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The Dimensionality of Nations Project
Department of Political Science
University of Hawaii

U.S. FOREIGN RELATIOQUS:
CONFLICT, COOPERATION, AliD ATTRIBUTE DISTANCES#*

ABLSTRACT

The foreign relations of the United States is considered in terms of
six hypotheses based on (1) the linkage "pre-theory" of James Rosenau, (2)
the social status theory of Johan Galtung, (3) the distance theory of
Quincy Wright, (4) the power transition theory of A. F. K. Organski, (5)
the integration-regional findings of Bruce Russett, and (6) propositions
about geographic distance.

These hypothesecs are linked together by the notion of a distance
vector, interpreted in terms of the constructs of "attribute space," 'be-
havior space,”" and "dyads," and developed within a geometric framework
called field theory.

To test this field theory and hypotheses subsumed by it, data on
nineteen foreign relations and actions of the U.S., ranging from tourists
and treaties to negative communications and sanctions, toward 81 object
nations were correlated (using canonical analysis) with the distances
between the U.S. and other nations on economic development, size or power
bases, political orientation, socio-cultural dimensions, and geographic
distance.

The general results support the "pre-theory" of Rosenau, the status
theory of Galtung, anu an emphacis on homogeneity in integration theory.
This suggests that these theories can be synthesized in a larger framework
such as field theory.

The specific results are:

(1) U.S. behavior toward other nations consist of six independent
patterns: Western-European Cooperation, Anglo-American Cooperation, Aid,
Cold Viar behavior, Deterrence, and Negative Sanctions;

(2) joint Western-Luropean Cooperation (cuch as treaties, military
aid, students, and conferences) and Deterrent action of the U.S. toward
anothicr nation are a function of the power parmty of the object nation
(vith a nultiple correlation of .94);

(3) the Hestern-European Coopcrative behavior relative to deterrent
behavior of the U.,S. toward another nation is dependent on the similaricy
in political orientation of the twc and the degree to which the other nation
has a Catholic culture (with a multiple correlation of .78);

(4) differences in econonic developrent, size (or power bases), and
political orientation fron the object nation jointly explain about twenty-
seven percent of tlic variation in U,5, dyadic behavior;

(5) overall U.S. Jdifferences on attributes fron the object nation
explain about forty-seven percent of tie variation in U.,S. behavior.

*My thanks to ‘‘arren Phillips for carefully reading and cormenting on a
previous draft of this paper.
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U.5. FOREIGN RELATIONS:
CONFLICT, COOPERATION, AND ATTRIBUTE DISTANCLS*

In any one day, the foreign relations of the United States consist
of a multitude of distinct actions. Some of them are consciously a part of
the government's foreign policy, such as warning the Soviet Union on her
overt military involvement in the Middle East prior to publicly announced
discussions with Israel's foreign minister on the Israeli request for U.S.
jet fighters. Other actions are separate fron immediate foreign policy
considerations and distinct from each other, such as a shipment of American
automobiles to Denmark and twenty-five American students entering India for
a year of foreign study. And still other actions are of such importance and
consequence as to immediately affect most U.S. international relations,
such as the sudden American attack on Viet Cong and North Vietnamese sanc-
tuaries in Csmbodia.

Obviously, the international relations of any one country, especially
one as economically developed and powerful as the U.S..l will be diverse and
nultidimensional, How are we to uake sense out of all these actions, for
both the scholar anc practitioner of international relations?

Traditionally, the scholar refines a conceptual frameworl: of inter-
national relations which places these actions in relation to eack other,
orders then in a cause-effect hierarchy, and weightc therm in their prominance

for pructicing and understanding international pelitics.

lln a factor analysis of ninety-four actions of eighty-two nations
(Ruemel, 1966), the volume of participation in the international systez
vas the largest dimensfon found; in a separate analysisx (Lummel, forth-
coming), it vas shown that this volune could Le acceunted for Ly the
level of econoric developmert and powver bases (defense btudpet, size of the
military, population, national incone, energy producticn, etc.) of a natien,



He divides a nation's actions into public and private actions, relates
them to immediate, short and long run foreign policy goals, imbues those
actions with consequences for the power and national interest of a nation,
and categorizes them into causcs, effects, conditions, or processes.2 The
practitioner, less self-consciously theoretical and abstract, generally
deals with international relations on a day by day basis, responding to
actions of other nations when necessary to satisfy bureaucratic and
political demands, innovating and initiating actions to meet contingencies,
and restraining or channeling other actions as events require,

The conceptual world of the practitioner consists of individuals--
decision makers, elites, and influcntials, The structure of a nation, in
its economic development, political system, culture, end history are givens.
International law and organizations, the number and variety of nations and
their geographic separation, and the configuration of power and alliances,
are the context within which human beings barter, exchange, fight, nego-
tiste, and cooperate. If the practitioner, as he does often, says that the
U.S. has done such, or that the U.,S. desirea ... , he knows this is a seman-
tic convenience--an accepted and understood reification--and in effect he
means that Dr. llenry Kissinger has jufluenced President Nixon to say ... ,
or that Secretary Pogers initiated those diplomatic moves to placate Senator

Fullbright, The prectitioner's questions are gencrally not those of the

2This is not meant to imply that the variety of frareworks within which
scho)ars try to pive meaning enc understanding to internationel relations
are generally clear, comprehensive, or explicit in all their interrelation-
ships. liost scholarly literature in this field, especially those texts con-
cerned with establishing cuch general francworks, are concerned more with
definitions than relationships, more with listing and describing "clements”
then linking then together, more with description than explanation, more
vith focusing on power and conflict than imterrelating the myried activities
of nations, more on nation gua nation than ipnter nation, and in short, more
vith taxonomy, philosophy, and contemporary history than scientific theory,
explanstion, and empirical finciugs.



-3-

scholar's. lie is not, except in perhaps an intellectual sense, concerned
with how the size of nations affects their trade, or even the relationship
between economic developuent and foreign conflict behavior. lie would prefer
to know such things as the likely successor to Mao and his past relation-
ships and attitudes toward the U.S. and the Soviet Union, and the changes
he is likely to make in China's foreign behavior.

In short, the practitioner conceptualizes and understands the diverse
international relations at the irdivicdual level--as the caily interaction
of human bLeinns. Scholars, on the other hand, often are intercsted in the
theoretical underst-nding of such actions at thc gnqregate level. They
wish to theorize alout these acticns in the aggregate anc relave them to .
the practitioncrs' pivens. They wish to isolate the forces and indicators,
to delineatc the patterns and tronds .n aggregate actions, snd to stipulate

or discover the social and political lavs of internaticnal telations.3

3Goltun3 and Ruge (1965) presunt & relevant discussion of aiplomatic

styles. They consider the traditional diplomatic style to be individually

oriented, with a recent and groving structurally-oriented attitude contend-

ing for prominance. Galtung and Ruge liken the structural oriemtation to |
the perspective of social sciuntists and see the growth of thia attitude

in the diplometic corpa as partially a rusult of grcater training in social
science arcaa and & ahift in the dbackgrcund of the diplonat, Their individual-
atructural dichotony fa closc te tic individual-aggregate levels 1 aa cstab-
1ishing here. VUhen one ia at the spgregate level, he is structural, But

being structurally-oriunted doce not nucussarily recen vorking at the apggreg-
ate level, for the structures of concern nay still b uniquely considered,

For exsmple, Vuatington'a (1961) study of U.S. defense policy making is

quite structurally-oriented in discussin. political pettcrns ané the relevant

forces, but is not a atudy at the apprecpate level. ®olicy and reliticsl data

4T¢ not aggrerated and conpared and the analveis ir not presemted is an explicit
comparative framework. For a definition of apprepate level, sce footnote &.

o



" «¢. Of all forms of mental activity, the most difficult
to induce even in the minds of the young, who may be
presumed not to have lost their flexibility, is the art
of handling the same bundle of data as before, but placing
then in & nev system of relations with one another by
giving thea a different framework, sll of which virtually
neans putting on a different kind of thinking-cap for the

woment.” (Butterfield, Ihe Origins of Modern Science, p. 1)
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Preceding page blank

At the apgregate level, however, many actions are structured; they
are highly correlated, ordered, and patterned.6 They seem to be lawful
and subject to scientific study and prediction. On the whole, aggregate
international relations appear more regular than random, more to be ex-
plained by deterministic equations than probabilistic statistics.

This transformation in perspective which takes place as one shifts
his vision from an individusl to an aggregate level might be best 1llus-
trated by an example from physics. Gas molecules seem to move in an
unordered, rancom fashion, ss capricious as humsn bchavior in international
rclaticns. At an angregote level, however, the random molecular motions
are pctterned, ordered in their totality, enabling us to assert Boyles
law that gas pressure on a container times the volume equals a constant
(st constant temperature).

The shift in appearance of international relations between the in-
dividual and agrregate perspectives causes difficulty in comnunication. A
practitioner or scholar wvhose paradigm is individual centered does not

appreciate nor understand the scholar's cmphasis on scientific theory and

6whnt is structure depends on our methods, our units of analysis,

ané the actions which are apprepated. For example, the number of wars of
nations at one time period msy have a high correlation with the number they
are involved in during a previous time period, as found in Rummel (1963,
Table 2) for wars 1955-57 and wars 1825-1945S. llowever, if one looks at the
sumber of wars of varyinp intensity in the international system at different
time pointa, then war may be considered to be a random phenomena described
by a Poisson distribution (Richardsom, 1960).

For the social scientist, no less than the natural scientist, our
view of reality is given us through our instruments--through our methods.
This is most obvious when the same aprrepate data will yield different and
sometimes contredictory resulta, depending only on slicht chanres in
technique, as for example, usinp different commwnality cstimates in common
factor analysis or different rotation criteria. For this reason, among
others (Popper, 1963a), application of methods and choice of units should
be dictated by clear hypotheses and theories.
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laws.7 Predict international relations? Absurd.8 Who could have predicted
Sukarno's erratic and highly personal actions? Who could have forecast

the rise of a I'itler, Stalin, Mao, or Castro? On the other hand, the
scholar summing across a number of actions, standardizing them, and com-
paring across countries and years knows he has strong relationships.9

1lis correlations often exceed in magnitude those of the other social
sciences and leads him to be impatient with the belief in the unpredict~
ability of human behavior.

Certainly, both the individual and aggregate perspectives can com-
plement and supplement each other. Aggregate level research contributes
an understanding and a‘conceptual framework of the context within which
individual actions take place. It can define the direction of aggregate
behavior, the range of alternative directions (alternative worlds), and
the crucial variables (such as energy consumption or national income)
whose shift in values might provide calmer waters for the ship of state.

For the schblar, the practitioner's world should be the testing
ground of aggregate research and theory. While study can proceed at the

aggregate level, international relationé, after'all; consist of the actions

7"To concentrate attention on matters we can predict is to give less
attention to matters we can effect." (Fisher, 1969, p. 2)

8”The political behaviorists are wrong in their belief that a knowledge -
about political processes as gleaned from case studies and refinements in
theory will enable us to predict policy outcomes (e.g., Richard Snyder's study
'The U.S. Decision to Resist Aggression in Yorea.') The fallacy in their
position is that it does not take sufficient cognizance of the degree to
which decisions arc based on contingent factors that vary from one case to
another. 'Discretion is an ineradicable element of decision-making, and the
limits set to reducing it are narrow.' " (fula, 1959, p. 158)

9One example of this regularity relevant to the aggregate-individual
distinction has been reported by Russctt (1967, p. 92) for UN voting. '"On
these major issues in the United Nations, the importance of idiosyncratic and
role variables is slight--changes in the person or even party of the major
decision-makers made little difference in nations' alignments."
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and problems of people. It is at the practitioner's level that the crucial
tests of the apgregate perspective must be applied. For of what use are
concepts of integration and social distance, correlations between trade and
economic development, dimensions of size and foreign conflict behavivr, and
nearly perfect multiple correlations, if they give no guidance to human
affairs, solve no problems, provide no solutions?

This long introduction is to set the stage for the field theory of
U.S. conflict and cooperation to be prescented and tested here. For this
will use an aggregate level perspective with which most will be unfamiliar.10
It will treat international rclations as a deterministic system and pose
within the representation to be developed a fundamental proposition of
foreign relations. As applied above, while the discussion from this point
on will develop an aggrecgate thcory, it is recognized that an individual
world of everyday actions and decisions cxists and that ultimately the
ability to solve some of the problems of this world will be the final test

by fire.l!

10Field theory is not only unfamiliar, in the sensc that few are ac-~
quainted with it, but it is also unfamiliar in not emploving the usual sub-
stantive concepts or models (such as pame theory, probability, or calculus).
It is a geometrically-oriented theory with most of the technical concepts
drawn from linear algebra.

11This paper rcprescnts part of a long range rescarch project. The
cventual aim is to develop the ability to forecast the arcas and int:insity
of conflict and coopcration and the nations involved. The "test bv fire,"
then, will be the ability to make accurate forecasts and thc usefulness of
the forecasts, if correct, to practitionecrs and policy makers in interna-
tional relations. If aparegate work in international relations can be
likencd to theoretical meteorology, then as the metcorologist must use his
knowledge of gross weather patterns to say something about rain or snow over
Detroit, if his theory and methodology are to be tested in practice, then
those of us at the aggregate level should also eventually say something
specific about future~-not past nor present--behavior.




Most attempts to devclop aggregate theories of nations' actions have
worked at a conccptual level not far removed from that of diplomats,
politicians and journalists. Power, national intcrest, nationalism, con-
fliet, c..,2ration, integration, intcrnational law, international organiz-
ation, politics, geographic distance, regionalism, threats, war, ctc.,
etc., arc usually the major ingredients of aggregate theories. Like
sociology, cconomics and psychology, intc¢rnational rclations has been
gifted with men like Karl Deutsch, Erncst laas, Morton Xaplan, Charles
MeClelland, Lewis Fry Richardson, Bruecc Russctt, J. David Singer, and
Ouincy Yright, whc with great insipht wove such concepts into theorics.

It is to their credit that thoir insights have cxpanded our understanding
and rescarch in international rclations., It docs not detract from their
contribution if we now build on thair efforts by shifting our conceptual
framework to a new planc further removed from daily affairs, and onc that
introduces constructs12 and imbeds traditional concepts like power within
an explicit logical framecwork allowing deduction and falsification by
observation.

Decades ago, Artihur Jentley (1945) obscrved that the study of
human affairs could benefit from thinking in terms of a social spacc--

like physical spacc with dimensions, movements, locations and spatial

1207 passage to orderly knowledge involved the positing of con-
structs, which arc the rational clements to which data experience is made
to corrcspond. An cxternal object is thc simplest construct which we
habitually set over against most kinds of sensory awarcness. Others
are geometric forms, numbcers, and most of the refined cntities of modern
physics. Invention of a construct docs not carry with it the assurance
that the construct is scicentifically aceccepotable or that it is part of
rcality." (targenav, 1950, pp. 72-73)



->-

rclationships.13 Soci~l spacc, howcver, would definc nan's sccial world

not in terns of physical location, but in terme of his choracteristics anéd
bchavior. Others, such as Sorokin (1943), have since ecmploycd the comcept
of socfal spacc. Tolman (1951) has proposcd a bchavior smcce comprising
individuals, their behavior and nerceptions. 2ersoms' thoory of action
explicitly conceives of & social spacc, with his pattern variablec deine

the dimcnsions of this spacc. Lewin (1964) hac in his fi.l¢ thcory proposcd
a life spacc of social bechavior--a topolopical space which defincs the con-
text of behavior. And Dodd (1947) has built a complcx notation descritine
"socictal phcnomena® in a social space.

Influcnced by the theorctical worke of the sociolopist Parsons and
psycholopgist Thurstonc (1935), OCuincy Wripht was the first internaticnal-
rclations thcorist to reprceent internestionel rolations ce 2 social space
in Dentley's sensc, which Hright calls an analytic ficlé.

The analytic fiold eppronch to the study of intcrmatienzl
rclations ... ieplics that cach intcrmationnl oreanization,
national povernment, association, irdividunl or other 'svcte=m
of action,' or 'decicion nmaker' may bc located in a multidimen-
cional ficld. Such a ficld may b¢ dufined by co-ordinstee,
cach of which m¢asurcs a political, vcomoric, pevcholorical,
sociclopical, cthical, or othcr contiruum fnfluen:ing chotces,

decisions, and actions inportant for intcrnatienal relations.
(1955, p. 543)

13the 1dca of spacc and concepts rclated to it play a lrree role in
our lancuage. iiall (1962, p. 93) found thot twenty percent (1) of the vorde
listed In the pocket Oxford cictionary reforred to spece. Civen thie pre-
rorticn, only systenatic bias could have held back preater uwse of the fdea
of snace in the socis] sciences. In {atcrnctional rolatienms, 1 would supgest
this bias is an individual-centored, historical event-oricnted paradie=.

It 1is important to point out, howover, that apece is not a cencept
that onc comes to by ‘unbiascé” observation or Ly cbstrection. "Yonmc of our
senscrinng, if isoiated, could have brought us to a cencent 0f rrace ....”
(loirn -ce, 1952, p. 58) W posit epace as a genstruct. 1t ia an f=apins-
tive cunstruction that helps us order obscrvations. (Mareenau, 1950, pp. 127-
128)
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Peight went on to specifly vhat thoese coordimates might b¢ and te locate
nations in the Tosultine space on th: basis of subjective vatirates. Yuch
of the factor anclytic vork ia inturnations) nuum." o9 Vright sureueted
could b: donc,' has bece tsplicitly (111ine in Vright's amalytic f1¢1¢ with
cooréinatus (dinensions) baced on aggregate de.u."

