out in the 1940s and even earlier (e.g.,
Droba, 1931).

Several books on psychology and peace were
published in the 1940s, including volumes by
Edward Tolman (1942), Mark May (1943), and
Otto Klineberg (1950). The SPSSI yearbook of
1945, edited by Gardner Murphy, was devoted to
human nature and enduring peace (Murphy, 1945).
Two collections on psychological determinants of
war and peace, edited by Hadley Cantril (1950)
and T. H. Pear (1950), respectively, were published
in 1950. Another product of the 1940s, though
published later, was Theo Lentzs book, Towards
a Science of Peace (Lentz, 1955). This list is by no
means complete; in particular, it does not include
various publications on war and peace written from
a psychoanalytic perspective.

Personal Background

Let me turn now to some personal reminiscences
about my involvement, as a social psychologist, in
the beginnings of the peace research movement.

In the immediate post~-World War II period,
I became active in the American antiwar and
civil rights movements, working within the
Gandhian tradition of nonviolent direct action.
This activism—to get ahead of my chronological
account—continued into later years and reached
its height in the 1950s, when I helped to found
a Baltimore chapter of the Congress of Racial
Equality (CORE). The chapter undertook a cam-
paign to desegregate the lunch counters in the
five-and-ten stores in downtown Baltimore, using
a combination of techniques—sit-ins, picketing,
public education, negotiation with store managers,
and raising the issue at stockholders’ meetings of the
parent corporations—which eventually succeeded.
I later became a field representative for national
CORE; my primary achievement in this role was
to help revitalize the CORE chapter in Los Angeles.
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The Research Exchange on the
Prevention of War

In the spring of 1951—my last semester in grad-
uate school—Arthur Gladstone and I published a
comment in the American Psychologist (Gladstone
& Kelman, 1951), in which we pointed out that
pacifist theory challenges some of the assump-
tions about human behavior that underlie much
of foreign policy, and proposed that psychologists
and other social scientists might fruitfully exam-
ine these assumptions and put them to empirical
test. The comment elicited some positive responses
and expressions of interest, which identified a small
community of scholars—mostly psychologists—
interested in pursuing a peace research agenda. We
organized a meeting at one of the psychological con-
ventions in 1951, at which the decision was made
to establish a modest organization devoted to pro-
moting research on war and peace. The organization
took final shape in 1952 under the name Research
Exchange on the Prevention of War. To the best of
my knowledge, it was the first organized effort in
what soon became the peace research movement, to
which I shall return below.

Over the next few years, the Research Exchange
published the Bulletin of the Research Exchange on
the Prevention of War, edited by Arthur Gladstone;
I'served as book review editor. We organized discus-
sion groups at professional conventions, symposia
that included some prominent figures in the system-
atic study of war and peace (notably Quincy Wright
and Pitirim Sorokin), and two summer workshops
to explore theoretical approaches and research ideas
in the emerging field of peace research. Two of our
symposia were published (Kelman, 1954; Kelman,
Barth, & Hefner, 1955)—the latter, not surpris-
ingly, in SPSSI’s Journal of Social Isues.

A concern of some of us in the Research
Exchange—and especially my own focus dur-
ing those years—was the question of defining the
contribution that social-psychological theory and
research can make to the study of war and peace.
My concluding article in the Journal of Social Issues
publication of our symposium (Kelman, 1955)
entitled “Societal, Attitudinal and Structural Factors
in International Relations,” is an early attempt to
address this issue, showing where social-psycholog-
ical factors fit in a general mapping of the deter-
minants of war and peace. I felt greatly validated
in this effort when Stanley Hoffmann reprinted
this piece in his volume Contemporary Theory in
International Relations (Hoffmann, 1960). Further
validation came with the reprinting of the same

article in a German volume on American contribu-
tions to political science (Krippendorff, 1966). This
was an important achievement, from my point of
view, because it suggested that social-psychological
contributions were taken seriously by political sci-
entists and international relations specialists who,
after all, “owned” the academic study of war and
peace. I shall return to this issue below; I high-
light it here to stress that international relations
theory—mostly the domain of political science—
was a major reference point for social psychologists
seeking to contribute to the study of war and peace
in those years.

The Interface Between Social Psychology
and Peace Research

The starting point of my thinking about the
interface between social psychology and the study
of war and peace was the assumption that war and
peace are in essence societal and intersocietal pro-
cesses. The question then becomes how and where
social psychology, which operates at the level of
individual behavior and social interaction, can con-
tribute to this enterprise.

Thus, in the 1950s and beyond, a major con-
cern for me was the relevance of social-psychological
inputs. Not surprisingly, my concluding chapter in
the SPSSI-sponsored volume, International Behavior:
A Social-Psychological Analysis (Kelman, 1965) was
entitled: “Social-Psychological Approaches to the
Study of International Relations: The Question of
Relevance.”

In a similar vein, I have stressed the need to
specify the points of entry for social-psychological
analysis. Thus, most recently, I wrote that “the
contribution of a social-psychological perspective
to understanding international conflict depends
on identifying the appropriate points of entry for
psychological analysis—those points in a theory of
international relations where social-psychological
propositions may provide particularly relevant levers
for theoretical explanation” (Kelman, 2007a, p. 63).
For example, when international relations theorists
seek to determine the conditions under which deci-
sion makers are likely to pursue more or less risky
options, or the conditions under which public opin-
fon is likely to support aggressive or conciliatory
postures, they are invariably making assumptions
about psychological processes at the individual or
collective level. It is at such points that social-psy-
chological analysis may be particularly useful, since
it is geared to addressing such issues explicitly, criti-
cally, and systematically (Kelman, 2007a, p. 62).



Social-psychological analysis, on its part, must be
cognizant of the multidimensional context in which
these psychological processes are played out.

The issue of how social psychology contributes to
the larger enterprise is also reflected in my entry into
the debate on the level-of-analysis problem in inter-
national relations (see, e.g., Singer, 1961). My focus
was on the role of the individual in international
relations (Kelman, 1970). T argued that analysis at
the level of individuals and the interactions between
individuals can illuminate international politics
at various points—such as foreign-policy deci-
sion making, public opinion in the foreign-policy
process, or personal interactions across national
boundaries. It is essential, however, that the behav-
ior and interaction of individuals are viewed in their
situational, organizational, and societal contexts,
with full cognizance of the constraints they impose
on the actions and interactions of individual actors.

