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nut Arracix^i i» »rrrsAan   A TI«, :n^r^Tiaw\L imiy. 

»l CM winy t -Unatl««« %^UIi hflv« i»<»tn lnveh«4 tn account for 

t»«H«v|or fn th« tnt> rratton«! «ytt«:, rank tbiory ond '.'•td thoonr «rt ewe 

of th« aokt nvitor-attc ^ piu.' . •       rb«> «Uo eUtA «roat^r mlavanc« and 

appltcabliley chno -«at tynothaaar about cha intam^tlonal ayacar.    ftara 

ara watf contoxtual t.inUArJrlea:    both pra« o<\t of dia«ac'9faction with cha 

paucity AC thaor- in Intariuaional rolatlM^ aa of tha otriy nlnetcon- 

aUtlaa: ' cth iwm on cradltlstia in pravioua uritinna in aociolopy and 

political acianrc   uiilo finaul^tinr auvaral !v;otharvc rmch noru proclaaly 

or '.ritit claartr rolavancn to international be'ivior   nalchor theory hat 

been nx<ounded at great length in textbook prawuntations but have to be 

toufht o»t In ncatterad journal artlclea.    rinally   both repreaent aoaethlng 

»ore th-m e c'-eory:    t icy lyoifc—< research ctcultlona, even moycaenta 

perbapa, th.tt 'ii.%1 be wit'i oa for some tine.    For all these reaaona, it 

ia tempting to under al-e a comparison of tue two, and to apply them to acae 

empirical data aliout: intoruational relations in Kbt post-war period. 

Attribute theory, on the other hand, as will be evident from the 

following, has nut been seriously proposed as a theory at all, but serves 

mainly a contrastin«? function. 

2.    RANK iri-OKY 

The central concept in rank theory is that of a rank variable, 

any attribute en which social unite (or actors) rank themselves. For 

exanple, occupation and income are rank variables for individuals; sljte 

and wealth arc rank variables for nations. Two simple assumptions; are 

made, that the units, in this case nacions, seek to increaee their rank, 

> 



• 2 - 

•ad Chat tH«,y s«tk to btly.c» thelr rautet. I.e. to oouin rank profilaa trlth 

aa aqu«l ranks M poeatHU. Tlaia. 1( wo writ« T (Topdof) for a Statut of 

hl^h rank and l' (Indarr*^!' for o «tatua of low rank, titan tha rank pfoft.!« 

for the nation la tha tat of autute« en tha ralavant run!, vnrlablaa, 

and r.T and UUl' am balnncad prof 11a« «Ulla TTV and Til' ara unbtlancad 

profllat. jvhlnd ti.lt whole Una of thlnVinr lift an ^stuMptton that 

"atratif irttlon la nultidlnantlonnl.' that one cannot In laatnl reduce 

aoclety to a Jingle hierarchy. 

Thle la not the place for a fonaal expotitlon of rank theory, nd a 

derlvction of the »pacific oropositlona to be tested in thla article. 

Suffice it to say that fcvt main propoaitlona about inter-nation behavior 

have been fourJ in the rink theory literature. Thcuu arc the following'1 

H.l.   The higher the total rank of two nations In a pair, the higher 

the Interaction in the pair. 

K.2.   The higher the simii.-r'tv of the total rani; of tvo nations in a 

pair, the higher the positive interaction in a pair. 

H.3.   The higher the slnilaricy of the rank profiles of two nations In a 

pair, the higher the positive interaction in the pair. 

H.4.   Thf; higher the rank incongruence of two nations in a pair, the 

lowiii the positive interaction in the pair. 

^he propositions were mainly culled from the writings of Johan 
Galtung, in particular 1964, 1.966a and 1966b. This is by no moans to say 
fhat this set of five is exhaustive or even theoretically reasenablt!. 1'or 
is It dafflvabla from a set of simple assumptions. Another article (Gleditsch, 
forthcoming) a'ttüMpts to restate the theory in greater detail and rigor. 