The ruprescntation of inturnational suleticas as o secial spacc 1
poverful. It onables th. systenatisetion of obscrvatiors, th: develepunt
of rathcratical theory tied to muthode for teoting, cad the picturine of
the relationships inmvelved. A seciel spacc of ietcermations] relntioms vwill
be the firet agpregate gopptruct § vill vev in represunting U.S. forcien
acum."

1a devolopin~ this secizl spacc motiom, onc wetaseciolorical asourmp-

tion is ralevant. Lot us assure that ir cxpladning the behavior of astices

Ypor & bidltorraphy of sweh verk, sce Pumel (1970s).

”’lmt contirus coar most usifully be ¢npleycd as co-erdinates for
defining this arclytic ficle? The prodlem s oimtlar to thet of detemmin-
fns the factors vhich account for nemtal petfornance, studivd by seycholo-
gists. L. L. Spearnon assumd & slaple factor, S. L. Therwndibc seoured
rreat nunbur of indcpindent factors, and L. L. Thurstoae dcvined mithods
for determinine the mirimm aumbor of facters neceosdry to account for the
resvita of mwrerous tests of meatal abilicy.”('eipht, 1933, p. 349)

“Moly. international relations er ary othv sezfal behavior fevelves
the complex fntervorkie~ of a larpe aumber of variables in a social sitews-
tien. Vrieht, herruver, Just posits the f12ld (epace) emd th» clemcnte
vithin 1t. Ve doss not tadicatc hev they arc fumctionally related. “The
prodlem of combining foctors is not autematically selved by forrwlating the
conbination 4a tarms of a fiul¢ theory. "¢ do wot edtaln such s thiory
rervly recoenicier a ~uitiplicity of fecters and treatins them a2 cenetitut-
ine a phasc space .... Pov the factors conbine ir their wvorkine nust otilld
be specificd.” (Raplen, 1964, pp. 125-9)

"ﬂ\u 15 mot & static space, Dut Ls cemslidired to be rade wp of
secial-tine dimensions. Tin¢ s censidercd rolative frem the point of view
of the mation (avelwed ené to be rultidinencicnsl. firce the tests to bte
developed herc arc for one piried, howver, tha secial time aspoct will b¢
fenorcd. Cata collectier fo mov undcrvay for a awmber of tio puricds ond
vhin completed will cnablc the social-tire pature of this space te bc mrade
oxplicit. Trosc Interested §= the philesiphical and mathamatical sspects
of tine in this contexmt, sec Rwmcl (mo:;e
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the principel of rolative values oporatus. That fc, the bekavier and
sttributes of nationc arc velative. It §s mot the absolute cecememic duvelop-
sent nov powr of o nation VAich should Lo taben (nto ceacideration (rost
rations teday arev more devilopud and pewirful than amy cec matien two
hundrud years ago), for examplc, but Its relative pever “ie=8-7r seme
explicit othar uuen.“ Ané the actieon ¢f oec matieon to another shewld
be comsidircd In relation to its othir actious, as wll as in rclatien o
the object’'s behavior and that of all other uﬂm." As v ohall see,
the notion of socinl space allovs the priscipal of relative values te be
sinply incorporatid.

Tirst, consfider that the fercinn acticns anéd attributes of the V.0, |
are part of the socirl space of matirms. The U.S. then o lecotie 1o this

space In tetns of its sctions to other patics and ts rolative attridutes.

Sccond, comceptually éivice the social space inte buhavior and attritute

"’»'lth rveratd to the telative nature of nilitary eever, feor cxample,
Talls (1962, sp. 13-19) says that "since the sintoenth cemtury it veuléd He
hard to finé any period ef fifty years at the «né of vhich ar ammv, vith
conterporary wapons and tactics, "auld not vith (e8¢ have utterly destieydd
on arny with hosc of the stert of the half-century. This ie aleest cqually
trve of naval flects, ard recuntly at least v trew. In afe warfare t'
trandforrations vhich render ohsoletc cauimment ar’ tactics telc place cvery
six yoars at the lomsest.’

Thate fe sone diseprcenent vhethor pover s & r.latien or & pronerty
of an actor. 1 etvieusly cfine povnr as & rulatienshis, a8 have Lasswell
ant Feplan (1950, p. 23)., “Pewsr fs burc delined relatienally ....  Casten
(1253, pp. 143-C), pont is & relational sheremina “bascd en thc abfility teo
influcrec the actiens of othats: and lerganthauw (1956, ». 143), the firet
crror that nations can commit in cvaluatiere perr (e to distcenrrd "the
relativity of powr by crecting the pover of enc patrticular matien into an
“”-li!tf."’

"m polet of viewv develenid herc ond piven rathematical strveture
later is sirmply that the buhavier of erc natien te ancther talcee place In o
contert (or flcld) vhich frcludes the acticns end attridulee of other matiens.,
This vicv s clesc to the"situational rerstuctive’ ef Strausz-lupe ané Tocecry
vhe, in their sencral thoory of fercipn policy, asecrt that "the analveis of
the ralationships betwen ten te twnty matiens fe tlc absolute =infrun for
the sdequatc descriptien of the Intcrmational eftuvatien.” (1934, p. &1, ftallce
aftted)



-u-

Mmeu.m The attrilute svbspace, visich vill hiaccforth b called
attribuic sp2ce, duffncs the location of the U.S. (end othur matices) fo
terns of hir relative valucs on all hir sttributes and the intcrcorrcla-
tioa butvucn these attributos fer £1] matioms. The origim of the space
1ice at the averare valuie fer the attributce. Thus, the Q'P, ana,
ropulaticn, delvasc dudgct, cunsershis, eumbir of political partivs,

nunber of riots, cumber of Roman Cothelics. ctc.,n of the U.3. vill locats
hor 40 this srace relative to the valucs that other naticns, the potsotial
odiects of hur sctigha, hove em thesc ateributis,

Ac in physical snacc ir vihich all the moticns and spatinl rvlation-
ship aronp thinge are defimcc Uy three physical dincnsions (igmcrine time),
the relationship bitwen sttridutes and rulative lecation of maticas in
attribute space 1o defined by & mober of dimeastons.3? Tirurc 1 shevs
ths U.S. ané five potuntial objucts of hur actioms lecated in attridute
space on tw ﬂnenlm.” callié cconomic developmnt and powce basis.

These tve dimunsions have repeatudiy Leon dolincated in sttempta to define

Ll TOW are vot lincar'y indepensent subspaces. As w will swu later,
the behavier subspace is containud im the attridbute svbepace.

"row that [ am dealie~ vith arcrcpate stiributes, thet s, charac-
teristics on vhich natiens can bu scalid, obs.rvations sumned, ot statieticse
collected. This vould alse 1acluéc survey or pollies dets, wrc they avail-
dlc for s amtir of aations. Thus, to refteratc, the theory belnr
develepid 18 At the appregate level ord not to B¢ confused vith concuptuwal
fransvorks st the indfvidual lewel,

n“lt ic conmor. for sociclerists to cay that secicty is A somy-
dimcnsioned ficld. 'hat the secla) dincncions aru, oF morc propurly vhat
the most important secial Cincesicns arc for any specialized line eof faves-
tigation, i¢ our seciolopical preblen in remeral. Th: scarch for precision
ia ;telr analysis seéd wsc i tho secieloricsl spacs prodblgm.~(Rustlcy, 1034,
p. %)

”Attrlhcc space appuars to i at lcest tem dimensionel (Purmel,
196%9¢), but for pictorial siaplicity cnly tws erc sheva.
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the sttribute space of natiens as the corparisen of a suwwber of studies
has shovm (Bussute, 1967 2%, muwal, 1969¢). Attributes most hishly
corrviated vith the ccomomic developmnt Circnsien arc cacrpy coasunption
rer capita, tolephoncs por conita and grees nmational ~roduct per capita.
Those clements most corrclaced vith the povsr basce dimension arc naticeal
frcoms, population, arce, wcn wader arms, and sizc of the defensc bdudpct.
Lot showm in Tigurc 1, but o third najor Cimension found to definc attribute
space is political oricantatien, vihich is hizhly corrulateé wvith cenesership,
frecdom to epposy tha goveramuat, ané proporticn of conmunist party merburs.
The three dinensions togothir==vcononic dcvclepment, pover bascs, ané pclit-
fcel oricntation-—subsuni ov.r forty pcreusit of th varistien of nations on
thelr attributes.

Feepins attribute spacc in nind, fer thi moment, let us Pove to A
sccond besic construct (vhere the first §s socicl spacc), that of dvag. A
éyad is A couwnline of two naticas togcthor in tures of the actions of enc

to the onm.” It 12 on actor-otjcet pair of mstions. 1la tcrms of U.S.

e Russctt aanes thy pover bLases Cincnsicn ‘sise.”
”mch of the sprresate analysis, theery, and rescarch ir IR {8 on
the charecteristics and bchavior of the nation fteclf and mot on the nation
in rcletion to tome perticular othar onc. The concern s with the policy

of the natien, the developnent of the nation, the cenflict behavior of the
natfon, the rclatienship betweee the nation's trade and dovelopment, or
faterne] warcat and forcvien conflict, or sowar capability and foreien molicy.
Yet, ve kmov that & natien's policies and behavior shift depending on the
odject nation, and vinthor duvcleprert, povir, or eay othur varisbles arc
reolevant will also shift by objuct. Por cxamplc, veonoric development s o
pore inpertant aspect of thu U.S. ir ruletion to Indie, vhile with Chins
povar is the rost salicnt. For Canade-US rclations, hewiwver, ncither
charactutristic appcars os irportant as atort run ¢iplematic-political con-
sidcrationrs.

Studunts of intcrnetions] rclations smarc wvith thair fcllov social
scicntists thic nonedic lock-fn--this over emptasie on the individual,
groun, or matien. Naplar (1964, p. 323) hae cormunted on this teméency.

"1 Selicve that onc of the sources of this tandency s the i=apd of the
sclf os posadi . The principle of local daternination nay appear to us to
bc maturelly ond nucussarily truc of cur owm bohavier, as a reflcction of



sctions, US~China, US-USSR, US<Crievce, 3r¢ such dyads, whire cach object §s
coupled sipareatily with the U, %, by U.5. sctions tovaréd f{t.

The concept of dyad mov allovs the behavior of matien's subspace,
heacelorth to be .slled bohavior space, te be ccfinmcd. Bchavier space
locatcs all dysds volative to cach other ie teres of thcir“ tehavior
sctions. The primciple of rclative velucs is inwolvid hure glse, vhure
the oripin of behovior epice 1ice at th. avorer: values for cach buhavior
(such as threats). Figurc 2 shovs the vclative positien of five dyads
iavolving the U.S. as actor on two behavior space dimcmeiors, cuports, and

official conflict thvlor.”

23 (coat 1aued)
our sensc of individuslity and freedon. It is casicr for us to accept »
sheory of babavier vith complex predicates tham one vhich fntreduc.s cemplex
subjecte for its propositioms. Thu subject of & theory of tchavior ray t¢
corplicated, but mot complum - 1t e jJust 'me’, o umitery sclf. e th
tendency of secial-paycholopists to think ronalically, sce Scars (1951,p.469)

This diotinction butwicn nonad and dyad also is saliunt to the omte-
logical perspective of the fic)é theery presented herec. ‘A clessification
of theorics ... 1o that iate ficl¢ tixerice and ponadic thueriss. A theory
say take as fundancatal s systim of relations sronp certein cleminte, uxplein-
ing the clesvmts by refcrenmcc to thes: relatiens, or it ray give primacy teo
the rclats, cxplaicins the veletions by reference to attributes of vhat
they relate .... Thus o theory of persomality in terms of roles might be
controoted vith o thiory in vhich rolcs arc cxploafincd by rcfcrence to scts
of needs of the {sdividual p.resonalitics perticipatine in th social process.
(Replon, 1964, p. 301)

A

“ﬂma o dyad, say US+China, is coneiccred & unit, it can be tructed
a8 & point or vector ia bohavior specc and manipulated matheraticzlly as any
single wait. To spcak of the behavior of édyads, thirufera, is to mxan
cllfpticelly the behavior of spccific acters to cortain cbiccts.

”8« Paemel (1969¢) for & discussion of hev such Cimcnsicns wru
derived and the othcr dincasions delincated. Pihovior space also appears
to be at least ten dincemsional.
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So far, 1 have proposed an agprepste level representetion of U.S.
actions anéd attridutes o8 eristing in s socicl space, concentually divis-
able into attribute an: Lehavior spaces, and enbolyirp the princinle of
relative values and the concept of dysés. Thic representation can nov be
used to tie together six hypotheges about a nation'c international rela-
tions.

ke firet hypothesis is that the foreirn behavior o1 a nstion is
linked to certain charscteristics of a nation, specifically its econormic
development, size, ond political system (vhether the polity is open or
closed). Thic hypothesis is fror Rosenau's (1966) bufldirs block, which he
calls the pre theory” approochzc to tyinr toeether international rela-
tions and comparative politics. For Posenau, the three characterictics
ate bdesic for understandinms the outputs of & nation. In particular, the
profile a nation has on these characteristics will determsine the ranking

of fdiosyncratic, role, covernmental, societel, and systemic variables in

2'"1&0 sare bricks and lumber can be used te builé houses or factories,
large structures or small ones, modern buildinps or traditional ones. So
it 48 vith the construction ané use of social theories. Therc rust be, as
it vere, pre-theory vhich rencers the rsv na.eriels corparable and ready
for theorisiny. The materials may sevrve as the basis for sll kinds of
theories--abstract or empirical, sinrle- or pulti-country, pure or applicd--
but until they have baen sinilarly proceesed, theorizine is not likely to
occur, or, if it does, the results are not likely to be very useful.’
(Rosenau, 1966, p. 40)

This “‘pre=-theory” hecs been the focus of two conferencec. One of
these has boen surmarized (Posenau, 1967) and the popers presentcd at the
other have been published (Rosensu, 1949).
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29 Rosenau does not specify the manner of this

explaining the outputs.
linkape, for clearly he is tryine to present concepts and considerations
that a tacory can incorporate and not a theory itseclf, nor does he consider
how such a linkape might be tested. In other words, the hypothesis is
open for considerable interpretation, and this we will do later.

The second hypothesis has to do with the concept of distance, as
it has been applicd in the social sciences to explain behavior.3o The hasic

idea is that the similarity between pecple in socio-economic and cultural

activitics determine behavior: that rrejudice is a function of dissimil-

29'Suffi.cc: it to note that the potency of a systemic variazble is
considered to vary inverscly with the size of a country (there beino
greater resources availabie to larger countries and thus lesser dependence
on the international sysi<m than is the case with smaller countries), that
the potency of an idosyncratic factor is assumed to be greater in less
developed economies (ther~ being fower of the restraints which bureaucracy
and larpe-scale organization impose in more develoved cconomies), that for
the same reason a role vcilable is accorded greater potency in more
develcped economics, that a societal variable is considered to be more
potent in open polities than in closed ones (there being a lesser need for
officials in the latter to heed nongovernmental demands than in the former),
and that for thc samc r~ason governmental variables are more potent than
soct;;al variables in clnsed polities than in open ones.'' (Rosenau, 1966,
p.

3o!’or a review end bibliography of social scicnce research and
theories usinp distance as a concept, sce Olssen (1965)., Geopranhical
distance is thc main focus of Olsscn’s review and his primary scicentific
concern is -regional economics.
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arities in characteristics and that interaction is the greater the more
homologous the people.31

The concept of distance has been employed by Quincy Wright to define
the relationships between nations (1955, p. 127), and particularly to
develop a model of the probability of war.32 He proposes that the relations
between two nations is a function of eight distances. Technological,
Strategic, Psychological, Political, Social, Intellectual, Legal, and
Expectancy. (1964, p. 332) He combined these distances in a differential
equation, subjectively estimated the eight Jistances between the great
powers in July 1939, and found that the "relative probability of war at

that date was highest for Japan~USSR (.96), Germany~USSR (.86), and

3lpistance in the work of Bogardus (1925, 1933) ard his followers
(Landis, et al., 1966; Van Den Berghe, 1960) is an attitudinal distance~~
called social distance--and the distance is measured by the degree to
which one is willing to enter into a variety of relations with and be
spatially close to another person. Social distance defined in this way
has mainly been employed to study racial prejudice. Social distance has
also a different meaning that developed in much of the sociological
research on marriage: as the dissimilarity in the characteristics of two
people (Parkman and Sawyer, 1967; March, 1967, pp. 93~4). It is in this
sense that I have used the concept of social distance in the past (Rummel,
1969b). Unfortunately, the concept of social distance is confusing in
two ways. One, as suggested above, it is not often clear whether the
desirability of social relations or dissimilarity in characteristics is
being referred to. Second, in any case, social distance seems to restrict
the concern to purely social characteristics or behavior, when what is
meant is the distance on all characteristics, political, cultural, military,
economic, psychological, as well as social. Therefore, to avoid this
confusion in the future, I will use the term "attribute distance" to refer
to the dissimilarity of two nations in their characteristics.