A clear implication of the focus on social psy-
chology’s contribution to the larger enterprise was
that the work, of necessity, had to be interdisciplin-
ary, with special emphasis on links to the disciplines
of international relations and political science.
The interdisciplinary orientation and our starting
assumption that, as students of war and peace, we
are dealing essentially with societal and intersocietal
phenomena to which social-psychological analysis
can make a contribution, are reflected in some of
the topics that we chose to examine: public opin-
ion on foreign-policy issues, foreign-policy decision
making, negotiation and bargaining, cross-national
contacts. 'These topics are well represented in
International Behavior (Kelman, 1965) but, inter-
estingly, not in the present volume. Clearly, social-
psychological work on issues of peace today is not
as closely linked to the disciplines of international
relations and political science as it was in the earlier
years.

Contextual Social Psychology

My analysis of the potential contributions of
social psychology to the study of war and peace and
of international relations more broadly was helped
by my evolving definition of social psychology as the
discipline “concerned with the intersection between
individual behavior and societal-institutional pro-
cesses” (Kelman, 1965, p. 22). In keeping with this
definition, a central focus for social-psychological
analysis is social interaction, where individual and
institutional processes of necessity intersect. Social
interaction can thus be viewed as the level of analy-
sis that is most distinctly social-psychological.

This view of social psychology benefited greatly
from my long discussions about the field with
Thomas Pettigrew during the many years that we
were close colleagues at Harvard University. Tom
Pettigrew coined the term “contextual social psy-
chology” to describe this view of social psychology
(Pettigrew, 1991). Contextual social psychology
systematically studies the behavior and interaction
of individuals in their societal and organizational
context. Not all the work in social psychology
meets this criterion; much of social-psychological
research—whatever else its merits—is decontextu-
alized. What distinguishes the contributions to this
volume, however, is that they are all examples of
contextual social psychology at its best.

Contextual social psychology is in itself an inter-
disciplinary field, anchored in both psychology and
sociology. Moreover, it is—by definition—uniquely
relevant to bridging the psychological and societal
levels of analysis, on which the relevance of social
psychology to the study of war and peace depends.
Psychological analysis of such processes as deci-
sion making or negotiation that is not grounded
in the organizational and societal context in which
they occur is likely to be too abstract to capture
the dynamics of a conflict relationship or efforts to
resolve it.

Development of Peace Research

Let me return to my account of the early years
of the peace research movement and my personal
involvement in it as a social psychologist.

In retrospect, the Research Exchange on the
Prevention of War accomplished quite a bit with its
modest means in a short period of time. I was dis-
appointed, however, by our failure to attract inter-
national relations specialists—who, in my view of
our research agenda, were critical to the success of
the enterprise. I had the opportunity to act on this
concern in 1954-55, when I had the good fortune
of being in the first group of Fellows invited to the
newly established Center for Advanced Study in the
Behavioral Sciences at Stanford University. Though
[ was one of the youngest members of the group,
the collegial, egalitarian atmosphere at the center
enabled me to convene some of my colleagues, to
inform them about the Research Exchange and
solicit their advice on how to broaden its base and
move the enterprise forward.

The group included, among others, the econo-
mist Kenneth Boulding, and the mathematical
biologist Anatol Rapoport—both established schol-
ars in their fields who went on to become leading
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figures in peace research. The group also included
a young British sociologist, Stephen Richardson,
who had brought with him two unpublished book
manuscripts by his late father, Lewis Richardson,
which eventually became prime models for system-
atic, quantitative peace research. Lewis Richardson

was a physicist/astronomer and meteorologist—
and, like Kenneth Boulding, a Quaker. During
his lifetime, only brief reports of his peace-related
work were published, including a chapter, “Threats
and Security” (Richardson, 1950), in Pear’s volume
Psychological Factors of Peace and War (Pear, 1950).
Boulding and Rapoport were much impressed with
the Richardson manuscripts and indeed helped to
get them published (Richardson, 1960a, 1960b).
Lewis Richardson’s work strengthened their con-
viction that mathematical models and quantitative
methods can be applied effectively to the study of
war and peace.

The discussions of the working group that I
convened at the Stanford Center led to the deci-
sion to establish a new interdisciplinary journal that
would replace and expand on the modest Bulletin
of the Research Exchange on the Prevention of War.
We named the new publication Journal of Conflict
Resolution: A Quarterly for Research Related to War
and Peace. We decided to house it at the University
of Michigan because Boulding was on the faculty
there, Rapoport was about to move there, and two
energetic graduate students at the university—Wil-
liam Barth and Robert Hefner—were already put-
ting out the Bulletin of the Research Exchange there.

With the inauguration of the new journal, the
Research Exchange was gradually phased out. The
journal replaced the Bulletin—at a much more
ambitious level—and we concluded that our other
activities could be pursued most effectively under
the auspices of a newly formed SPSSI Committee
on International Relations (see REPW merger with
SPSSI, 1957).

The Journal of Conflict Resolution began publica-
tion in 1957 as the first journal in the emerging field
of peace research. It was guided by an interdisciplin-
ary editorial board, chaired by Kenneth Boulding.
The majority of the members of the original board
were drawn from the University of Michigan fac-
ulty. The editorial work on the journal created an
interdisciplinary community of scholars at the uni-
versity interested in research on issues of war and
peace—including, significantly, several specialists
in the field of international relations. This group
became the nucleus of the Center for Research on
Conflict Resolution at the university. The center was

soon joined by J. David Singer, who later became
known for his Correlates of War project. On a per-
sonal note, I joined the center in 1962, when I came
to the University of Michigan on a joint appoint-
ment between the Department of Psychology and
the Center for Research on Conflict Resolution.

The Research Exchange, the Journal of Conflict
Resolution, and the Center for Research on Conflict
Resolution were part of an emerging peace research
movement in the United States, Canada, and Europe
during the 1950s and 1960s—a movement of
which social psychology was, from the beginning,
a core constituent element. Other organizational
initiatives at the beginnings of the peace research
movement include the Canadian Peace Research
Institute, founded by Hannah Newcombe and David
Newcombe in 1959; the Peace Research Institute in
Oslo, which was conceived by the philosopher Arne
Naess and originally established in 1959, under
the direction of Johan Galtung, as a unit within
the Institute for Social Research; the Polemological
Institute at the University of Groningen, founded
by Bert Réling in 1961; the Peace Research Society
(International), founded through the efforts of Walter
Isard (like Kenneth Boulding, an economist and a
Quaker) and—in 1973—renamed Peace Science
Society (International); the International Peace
Research Association, established in 1964 through
the efforts of John Burton, Elise Boulding, Kenneth
Boulding, Bert Réling, and others; and the Centre
for the Analysis of Conflict, founded by John Burton
in 1966 at the University College of London.

In my analysis, a major impetus to the develop-
ment of the movement in those years came from the
convergence of two strands, loosely corresponding
to two groups of scholars that recognized their inter-
dependence. The first included scholars from fields
outside of international relations—such as econo-
mists, psychologists, anthropologists, or sociolo-
gists, as well as occasional physicists, biologists, or
mathematicians—who were interested in applying
the concepts and methods of their fields to the study
of war and peace because of their strong commit-
ment to peace (as well as the intellectual challenge
of the enterprise). The second included scholars of
international relations—many of whom, of course,
also had strong commitments to peace—who felt
the need to go beyond the traditional approaches
of international law, international organization, and
diplomatic history to develop a scientific basis for
the study of war and peace.

The two strands needed each other in order to
fulfill their potential. The non-IR specialists needed
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the IR specialists in order to legitimize their forays
into areas in which they had not been trained, to
fill in the substantive knowledge they lacked, and to
provide reality testing for their conceptual models.
The IR specialists, in turn, needed their colleagues
from other disciplines as sources of concepts and
methods, as well as validation and encouragement,
which they did not always receive in those days from
their more traditional colleagues. The two groups
thus formed a mutually beneficial coalition that
provided stimulation and legitimization to both.
The interdependence between these two overlap-
ping groups contributed significantly to the vitality
of their joint enterprise.

Personal Efforts at the Interface of Social
Psychology and Peace Research

To illustrate some of the potential early con-
tributions of social psychology to peace research,
I shall briefly describe my own activities, starting in
the 1950s—the activities of one social psychologist,
along with numerous collaborators—at the inter-
face of his discipline with that emerging field. I refer
to my own work because I know it best. There were,
however, quite a few other social psychologists,
whose names appear in this chapter and elsewhere
in this volume, who made significant contributions
to peace research in those early years and beyond.

In the 1950s and 1960s, I continued the effort
to define the contributions of social psychology
to the study of war and peace—an effort that I
had begun within the framework of the Research
Exchange on the Prevention of War, as described
above. The major product of this work was the
SPSSI-sponsored volume, International Behavior, to
which I have already referred—a project that took
shape in 1959, although the book was not pub-
lished until 1965 (Kelman, 1965). International
Behavior was an interdisciplinary enterprise, with
contributions from social psychologists (Harold
Guetzkow,” Irving Janis, Daniel Katz, Dean Pruitt,
Milton Rosenberg, Jack Sawyer, William Scott,
Brewster Smith, and Ralph White) and political
scientists (Chadwick Alger, Karl Deutsch, Harold
Lasswell, Richard Merritt, Ithiel de Sola Pool, James
Robinson, and Richard Snyder), as well as one
anthropologist (Robert LeVine) and one sociologist
(Anita Mishler).

The chapters of International Behavior were
grouped in two parts: “National and International
Images” and “Processes of Interaction in
International Relations.” It should be noted that
both of these themes were interdisciplinary: Each

of the two sections included chapters written by
social psychologists and chapters written by politi-
cal scientists. I wrote the introductory chapter
(“Social-Psychological Approaches to the Study
of International Relations: Definition of Scope’)
and the concluding chapter (“Social-Psychological
Approaches to the Study of International Relations:
The Question of Relevance”), to which I have already
referred. The volume brought together much of the
theory and research on the social-psychological
dimensions of international relations available at
the time. It became an important text for students
in international relations around the world, often
required as background reading for their doctoral
exams. It was better known among international-
relations (IR) scholars than among my fellow social
psychologists.

International Behavior clearly contributed to my
standing within the IR community, as evidenced by
my election to the presidency of the International
Studies Association (1977-78) and my appoint-
ment (in 1976) to the core faculty of the Center for
International Affairs (now the Weatherhead Center
for International Affairs) at Harvard University,
which has continued to serve to this day as the base
of my conflict-resolution work, to which T shall
return in the next section. It has always been clear
to my IR colleagues that my core professional iden-
tity remains that of a social psychologist—but as
a social psychologist who has done his homework
in IR and who understands the difference between
the psychological level of analysis and the systemic
level at which IR theory mostly operates. My accep-
tance within the IR community has not only been
an important source of validation, as I mentioned
carlier in this chapter, but it has also had valu-
able practical implications. In particular, basing
my conflict-resolution work at Harvard’s Center
for International Affairs over the past 35 years has
provided me with important contacts—crucial to
the effort—as well as with an important degree of
legitimacy.

Over the years, I have also been engaged in sev-
eral empirical research programs at the interface
of social psychology and peace research. During
the late 1950s and the 1960s, a major focus of my
work was research on international educational and
cultural exchanges. Within an IR framework, this
line of research reflects the functionalist approach
to international relations pioneered by David
Mitrany (1943). A functionalist approach starts
with the proposition that many of the social and
economic needs of the world population can best
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be met through functional institutions that can
cut across national lines. Within social psychol-
ogy, it is linked to the study of intergroup contact,
which goes back to the writings of Gordon Allport
(1954), has been subjected to extensive research
(see Pettigrew, 1998; Pettigrew & Tropp, 2011),
and is the focus of Hewstone and Wagner’s chapter
in the present volume. One of our studies explored
the impact of a year in the United States on the
national, professional, and personal images of stu-
dents from the Scandinavian countries (Bailyn &
Kelman, 1962; Kelman & Bailyn, 1962; Mishler,
1965). Another study evaluated the impact of an
intensive exchange program for broadcasting spe-
cialists from 16 countries around the world, who
spent 4 months in the United States (Kelman &
Fzekiel, 1970; see also Kelman, 1975, for a theo-
retical analysis of the effects of international inter-
changes more generally). At the most general level,
some of our research has shown that the changes in
attitude toward the host society are more often at
the cognitive than at the affective level, taking the
form of more complex and differentiated images of
the society. In keeping with the contact hypothesis,
positive change depended very much on the nature
of the exchange experience, such as the extent to
which it provided opportunities for equal-status
contact.