32%yhen Wright's notion of distance is interpreted as "difference" or
"relative value," then it can be seen that he is not presenting a new con-

cept to students of international relations. Others. such as Strausz-Hupé and
Possony (1954), have pointed out the importance of diffcrences in outlook,social

structure, and culture in understanding conflict between nations. Wright's
contribution is in the specific nature of his discussion of distances and
in the relationship he explicitly poses (and tests) between distances and
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Germany-France (.32)" (1964, p. 348). This work of 'right and thc pcneral
connections between behavior and such distances suggest the hypethesis
that the actions of nations are a function of a variety of distances
between them.

The third hypothesis has to do with social stratification. Follow-

33 Johan Galtung

ine the work on class and stratification in sociology.
(1964) and collcagues (Galtung, Araujo, and Schwartzman,1966; Schwartzman,
1966: Gledistch, 1969) have defined the international system ns a status
system in which nations are located on status dimensions. They thcn

proposc that thc behavior of nations to cach other is a function of their
relative status positions. For cxample, 1f wcalth, powzr, and prestige

are status dimensions of international rclations, as pronosed by Lagos (1963),
then the behavior of the US to the USCR will be a consequence of th:

rclative profiles of the US and USSE across thesc three status dimensions.

The third hypothesis is then that the actions of one state to another is a

function of thcir relative statuses.34

33ror cxample, sce the work of Lemski (1966), Merton (1957) and
iomans (19.1). Homans (p. 150) is the clearest in defining status. It
"1s 2 matter of perception, and of perception that puts stimuli in rank
order.' He points out {(p. 149) that the "stimuli that make up 2 man's
status includc the kinds of reward he rcecives--amons them his estecm
itself-~the kinds of activity hc emits, and anything c¢lsc about him, like
the kind of clothes he wears or the kind of housc he lives in, provided that
these stimull ere rcecognized and discrimineted by oth Lt men. To scrve,
morcovar, as the sorts of stimuli that deternine a man's status, people
must be able to rank them. in conpatison with the stimuld ptcsentud by
other men, as rclatively 'batter' or 'werse,' 'hisher' or 'lower.'

34The hypothcscs being discussced here overlap considerably. For
example, in Roscnau's ’ptc—thuory, hc pronoses (1966, pp. 82-3, 87-88)
that four major issuc arecas vertically divide intcrest and activities
within nations and from thc nation to the international system. And one
of thesc issuc arcas is status.
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The fourth hypothesis t.s to do with the cuntral thesis of intcr-
national rclations: the confipuration of powir seong nations deter-
mines their policy and bechavior. That power congidirations structure
international politics his becr attcstod to by schelars and practitioncrs
alike. That powcer is baunic is & fact of practicel cxpcrience ané scholarly
study. That powcr is mcasurable, constrainable in ¢quaticmns, and a con-
cept lcading to testable prudictions of nation behavior, however, has not
at all bcen e¢stablished.

One of the morc erplicit thcorics of pew.r has been offered by A.F.K.
Organski (1960). He argucs that nations arc renked ir a powcr pyra=id ané
that th¢ intcernetional order is larpely shaped by thosc at the top of the
pyramid. Intcrnational conflict thcn comes about vhin a retion low r devn
in the pvramid is chanpinp in its power im 8 way to threaten to dfsnlace the
morc dominant nation and whun thurc arc few bonds to tic the tvo natiens
together. For Orpanski, intcrnational nolitics is sharcd by the relative

and changinpg povur between nations and the bonds that bind th;n.’s This

35tn pencral terus, Orpanski's position {s not much differcent froe
other scholars. Althoush few would accent Morpgenthau's (1954, . 25)
blankct "International politics ... is e strugele for poswr,’ many weuld
agrce with Liska (1956) that intcrnational politics is reducible to an
intcrplay between politics and norm. Ey norm is mcant in part the valucs
associated with coopcrative bonds.,

In specifics, Orpanski disaprces with cuch of the litcraturc. Ne
casts out thc sacred belance of power thoory and arpucs that - l-rgc power
imbalancc promotes pcacc: powar parity promotee war: the dorinant natien
is a sccure and pcacce-lovine nation. Obliauc evidence for this view comcs
from the content analysis of Ithicl de Sola Pool (1951, p. 62). ic found
that hostility ''to thc outside world, as mcasurcd by cur data, secms to be
very nuch 2 function of insccurity. Thosc nations which have at any piven
moment dominated the world sccne have pencrally safd littlc that was adversc
in 'prestipc papers' to the other powcrs. The insccure or unsatisfied
powers, on the other hand, have gencrally had editorials full of hostilc
judgments of forcign states. This shows up by a cormparisen of the papcrs
in the different powers and perhaps also by ¢ comparison of trends. As a
power has dcclined in world pesition, the cditorials corirpg frem it tunded
to become more critical of the outsidec world.” The basic difference in
these findings and Orpanski's position is in thc dircctien of chanece promot-
inp conflict. For Organski, thc nation incrcasing in power, not decrcasing,
rclative to thc top dog is the source of conflict.
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theory, thea, scereste i tewrtd hvectbisis:. o nsticon’s conflfct ond
ceoperstion vith anoth.r ratien o . rusulis ©f thair rilative ponnry an?
coopirative tice,

The ne2t Lypothusis =hedius the rurerzl] ori otatier of thes. worb-
far on intcrnotiens] 2ac rurienal (otepratier (Russctet, 1960, 196)° Diutech,
22 ale. 1957 Jocob and Jeume, 1964). TH. fuedrwntal motlon fs thet th.
intcracticn and coop.ration J.¢ine te melitical fnterratier rusult ‘rem,
amenr other thires, &8 Meh level of socil and cultural herosumcity, siril-
erity in political attitudes end valuce, and ecerrantical proxirity,
tataphorically, itbe marry liae. 3ae.¢ on thir pirencctive, the eisth
hypotheais §3 that the vulstive ceoncrrtion botvuer natiems i# related to
the depruc of sirtlarity dbutwoer thes ead thelr peceraphical éirtance.

To asscrt thet ruerrachical cirtence corditions fntirrational
rulations 18 tritu. 7o snceify bev it dowe re 15 Mo casy ~otter. (TloMlstetter,
196L) Devy peosraphicae. cistance nflucoc. the rclaticns dotwen maticns as
astrenonical distance Sutvien ~larets {a cenjurctien vith tluir mutvsl

% Peva ~corpz=Sieal

eravity iaflucaces th. rolative motien of plarets®
distance only st up Loundarics of behavior (Sprowt anéd Iprowt, 1%62)? Or
‘ous cistene provilc a ctadient of bohavier (Peulline, 1962)? Pether thor
adopt ray 0! thusc sltutmative functions at this peine, 1 vill mebhe enplicit
the 2oueral Lypethesis: the reletions butviem natiems ar. conditioned by
the poontapnical distance Lotwen then,

To rucapitulats, the olx tclovant hyrothusus of Internstional rela-
tieng arc:

(1) forcirn policy dehavior ic ¢ [unctior of vcoromic develosment,

sfz., onc political syetun:

36'.:.: Cotton (1269) for ¢ dirccuseion af secizl r~ravity.”



(2) the tehavicr of cue nation to another s 2z fumctien of distences:
(3) the behavior of ene nation to snother 1s » fumcticon of relative
status,
(&) » natien’s conflict anc cooperation with seother neticn Afe
results ofthedr relative pever ené cooperstive 2fes’
(5) the relative cooperstice tetveen natione is related to their
homopeneity csal georrashical dietence:
(6) the relatiuns Letveen nations are conditioned by the peceraph-
feal distance tetveen ther.
To cearect these hyprotheses anc uiing the secial epsce representation,
! propose the folloving lov-like fleld theory prepeosition: the relative
tehavior of one natien to snother is a linear functicn of the distance
vectors betwveen ther on the dimenafons of attribute m«.” ™his lav in
conjunceion vith the social space representation and the principe] of
relative values discussed atove fs vhat 1 call a field theery of social
action. The anievs ané nsthenstics of tha theery have been develered

”Mh 8 lav-like statement of internatienal relstions may geen
preswmptuous, and perhaps aercerant, 20C certafnly vt ut enriricat
fowrdarion. Since no such 1w has been estatlicied yet (this is vhy Lt
is cz2'led law=lihe’), 1 could cveil this impreseion Ly speatire of
‘penncalizetion, or &t a mere accertsble level, "bypettasis.” But, this
vould ant ce-municate the exrlanatory sirerath 1 am pcccrdine the ctzte-
sert, unqurlified as to natien, tine, eor ploce, and thet {t has concideradle
explaastory mover. 1 an not foplvine that it §s based en f=voriant research
resylts., 1 an propozine L as 2 lav yet te be lor=ely tested, Put 2¢ one
wpen vhich elfort rhould de focusec. 7o rublicly state this as lav-like
fs to invite ctiticism ané a preat deal of efiert te disprove the astertion.
2ut this is vhot 1 seek, for science pévances btv rakine our cssertiens
definite ard pullic anld by the subsernent atternts to qualify ard to
faleify then,

Yany feel that scientific 1avs (o net exist in the socis] sctences.,
For a Ciscucsion of this feeliny ard several exanples of puch lave, see
Poeper (19050, especially p. 102).
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elsevbore. ¥ The {aterest {2 this paper §s to apply it to U.0. cenflict
and codperatior,

dov can the {lell theory proposition subsume the sia apprepste
level hyrotheses of 'inhage, status, Zistance, mover. intereation, and
rneographic2l distance® Tirot, the propesition links the dv-lic buhavior
(the actiens of onc mation to anethes) t2 thelr attributes. Applyire this
lsv to the U.5.. the ecuation exnreisic~ this linkare v

p
Yue=y b gig'us ¢ ‘t.uc-_! .

)

viere Vuse), b is the projecticc of the behavior of the U.S. toward natien

J on the kth cinension of behavier space, ¢, _ . 5 the distance (¢1f-
‘erence) vector betuveen the U.C. and ration § en the (th attribute dimer~

sien of attrilute spake, and n“ L s 2 U.S5. epecific »arameter veiehtiae
[ ]

the Cimtances,

Jecors, the prerosition asserts thet relative dyadic tehsvice 1= o
resolution of tie velirhted attribute c¢iatance vectors thet distances re
forces deternirin- the behavior of matfere tewvard esch ther.’” rirure )

rey help to make this linkare clear. These ¢istances eperationalicze tte

)5!“ turmel (1963). For a more recent and soevtat revised erposi-
tion vith tests, tee ®umcel (19692). The matheratical releiionshis betwen
vhat 1 call attridute theerv--the attemnt to relate the tetp! behavior of a
faatien to fts attrilutes=-nl fleld theory ir ¢lecusced in Purmel (19€92).
Tor nr. anplication of field theory te » atulv of Asirn coenflict an’ coopers:
tion, see fark (1962). Tor ar epplicatice of flell theery to the rerional
eccoorfes of Incla, see Serry (1986). Tor & theory of behavier vsiee a
tehsvior using 3 bohevior spoce cotception wnd overlwping in axiens with
ficld theory, sec Phillips (12¢9).

”to aveid misunderatandie~, 1 should relterate that behavier ond
ettridutes in tie arnresate are bLeinr related. If the argrepate character
ef thie prevosition s kent in ninc, then the deterninistic flaver of the
discussionr sheould e mote palatzble.
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cotion ef relative veiute anl of cifferences an¢ sinileritics dotveer
nations that is at leaest implicit ir the hypotheses r;cumd.‘a To

shov Sov ecuation (1) can limk the hypothesce, each of the sirx will aew

b¢ nace rore emplicit.

“4th vrepard to the linkage hypothesis, Rosersu specifies ecoaonic
fevelorent, size, ané pelitical system (open or closel) as importamt
characteristice fa understandins tha forcirn behavior of a nation. As
sentioned above, In research done to date to fdertify the dinmensions of
the attribute spece of natiors, econonic development, pover bases or size,
ané political orientatica have consistently omecped. The poiitical orient-
stion dimension s very close in content (censorshin, freedor of srours to
oppose che povernnent) to Resenau's opea-clesed distinction.

A problen s definine hov these three ¢inensicns relate to dehavier.
If ve teke s attridute theory approach (Rurpel, l’“ﬁ)." then ve would

say that for the U.S. its valucs on those three dinensions influence its

conflict and ceoperation. A careful readinr of Rosemav, especially how he

€01¢ 1s mecesssry to be explicit atout the basis of eny assertion of
sinilarity or ifference between nations. Tcr ‘eny piven fimite srowp ¢
set of thines, hovever variously they ray be chosen, wve c2n, with » little
iapenuity, finé always points of viev such thst all the thinrs belonnine to
one set are sirflar ...." (Pepper, 1963a, p. £22) This peint has been
logically provea for the converse (all thines are diffecrent) By Vatanade
(1969, 9. 376-379) in his thecrer. of the urly duckling.”

"Aa attridute theory is defired rs one vhich tries to emplain the
variatien in behavior of ¢ natien in terme of its charscteristics. without
reference to other nations. FTor exanple, the theorv that the involvenent
ia foreipn conflict of a naticr. de~ends cn its internal stability is one.
Attridute theory s in contrast to fieléd theory vhich states thst the
relative differences an¢ sirdlarities betveen tvo natiens affect the behavior
of ore to the other.
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wakes decision making centers depindent on the profile eof naticas on thess
dinensions and rolates this to “fesue unu.“u inplics that the behavier
of the U.S. toverd ether nations vill vary depending on the cifferences
between then on these dimensions.

Pirally, Resenau’s stimulating comcept of fsouc srea implies that
actions of matfems cluster around certais fssves (such as the cold wvar).
That s, that there are distinct dinensicns of nation Lchavior alemg which
nations vary ia their relations with cach other, snd, tying in the previous
parngraph they will vary ia their behavior toverd each other depending on
their ¢ifferences in cconomic development, size, ané political system.
Since differences between mationc are definred by distance vectors, this
suggests the folloving.

Liskass prosogition: Distancc vectors om the diminsions
of attribute space which define eccnomic development, site, and

political orientation vill contridbute the nost in accounting
for the relative sctices of the U.8. tovard other natiens en

the disenetions of bebavior space.

Locking mov at the status hypothcesis, 1 have stated that smeng the
najor dimensions of atrridutc space are «conomic develepnent and pewer bases. )

These ore comsistently the largest dimensiors feund to define the space ang

$2gee footnots 29,

“’mr bascs and size erv slterrative labels for the same dimension
of attribute space. These ladels are possible by virtuc of the high velatien-
ship of measures of pouvcr capability to the dimersion en the ere hard and
t: hla relationahip of measurcs of sfz2e, such asg area and population, en
t othet.
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can be considerel thc two status cinessions of vealth and nun.“ Prestipe,

a third status dimensicn, cor be assuned deperdert oe the other tvo, as has
been arswed by Lepos (196)) and Lemski (1946)° and shown by Svartazerberger
end Arauje (1966) and Shimdori, ¢2 el. (1%)).

Your, the U.S. hac hich statur ou Lotk dircrutcoms of econonic develop-
rent and nover. Followirr status theery (Caltuer, 1966), ve would therefore
apect the U.5. to direct rore cocserastive actions tovard other hirh status
naticns--to be morv sssoclative’ in Caltune's vords--thaa tovard nations
that are of lov status. Thet ts, cooperative sctions ¢irected tovard other
nations should be inversely proporticnal to the ¢istances from then on the
tvo status etnulm.“ Let (0 denote the cooperative acts of the U.S. toward
an object nation, TD dencte distance (Cif(erence) betveen the U.S. ond object

natiee on ccononic developnent, anl TP éistance on pewver bases. Then, this

» Vhich characteristics beceme the basis for stratificatien ...
dopends on vt is consicerel sarticularly inportant by the stratifyine
seciety (Zcrelson sad Stefnmer, 1964, p. 453). And, eccordine to Mllians
(1947, p. 35). the rain clasecs of scarce ¢ivisible values are: vealth,
pever, ané prestice within o piven cultire.” Semecificelly with regerd to
nations, Larca (1963, p. 9) says that '"ccomeric atature, pover, and prestige
ves CORBLitute the status of & mation.’

AU respect to fndivicdusl prestipe, the evidence suspests ...
!,'luu;;c seecs larrely 8 function of pover ord nrivilene (lLenski, 1066,
e. &31).

485 ic poscible to operaticnal ize status difference in this vay
tecause tie U.S. fs niech en Loth status dirensiens. /78 loar ar v do not
caleulzte di-vmce cr both ¢inen~fons, Lut treat distance on erch dizenstion
88 & so vrats: varic' Je, thon (1) 1f the distosee of the C.C. frie obiret
nstion ‘= mear cerm ea both dimcnatens, thev both bave hiph statvac (1) ¢
distanc: on cue dironsfon i lov and on the other Liph, then th:y have emne
status in common; (3) 1! both distances are hirh, then they have different
status. In this 2aper, status fc treated as & ratter of darree since its
~easure--disl.ce~- s a continuous varisdle.

210, “lgterce 18 a vector here end mot si>ply a rasaiture. Povever,
since the U.5. hoe top values on ecenonic doveloprent and ~ewr bases, the
results for tho U.l. are fnvarient ef vhether cistances on these ¢imensicns
sre treated as ¢ varnitude or vector.