In the 1960s and 1970s, a major focus of my
work was the study of nationalism, national identity,
and the relationship of individuals to the national
political system (Kelman, 1969; see also Kelman,
1997b). My earliest research in this area was car-
ried out in the 1960s in collaboration with Daniel
Katz and colleagues at the University of Michigan
(DeLamater, Katz, & Kelman, 1969; Katz, Kelman,
& Flacks, 1964; Katz, Kelman, & Vassiliou, 1970).
In the 1970s, as part of the research that was later
published in Crimes of Obedience (Kelman &
Hamilton, 1989), Lee Hamilton and 1, in close col-
laboration with Frederick D. Miller and later also
with John D. Winkler, developed scales to measure
three types of political orientation—rule orienta-
tion, role orientation, and value orientation; and
two types of political attachment—sentimental
and instrumental—that cross-cut the political ori-
entations and represent two fundamental sources
of legitimacy of the political system. This line of
research is represented in Christopher Cohrs’s chap-
ter on destructive ideologies and Sonia Roccas’s
chapter on group identity in the present volume.

In the 1970s and 1980s, an important focus of
my work was on international crimes—genocide,

massacre, torture (Kelman, 1973; see also Kelman,
2005a, and Kelman, 2009b, for more recent exten-
sions). My analysis starts with identification of three
social  processes—authorization, routinization,
and dehumanization—that help people overcome
the moral restraints against participation in such
crimes. In the present volume, closely related social
processes are discussed in the chapter by Susan
Opotow on moral exclusion and disengagement and
in the Bar-Tal and Hammack chapter on delegiti-
mization and justification of harm. Our empirical
research in this area—carried out in collaboration
with Lee Hamilton—began with a national sur-
vey in the United States on public reactions to the
trial and conviction of Lieutenant Calley for the
My Lai massacre in Vietnam. It continued with a
subsequent survey of people’s conceptions of per-
sonal responsibility for actions taken in response
to superior orders. One of our interests was in the
effect of political orientation (briefly mentioned in
the preceding paragraph) on people’s view of pet-
sonal responsibility in the face of superior orders.
The work culminated in the publication of Crimes
of Obedience: Toward a Social Psychology of Authority
and Responsibility (Kelman & Hamilton, 1989).

All three of these lines of research drew conceptu-
ally on my earlier work on processes of social influ-
ence (Kelman, 1958, 1961), going back to the days
when I was still a mainstream experimental social
psychologist (see Kelman, 2006, for a review of the
extensions of the original model).

Interactive Problem-Solving

A significant turning point in my work occurred
in 1966, when I met John Burton and learned about
the approach that he called controlled communica-
tion at the time: an unofficial third-party approach
to the resolution of international and intercommu-
nal conflicts that he had been developing and was
beginning to apply (Burton, 1969). John Burton
was a highly innovative IR scholar who, at the time
I first met him, had just established the Centre for
the Analysis of Conflict at the University College of
London, to which I referred above. I later learned
that his first degree was in psychology, which helps
to explain (in part) his emphasis on perceptual pro-
cesses and human needs. He had been a high-level
Australian diplomat, who disagreed with the thrust
of his government’s foreign policy in the immediate
post—World Wiar II period and chose to pursue an
academic career.

I had read and appreciated some of Burton’
writings, but I was particularly excited about his
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recent ventures into unofficial diplomacy. It imme-
diately struck me that he was putting into practice
the social-psychological approach to international
relations that I had been exploring theoretically.
I enthusiastically accepted his invitation to par-
ticipate as a member of the third-party team in an
exercise on the Cyprus conflict that he organized in
London in the fall of 1966.

Since then, I have increasingly devoted my
efforts to developing and applying the approach
that John Burton pioneered. I soon began to write
about problem-solving workshops in international
conflict (Kelman, 1972) and—at the time of the
Arab-Israeli war of 1967—began to think about
applying the approach to the Middle East conflict.
I conducted my first Israeli-Palestinian workshop
in 1971, in collaboration with Stephen Cohen,
and—at the time of the Arab-Israeli war of 1973—
made a commitment to place this work at the top of
my agenda, where it has remained ever since.

I have come to use the term “interactive prob-
lem-solving” to describe our approach (Kelman,
2002; see also Kelman, 2008). It is a form of unoffi-
cial diplomacy, directly derived from John Burton’s
model, and anchored in social-psychological prin-
ciples. I have worked primarily with political influ-
entials who are not currently in official positions.
The unofficial, academic, and confidential context
in which they meet enables them to enter into the
perspective of the other side and to develop new
ideas and explore new options in an interactive
process. My students and associates have applied
the approach to a number of international and
intercommunal conflicts around the globe. My own
work over the years has focused primarily—though
not exclusively—on the Israeli-Palestinian conflict.
In the present volume, interactive problem-solving
is very ably represented in the chapter by Tamra
Pearson d’Estrée—one of my doctoral students who
has gone on to make significant and original con-
tributions to the application, extension, and evalu-
ation of the approach (see, inter alia, d’Estrée &
Babbitt, 1998; d’Estrée et al., 2001), starting with
her doctoral dissertation (Pearson, 1990). Closely
related concepts and issues are addressed in this vol-
ume in the chapter on dialogue by Ratnesh Nagda,
the chapter on reconciliation by Arie Nadler, and
the Christie and Louis chapter on intervention.

[ view interactive problem-solving as an approach
that is quintessentially social-psychological in that
it is designed to promote changes at the societal
level—in public opinion, political culture, national
policy—through interaction between individuals

in small group settings. In our practice, social-
psychological concepts inform both the process
and the content of interaction in problem-solving
workshops, which are the major tools of interactive
problem-solving. The process is designed to encout-
age active listening, joint thinking, and the devel-
opment of working trust. The content addresses
collective needs and fears, perceptions of self and
other, national narratives and identities, and conflict
norms.

We make it very clear that problem-solving
workshops are not negotiations. They are completely
unofficial, academically based events. Typically, the
participants are politically involved and influen-
tial members of their respective communities, but
not sitting officials. Although not negotiating ses-
sions, workshops can contribute to negotiation at
its various stages, by creating inputs into the policy
process and the public debate and helping to pro-
mote changes in the political cultures of the con-
flicting societies (Kelman, 2005¢, 2008). To assess
the potential contributions of interactive problem-
solving, we have to define the appropriate points of
entry of such an unofficial, social-psychologically
anchored approach into the larger conflict system—
just as I have proposed earlier in this chapter that we
need to identify the appropriate points of entry of
social-psychological analysis into a broader theory
of international relations.

My Middle East work has involved extensive
travel in the region, conversations with political
leaders (see, e.g., Kelman, 1983), dozens of prob-
lem-solving workshops with political influentials
from the conflicting communities, and three Israeli-
Palestinian working groups that have met over a
period of several years (including a group that is cur-
rently meeting at periodic intervals) to explore the
two sides’ perspectives on the conflict and jointly
develop ideas for resolving it (or specific issues within
it). These experiences, which can be described as a
combination of field research and action research,
have informed my writings about international con-
flict and conflict resolution in general (e.g., Kelman,
2007a), as well as about the Israeli-Palestinian con-
flict and the possibilities for resolving it in particular.
I have used the Israeli-Palestinian conflict as my case
study in theoretical writings about the role of vari-
ous social-psychological concepts in the analysis and
resolution of international conflicts, such as human
needs (e.g., Kelman, 1990), identity (e.g., Kelman,
2001), attitudes (e.g., Kelman, 2007b), trust (e.g.,
Kelman, 2005b), group processes (e.g., Kelman,
1997a), and coalition formation (e.g., Kelman,
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1993). Some of my publications about the Israeli-
Palestinian conflict—both in journal aricles (e.g.,
Kelman, 1978, 1982a, 1982b, 1985, 1987, 1998,
2007¢, 2009¢) and in newspaper opinion pieces—
constitute my particular version of policy analysis,
drawing on my background as a social psychologist
and peace rescarcher and on my experiences as a
scholar-practitioner.

“Scholar-practitioner” is the term that my col-
leagues and I have come to use in describing our role
in conflict analysis and resolution. One of the most
satisfying aspects of my career has been the oppor-
tunity to contribute to the development of a cadre
of scholar-practitioners through my work with my
students across the years. With the support of the
Hewlett Foundation, my students, associates, and
I established a Program on International Conflict
Analysis and Resolution (PICAR) at Harvard’s
Weatherhead Center for International Affairs,
which—over a 10-year period (1993-2003)—was
devoted to research, practice, and training in inter-
active problem-solving and related approaches. My
students have gone on to elaborate the model that I
have helped to develop, to explore its social-psycho-
logical foundations, to apply it to various identity-
group conflicts around the world, and to undertake
research to evaluate it.

The scholar-practitioner model, in my experi-
ence, has meant not only that social-psychological
theory and research have informed our theory of
practice, but that the practice has provided major
inputs into our theoretical work (as well as into pol-
icy analysis and recommendations). My experience
supports Lewin’s (1951, p. 169) famous dictum,
which I have paraphrased to propose “that there
is nothing so conducive to theoretical insight as
reflective application and practice, and nothing so
practical as a good theory” (Kelman, 2004, p. 263).
The second and most-often quoted part of this dic-
tum (which uses Lewin’s original language) matches
the experience that my colleagues and 1 have had
in the development and application of interactive
problem-solving:  Social-psychological concepts,
propositions, and findings have provided a coherent
framework and a rich source of ideas for formulat-
ing the microprocess of problem-solving workshops
and its place in the macroprocess of conflict resolu-
tion. Our experience also supports the first half of
the proposition, in that our practice has enriched
our theoretical thinking, not only about conflict
and conflict resolution, but also about some basic
social-psychological concepts and processes. Thus,
for example, I learned from my experiences as a

scholar-practitioner that it may be analytically use-
ful at times to separate the positive and negative
evaluations of an attitude object (cf,, Cacioppo &
Berntson, 1994), rather than think about an attitude
as a single point on a bipolar scale (Kelman, 2007b);
that what I have called working trust—in contrast to
interpersonal trust—is likely to increase if the other
is perceived as acting out of his or her own interest
(Kelman, 2005b); and that certain elements of col-
lective identity can be and often are negotiated with
others who are affected by that identity (Kelman,
1997¢, 2001).

In expressing my obvious enthusiasm for the
scholar-practitioner model, I do not wish to sug-
gest that it represents the only way to contribute to
scholarship or to practice in the areas of intergroup
conflict. It is certainly possible to be a competent,
thoughtful, and even innovative practitioner with-
out pursuing a scholarly agenda; and it is possible to
make creative contributions to theory and research
in the field without engaging in conflict resolution
practice. Working within the scholar-practitioner
model is probably necessary to developing and refin-
ing an appropriate theory of practice. Beyond that,
scholar-practitioners can draw on their scholarship
to improve their practice and adapt it to changing
circumstances; and they can draw on their practice
to develop new theoretical insights about conflict
and its resolution, as well as other social phenom-
ena. For me and most of my students and associates,
of course, the scholar-practitioner model allows us
to combine two roles, both of which we value.

Conclusion

In conclusion, I return to my observation at the
beginning of this chapter that the present volume,
in all of its exciting and often inspiring richness and
diversity, does not cover the entire range of work at
the interface of social psychology and peace research.
Certain topics that were central to scholars work-
ing at that interface in earlier days—as evidenced,
for example, by the contributions to nternational
Behavior (Kelman, 1965) or to Ralph White’s col-
lection on Psychology and the Prevention of Nuclear
War (White, 1986)—are not featured in the present
volume. These include such topics as public opinion
in the foreign-policy process; foreign-policy deci-
sion making; political leadership; negotiation, bar-
gaining, and mediation; mirror images in conflict;
deterrence; and arms races and conflict escalation.
By the same token, in contrast to the broader inter-
disciplinary roster of the earlier volumes, most of the
contributors to the present volume are card-carrying
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social psychologists. This is entirely in keeping with
the design of the volume, which focuses on how
conflict is construed and experienced by individu-
als and groups living with conflict, rather than on
the impact of social-psychological factors on foreign
policy and on the macroprocesses of international
relations.

The relative absence in the present volume of
some of the topics that were central to earlier work
at the interface of social psychology and peace
research does not mean that these topics and their
social-psychological dimensions are no longer on
the research agenda. First of all, the social-psycho-
logical dimensions of international relations have
increasingly become part of the conceptual reper-
toire of IR scholars based in political science (see,
among numerous other examples, Jervis, 1976;
Jervis, Lebow, & Stein, 1985; Levy, 1992). Second,
work along these lines continues to be part of the
agenda of the field of political psychology, which
began to emerge in the early 1970s. Work on many
of the topics that I have listed—such as decision
making and public opinion in the foreign-policy
process—is represented at the meetings and in the
publications of the International Society of Political
Psychology, an interdisciplinary organization, whose
members are mostly political scientists and social
psychologists. It is also represented in the meet-
ings and publications of such organizations as the
International Association of Conflict Management,
the International Studies Association, and the
International Peace Research Association—all inter-
disciplinary organizations, including varying num-
bers of social psychologists in their memberships.