=29
part of status theory statea that
8C0 @ =FD - SL + b (2)

vhere a and b are constants, 2 ic positive, ané ED end PB are presumed to
have equal veirht., Ir vorda, the more sirilar the U.S. and object are in
econocuic development and pover bases, the more cooperative the rctions tlic
U.S. dirvets touverd the odject.

There ia enother, perhana vore exciting ,part of status theory, to
vit, that the conflict between tvo nations vill be s comsecuence of status
dlscqutllbrtun." Relations betveen then will be nost cooperative 1f they
both have balanced profiles on their status, say both hirh. Loth low, or
one nation hich scrocs the status uirenajons cnd the othcer conaistently
low. 1f, hovever, one or both of the nations ave unbalanced con different
status dimensions, then the tendency ia toward conflict as one or both try

to balance their atatus upvard and thua threaten the dominance of the

‘7Thc concept of statua disequiliibrium, or irdbelance, inconsistency,

or crystallization haa provoked consideradle rescarch in socioloey. Sece for
exarple Lenski (1966), Seral (1969), Mitchell (1964), anl Monans (19€1).

“he basic iéec {a that a person undalanced in his status vwill be urder stress,
inducing him to act in a way to balance his status. For example, he mey, oas
Lenski believea (1966, p. 8E),be rore 1ilely to "support 1ideral or radical
revenenta desirred to alter the political rtatus qio than are ocrsens of con-
cistent statua.’” 1lot all the evidence cn the politicel conscquences of un-
bslance vas consistent until Sepal (1969) shoved that the relecvance of partic-
ular status under certain political circu—stances have to be taken into
account. Host of this vork has been done trcating the status of an incividual
and g oversll behavior. Little work, withk the crcenticn of ilcrans (1961,

p. 248) vho definca status conprucnce in terrs of two indivicduals, has been
specifically concerned with the behavior betwveer tvo perscens in terms of their
relative ranks. One of the contridbutions of CGaltunc is cerdinine a rurmber of
idess and results fror the status litorature to discuss dyedic relationships.
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other .

fince the U.S. 1is hirh on hoth status dimensions, imbalance will
exist when another nation is clos: to the U.S. on one and far on znother,
such 23 China who is ruch closer to the iU.5. on the power dimension than on
cconoriic development. It seems rost likely that conflict will result when
both the U.S. snd cbject nation are iointly hi~h on power--have power pority,
sc to snczh--and far apart ir econormic écvelopment.49 Pouyer, then, provides

the resource for conflict, differences ir cconomic devclonment, then, provide

—— e

‘°As Galtune (1964) points out, his theory of status disequitibrium
contradicts thc criss-cross theory of conflict nations that have no status
in common should have more conflict than those that have one status alike,
since the onc status provides a cross-prossurc--a bridge betveen them--that
dampens conflict. Singer and Small (1968) have applied this theory to inter-
national reclations with results supportine it. The erpirical results to be
described here also bear on this thoory.

49If ecoaomic development is considercd on achicved dimension--(onec
on which nations can be hich by dint of policy and hard work)--and power
ascribed-~(one in which nations are hish by virtue of clements they have
little control over today. such gs arca, nopulation sizc, resources), then
the irbalence on the achieved dirension could be cspecially conducive to
conflict. 1Tt is alonr this diriension thet cvzluation of the ability of a
nation is likely to take place egnd the dimension on which the nation can
rost mobilize its resources to move upward.

That status disequilibrium leads to conflict, especially 1if the
irbalance is on the ccononic develonment dimension, can be explained by
dravin~ on a point made by Burton (1962, n. 71). '"The 'cheracteristic
foaturc of an actor-object relationshin (which he calls an S-R relationshin)'
is that hostility cmerpcs finally through frustration cxzperienced by onc party
because of lack of adjustuent by thc other. The conflict does not result from
chan~c as such, but from thc restraints imnoscd on P by the countries affected.
Industrinlization or a new philosonhy docs not cause hostility, but hostility
occurs in the first place when resistance is met which limits potential or
anticipatud develonments.
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many of the issucs for conflict,50 and the threat to the doninance of the
U.S. is implicit in thc greater power the other nation will have as it
attempts to narrow the economic development gap and balance itself on
these two status dimensions. This aspect of status theery can be put into

an equation, denoting conflict by CF,
dCF = I'D - B} + ¢, (3)

where d and ¢ are constants, d is positive, anc D and P3B arc assurmed to
have equal weight. In words, the morc the U,S, and obiect nation arc
dissimilar in cconomic development and similar in powcr, the more conflict
actions the U.S. will direct toward the object.

We now have two equations, onc for thc conflict acticns and one feor
the cooperative behavior of the U.S. The international relations of the
U.5., however, erc not neatly partitioncd this way. ifixed actions are
simultancously dirccted at tiec same actor, somc conflictful, sorc coopera-

tiVe.Sl t/hat then will be the relationship between thase actions? Since

5oThe gap between rich and poor nations has come to be thc nost import-
ant issue of intcrnational reclations.(Patcl, 1964) Asidc from beins an issuc,
however, whether a nation is rich or poor affects the way it makes foreien
policy. The process becomes 'burcaucratizad,' with loss of control by the
cabinet and prowth in administrative politics.(Morsc, 1970) Aside from other
considcrations, this helps explain vhy U.S. actions should ‘differ dependine
on how econonically distant the other nation is. since cconomic distance will
measurc the level of modernization of the foreign policy process of the other
nation.

51This is consonant with Roscnau's (1966) issuc area vertical division
of a nation's outputs and Lerche's (1956, p. 147)"sinpglc objective conflicts.”
The U.S., for examplc, in the same day may be in conference with the U.S.S.R.
talkin~ about strategic arms lirmitation, allowine U.S. tourists to visit the
U.S.S5.R, and students to study there, cxportine machinery there, and warning
its lecaders that the U.S. cannot stand bv and let the Soviet Union unbalance
the relative power between Isracl and her neighbors in the Middle Tfast.

I mirht also point out throt conflict and cooperation have a lepical
and sociological relationshin to each othcr. loeically, many kinds of conflict
behavior cannot occur unless there is cooperation to begin with., TFor example,
boycotts cannot occur if therc is no trade or transaction; diplomatic rclations
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equations (2) and (3) sharc some of the same variables, we can determine
the relationship betwcen them bv adding dCF to both sides of cquation (2)

and usine (3),

aC0 + dCF = ~ED - PR + b + {CF

]

= -ED - PB + b + ED - PB + ¢
= 2P + (b + c)

(a/2)CO0 + (d/2)CF = -PB + (b+e)

eCN + hCF = =P} + k (4)

vhere the new constants in (4) arc functions of thosc in the previous
equation and g and h are positive. Tquation (4) indicates thet the joint
amount of conflict and cooperative actions toward an object should depend
on the power parity of the two nations.

The threc equations developed above from status theory can be put
into thrce status propositions.

Status Propositions

A. The distances of object nation from the U.S. on economic
davelopment and power bases dimensions of attribute
space will contribute negatively to the relative coopera-

tive actions of the U.S. toward that nation.

51

(continued)
cannot be severcd if there arc no such relations; and a state visit cannot be
cancelled if no visit had been planned to begin with. The sociclocical rela-
tionship is expressed by Coser (1963, p. 85): "Thc absence of conflict cannot
bc taken as an index of the strength and stabtility of a rclationship. Stable
relationships may be characterized by corflicting behavior. Closeness gives
rise to frequent occasions for conflict, but if the perticipants feel that
their relationships are tenuous, they will avoid conflict, fearing that it might
endanger the continuance of the relation. UWhen close relationships are charac-
terized by frequent conflicts rather than by the accumulation of hostile and
ambivalent fecelines, we may be justified, given that such conflicts are not
likely to concern basic consensus, in taking these frequent conflicts as an
index of the stability of thesc relationships.”
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%, The distance of the objcet nation from the U.S. on cconorice
developnient will contribute positively and the distonce on
powcer bases will contribute nepatively to the rclative conflicet
actions of the U.5. towarc that nation,

C. The cistance of the objcet nation frorm the U.S. on power will
contribute negatively to the doint cooperative and conflictful

actions of the U.S. toward that nation.

The third hyrothesis must include distances themselves. As indicated
previously, Vripht suefprests a number of cistances which affeet the probab-
ility of war Letween two nations, “orme, such as Psvchic and Tvncctancy
distances, may bc considered as resultants of distances on attributes and not
attribtute distances themselves. lMost of the others, Social (), Technological
(T), Political (P), Stratecic (?), Irtellectuad (I) and Lepal (L) can be
related to the dimensions of attributc space. TFollowine the spirit (and not
the letter, since we will not usc a differential couation and some of his
distance rclationships arc beinp alterced) of Viricht's analysis of distances.
assuming that Psychic and Expectancy distances arc subsumed by the others,
and that we can replace his ‘‘the probability of war’ by the level of conflict

behavior (CF), we can render his distance theory by the following couation
CF = ~aT + LS + e? + (I + fL - dG + ¢, (5)

where all the constants are positive. Thoe cquation states that the conflict
actions between two nations are conscoucnces of the positive distances of

c 52 .
the U.S. on S, P, I, and L and the tcchnological™ eand stratepic similarity of

the two.

2. ) i

’2;: If states are technologically ncar to one anothoer, disputes will
be frequent and dilatory tactics are likely to lead to an accumulation of
disputes and an ircrcasine aggravation of relations. Tach incident corws to
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Fow can we dufine the dincnsions or which the distance should b
neasured andé imbuddec in attribute space? First, by tuchnoleeical distence,
ripht mcans the coonunication and transportatior between two nations.

That {8, T is part of bchavior soncc. It 1s defined by thosc bchavior
dimensions colincatine communications and traasactions betwen tvo natfons
23 measurcd by their trada.53 Sccond, the Social distances can ko teopdd
by thosc cttributc dimensions definine the socio-cultural characteristics
of nations, such as Carholic Culturc, Fquelity, Oricntal Culturc, and
Divcrsity.SL Third, Stretceic distance vhick (s defined be '"'richt as the
vulnerability of attack of onc nation by anothcr can be partially nmessurcd

by scopraphic distancc.ss

Fourth, "olitical and Lepnl] dimtenccs can be
defincd by the politicel orientetion dimcnsion of attribute spncc. Finally,
Intellectual distance can be indexed by cconomic development, since ruasure

of cducation and scicntific (versus lipal and rclipious) intcrcest (such as

52(continued)

be considercd in rclation to its barpainine valuc in 2 gencral scttlermcent, and
it becomcs prograessively morc difficult to scttlc any issuc on its mcrits.'
Urieht, 1942, 1256 n. 45)

Berkowitz (1962, v. 160) makes the samc point at the groun level:
"Greater contact between groups docs not nccessarily promotce fricndship., Con-
trary to the oversimplificd formulations of manv men of good will, brinping
people togcther who have nutually cxclusive aims or values usually heightens
the chances of conflict. Their coming topethur produccs friction.'

53"Thc technolopical distonces scparating pairs of similar countrics
may be compared over short puriods of time by comparison of tradc statistics.'
(Wright, 1942, p. 1244)

4Thesc arc dimcnsions of attribute space rcported in Rummel (1969b),
and listed with indicators in Tablc 3 below.

SSGeographic location is thcorctically a2 part of attribute spacc. In
the latest unrcported analyscs of national attributes dirccted at delincating
the dimensions of this space for 1963, three variables were included in order
to define the location of a nation's capital. The resultine attribute dimen-
sions capturcd this variance associated with location; national distances com-
puted on thesc dimensions would then subsume geoqraphic distance. For the 1955
results to be used here, however, geopraphic distance would have to be computed
scparately from distances on attributc space dimensions.




3%

nroportion of scivac. titles putlisked) cre Li“hly releted (o the dinunsier
(‘umra ), ‘orthcentnr).

Puttin- the 2bove corrusrenrdonicit toruther, romusborine that T i<
wov b.lavior on the commumiction-trrasacticn afmcncions, and luttips 70
stend for (o linuay combinction of) dletameus er the secic-cultural diren

siong, w prot the rovised véuation
CF & 2T & kT 4 cP + ¢80 = 4G » p, ()

there a, b, ¢. ¢, ¢, 2nd » are cenntants and gll oxcent £ ave pesitivg,

"cv placing behavior on tis s2=c cic,
CF - aT & LI 4 ¢ ¢ ¢SO - £ & o, (7

That ic to say, ‘rom ''ricrht wo heve devalopod anether courtien shouine
the roelationship betwecn conflict and cooperrtion. This tiemc, rother
then dunline with joint buhavier we hieve the dif’crence botween couflict
and coopcratior conflict rulative to coomcration viil be rreater as the

indicatcd attributc éictances cr. ercater end roorraphic éistonce loss.

This can be put into the (oilowir: propocitior.

Sé
Distancc ®roposition’ The disterce veetor  of the U.S,

fronm objcct natior on the social, noliticai oricntatiorn, and

5630 other nation is hipker than the U.5. en ccononfc dovelonrmant
and on the ordincl retine for froudom of oroup oppositior. Thus, distance
vectors and distancce mannitudes om cach of thesc two dimcnsiens weuld Yo
cquivalent. However, on Catliolic culturce and the othcr socio-cultural
dimcnsions, the U.S. is neither the hichost ner lowest. Cemscaucntly, if
tho other naticn is hishir on the Catholic Culturc dircnsfon, then the
distarce vecte will have a nepative mapnitude oné a positive nornitude {f
the other nation is lowur, Yer distance racnitudes ("uclidearn distance),
however, both valuces would Lo positive,

‘Thy deal with vectors riother than magniticdes? Tor two rossons. Firet,
vectors allov a simplcr represcontaticn of ficld thoory and ¢os=icr mathoematical
menipulation. They arc more pleasine acstheticelly and intellectually.



sconemic duvelopmnt dimasions centribute positively and the
istanc.s on geosraghic Cictanc. certriluty neratively teo

the paenitudc of cemflict actiems of the U.S. tovard =n object
ratfon roelative te its coorunications r~av transactions vith

that natforn.

The fourth hypothesis i3 that conflict ané coepcration butwien
aations result free thodr rilative pever pnd the tice that tind ther.
The dércction of fnfluence here should By clear. The closur tvo netiors
sre in their powcry, holdine cococrative tice constant, conflict ic rore
likely. To put this differently, for peace to obteir detween twe natiens,

there should bo o disparity in powcr detwen thcn.s7

”(conttmud)

Sccend, vectors arc a more intuitivily sctisfyins repruscntatien thar Fuclideen
distancc. It is scnsiblc to s2y thot {f a nation ir in the middle of a diwun-
sion, such as «cononic development or powcr, it acts differently to thu hirher
nation than it docs to the oncs bencath it. To usc Fuclidean distanccs is to
say that the ration's bochavior vill be the sanc to thesc at the tor and Lottor,
sinco both arc vquidistont froe hir.

The usc of distance vectors ctcates a problen of its owr. Theory based
on distance vectogs cannot be distinpuished in the empirical tests to bu used
here from theory basud on thu characteristics of the object nation. A proposi-
tion that U.S. behavior ic & conscquence of distance vectors on the novcr
bascs dimension will havc the same test rosulta as a proposition that U.S.
bchavior is a consequence of the powar bascs of the object nation. At some
future ti=c 8 crucial test betwecn the two theoriec will have to be developed.
1 a= indcbted to ils Petter Gleditsch for pointire out this nrodblua to m.

57Ny intcrprctation of Organsli’s power transition theory will do some
violence to it, since hu is proposing that power chanpe is the crucial variable.
Fowcver, to unable analysis at this stapc in the data collection, 1 an treatinpg
the hypothesis as a static zonc end not without justification. A poucr gap
alone crcatcs foar (Berkowitz, 1962, p. &3): the dominant power gets what {t
wants by the implicit thriat of its powecr and the weaker submits--often uncon-
sciously--to avoic thc usc of such powcr. “Jithout c clear pap, however, there
is an ambiguity (sircc statesmen have no precisc mecasurc of power), In Coser's
terms (1963, p. 247), "when contenders fcel that their power is morc or less
evenly matched, riven their cormor inability to gauge their rclative strennth
more preciscly, then the temptatiorn is strone to cnpare in trial throurh
battle.’ Cec also Easton (1953, p. 303)

The theory thot power parity makos conflict morc likely contradicts
the traditional balancc of power theory, 2s cxpressed by Yiripne (1955, p. 143):
"The precater the number of states and the morc nearly cqual thuir power, the
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het {s uvant by Lincin~ or coepcrative tics? Oftem, this refers
to alliances, treatics, tradu, amc the :thu.S? These, hovever, constitute
the cooperative dehavior thet iz pert of our bchevier space--part of the
copendent variable, to speck looscly. Therefore, we can scy that the otject
of powwr perity will dopend on the < ifference betveen these two winds of

behavior. 1In ayrbols
CO -~ CF= 2P e b, )

vhere CO is undurstocd to b cooperation on dimcensions rcasurine such

coopurative tics as alliances and treatics end a is & nositive constent.

srocr Proposition: The distance between the U.S. and the

59 contributcs pesitively to thi rarnitudc

objcct uatior on power
of coopcrative actions (such as alliances and treatics) of the
v.&. tovard the odbfcct nation rclative to the conflict vith

that nation.

57

(continued)
eore stable is the equilibriun. See alsc ''ri~ht (1942, p. 755) Along with
Orpanski, 1 gqueation the scientific status of the talance of pover theory and
have soupght in vain for anythine othcr than historical narrative an¢ anecdotes
to support {t.