In noting the relative absence of some of the
eatlier topics in the present volume I am also not
suggesting that the contributors to this volume
are less interdisciplinary in their orientations. This
is clearly not the case. Many of the contributors
would identify themselves as political psychologists
and are active members of the International Society
of Political Psychology and other interdisciplinary
organizations. Indeed, as contextual social psychol-
ogists, they are of necessity—if not by definition—
interdisciplinary in their orientations.

The difference in emphasis between the present
volume and the early efforts at the interface between
social psychology and peace research can be under-
stood, I believe, in terms of differences in the stage
of development of the field and the problematics
confronted by its practitioners. A half century or so
ago, social psychologists who wanted to contribute
to peace research had to step outside of the field in

which we were firmly anchored and to demonstrate
to the specialists in issues of war and peace (as well
as to ourselves) that we had something of value to
offer. The challenge for us—to which I have alluded
several times in this chapter—was to bridge social-
psychological approaches with IR theory and politi-
cal science, the discipline in which the study of war
and peace is primarily anchored.

Today, social-psychological ~concepts and
methods are widely accepted among IR scholars.
Furthermore, social-psychological peace research
has become—or is on its way to becoming—a recog-
nized area of specialization within social psychology,
just as peace psychology is increasingly becoming a
recognized specialty within the mother discipline of
psychology (Cohrs & Boehnke, 2008; Vollhardt &
Bilali, 2008). One challenge for social psycholo-
gists working in this field today is to bridge social-
psychological peace research with mainstream social
psychology, including its experimental tradition.
This is the challenge that the present volume has
undertaken and that it has superbly met.

Notes

1. Some portions of this chapter are taken or adapted from
an article published in Peace Psychology: Newsletter of the Society
for the Study of Peace, Conflict, and Violence (Kelman, 2009a) and
are used here by permission of the editor.

2. Harold Guetzkow could be listed among both social psy-
chologists and political scientists. His doctorate and his early
research were in social psychology, but he retrained himself
in international relations and became a major contributor to
research and teaching in that field. He is probably best known for
his leading role in the development of the Inter-Nation Simula-

tion, which has been an important tool in research and teaching
in the field (Guetzkow et al., 1963).

References

Allport, G. W. (1954). The nature of prejudice. Reading, MA:
Addison—Wesley.

Bailyn, L., & Kelman, H. C. (1962). The effects of a year's expe-
rience in America on the self-image of Scandinavians: A pre-
liminary analysis of reactions to a new environment. Journal
of Social Issues, 18(1), 30—40.

Burton, J. W. (1969). Conflict and communication: The use of
controlled communication in international relations. London:
Macmillan.

Cacioppo, J. T., & Berntson, G. G. (1994). Relationship between
attitudes and evaluation space: A critical review, with
emphasis on separability of positive and negative substrates,
Psychological Bulletin, 115, 401-423.

Cantril, H. (Ed.). (1950). Ténsions that cause wars. Urbana:
University of Illinois Press.

Cohrs, J. C., & Boehnke, K. (2008). Social psychology and peace:
An introductory overview. Social Psychology, 39(1), 4-11.
Delamater, J., Katz, D., & Kelman, H. C. (1969). On the
nature of national involvement: A preliminary study. Journal

of Conflict Resolution, 11, 320-357.

370 SOCIAL PSYCHOLOGY AND THE STUDY OF PEACE

d’Estrée, T. P,
making: ]
solving we

d’Estrée, T. P,
Changing
efforts. NV

Deutsch, M. (
Peace and

Droba, D. D
pacifism.
141-153.

Gladstone, A.
gists. Ame

Guetzkow, F
Snyder, R
Englewoc

Hoffmann, §
tional rels

James, W. (1
Conciliat

Jervis, R. (1
politics. P

Jervis, R, Le
deterrence

Katz, D., Kel
Some hy,
in Amet
Papers, 1,

Katz, D., Kel
approach

(Internat
Kelman, H.
war preve
2(3), 7~
Kelman, H. (
internati
Kelman, H.
ization: "
Resolutio
Kelman, H.
Opinion
Kelman, H.
Ppyycholog
Kelman, H:
national
legitima
foreign p
Kelman, H.
relations
ations. |
Kelman, H.
flict res
internat
Illinois |
Kelman, H
Reflecti
Journal
Kelman, H
tributio
Compar
Kelman, H
prerequ
3(1), 16




-and to demonstrate
ir and peace (as well
mething of value to
vhich I have alluded
vas to bridge social-
R theory and politi-
ich the study of war
!
| concepts and
imong IR scholars.
cal peace research
becoming—a recog-
n social psychology,
asingly becoming a
nother discipline of
2008; Vollhardt &
or social psycholo-
is to bridge social-
1 mainstream social
rimental tradition.
resent volume has
bly met.

taken or adapted from
Newsletter of the Society
ce (Kelman, 2009a) and

among both social psy-
loctorate and his early
t he retrained himself
. major contributor to
robably best known for
e Inter-Nation Simula-
n research and teaching

ejudice. Reading, MA:

effects of a year’s expe-
f Scandinavians: A pre-
v environment. Journal

munication: The use of
onal relations. London:

. Relationship between
critical review, with
nd negative substrates.

¢ cause wars. Urbana:

psychology and peace:
ology, 39(1), 4-11.

. C. (1969). On the
iminary study. Journal

d’Estrée, T. P, & Babbit, E. (1998). Women and the art of peace-
making: Data from Israeli-Palestinian interactive problem-
solving workshops. Political Psychology 19, 185-209.

d’Estrée, T. B, Fast, L. A., Weiss, ]. N., & Jakobsen, M. S. (2001).
Changing the debate about “success” in conflict resolution
efforts. Negotiation Journal, 17, 101-113.

Deutsch, M. (1995). William James: The first peace psychologist.
Peace and Conflict: Journal of Peace Psychology, 1, 17-26.
Droba, D. D. (1931). Effect of various factors on militarism-
pacifism. Journal of Abnormal and Social Psychology, 26,

141-153.

Gladstone, A. 1., & Kelman, H. C. (1951). Pacifists vs. psycholo-
gists. American Psychologist, 6, 127128,

Guerzkow, H., Alger, C. E, Brody, R. A, Noel, R. C., &
Snyder, R. C. (1963). Simulation in international relations.
Englewood Cliffs, NJ: Prentice-Hall,

Hoffmann, S. H. (Ed.). (1960). Contemporary theory in interna-
tional relations. Englewood Cliffs, NJ: Prentice—Hall,

James, W. (1910). The moral equivalent of war. International
Conciliation, 27, 3-20.