SSA cese could be rade that the bends between nations arc recducible to

their relative horopeneity, wliich has been asserted by lent and others to be a
nccessary condition for the successful opcration of a balarce of power. loropen-
eity could mean casicr diplomatic exchanre and power calculatiorns. On this,

see Culick (1955). This intcrpretation of “bond,” while rore conson nt with

the thcory bein~ developed here, would violate its =caning for contemporary
writers.

sgAs we shall later see, pover i= reasured alone the powcr boses dimen-
sion of attribute space. It rayv bc doubted that the resources for newer. such
as population, arca. national incore, and men undcr arms, capturce “pever’ as
meant by Orgenski and other intcrnaticnal relations thcorists. “reanski, hin-
sclf, however, dcfines power in terms of national incore (scc footnote 66).
As Lasswcll and Yanlan say (1950, p. 147). it “is power potential, rathcr then
power position dircetly, which is cruvcisl in the political process. Thc pleavere
co not always pay to see the winnirg harnc.” See also Lassvell and Xaplan (1950,
p. 83).
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The homesuncity lhiypethests is that the nore sirilar tuo nstions
are, the more likely they arc to cooperate snd enter into bindiny errampe-
rints--the more inteprative thelr bchavlor.bo Bussctt (1967) has svster-
atically irvestirated this hypothccis b cemputine Tuclidean distances
betveer natfons §n the space of four attribute space dirensions (sirilar to
ry cconoric devclopnent, political oricntation, Catholic culture. and density
tllx-.»:mlom)('l anc aarlyziar thc distanccs. The croupine of nations on these
distances corresponced well with our intuitive rerionel prourirg of natlcnshz
arc accounted, to a censiderable extent, {or erounines of nations on trade,
1% votine, and orpanizaticnal co-numbcrship.

Pussctt also rrouned nations on rcoeranhic distarcc and found sorc
correspondence butween such distance and the *chavior rrounings.

Suildirr on Russett's worl, and chat of Jacob anc. Teune (196G4) and

Deutsch et al. (1957)63 vho argue the nced for sinilarity in valucs for

6°“Thc nost important analytical property for the study of the¢ pre-
requisites of unification seoerms to be the deprec of heterogeneity of the menber
units. (Ctzioni, 1965, p. 19)

6lThis sinilarity is cstatlished in Puwmel (1969¢) and Russett (1967).

620m impressive pgrounine corprised the Sovict bloec, then within it
Albania an¢ Chinc as a subgroun. (Russctt, 1967, p. 355) 1t should be remen-
bercd that this was on attribute distancue alone!

630u1ncy ‘right says (19535, p. 542) cf Deutsch that he uses thc terms

political integration anc amalnanation: psychologicsl idcntification and
assirilation- =uiual responsivencss and sinplec pacification: and muytual inter-
dependence and intcraction to describe typical processes which 1if in proper
relation to onc another may develop a security community in an area. Thesc
appear to be sinilar, respectively, to the processes which 1 have described,
fror the peint of viev of incrcasine closncness of rroups, as orpanization,
standardization, co-opcration, and communication ... , end, from the point of
view of increasine separation of proups, ac social end politicel, psychic and
expectancy, legal arnd intellectual, and technolopical and strategic distances
eess’' right's comment is pertinent to vy attemot here to explicitly subsune
both 'Iright’s thcory and some of Russett's ~ni Dcutsch's hypotheses within o
cormon frame and to tic then together usine tho concept o! distance vector.
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integrative b«havior.b‘ T will propesc thet cooperative (imterrative)
behavior of natfonc is & function of (1) the goclio-culturel cinunsions,
vhick indexes a naticn's values, (2) thc nolitical orfentation Zimcnsien
ead ecoromic developmunt dizensions, ané ()) reorraphic dlstaaco.bs ’s &

proposition for the U.5., it becomés the followine.

Lenorengity Proposition: Distancc vectors bitwuen the U.S. cpd
an object nation on ccoronic development, politicsl oricntatiern,
end socio=cultural dizencions will contribute posfitivelv and
geoeraphic distance will contribute repatively to the coopera-

tivc Sehavior of the U.S. to thce oblect natien.

The firal hypothesis is thc scorraphic one. It states cimply that
the farther avay nations are, the less they iateract cither coorerativclw
or conflictfully. This hypothegis may tc morc salicnt for Turra, sav, then

the U.S. wvith its technologicel ability to spcn the plede and its "world

6%xt the fneividual leval, Williems (1947, p. 40) has pointed out that
‘there are often rcal intergroun differcnces in valucs, bcliefs, personal
habits, and custons. Such cultural differenccs may and oftea do loed to
tanpible disaprocments on ratter of considerable ¢motional importance to
individuals anc both pari.ies may be convirced of the riphtness of their ovm
positions.” !'ith repard to attitudes, Buchanan anc Cantril (1953, p. 29,
itclics omitted) have noted that certair 'nations are rerarded with more
friendliness than others, and thet thesc nations have certain common cultural
or historical characteristics. For a fascinatine discussion of how c¢iffcr-
ences in culture can affect vicuws of tire anc spece, scve Fall (1959, 1969).
Relevant to our discussion, Hall (1969, p. 2) states th~t “expericnce as it
is perceived throurh onc sct of culturally patterned scnsory scrcens is quite
different fron cxperience perceived throucl: another.’

6snussctt onitted the size dirncnsion fro- his aralysir. arpuirn~ that {1t
is not a relevant criteria for cooperation lecading te i:tegration (Russctt,
1967, p. 21). 1 will do likcwise. The uec of a nunber of dimcnsions to definc
homogeneity is consonnnt with Jacol's anc Teune's ergu=ent (1964, p. 22), that
homocencity ''should probably not be identificd by any sinelc index. The social
boundaries of a community should be dravm or thc basis of a corpesite profile
of the various indicators previously renticned.” Thuy also noint out that tho
“feelinp of social homogencity' can be nicasured bv the concent of 'socirld
distance.' (1964, p. 19)
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policeman policy. VYec, vouléd Soviet misciles tn 1962 have caused the
same crisis vere (Qubz loceted in Tast Africe or South East /sia? It is
d1fficult to accept that the sanc U.S. conflict and cooperation would be
directed ot a naticn regarcless of reocraphic distance. 1t is rore likely
that reorraphic distance acts as a =elerater variadble, darpenin~ coopera-
tion at & srent Jdistance or accentuatin: the conflict for close nations.

This nerspective is consistent vith the following proposition.

Geortapl.dic Proposfition: The peopraphic distance of the U.S.
fro= the object nation contributes nesntively to the cooperative

and conflictful actions of the U.S. tovard that nation.

Six apprecate level hypotheses about nation dehavior have now been
interrelated usiny the constructs of attribute and behavior space, dyad,
and distance vector. Several propositions about the dbehavior of a partic-
ular set of dyads, all those involvine the U.S. as actor, have been
derived fror these hypotheses. It may be helpful at this point to sum-
narize the discussion by systenatically placine the propositions in a
teble, with the proposec relationshins (Tstle l). As scen from the Tedble,
there is a consistency in the proposed direction of relationshins of
discances to either cooperative or conflictful actions or their combina-
tion, us expected piven the overlappinn nature of the hypotheses, the con-
sistency in the scholarly literature, and the cormon frarework (e.p..
distance vectors) vithin which the hypothese werc interpreted. The import-
ant thing, however, is not thic consistency, but vhether the common thread
--the theoretical proposition that distancec vectors explain nation behavior
--and equation (1) eivinp specificity to this reclationship are consistent

vith observation. For an answer, we must leave our armchair and easy talk
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TASLE 1

Propositions About U.S. Aggregate Behavior

Attribute Spacc Dimensions

Ccon. Dev. Power Bases Pol. Guographic Soclo-

Dist. Cist. Oriunt. Dist. Cultural

Proposition Beiavior S Dist. Dist.
Linkage all + 4+ +

Status A cooperative - -

Status B conflictful + -

Status C coop. + conflict -

Dhtmcol-'- coop. - conflict - - + -
Powor coop. - conflict +

l'omosenecity cooperative - - - -

Ceographic coop. or conflict -

/51'he signs on this relationship have all been reversed from
LCquation (7) to conform with the direction of the other
relationships expressed in the Tablc.
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and confront the azpregate phenomenon. For if 'we shrink from conflict
with reality, why invite it by making assertions'' (Popper, 1965a, p. 273).

Space and prudence c¢o not permit a thorough ciscussion of the methods
used in testinp the above nropositions--since this has been done elsewhere
(Rurmel, 1969b). Suffice it to say that treating behavior and attributes
within a linear space enables the product moment coefficient, and the
rultiple repression, component factor analysis, and canonical analysis
nodels to be part of the theoretical structure of field theory. They then
becone the techniques for operationalizing and testing derivations of the
theory of propositions imbedded in the theory.

In a previous study (Rummel, 1969b) the location of thirteen dyads
involving the U.S. as actor (objects were Drazil, Burma, China, Cuba, Egypt,
India, Indonesia, Israel, Jordan, lietherlands, Poland, U.S5.5.R., and U.K.)
in 1955 behavior space was related (using canonical analysis) to 1955 dis-
tances (differences) between the U.S. and the thirteen object nations. The
distances were on econopic development (indexed by energy consumption per
capita), power bases (indexed by national 1ncome66), freedom of group
opposition, and geographic distance. Decause of the small number of cases

(13), not all dimensions of behavior or attribute spaces could be used.

66w1th repard to the previous discussion of the power hypothesis,
Orpanski (1960) rccommends national income as the best measure of power.
The reason national income was selected here was primarily because of its
very hirh correlation with the power bases dimension (Rummel, 1969c) for
all nations and secondarily because of Ornanski's sugpestion and use of the
indicator.

fuincy 'lright (1955) recommends energy production times population as an
indicator of the power of 2 nation. This indicator, however, is also very
highly correlated with nationzl incore and with the power bases dimension
(Rummel, 1969c). Therefore, national income is tappinp almost the same
variances that would be included were I to use Yripht's indicator (or, for
that matter. defense expencitures, nen under arms, GNP, population, or
energy production).
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Attribute space thercfore was defined in terms of the dimensions men-
tioned: economic development, power bases (size), and nolitical orienta-
tion. Geographic distance was also included.

The behavior space dimensions were summed into three statistically
independent (orthogonal) dimensions of conflict behavior, adiinistrative

67 For this sample on these

behavior, and private international relationms.
three dimensions, fifty-five percent of the variation in overall U.S.

actions werc accounted for by the distances. Specifically, uninety percent
of the variation in U.S5. conflict behavior toward the thirteen nations was

accounted for by power and political orientation distance vectors. Te

function is

where CF denotes conflict behavior, P3 denotes power bases distance. ™0
distance on political orientation, and = means approxirately. The co-
efficients are for standardized data. iith regard to U.S. private
international relations (tourists, students, exports, immigrants, etc.),
seventy percent of the variation in this behavior is accounted for by

ccononic developnment

.99C0 & --,CSID. (10)

67There were oririnally eleven behavior space dimensions for 182 dyeads.
"By studyine the content of the eleven dimensions, threc kinds of substan-
tive classifications crierge: dimensions manifestine nrivate international
relations, those comprising administrative behavicr, and those involvine
conflict behavior." (Rummel, 1969b, p. 34) Private international rela-
tions consist of salience (e.p. translations, tourists, treaties), commun-
ications, ecuports, students, and niprants dimcnsions: administrative behav-
ior consist of diplomatic and international orerznization dimensions: conflict
behavior consist of U.l. votinp, self-determination voting, nepative sanc-
tions, and deterrence dimensions. Secc Rummel (1969b, Table 1) for the
behavior variables related to these dincensions.
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where CO denotes cooparation (since private international relations encom-
pass a cooperative range of actions) and ED denotes economic development.

Both equations (9) and (10) cxpress empirical relations that overlap
with the propositions of Table 1. Zquation (9) relates to thc status B
proposition, but whilc power bases is included and in the right dircction,
eccnonmic development is not., In its place is political orientation dis-
tance. Iquation (10) is similar to the status A proposition, excent that
while economic development is in the hypothesized direction, the power
bases dimension is not included.

Overall, attribute distances accounted for fifty-five percent of
the variancce in the behavior of the U.S., toward the thirteen object nations.
This is consistent with the theoretical proposition that behavior is
linearly depcadent on distance vectors.

The difficulty with genceralizing the above results is the small
sample, howcver. Accordingcly, data have been collected for the behavior
of the U.S. toward 81 other nations in 1955 and the results of analyvzing
these data will be reported herc.

The choice of dyadic variables on which to collect U.S. behavior
cata was guided by the results of the anolysis of fifty varisbles for 182
dyads (including the above-mentioned dyads with U.S. as actor) for 1955,
Varigbles were inciuded to index the behavior space dimensions68 for the

182 dyads to be as diverse as possible so as to capture a2 wice range of

68Thesc dirensions are shown in Rummel (19695, Table 1). The differ-
ence betwecen this set of dimensions for 1955 and thosc shown in Rummel (1969c¢)
is that the latter are computed across missing data vhile the former are com-
puted on a matrix with missine data filled in by resression cstimates.



-45-

variation in U.S. foreign behavior, to exploit the greater avzilability of
data in the U.S. for some variables (such as foreign investments), and to
take account of the type of analysis to Y“e done. On the last criterion,
there was no reason to include, say, cxport US+j/total U.S. trade, since
the denominator will be constant for all U.S. dyads, and accordingly the
variable will have a perfect correlation with exports US+j alone. Thus, no
variable normed by U.S. totals is included in the analysis. The list of
variables for which data were collected is shown in Table 2.

Attribute space for 1955 has already been analyzed for all nations
(Rummel, 1968) and all that is nceded here is that distance vectors between
the U.S. and object nations be computed on the dimensions cf this space.
Table 2 gives the attributc space dimension and the indicator of that dimen-
sion on which distance vectors between the U.S., and object were computed.

The results to be presented are divided into three parts, First, the
patterns among the dyadic behavior of the U.S. will be considered. Second,
the findings relevant to the fundamental field theorv proposition will be
wecighed. And finally, the results bearing on the six propositions discussed
above will be measured.

The nineteen actions of the U.S. toward 81 nations in 1955 range from
tourists, through exports and treaties, to éonflict behavior.69 How arc thesc
actions patterned? This is an interesting and important question in itself,
but unfortunatcly, one on which we cannot dwell wiéh great detail here,
Noncthelcss, in order to make the U.S. behavior suitable for subsequent canon-

ical analysis, a preliminary factor annlysis was necessary to reducc U.S.

698cfore analyses of tho data could be done, missing data had to be
estimated using a regression estimation technique described elsewhere (Wall
and Rummel, 1969).
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TABLE 2

U.S. Behavior Space

Variable Variable . llissing
No. Code Variable Data
1 BOOKS exports of books and periodicals US-+j 0
2 TOURIS tourists US—+j 17
3 TREATY treaties US~j 0
4 EXPORTS exports US—+] 0
5 STUDNT students US—+j 24
6 EMIGRA emigrants US-+} 11
7 EMBLLG embassy or legation US+j = 1; none = 0 0
8 IGO0 intergovernmental organizations of which US and 0

j are comembers
9 D-UN agreemant US-j on major 1955 dimensions of UN voting 18
10 NEGSAN negative sanctions factor scores, US+] 0
11 MILVIO military violence factor scores, US—+] . 0
12 NEGCOM negative communication factor scores, US+j 0
13 ECOAID economic aid, US~j 0
14 INVEST private investment, US-j 8
15 MILAID military aid, US+] 0
16 COMMIT military committment, US~+j 0
17 VISITS official visits, US—+] 0
18 HILPER military personnel stationed in, US+j 0

19 CONFER conferences, US+j 0
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dyadic behavior to their independent patterns (or dirensicns, as they are
more technically known).7o

The factor analysis results arc civen in Aprendix II and the values
of U.S. dyaas (factor scores) on these patterns are listoed in Appoendix ITI.

The nircteen U.S. dyadic actions werc found to cluster into six
distinct and independent patterns. The first pattcrn71 conmprises the move-
nent of American students anu emicrants to other nations, treaties with those
nations, military 2id to them and kish level confercences involvine them. At
first, this appears to be a coopcration dimension, but if so, how does ore
explain that thesc kinds of actions are. inderendent of experts, tourists,
econonic aid, etc.? A look at thc values of U,S. dvads on this pattern, as
given in Appendix III, cshows that the object nations highest on this pattern
are “elpium, France, “est Germany, Italy. ilictherlands, Switzerland, and the
United Yinedom. Lowest arc Turma, Cambodin, Tl Selvadore, Guatamalsz, Loos,
and South Victnam., Obviously, this pattern is a cluster of U.S. actions
peculiarly directed to Westcrn Turonean nations and will be named 'cstern

72
European Cooperation.

70My prefereace is to do a canoniczl analysis on the raw data. The
relationship amony the two sets of varinbles is given dircctly, then, Yow-
ever, becausc the correlation matrix of U.S., bchavior was virtually singular
(determinant = 5.0 x 1073), the data had to be first reduced to a sct of
independent dimensions.,

The scientist using conventional canoniczl analysis must watch the
determirnants of the correlation matrices being computed in the analvsis (2nd
unfortunately, few programs cvaluate these determinants). Fer, if the
deternminant is very small, say 1.0 » 1073, then the ratrix is virtually
singular and the values of thc inverse of the matrix will hinre larpely on
random error. Canonical annlysis results will be therc in this cvent, but
they probably will be distorted and mislending.

71From this point on, I will be interpreting the rotated dimensions in
the order they arc shovm in Appendix I1I.

72That such a pattern should emerpge should surprise no one. Tirst, it
is worthvhile to remember as we see the other patterns how well the analysis




Y

A sccond cluster of U.S. actions, independent of and larper than
the above, also is cooperative in nature. This consists of U.S. exports
of books, exports in gencral, U.S. tourists. U.S. private irvestments. and
U.5. emigrants. Only two nations are the major recipicents of this behavior:
Canada and the U.K. Perhaps most would acree in calline this an Anplo-
American Cooperation pattern. It is interesting to nete that the nations
wvith the lowest valucs on this dimension are Venczuela and Mexico. This
disparity in behavior to Canada and Mexicc, especially. since both are larse
nations contiguous to the U.S., underscores the cffects that socio-cconomic
and cultural differences can have in foreign behavior. BDut we will cxamine
this more nrecisely later.

The Viestern Luropean and Anrlo-Amcrican patterns were cooperative.
The third pattern delineated is of conflict. Specifically,a cluster of
miiitary violence and nerative communications actions,73 and only these
actions, are involved in this pattern. The U.S., as a major world power
with global political interecsts and concerns, employs both negative communi-
cations, militery warnines and violence as ways of communicatine its national
interests and expectations--as ways of drawing the lines other nations cross
at their own risk. Consonant with this point, Appendix III shows that the

two major objects of this behavior are the 1'.5.5.R. and China. This pattern

/z(continued)

uncovered some patterns that are ''common knowledpe'' among scholars. when my
subsequent results are not so obvious or immediately understandable. Second,
even though the existence of a Vestern Duropean Cooperation pattern is krown,
the precise behavior defining it and the values of nations on it arc not known.
This additional knowledge--a precisc comparative measurement of the pattern--
is provided by this analysis at the ceprerate level.

3As can be seen from Appendix I which defines the military violence
and negative communication variables, these variables themselves measure
separate clusters of conflict actions found in conflict data for 340 dyads.
Consequencly, more is involved in the cluster than two variables: rather a
whole spectrum of military activities and negative communications is defined

by this pattern.,
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of behavior clearly rescmbles deterrent behavior and I will call it a
Deterrence pattern.

Deterrence is independent of the other cooperative dimensions, meaning
that sometimes the U.S. directs deterrent behavior at its Western European

and Anglo-American friends, and sometimcs the U.S. is cooperative with the

74

major objects of U.S. deterrent behavior. This independence’™ of conflict

and cooperative type behavior has been consistently found in a number of
studies. The foreign conflict behavior of 82 nations in 1955 was found
independent of other kinds of foreign behavior (Rummel, 1966). For about
340 dyads in 1955 conflict behavior was found independent of other kinds
of dyadic behavior (Rummel, 1969b), and in 1963 the same independence was
found for the same number of dyads (Rummel, 1970b). The evidence for the
belief that conflict and cooperation are not antipodes--opposite ends of 2
continuum--but are statistically independent dimensions of international
relations is mounting.75

The fourth cluster of U.S. dyadic actions is diplomatic, administra-
tive, and military in naturc. These comprisc the existence of a U.S. embassy
or lecation in the other nation, common intergovernmental organization mem-
berships, U.N. voting agrecment, and military defense commitments. Among

nations high on this pattern are Australia, Belgium, Taiwan. Thailand, Union

740n indcpendence, see footnote 81,

75A theoretical reationale for this is provided by Deutsch (1966), who
argues that cooperation and conflict are both the consequence of high inter-
action. Whether the relationship goes in one direction or the other depends
on the 'covariance of rewards or intcrests."




.50~

of South Africa, and most Central and South Amcrican Countics; lowest arc
Albania, Bulgaria, China, East Germany, North Korea, Cutcr Mongolic, and lorth
Vietnam., This is a purely Cold War pattcrn76 (remember, this is 1955
behavier).,

The fact that Anglo-American and Western European nations do not
have high scores on this dimension (and the U.S.S.R. & low onc) implies
that although there are cold war elenents in U.5. behavior to thuesc
natiors, there arc alse other ingrediénts as well, as we well know.77 The
finding of a cluster of conflict actions called Deterrence 2part from Cold War
behavior is also understandable., The U.S. must constantly communicate intent
to friend, foc, and neutrals alikc, Military n2lerts, warnings, threats,
and diplom~tic protests arc devicos for signaling Egypt, France, Peru,
Panama, and Israel, as well as obvious U.S, enemies, and they arc so used.
Thus, the Cold War pattorn is 2 delineation of those actions
and a denoting of thosc nations with which U.S. behavior uniquely defines
the Cold War,

The fifth pattern of U.S. behavior consists mainly of negative
sanctions and, to a lesser extcnt,/the stationing of U.S. military
personncl in the country, In 1955, the U.S. directed some negative actions
toward West Germany and Japan (as well as Burma, China, =nd Czechoslovakia).
tlest Germany had, then, the largcst contingent of American military personnel

abread, and Japan ran 2 closc thir. to South Korca in U.5. troops stationed

76This pattcern conforms with the findings of Teune and Synnestredt

(1965). Using bivariatc statistics on 119 nations and nlignment data on 70
variables for 1953 2nd 1963, they found that the best objective measures of
US-USSR alignment (as judged by comporison with expert ratings) are military
cormitments, U.N. votes, diplomatic recognition, and official visits. These
four variables (official visits has a loading of -.48 in the Celd War patteru),
in addition to internationnl crganizations, define our Cold War pattern for the
U.s.

77One of thc best socinl scicence studics of these ingredients is that
for the US-UK dyad by Russett (1963).



-51l-

in the country. Thus, the relationship between neprative sancticns anc¢ V.S,
military personnel follows. This nattevn will Lo called epative Sanctions.
Finally, the sixtli cluster of actions almost wholly involves
cconomic aid. To a nuch iesser extent, military aid is also a3 part of the
pattern, Aid is therefore a specific kind of U.5. behavior, apparently
independent of uniquely Cold "'ar zctions (which would be true 17 ais is
piven for a combination of reusons, including pclitical and altruistic)78
as wvell as other kinds of cooperative activity. This will be called an
aAid pattern.79
These si» patterns of U.S. dyadic behavior--¥estern Furopean, Anglo-
American, Deterrence, Cold ‘'lar, Verative Ganctions, and Aid--should, if
field theory is correct, be dependent on the attritute <istances of other

nations from the U.S.80

>

As listed in Table 3, L :low thirtcen indicators

781ndependence means that there is no statististical relationshin,
With repard to aid, this would obtain if 2id were given sometimes for col!
war reasons, sonetimes for altruistic purposes. A positive relationship
with the 'estern Duropean pattern (as haprpens vith military aid) and a
nepative relationship with the cold war pattern would occur for economic
aid if it were given for wholly politicel reasons: a positive relationship
would . -obably occur with cold war behavior if it were never given for
political reasons but altruistically. Consider the countries in neced: China,
Albara, Bulparia, Outer lonpolia, amon; others, certainly would be recipients
on humanitarian grounds alone.

77Aid was also independent of cther foreipn behavior for (2 nations in
the analysis mentioned in footnote 1, and in a just completed analysis of
the behavior of 182 dyads tith 1963 data (Rummel, 1970b).

80These six patterns that have been formed in U.5. actions could be con-
sidered as operationalizing Rosenau's ‘issue area' concept. For Roscnau, an
issue area comprises a distinct "interaction pattern’ and ncbilizes different
interests (1966. p. 71) within a naticn. Fach of the si:: patterns, whether
Aid, Deterrence, or Anrlo-Arerican, does involve diffcrent interest grouos
within the U.&., and, as I have shovn. does involve distinct U.S. behavior. If
this point is rranted. then in effect this vhole paper could be consicered a
definition of U.S. issue arccs and a linking of these to 'the variables defin-
ing the cxternal behavior' of the U.S. within Roscnau's framovork.

The possibility that Rosenau's “nre-theorv’ coulc be ricorously devcloped
within a field theory context, such as that beine develened hera, has been
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TABLE 3

Dimension

Economic Development
Powcr Dases

Political Orientation
Forelgn Conflict Behavior
Density

Catholic Culture

Domestic Conflict
Oriental Culture
(unnamed)

Traders

Equality

Diversity

Sufficiency

Indica tor

energy consumption per capita

national inéome

frecedom of group oppositionﬂ/

nunber of threats

population/national land area

Ronan Catholics/population

number domestic killed

nunber of religious groups

foreign college students/college students
exports/GNP

government education expenditure/
government e¢xpenditures

numter of language groups

proteins/calorics

Q/Measured as: 0 = political opposition not permitted;
1l = restricted opposition permitted, but cannot compaign
for control of government;

2 = unrestricted.
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of the dimensions of attribute space can be used to determine these distance
vectors. .
Appendix IV contains the canonizal analysis of U.S. dyadic behavior
and attribute distances. The results show how well the variation of U.S.
dyadic behavior on the six independent prtterns can be explained by the
attribute distances vectors plus peographic distance. At the moment, our
interest is in the overall reclationshin between U.S. behavior and U.S.
attribute distances, for this would be high if results accord with the field
theory axiom that distance vectors arc forces determining behavior.
Specifically, we are concerned with how dependent bchavicr space is on
attribute space. Vhen we ask about the relationship between spaces, we are
beine severe in our test (as we should be), for we are askinp how dependent

all the infinite linear combinations of the six bechavior patterns are on all

&o

(continued)
pointed out by others. At a 1966 conference on the Interdependencies of
National and International Political Systcms rcported in Rosenau (1967), one
speaker (only identified as 'First Speaker') said that: '"Vhen I think of &
field that micht present some analogies, sorie models for emulation, for
studying national-international linkapes, the field thet comes most promin-
ently to mind is psychology, particularly certain schools of psychologv.
Among the schools of psychology, the one that seems to provide the most
fruitful grounds for emulation is, of course, field theory. 1Tt is a
natural area of psychology in vwhich to look for analogies becausc it is
specifically conccrned with the linkares between the personality and its
various environments or fields. Ficld theory is not concerned with personality
per se--the nceds, drives, and reflexes of human beinps. It is not concerned
with particular external objects or stimuli acting upon the personality. It
1s concerned with the characteristics of social fields in which and on which
individuals operate'' (Rosenau, 1967, p. 31). The same speaker also pointed
out later: "Another typological problem that has cropped up again and again
in our discussions was also confronted by the field theories in psychology.
It is the problem of how one constructs a differential spatial geometry for
the various fields in which the unit acts and which act upon the unit. The
(Rosenau) linkape paper we have discussed tackles the problem as cne alwvays
does at the outset, in an offhand way. It breaks dovn the international
environment of a national system by distinguishing emong their contiguous
environment, the regional environnent, the cold-war environment, and so on.
Some of the field theorists in psychology have tackled the problem in an
extremely rigorous way' (Rosenau, 1767, p. 32).
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the infirite lincar combinations of attribute distances.UI The result is
that the (trace) correlation between the two spaces is .68, which means
that alnost fiity percent of the variation of U.S. dyads in behavior space
can be cxplained by distance vectors.,

This result is well within the ball park. Considering that social
scientists point with pride to correlations of .4 and .5, and that the
behavior being explained ranyes from private international relations to
public, and from cooperative to conflictful. And considering that such
behavior to all nations is being explained, whether Yemen, Cuba, Haiti,
U.K., France, or China an¢ the U.S.S.R., then to account for almost fifty
percent of the behavior on the si: U.S. dvadic patterns or their linear
combinations is positive evidence for the theory.

Our final concern is with the six propositions-- the linkage, status,
distance, power, homogeneity, and geographic propositions--tied together
within field theory by the distance vector construct. How do the canonical
results in Appendix IV bear on these propositions?

Our first relevant finding is that U.S. Western European behavior and
Deterrence are explained bv pover perity, to the amount of eighty-eight per-

cent of the variance (.94 correlation). The equation for this is

8lThis mathenatical concept of ''all possible linear combinations™ may
need clarification. Consider three variables, such as X,, X,, and X3. A
linear combination would be ¥, + 3&.. Another would be X, + X .. A
third would be 5%, - 16X;. 1In general, any combination Y "wheré Y ="aX,+
bX, + ¢X3 and a, b, ¢ are any rcal numbers, is a linear combination. In effect,
V¥ 1s a scale derivec from the three variables and an infinitude of such scales
can be formed linearly from any set of variables. All these scales, including
each variable iteslf, constitute a space in mathematical terms. Now, to con-
sider the behavior space of the U.S. is to consider the infinitude of behavior
scales that could be linearly formed from the six patterns.
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.81 (WE) + .66(DE) & -.81(PO),

vhere WE means Western European behavior, DE stands for the deterrence
pattern, and PO is the power distance vector as before.82

This 1s strong confirmation for status proposition C, which was
derived from the theories that equal status }c¢ads to high cooperation and
status disequilibrium causes conflict. This finding confirms both status
notions and suggests how power alone can explain U.S. behavior; economic
development as a status crncels out through having opposite effects.83

The above equation provides a set of cstimates of behavior, the com-
bination of VE and DE, from power distance (difference). Figure 4 plots
the estimates of this behavior combination from power parity. The dyads
fairly well align themselves along the perfect prediction line, as to be
expected from a correlation of .94. As showvm, U.S. actions to France on
this joint behavior (llestern European plus deterrence) could be almost
perfectly predicted from power distance, while U.S. to India is poorly
predicted, U.S. behavior tc India is relatively undercoopcrative or deter-
rent, given Indian power relative to the U.S, This may be explained by a
llestern-oriented parception of the U.S. which tends to underate non-
European nations. Consider that those to whom the U.S. underbehaves in the
Figure are Egypt, Japan, India and China, (excluding the U.K., which is a

syecial case and which the U.S. much tales for granted), while those to whorn

82The scores for WE, DE, and PO are assumed stancardized and this
assumption will hold for all subsequent relationships to be discussed.

8381nce many papers of this typc are written after the results are in,
I should remark that this one was written (up to the discussions of the
results) before completion of the computer analvses. Thus, in the true
sense of the word, these results confirm an a priori hypothesis.
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the U.S. overhehaves are U.S.S.R., Vest Germany, Canada, Italy and Israel
(perceived in many ways as really a Furopean style nation). This sumgests
that a futurc test include an attribute that ncasures the Luropeaness of a
nation. Distance from the U.S. on this attribute should then account for
thuse ceviations from prediction of power distancc.

The sccond relevant finding is that sixty-eight percent « ! the varia-
tion in U.S. dyadic hehavior on the Cold Var pattern is explained Ly distance

(difference) in political orientation and Catholic culture. The equation is
<79(CW) & ,56(P5) + .48(CC),

vhere CU is the cold war pettern, PS is political distance, anc¢ CC is Catholic
culturo.ua The equation says that Colu Var behavior increases, the nore polit-
ically distant the object nation is and the less is the Cathelic culture.85
The plot of the behavior predictions from thcse two attribute distance vectors
is shown in Figure 5. Civen their distances from the U.S., we overact toward
Venezuela, Ireland, Outer Mongolia, China, and the U.S.S.R. on the Cold War
pattern and underact toward the U.K.

The finding expressed by the equation indicates that Power Dascs 1s
irrelevant for explaining U.S. cold war behavior (when such behavior is under-
stood to consist of those behaviors found to cluster together into the pattern

I am callinp Cold War). Rather. such behavior is mainly a function of

8"‘l’he coefficients for the second canonical variates have all been re-
versed in sieon for simplicityv.

8sThc U.S, 1s near the mean in Catholic culture. Thus, when differences
are taken, some U.S. dyads vill be hirh positive, some high nepative. Those at
the high positive end will be those that are lowest on Catholic Culture: those
that are high negative will be hichest on Catholic culture. Thus, the positive
coefficient on CC is to be read as indicating that Cold War behavior increascs
the more non-Catholic the object. If CC were a distance magnitude, then the co-
efficient would simply mean that the more unlike the U.S. in CC, the more Cold
War behavior.
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political and religious distance--that is, idcology. The previous finding
in conjunction with this one mcans that there are two overlapping spheres
of U.S. action. MNations in one sphere consist of those which have relative
power parity with the U.S. and toward which the U.5. directs lUestern Curopean
hehavior or deterrence. In the other sphere are those which are far from the
U.S. in political system and nou-Catholic; to thewm we direct Cold Var behavior.
The U.S5.S.R. an¢ China ar¢ in both sphierue, which mecans that both power parity
and ideological distance are forces influencing U.S. behavior toward these two
nationl.86

The Cold War pattern is alnost a coopcrative-conflict continuum, except
at the Cold 'iar end there is not conflict behavior neccssarily,a7 but rather
a lack of behavior. UNations hirh on thisc pattern are bein~ systematically
ignored--a conflict situation exists between ther and the U.S. At the other
end of the continuum are a number of cooperative actions , such as U.l. vetiny
agreement and military commitments., If this end of the Cold Var continuum, or
pattern, is taken as a type of cooperation, then how does the above finding
relate to the six propositions of concern to us? The finding that atout two-
thirds of the variation in Cold War behavior can be accounted for by pclitical
and Catholic Culture distances partially confirms the homogeneity propositicn.‘
This proposition asserted that the more similar in economic development, °

political system, socio-culturel distence, and closer geopraphically, the rore

cooperative (or intepgrative) the two nations. We find that only political and

86This may scen trite, soncthing that is obvious from any cducatced reading
of the Mew VYork Times. liowever, thc reader riust bear in nind that these are
results of the analysis of U.S. behavior data and distances, and that anvone
doinp the analysic without cver haviny read @ newspaper or a book on interna-
tional relations would come to this 'cduceted” conclusion. He would undoubtedly
name the patterns differentlv and talk morc in terms of coefficients and cor-
relations. But, he would find the same rclationship and make the same predic-
tions.