Jervis, R. (1976). Perception and misperception in international
politics, Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press.

Jervis, R., Lebow, R. N, & Stein, J. G. (1985). Psychology and
deterrence. Baltimore: Johns Hopkins University Press.

Katz, D., Kelman, H. C., & Flacks, R. (1964). 'The national role:
Some hypotheses about the relation of individuals to nation
in America today. Peace Research Society (International)
Papers, 1, 113-127.

Katz, D., Kelman, H. C., & Vassiliou, D. (1970). A comparative
approach to the scudy of nationalism. Peace Research Society
(International) Papers, 14, 1-13.

Kelman, H. C. (Ed.). (1954). Relevance of social research to
war prevention—A symposium. Journal of Human Relations,
2(3), 7-22.

Kelman, H. C. (1955). Societal, attitudinal and structural factors in
international relations. Journal of Social Issues, 11(1), 42-56.
Kelman, H. C. (1958). Compliance, identification, and internal-
ization: Three processes of attitude change. fournal of Conflict

Resolution, 2, 51-60,

Kelman, H. C. (1961). Processes of opinion change. Public
Opinion Quarterly, 25, 57-78.

Kelman, H. C. (Ed.). (1965). International behavior: A social-
psychological analysis. New York: Holt, Rinehart and Winston,

Kelman, H. C. (1969). Patterns of personal involvement in the
national system: A social-psychological analysis of political
legitimacy. In J. N. Rosenau (Ed.), Jnsernational politics and
Jforeign policy (Rev. ed., pp. 276-288). New York: Free Press.

Kelman, H. C. (1970). 'The role of the individual in international
relations: Some conceptual and methodological consider-
ations. Journal of International Affairs, 24, 1-17.

Kelman, H. C. (1972). The problem—solving workshop in con-
flict resolution. In R. L. Merritt (Ed.), Communication in
international politics (pp. 168-204). Urbana: University of
Ilinois Press.

Kelman, H. C. (1973). Violence without moral restraint:
Reflections on the dehumanization of victims and victimizers,
Journal of Social Issues, 29(4), 25-61.

Kelman, H. C. (1975). International interchanges: Some con-
tributions from theories of attitude change. Studies in
Comparative International Development, 10(1), 83-99.

Kelman, H. C. (1978). Israelis and Palestinians: Psychological
prerequisites for mutual acceptance. International Security,
3(1), 162-186.

Kelman, H. C. (1982a). Creating the conditions for Istaeli-
Palestinian negotiations. Journal of Conflict Resolution, 26,
39-75.

Kelman, H. C. (1982b). Talk with Arafat. Foreign Policy, No. 49,
119-139.

Kelman, H. C. (1983). Conversations with Arafat: A social-
psychological assessment of the prospects for Isracli-Palestinian
peace. American Psychologist, 38, 203-216.

Kelman, H. C. (1985). Overcoming the psychological barrier:
An analysis of the Egyptian-Israeli peace process. Negotiation
Journal, 1(3), 213-234,

Kelman, H. C. (1987). The political psychology of the Israeli-
Palestinian conflict: How can we overcome the bartiers to a
negotiated solution? Political Psycholagy 8(3), 347-363.

Kelman, H. C. (1990). Applying a human needs perspective
to the practice of conflict resolution: The Isracli-Palestinian
case. In J. Burton (Ed.), Conflict: Human needs theory
(pp- 283-297). New York: St. Martin’s Press.

Kelman, H. C. (1993). Coalitions across conflict lines: The
interplay of conflicts within and between the Israeli and
Palestinian communities. In S. Worchel & J. Simpson (Eds.),
Conflict berween people and groups (pp. 236-258). Chicago:
Nelson-Hall,

Kelman, H. C. (1997a). Group processes in the resolution
of international conflicts: Experiences from the Israeli-
Palestinian case. American Psychologist, 52, 212-220.

Kelman, H. C. (1997b). Nationalism, patriotism, and national
identity: Social-psychological dimensions. In D. Bar-Tal &
E. Staub (Eds.), Patriotism in the life of individuals and nations
(pp. 165-189). Chicago: Nelson—Hall,

Kelman, H. C. (1997c). Negotiating national identity and self-
determination in ethnic conflicts: The choice between plural-
ism and ethnic cleansing. Negotiation Journal, 13, 327-340.

Kelman, H. C, (1998). Building a sustainable peace: The limits
of pragmatism in the Israeli-Palestinian negotiations. Journal
of Palestine Studies, 28(1), 36-50.

Kelman, H. C. (2001). The role of national identity in con-
flice resolution: Experiences from Israeli-Palestinian prob-
lem-solving workshops. In R. D. Ashmore, L. Jussim, &
D. Wilder (Eds.), Social identity, intergroup conflict, and
conflict reduction (pp. 187-212). Oxford: Oxford University
Press.

Kelman, H. C. (2002). Interactive problem solving: Informal
mediation by the scholar-practitioner. In J. Bercovitch (Ed.),
Studies in international mediation: Essays in honor of Jeffiey Z.
Rubin (pp. 167-193). New York: Palgrave Macmillan.

Kelman, H. C. (2004). Continuity and change: My life as a social
psychologist. In A. H. Eagly, R. M. Baron, & V. L. Hamilton
(Eds.), 7he social psychology of group identity and social conflict:
Theory, application, and practice (pp. 233-275). Washington,
DC: American Psychological Association.

Kelman, H. C. (2005a). The policy context of torture: A social-
psychological analysis. International Review of the Red Cross,
87(857), 123134,

Kelman, H. C. (2005b). Building trust among enemies: The cen-
tral challenge forinternational conflict resolution. Insernational

Journal of Intercultural Relations, 29(6), 639-650.

Kelman, H. C. (2005c). Interactive problem solving in the
Israeli-Palestinian case. In R. J. Fisher (Ed.), Laving the way:
Contributions of interactive conflict resolution to peacemaking
(pp. 41~63). Lanham, MD: Lexington Books.

Kelman, H. C. (2006). Interests, relationships, identities: Three
central issues for individuals and groups in negotiating

KELMAN 371

*>—




their social environment. In S. T. Fiske, A. E. Kazdin, &
D. L. Schacter (Eds.), Annual Review of Psychology (Vol. 57,
pp. 1-26). Palo Alto, CA: Annual Reviews.