87Ho:e that conflict behavior is uncorrelated with this dimension.
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soclo~cultural distances are salient, but that economic and geographic dis-
tances arc not., We will return to this point after some other results are
considered.

The third relevant findine is that fifty-three percent of the varia-
tion in the volume of Weatern Luropean behavior over deterrent behavior i3
explained by geopraphic cistance and difference in density. That is, the '.S.
1s more inclined todu-cnpiinsize Vlestern Curopean behavior and de-emphasize deter-
rence if the other nation is far and densely populated; if close peographic-
ally and sperscly populated, then deterrence is emphasized over llestern

Py

Furopean behavior.”” The equation is
oS‘.‘\‘E - oSZDE ‘ -OOODS + o6ch,

where DS is dcnnitysg and GD) geographic distance. The subtraction of
deterrence from Western luropean behavior produces a scale, with U.S5. object
nations receiviuz high European hehavior from the U.S. and no deterrence at
one end and nations receiving high deterrent behavior and no Western European
behavior at the other., Considering that the density dimension of attributc
space has not heen found to invalve nuch more than the punber of
people per squiare mile and railroad and road lengths (Russett, 1967; Pummel,
forthcoming) why density should be relevant to this behavior is not clear.
The fourth finding is that about onc~-third of the variation in U.S.
Anglo=-Ancrican behavior can be accounted for by similarity in economic
development, dissimilarity in foreign conflict behavior, the Catholic nature

of the object, and geographiic closcness. The equation 1890

88rhis 1s not a clean relationship between the variables mentioned, for
from the canonical coufficients for the third variate we can seec that Anglo-
American, Cold War behavior, and Lconomic Aid enter in to a smaller degree, as
do some of the attribute distances.

397he high valucs on DS are nations of low density.
011 sipns on the coefficients for the fourth canonical variates have
becen reversed.



.G2AA & - ,75ED + .BOFC + ,64CC - .46GD,

where ED is economic development, FC. is foreien conflict, and AA is Anglo-
American bchavior.91

The final relationship found in thc canonical enalysis is that almost
one~third of the variation in aid given by the U.S5. can be explained Ly sinil-
arity in political systerm and the depree of oriental culture.92 The

93
equation is

078(A1n) - -053(PS) - .34(0:),

where OC means oriental culture. If a country has religious diversity and
many nationalities, a relatively hirch proportion of Buddhint and oricnmtals,
and has had former membership in the British Comnonwealth,ga then they arc
nmost likely to receive U.S. aid.

Five senarate firdinps have been presented. DBefore these are pulled
together with regard to the si: propositicns, the overall findines shoulc
be considered for the moment wholly in tcrms of the importance of cconomic

development, power bases, and political orientation.

91According to Strausz=iupé and Possony (1950, n. 238). "Anglo-Amcrican
friendship or cooperation is partly bascd on language, partly on identity of
interests as determined by the scorraphical conmstellation. Yet these bonds
are immeasurably strengthened by the associative elements of cultural and
political structure and by th2 pull of common political ideals--particularley
if and when these ideels meet the opposition of other powers.' The above
results suggest that we subtract out the "political structure' and insert

"economic development distance" as one of the bases of Anplo--Ancricen friend-
ship.

92Or:l.ental Culture is indexed by the number of religious groups.

S &

93All signs arc reversed for the coefficients of the fiith canonical
variates.

94Thcse attributes verce those found to be part of the Oriental Culture
dimension (Rummel, forthcomine),
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95 it can be seen that economic

From the results in Appendix IV
development, power bascs, and political orientation (as indexed by encrgy
consumption per capita, national income, and freedom of group opposition)
have good ability to explain behavior. Economic development distance alone
explains 7.5 percent of the variation96 in U.S. dyads in behavior space; the
percentages for power bases and political ovientation distances are 13.9
and 5.8 respectively. The average variance accounted for by all the remain-
ing distances is 3.7. These three distanccs togethur have a higher ability
to explain behavior than any three other distances among those involved in
the analysis. The probability of this occurring by chance if cach of the
fourtecn dimensions has equal possibility to affect behavior is .0031, or
odds of about 322 to 1.97 This 1is strong evidence for the linkage proposi-
tion based on Rosenau's 'pre-theory."

All the above results can now be organized into a table comparing
them with the propositions, as shown in Table 4. First, thc table shows th:¢

the field theory proposition is substantiated,as previously discussel. Second,
the linkage proposition of Rosenau is shown to have much empirical value when
interpreted in terms of distance.

Third, the status A and B propositions are not supported. For status

A proposition, the actual results for economic development distance are in

9The results of interest arc in the communality column of the struc-
ture matrix.

96This variance and the following cnes are the same as the trace cor-

relation squared, but in this casc it gives the variance in behavior space
explained by the single distance. The variance is derived by summing the
squared correlations (not shown in the Appendix) of the distance with the
six patterns and dividing by six. This interprctation is possible becausc
the potterns are orthogonal (slightly correlated basic indicators were used
to generate the distance vectors), thesc variance figures would all sum to
the squared trace.

97This is taking into account that three distances outside of economic
development and size have 2 better ability to account for U.S. behavior than
political orientation, and that onc distance (Catholic Culture) accounts for



TABLE 4

Actual and Predicted U.S. Behavior

Attribute Space Dimensions

Variance Econ. Power Pol. o1 Socio-
Explained Dev. Bases Orient. Dis%. Cultural
Propositions U.S. Dyadic Behavio 3{__ 4 _Qgggérgiggé Dist. Dist.e/
: Predicted | gohavior Space [o0°0
Field Theory Actual Behavior Spac 47.0
Predicted Jv : 3 L
ehavior Pattern
Ginkage Actual | ° 27.28/) 7,584 13.9%45,8%/
Predicted | Cooperation = - .
Status A Predicted | Cooperation = = =
Similarity| Actual Anglo-American
Cooperation 33.8 - - i
Actual Aid 31.¢ - *
S B Predicted | Conflict + -
ol Actual | Cold War 67.7 + *
-
Predicted | Cooperation
+ Conflict -
SEbran ¢ Actual W. European +
Deterrence 88.0 -
Predicted | Cooperation
- Conflict - - + * !
Distance Predicted | Cooperation
Power - Conflict +
Actual W. European -
Deterrence 52.9 4 *
Predicted | Cooperation or
Conflict
h
SoagFiphic Actual Behavior b/
Patterns 6.0~ | 6.0g/

EActual results are derived from the canonical analysis in Appendix 1IV.
E/This percentage is the amount of variance in behavior space explained by the

distance.

See footnote 96 for discussion.

&/This 1s the total variance in behavior space explained by the three distances.
See footnote 96 in text for discussion.

g-/Th:ls is the total variance in behavior satterns explaired
See footnote 96 in text for duscussion.

E/Since we are dealing with distance vectors, the direction

distances were not predicted.

All that was predicted was a

for at least one of these vectors, which is indicated by an
of such a relationship is also shown by an asterisk,
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by geographic distance.

of the socio-cultural

relationship to behavior
asterisk. The finding
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the wrong direction and power bases doeés not contribute much explanation
to behavior. For the status B proposition (the disequilibrium onec), the

9% These

relationship 1s between dimensions other than those predicted.
findings for status A and B propositions do not necessarily falsify status
theory, however, since it was shown (Equation 4) that status A and B pro-
positions in conjunction cause economic development distance to drop out
(the U.S. is cross-pressurcd on this dimension) and leaves power, the
status C proposition. This proposition, as mentioned and shown in Table 4,
is strongly verified.

The evidence for the similarity proposition comes out slightly mixed,
but on balance very favorably.Two kinds of cooperative type behavior are
found related alone to the distanccs. One is Anglo-American Cooperation,
which is most dependent on economic similarity, geographic closencss, and
similarity in Catholic cCulture. The second behavior is Aid, which is most
dependent on similarity in political system and dissimilarity in oriental
culture. Were we to define comeration in terms of a sum of Aid and Anglo-
American Cooperation, then the proper distances would be in the predicted
direction, with the exception of Oriental Culture. This also holds true if
we consider cooperation the opposite of Cold War (classified in the Table

for the status C proposition). Then, we would find that the anti Cold War

behavior of the U.S. is predicted by political similarity and Catholic culturc.

97 (continued)

more variance than economic developmeJt. This means that there are six permu-
tations of the fourteen distances, taken thraec at a time, that would have an
average ability to account for U.S. beh:vior at a level greater than the three
distances. When these three distances are counted in as a permutation, then
the formula for the probability is 7/14x13x12,

98ote that the status B proposition is the only one defining conflict
behavior alone. Our results on this tend to be in line with Russett (1967, p.
199), who after relating U.N, voting patterns, proximity, economic interdepen-
dence, common institutional membership, and socio-cultural similarity to occur-
rence of war betwveen nations, concluded that "we can rule out the possibility
that similarity, by itself, is a cause of war."
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The distance (from Wright) and power propositions do mt seem
applicable. The only part which holds up is that geographic and socio-
cultural distances help to explain cooperation minus conflict, when such

9 minus deterrence.

comprises Western European cooperation
Finally, the geographic proposition does have some validity. Of
the fourteen distances, nine have less effect on behavior than geography
and geographic distance explains more variance in U.S. dyadic behavior
than political distance. Consequently, although the total contribution
of geography in accounting for U.S. behavior is small (five percent),
relatively geography plays a role in U.S. behavior.loo
In summary, field theory has been found to e*plain a considerable

0l
portion of U.S. dyadic behavior.1 When status theory is subsumed by

field theory and status differences are interprcted as vector distances,

99For Wright's proposition, even the wrong kind of cooperation is
involved here. Given his emphasic on technological distance being defined
by communication and transactions as measured by trade, the Anglo-American
pattern is more appropriate since exports load most highly on it.

100This 1s in contrast to Russett's finding that thc ability of
proprinquity to predict the clusterings of nations on UN voting, trade,
soclo-economic characteristics, and international organizations co-membership
"is rather illusory." (Russett, 1967, p. 213)

101po, contrast, the canonical anzlysis was rerun using distance
magnitudes instead of vectors. This would be more consonant with the con-
cept of distance employed by Wright and Russett. The trace correlation for
magnitues is .63, as contrasted with .68 for vectors, the first two canon-
ical correlations for magnitudes are .94 and .80, as contrasted with ,94
and .80, which are exactly the same as the correlations for vectors. More-
over, the results relating Western Furopean Cooperation plus Deterrence to
power parity and Cold War behavior to political distance are the same in both
bases. Thus, the choice between vectors and magnitudes must be made on the
grounds othcr than the ability to explain variance. In this case, the elegance,
ease of mathematical deduction, and pictorial qualities of vectors clearly
places the weight on their side.
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relative status on dimensions of cconomic development and power explain most
of the Western Europcan plus deterrent behavior of the U.S. Status and
homogeneity appear at the aggregate level as more important concepts in
explaining U.S. behavior than power or Wright's distance concepts.

U.S. dyadic behavior is patterned at the aggregate level, and a good
proportion of this behavior is the consequence of attribute distances from
other nations, particularly on economic development, power bases, and
political orientation, and geographical distance. The direction of the
effect of power distance on U.S. behavior is better explained by status
considerations, than by traditional emphasis on power alone.

Were we to consider the hypothese (1) U.S. conflict behavior is a
result of power parity, (2) Cold War behavior or deterrent behavior is a
consequence of the closecness in power of the object, (3) U.S. conflict is
dependent on power, or similar hypothescs,then they also find little con-~
firmation in the results.w2

It is interesting to specculate why this should be so. The results
suggest a misemphasis on power at the aggregate level, perhaps due to the
individual level traditions of theory and research in international relations.
At the individual level, the effect of power on international behavior is
clear. International relations appear to be shaped by power, as does the
political world to the young radical who, disequilibrated on dimensions of
wealth, power, and prestige, is trying\fo fight the establishment. The
relevance of status dimensions cannot be seen at the individual level, for

they are comparative and aggregative concepts., Status is a construct; power

102See also Sullivan (1970) who in a dyadic study cf conflict found
power parity to have no appreciable coirelation with conflict. Only when
conflict is considered relative to coopcration does power come in, and then
as predicted by status theory.



-67=-

is an gbstraction derived from observation of relative :l.nfluence.lo3

Similarly in international relations, power is obvious and status is

something that has to be pointed out. The findings here and in the works

of Galtung, Ataujo, and Schwartznan (1966), Gleditsch (1969), Schwartzman (1966),
and Heintz (1969) suggest that in dealing with power in international rclations

we might put on a different thinking cap.

10315 borrow a distinction from Etzioni, I am thinking of status as
an analytical property of nations. '"Analytical properties are not properties
of any single unit but are derived from a study of the distribution of unit-
attributes. Unlike unit-properties or relational properties /like power/,
analytical properties cannot be observed. They arc 'second order' abstrac-
tions." (Etzioni, 1965, p. 19)
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APPENDIX I: DATA SOURCES AND DEFINITIONS

_ The following sources and definitions are for the variables listed
iﬁ Table 2 of the text.

1. Exports of books and periodicals US+j: Commodity Trade

Statistics, U.N. Statistical Papers, Series D, Vol. 5, No. 4, pp. 573-576.

2. Tourists, US+{: Statistical Yearbook, 1957 and 1963, United

Nations; Internationii Travel Statistics, 1955 anc 1963; Worldmark

Encyclopedea of Nations.

3k Treatiec; US+{: Includes all bilateral and multilateral

treaties and agrecements signed during 1954-1956 and filed with the Secretary-
General of the United Nations during the years 1955-1961. Accessions,
supplementary agrecments, and exchanges of notes were counted along with

formal treatiecs and agreements. Source: Statements of Treaties and

Internation=l Agreements, UN, monthly publications, January, 1954 to

January, 1961.
4. Exports, US+i: Includes re-exports. Source: Statesman's

Yearbook 1958, pp. 620-622.

5. Students, Us+§: U.S. college students studying abroad during

1955-56 and includes students from U.S. territories. Source: Study Abroad,
UNESCO, 1956-58’ PP. 64-650

6. Emigrants, US+{: Demographic Yearbook 1957, United Nations,

pp. 618-28, 629-39.

7. Fubassy or legation, US+j: Statesman's Ycarbook 1955, pp. 625-

627. Data as of March 1, 1954,
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8. Intergovernmental Organizations of which U.S. and j are

comembers: Yearbook of International Organizations 1954-55, pp. 27-227.

9. Agreement US-j on Majer 1955 Dimensions of U.N. Voting: The
agrecment (or similarity) mcasure of UN Qoting between the U.S. and natifon j
is the reciprocal Euclidecan distance®* between the two nations on the seven
major independent dimensions of U.N. voting (roll calls in the Plenary
Sessions and Committees). Each dimension was given equal weight in
determining the distance. 1In effect, the agreement measure indexes
how close the US and object are on the issues to come before the U.N.

For a more thorough description of the data, sce Rummel, R. J. Dimensions
of Nations, forthcoming.

10. Negative Senctions Factor Scores, US+j: See variable 12.

11. Military Violence Factor Scores, US+j: See variable 12.

12, Negative Communication Factor Scores, US+j: Variables 10-12

are (orthogonally rotated) factor scores resulting from a previous component
factor analysis (Rummel, 1967) of all nation dyads (340) manifesting foreign
conflict behavior on any one of sixtcen variables: violent acts, planned
violent acts, incidences of violence, discrete military acts or clashes,
days of violence,.negative acts, diplomatic rcbuffs, negative communications,
written or oral negative communications, unclessified ncgative communications,
accusations, representations or protests, warnings, and anti-foreign demon-
strations.

For the negative sanctions factor, the major loadings involved
diplomatic rebuff (.71) and incidence of violence (-.60). In 1955, the
U.S. rebuffed diplomatically (once each) Burma, China, Czechoslovakia, and Japan.

There was incidents of violence for the U.S. involving N. Korea and the U.5.g.R.

in 1955.

*Actually, the similarity equals 1 - (d,_,/max d for all dyads in the U.N.),
where d,_. is the Euclidean distance bét&een nations on the 7 major dimen-
sions o% a.N. voting and max d is the largest distance for all the dyads.
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For the military violencc factor, the major loadings are number of
violent acts (.97), planned violent acts (.97), discrete military actions
(.97), days of violence (.97), and written or oral negative communications
(.65). In 1955, the U.S. had violent military actions with China, U.5.S.R.,
and N. Korea; planned violent acts and discrete military actions with the
same nations; and in total two days of violence with China and the U.S.S.R.
and one day with N. Korea. The U.S. expressed written or oral negative
communications to China, Egypt, France, Peru, and Rumania once, S. Korea
twice, and the U.S.S.R. six times.

For the negative communications factor, the major loadings involved
number of negative communications (.95), accusations (.94), written negative
communications (.92), oral negative communications (.89), negative acts
(.77), warnings (.69), representations (.63).

13. Economic Aid, US+{: Data are for loans and grants, and aid
from includes AID predecessors, Social Progress Trust Fund, Food for Peace,
and Import-Export Bank. The data for 1955 are the annual average, 1953-57.

Source: U.S. Overseas Loans and Grants and Assistance from International

Organizations, 1946-1966, Special Report for the House Foreign Affairs

Committee, March 17, 1967.
14, Private Investment, US+j: Total direct investment (in material

productive or distributive items) as of 1955. Sources: Economic Almanac

1960, Newsweek Edition, p. 470; U.S. Production Abroad and the Balance of

Payments, Polk, Meister, and Veit, 1966; U.S. Private and Government

Investments Abroad, R. F. Mikesell; Survey of Current Business (various

issues) ; Worldmark Encyclopedea of Nations

15. Hilitary Aid, US+i: Data are for loans and grants and includes

Military Assistance Program grants and credits and addition from excess
stocks. The data for 1955 are the annual average, 1953-57. Same source

as variable 13.
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16. Military Committment, US+{: 1 = at least one such committment

exists in 1955; 0 = no such committment. A military committment is defined
as the existence of a bilateral or multilatergl collective defense treaty

between the U.S. and j. Source: Collective Defense Treatiecs . . ., 9lst

Cow,..ss, First Session, April 21, 1969, pp. 1-14.
17. Official Visits, US+{: Comprises state, official, or personal
visits by the President, Vice-President, or Cabinet member to j and not

involving participation in an international conference in j by three or more

nations. Source: New York Times Index, Information Please Almanac.

18. Military Personnel Stationed in, US+j: Military personnel

comprise Army officers and enlisted man serving in j. Source: Strength
of the Army, Unclassified CSGPA-332 Department of the Army, June 30, 1955.

19. Conferences, US-{: Number of international conferences U.S.

and j coparticipated in during 1955. Such conferences include the U.N.

General Assembly and all Security Council meetings. To be a conference,

it must be attended by at least three nations. Source: U.S. Department

of State Bulletin, 1955.
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APPENDIX II: FACTOR ANALYSIS

The following three tables give the results of a component factor
analysis of nineteen foreign rclations variables for the U.S. Data arc
for 81 objects of U.S. behavior for 1955. The sample compriscs all nationms
that have been independent for at lcast two years and have a population
greater than 750,000,

Corrclations for the component analysis were product moment. Data
were not transformed and missing data were estimated using a regression
estimation technique (Wall and Rummel, 1969). The component analysis was
done using the principal axis technique. All factors with eigenvalucs
greater than .90 wcre rotated. The number of factors criteria was lowered
slightly below 1.00 to include a specific factor for e¢conomic aid and
rotation was to the varimax criterion.

Rotated loadings > |.50| are underlined.




TACLE OF PuSITIVE EIGENVALUES

PELCENT N CPumpnaL fTY

N EIGENVALYS ALL 19 CACTORS
1 6.025 21.7 2le?
g 3.935 16,2 47,7
2 2.157 11,4 £9.¢C
4 1.457 2.7 €e.7
5 1.210 Gl 3.1
6 .963 Sel 8.2
7 ND.ACD 4.2 €2.4
8 0.772 “.! Feo.t
9 N.669 3.5 $Ce0

be 0.446 2.7 G2.2

11 N.396 2.1 4.4

12 0.373 le6 5¢.0

13 0.234 1.2 57.2

14 0¢174 N.9 c8.?

15 Nel32 C.7 Se.9

le N.112 ARy €%.5

17 9.057 Ceb €a.8

18 0.033 0.2 1C(c.0

10 0.062 N2 1€92,0

T22CT IF CRIGIN S HiTPlY » 19.000

CI"WLNALITY OVEr 1o gacTORg » 1€.000
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APPENDIX 1II: U.S. BEHAVIOR FACTOR SCORES

The factor scores presented here wore computed using the formula
s = 2r(F'n7!,
vhere S 1s the matrix of factor scores, Z the standardizod data matrix,
and I the rotated factor matrix given in Appondix 1I. Scorus are standardized.
The three lutter codes ueod in the factor score listing vill be
given first, to be followed by the scores themsclves.



Nations, Codes, and 1.D.s

Code Code
1.D. Policical Uait Abbrevistion 1.D. Political Unit Abbrevistios
1. Afghanisten AFG 43. Jspen JAP
2. Albamis ALD &4, Jordmm JOR
3. Argentins ARG 45. Xorca (Dem. Rep.) Ko
4. Australia AL 46. Korea (Rep. of) K08
S. Austria AVS 47. ledbamom L5
6. Delgiwm gL 48. Lideria LR
7. Bolivia oL 4. Lidys LY
8. Brasil A 30. Mexico MEX
9. BMulgaria ML S1. Nopal ne
10. Burms R 2. MNetherlande wTH
11. Cambodis "} $3. Nev Zcaland v
12. Canads CAN 34. Nicaraguwa mc
13. Ceylemn cEY 35. MNorway NOR
14. Ohile cnL 36. Outer Mongelia ovT
15. Chinme om $7. Pakistaa PAK
16. Repwblic of China anT $6. Paname AN
17. Colombia coL $9. Paraguay PAR
18. Costa Rics cos 60. Poru ¢ ]
19. Cube cu 61. Philippines mi
20. Csechoslovakia cz 62. Poland POL
21. Dommerk DEN 63. Portugal POR
22. Dominican Repwblic Do 64. Rwmenis R
23. Bcuador (o] 63. Seudi Aredis sAl
24. Bgypt (UAR) BGP 66. Spain s
25. El1 Salvador sts 67. Svodes sWD
26. Ethiopie 9] 68. Switserland swz
27. HMalead nu 69. Syris sYR
28. TFreace 4 ] 70. Thailand ™™
29. Gemmany (D.D.R.) as 71. Turkey TUR
31. Graace GRC 73. Uaion of Soviat U
32. Gustemala GUA Cocialist Republics
33. Heiet RAZ 74. United Kimgdom |3
3. Honduras nOM 75. Unitod States of UsA
35. Humgary mn Mmarica
36. 1adia IND 76. Uruguay URA
37. Indomesis s 77. Vomesucla VEN
3. Irem I 78. Yemen YEM
39. Ireq 4 1] 79. Yugoslavia UG
40. Irelend e 0. Llece LAO
41, 1lsreel ¢} 3 81. Vietama (Morth) 121
42. Italy ITA 82. Victam (South) VIS



conrorc. , ANALYSIS OF 1459 EFilnY

VARIABLE

NO. Nﬁ”s

)
2

?

"»n

US2-AFG,
USs-aLg
USt-n2g
Uszs-sut
UsSz-ays
US?-21¢
Uta=-pcq
USt-uop
USs-rut
USs-pua
USe-cav
US/-can
Uss-cey
USs-cmt
USZ?=Chr
USa-Cut
USr=CTyL
USt=Crs
USt=-Cun
USA-Czr
Use=ceoe,
Ult-cov
USr-tCy
Uss eco
US2-gLS

=0.,443¢
r.2°%)
-0.01312>2
Ne3274
=0,5%27
l..r9q
NeG 247
C.2142
N.05%¢

-l--?qa

-C.9326
=0.6202
-0, 7¢97

Nedt]9
=N.722)

ReN452
-0.1¢y0

—C.Oébc

0.1622
-0,222
D.1¢02
Ne 3761
- 180
0.220n
(.14

C.222¢

I0R OF U3 10 AlLL

2
LY
L1 6y,
. 2445

C.108g

-0, 108

T YO

NATIONS WITH ESTIMATED vissyvg DATA.

FaCrre SCﬂDCS

“1.1211
1.n07¢

-G, 288

ﬁ.24l7

C.an0
-N.(7€7

?.N&0g
=1.0235
-C.,2273
=i.0644
=1.823%

A2

"y
y 9

~2.6%11
~9.0unq
-j.!(hi
-ﬁ.!ﬂsﬂ

2.00¢0

NOT REPRODUCIBLE

0.%493
£.5429
=1.5260
. AhGYD
=0.1363
-1.048%
(1323
C.312¢
C.2320
N, 4025
=2.199¢
C.7929
0.148:
Ta927%
0 baad
{.9332
0.5027
J.96 29
Colled

0.2751
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48

t

]

NOT REPRODUCIBLE

COMPORENT ANALYSIS OF 1955 BEMAVIOR OF US TO ALL EATIONS WITH ESTIMATED MISSING DATA.

VARTABLE

o« NAPE

T AY-E R 1 1]

QEL~-FRy

Use-CMe

US2-nGe
Ve =ty
Use-1°c
uss-1n3

Uis-tuny

- USI=1a2

Use-tee
A § 41
Uss=-11e
uss-gep

Usr-yle

$ uSe-v(e

LSt-Kre
Uir-LaA0
US/I-LED
ULs-L2?

UJss-1ny

=C.82592
=N 7502
-G.581r
“D.11 7}
~0.2%49
“C.hbly,
-N,3anp
=%.127%
“"e1648

2.02M
f.hB180
-r,a)90
fe38p!
0. 1821
-1.ne5
“Te?2164
T2k

=TL28%6

h.N32¢
n.15c¢
-0.N327
C.1704
=0.9412
£.2289
-0.0125
0.1915
C.1586

C.0504

<R -

FACTN® SCORES

2

C.239¢

P, L8[n

L2118
Cen0S2
C.NGY?
CelbC
1,243
C.N1R
~Ce28 )&
L2236
Cel4R]
2.1717
-1.5326
Col427
%6347
C.1605%
1oLt
Ce2592
=C.C145
Cel 715
0.2028

C.i222

4
0.4907
N.1550

-0.49n0
P2
n.n94¢

=N.3747

~1,.1092

‘!.3')0?8

£.6572
F 6967
N.3pve
T.5541
0.552n
Tebn2?
=Ne.1992
-C.618¢
“N.57*0
G.7048
246475
C.5270
Nedbt?
D.36¢9
0.5252

0.7152

~1.0867
=0.3829
4o 04601
“0, (489
=1 006
D062
=C.2639
C.6180
=J.2027
0.rR7L
“Ce1406
N.0182
~0.02h4
9.9229
0.04109
0410
=N.C674
~2.,2282
!eS4L6
=0.1240
=N2302
-N.131

N,1224

6
0.2190
fe.3982

-1.8386
0.3339
0.5070

~C.0622
C.0950
0.1851
N.2697
N.4176
~1.625%
02072
~0.7874
0.2570
C.040¢
‘=0,2726

-C.7856
C.2411
0.1198
C.1307

=4.56410

-1.2027
0.3542
C.2403

=N.N272



COMPONENT ANALYSIS OF 1955 BEHAVIOR OF US TO ALL NATIONS WITH ESTIMATED MISSING DATA.

VARTABLE

NCo NAME

€1 USh=-wvey
£2 USe=-NTH

54 USA-NEW

€8 USs-PAK
€6 VsS2-FAN
€C US2=-PAR
€1 USz-pEPR
62 USt-PH]
62 USr-FQL
€4 USr-PNR
€5 USs-ayr
6¢ USA-SAL
€7 USe-SPA
68 yYs2-si0
65 USA-SW2
7C US2-Svyr
71 USe=1a1
12 US’-TUR
72 US2=-unsS
74 USA-USR

7% USA-LNY

1
-0.7130
=fe.373¢

1.1485
Go.167C
-0.5983
Ne4242
C.C274
Ces 70?2
-0,7641
=0.777%
0.N%kS52
Ce.4PA?
=N,4492
0.7C%2
=Ce&77C
=l 4976
(eN250
=0.NN50
1.342]
=D.3R49
=0.,6037
Ne %454
C.2653
0.5183

&,4201

2
-C.522¢#
0.1450
0.1708%
0.2C74
0.223¢
0.3158
-0.06N4
0.3263
0.1570
C. 2846
0.2973
-0.7227
0.2228
C.1275
N.1¢84
-0.0569
C.N643
C.0740
0.22032
0.1907
C.1R9¢
C.3846
=-C.1300
0.366%

-l.1203

-47-

2

0.1226
C.1205
0.3054
C.2011
h,2040
0.2915%
f.6150
C.0519
C.184¢
C.3120
T.6251
C.0735%
0.0534

0.7342
C.1138
C.1408
C.3042
0.2640
C.3786
=0.2103
-0.0228
C.30R3
C.8995
“T.7364

-ﬁ03748

FACTOR SCORES

=1.4471
=N. 7746
203455
=0.2493
=1.,4434
-0.7870
=0.6454
=N,2145
Coa9m?
0.,7625
0.7040
N.9467
Ce3120
0.2012
0.5C39
0.5822
-1.0159
=2.7119
1.0470
0.9950
=N.6514

H
=N.N1729
-0.1132
=Ne4 867
=%.7621
=0,296]
-0.4009
=0.3768
-0,4255
-0.3439
=Ne3446
=0.C201
=Ce?675

2.1141
=0.7n56
0.252>
N.2093
=0,%445
=N.2225
0.3552
C.1874
=N4046
-C,9230
=2.7730
=2.0014

'1.03‘0

6
0.3955
0.1086
C.7543
0.6951
C.3533
N0.7094
0.3656

=1.2994
0.2574
0.8231
C.5307
N.1854
C.4465
1.0264
Ce3182
C.2303
-1.0366
C.7605
1.4177
C.4253
-0.4586
-1.3216
C.5704
C.1129

-C.6808
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COMPONENT ANALYSIS OF 1955 BEHAVIOR OF US TO ALL NATIONS WITH ESTIMATED MISSING DATA.
VARIABLE
NO. NAME 5 FACTOR SCORES
1 2 3 4 5 6
7€ USA-URA -0.151¢ £.4202 0.2212  -0,5107  -n,1297 1,0588
77 USP-VTN NeN274 -0.0604 0.6159 2.3455  -0,2748 f.3658
7€ USA-VTS -1.7049  -0,0038 0.1033 T+2858 -0.1979  -3,7856
76 USE-VEN -0.936P  -1,n0¢14 Cel®12  -1.1777 -0.33p¢] 0.4210
8C USA-YEN -N.6731 0.1512 0e1315 1.0015 0.0263 0.1893
E1 USA-YUG -0,7230 0.0320 -C.27€3 -0.1712 0.3502 -2,3595
<
Gsy
N
Qg
Q
<go
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APPENDIX IV: CANONICAL ANALYSIS

The following tables present the major canonical results.

The first table gives the canonical correlations, significance
levels, and trace canonical correlation (the correlation between the two
spaces). The formula for lambda, A, is

q
A= 1 (1 -12)
kel i

where q 1s the number of canonical correlations, k is the kth canonical
correlation r. The chi-square equals -{n - 0.5(p + q + 1)}logeA, where
n = the number of dyads (8l), q = the number of behavioral dimensions (6),
and p = the number of distances (14). The degrces of freedom equal
{p - (k=-1}q=-(k -1)} and the Z transformation is for refercnce to
corresponding areas under the normal curve. The trace correlation is,

trace = ( g rﬁ/q)%.

k=1

The second table gives the canonical coefficients and are equivalent
to regression coefficients.

The third table shows the canonical structure matrix, which gives
the corrxclations of the variables with the canonical variables and their
communality.

The fourth table lists how much of the proportion of total variance

in the variables is accounted for by cach of the canonical variates.
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In evaluating the direction of relationship between distances and
the patterns of bechavior, careful attention must be given to the direction
of loadings on the pattern in the factor loading matrix of Appendix II,
For example, the high loadings on the Anglo~American pattern are negative.
This means that dyads with Anglo-American behavior will have large
negative factor scores. Thus, in cvaluating the canonical coefficients
for Anglo-Amecrican behavior, their signs should be reversed to get the
proper direction of relatiorship of distances to high magnitudes of this

behavior.
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1) sestaecCy

The foreipn relations of the United States is considered in terms of six hypotheses
hased on (1) the linkage "pre-theory" of Jemes Rosenau, (2) the social status theory of
ohan Galtung, (3) the distance theory of Quincy Wright, (4) the pover transition theory
f A. F. K. Ocpanaki, (5) the integration-rerional findings of Bruce Russett, and (6) pro-
ositions about peographic distance.

Thesc hvpotheses are linked together by the notion of a distance vector, interpreted
in terms of thc constructs of "attribute spsce,” "behavior space,” and "dyads,"” and develd
oped within a peoretric framework called fteld theory.

To test this field theory and hypotheses subsumed by {t, data on ninetven foreipgn
relations and actions of the U.S., ranginpg from tourists and treaties to nerative communi
cations and sanctions, toward 81 object nations were correlated (using canonical analysis
vith the distances between the U.S. snd other nations on econo=ic development, alze or
porzer bases, political orientation, socto-cultural dimenstions, and peographic distsnce.

The pencral results support the "pre-theory” of Rosenau, “he status theory of Galtung
and an emphasls on homopeneity in intesration theory. This supgests that these theorier
can be synthesjzed in a larger frarework such as field theory.

Two specific results are: (1) U.S. hehavior townrd other nations consist of six inde-
rendent patternu: ‘“estermm-European Cooperation, Anglo-American Cooperaticn, Atd, Cold Raj
behavior, Deterrence, and Nepative Sanctions: (2) joint Wertern-Luropean Cocperation (suct
as treaties, military atd, students, snd conferences) and Deterrent Action of the U.S.
tasard another nation are a function of the power party of the object nation (with a eul-
tirle cortelation of .94),
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