Kelman, H. C. (2007a). Social-psychological dimensions of
international conflict. In I. W, Zartman (Ed.), Peacemaking
in international conflict: Methods and techniques (Rev. ed.,
pp. 61-107). Washington, DC: US Institute of Peace Press.

Kelman, H. C. (2007b). The Israeli-Palestinian peace process
and its vicissitudes: Insights from attitude theory. American
Psychologist, 62(4), 287-303.

Kelman, H. C. (2007c¢). Israeli-Palestinian peace: Inching toward
and looking beyond negotiations. Middle East Policy, 14(3),
29-40.

Kelman, H. C. (2008). Evaluating the contributions of interac-
tive problem solving to the resolution of ethnonational con-
flicts. Peace and Conflict: Journal of Peace Psychology, 14(1),
29-60.

Kelman, H. C. (2009a). The beginnings of peace psychology: A
personal account. Peace Psychology Newsletter of the Society
Jor the Study of Peace, Conflict, and Violence: Peace Psychology
Division of the American Psychological Association, 18(2),
15-18.

Kelman, H. C. (2009b). The policy context of international
crimes. In A. Nollkaemper & H. van der Wilt (Eds.), System
criminality in international law (pp. 26-41). Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press.

Kelman, H. C. (2009c). Negotiating a historic compro-
mise: New opportunities in the Israeli-Palestinian peace
process. In M. Salinas & H. Abu Rabi (Eds.), Resolving the
Isracli-Palestinian  conflict: Perspectives on the peace process
(pp. 73-91). Amherst, NY: Cambria Press.

Kelman, H. C., & Bailyn, L. (1962). Effects of cross-cultural
experience on national images: A study of Scandinavian stu-
dents in America. fournal of Conflict Resolution, 6, 319-334.

Kelman, H. C., Barth, W., & Hefner, R. (Eds.). (1955). Research
approaches to the study of war and peace. Journal of Social
Issues, 11(1), 1-57.

Kelman, H. C., & Ezekiel, R. S., with Kelman, R. B. (1970).
Cross-national encounters: The personal impact of an exchange
program for broadcasters. San Francisco: Jossey-Bass.

Kelman, H. C., & Hamilton, V. L. (1989). Crimes of obedience:
Toward a social psychology of authority and responsibility. New
Haven, CT: Yale University Press.

Klineberg, O. (1950). Tensions affecting international under-
standing. New York: Social Science Research Council.

Krippendorff, E. (Ed.). (1966). Political science: Amerikanische
Beitriige  zur  Politikwissenschafi. Tibingen, Germany:
Mohr-Siebeck.

Lentz, T. E (1955). Towards a science of peace. London: Halcyon
Press.

Levy, J. S. (1992). Prospect theory and international relations:
Theoretical applications and analytical problems. Political
Psychology 13, 283-310.

Lewin, K. (1951). Field theory in social science: Selected theoretical
papers. New York: Harper.

May, M. A. (1943). A social psychology of war and peace. New
Haven, CT: Yale University Press.

Mishler, A. L. (1965). Personal contact in international
exchanges. In H. C. Kelman (Ed.), International bebavior: A
social-psychological analysis (pp. 550-561). New York: Holt,
Rinehart and Winston,

Mitrany, D. (1943). A working peace system. London: Royal
Institute of International Affairs,

Murphy, G. (Bd.). (1945). Human nature and enduring peace.
Boston: Houghton Mifflin.

Pear, T. H. (Ed.). (1950). Pyychological factors of peace and war.
London: Hutchinson.

Pearson, T. (1990). The role of “Symbolic gestures” in intergroup
conflict resolution: Addressing group identity (PhD disserta-
tion). Harvard University, Cambridge, MA.

Pettigrew; T. F. (1991). Toward unity and bold theory: Popperian
suggestions for two persistent problems of social psychol-
ogy. In C. W. Stephan, W. G. Stephan, & T. E Pettigrew
(Eds.), e future of social psychology (pp. 13-27). New York:
Springer-Verlag,

Pettigrew, T. E. (1998). Intergroup contact theory. Annual Review
of Psychology, 49, 65-85.

Pettigrew, T. F, & Tropp, L. R. (2011). When groups meet: The
dynamics of intergroup consact. New York: Psychology Press.

REPW merger with SPSSI. (1957, February). Society for the
Pyychological Study of Social Issues Newsletter, pp. 1 and 3.

Richardson, L. E (1950). Threats and security. In T. H. Pear
(Ed.), Psychological factors of peace and war (pp. 219-235).
London: Hutchinson.

Richardson, L. E. (1960a). Statistics of deadly quarrels. Pittsburgh,
PA: Boxwood Press.

Richardson, L. E (1960b). Arms and insecurity. Chicago:
Quadrangle Books.

Singer, J. D. (1961). The level-of-analysis problem is interna-
tional relations. In K. Knorr & S. Verba (Eds.), Zhe interna-
tional system: Theoretical essays (pp. 77-92). Princeton, NJ:
Princeton University Press.

Stagner, R. (1942). Some factors related to war, 1938, Journal of
Social Psychology, 16, 131-142,

Stagner, R. (1944). Studies of aggressive social attitudes. Journal
of Social Psychology, 20, 109-140.

Stagner, R., Brown, J. E, Gundlach, R. H., & White, R. K,
(1942). A survey of public opinion on the prevention of war.
Journal of Social Psychology, 16, 109-130.

Tolman, E. C. (1942). Drives toward war. New York: Appleton-
Century.

Vollhards, J. K., & Bilali, R. (2008). Social psychology’s contri-
bution to the psychological study of peace. Social Psychology
39(1), 12-25.

White, R. K. (Ed.). (1986). Pyychology and the prevention of nuclear
war: A book of readings. New York: New York University Press.

372 SOCIAL PSYCHOLOGY AND THE STUDY OF PEACE

A
Abecassis, A., 11€
Aboriginal redrest
316, 318,
action asymmetri
dialogue).
action identificat
Adams, G., 186,
Adorno, T. W, 3
Adwan, S., 44
affect, and the in
162-164
affective asymme
dialogue)
student experi
affirmation intert
intergrou
181, 186
Afghanistan wars
Afrikaners (in So
of black |
Agenda for Peace
236, 262
agenda setting, f
solving,
Ajdukovic, D., 2
Alexander, James
Alford, J. R., 67
alliance building
214-215
Allport, G. W., 2
258, 297
hypothes
Alternative Disp
(ADR), :
American Psychol
American Thank
glorificat
memoric
Amery, Jean, 30+
analytical asymn
dialogue
student exper
Andrighetto, L.,