..■. ■■■,.. . 
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n.S.   Tin Miter th« )c»Ut rwd uUo^wilDrlu^ of tvo natteaf in e pair 

tf« hi  r tu« .*4f..itlv, tncecaetl^n la tht ?»lr. 

th« Circe hyppCterl« i»  r«i«icively scral^utforvarü. It inpll«« 

Chat eepdoK mtcioa« hav« thr hit!^«tt Interaction trcqutncl«» betwen the», 

oxt v« f4.nd th« ioi»doi»-v Ki -J.K pait» oi natlonj, .nc the undrrdog-undardog 

pair« of nations ranr io^ü*. In t..», of interaction trcourncy. Dy intar- 

action tatwan t-.o ru-.tic i« u« rofer to jahavior» of all kind«, vhaehur 

cooftrativ« or con'llct Uuhavlor. 

Vhe first h-pot.osls foliot/s fron the asß>J»pcion a1*out balanca if 

■ c regard chavirr its«lf AS a rank variable. Th'.s bMOMM clearer, 

p^rhr.p«, If vc think of acttytty or "activena»«;" au i rank variable, and 

thu nagnituU: cf bn'vivlor as one r^nl.'ost&tion of activity. Itotti In 

order to irair.t»un balance .«.t»-ctn what we ml^ht cnll 'attribute rank" and 

"Interact !VP nnl,' the rJc'r and ":ic wealthy nations auat also be hlßh on 

activity. This creates a link at the nation level: the hlpher the rank 

of a nation, the larner itn hehr.vior. Then, If «• auikc no special assunp^ 

tions about prrticular paitr, It iollows that hljh-ranking pairs (summing 

the ranks of tho tvo nations In the pair) should have higher interaction. 

The naconc.  \nd Üiiti  hyrvotheses both originate outside rank 

theory proper; in the sociological tradition of "horiDgamy." The tdea Is 

simply that the more almilar two units are, rhe more they tend to interact. 

This pr^ositlon is vrell established In processes like the selection of 

2Ue »vefer to use "behavior1' with reference to nations and "inter- 
action" with reference to pairs of nations. 'Ihus, the trade between Guate- 
mala and To^o is an indicator of interaction between them, whereas the 
total trade of Cuatanala is a form of behavior on Guatemala's part. Behavior 
is aoBtetlaas callad total Interaction: interaction Is sotaetlmes callad 
dyadic behavior of cransactlomu In Kuimuel's work, behavior usually refers 
to dyadic behavior. 
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(rlrad;* and  v^rriip'  • -tr >   ba* lltcU. if mat   vorU i>«> Ht(«n doM (or th« 

Inunutlr .1 •"•ta- la ttdl i>"ri:|»«cilvi,    Votier thflt th« ^roDotUClon« 

raUto only t» •InJUrU*/ on »pn;' variablM.   iortheruoro, ««ott "ork io 

•oclolo-v V:- orodtct^ to Inu'ra-.tton fro« oinilnrlr^ on n rin«lo rank 

vari.'Hl«:   elttilarlcy can chon h       f'.r» .•   K .in- '«a u« i  .    In t Duleidlewn- 

•lonal ftra:iriCRtton tyatu^    t'iaro are at Uaat ^»o t'tanlnj-ful conccnta of 

alBilrriey.    tho »IMlarUv nf an ovir-all or avoraßü f"»"1'.. or eh« avc-raga 

rimllarlcy of ill ouo'ii atatu«'«.    '.laarly thu lector tvr.« of alntllnrlty la 

a atrlctu.- concieioii.    If cuo .^tionc In ■> Cwo-v. rio'^la p^rntlfisd syato» 

have profile« tt anc   u th«y .tava p«rf:.ce ainllarlty on hoth ^aaaurea.    If, 

on tho othai 'vind, the" hnv ; the protlln« TU and ITi. the olnllctlty of 

totrl rank la at a ra:.iju«, while f.'.e nlrallarlty of the rnnl*. proflla la 

at a ninluun.    .h» concept of r.icllar total rank in clo^a^, theoretically, 

to the concupt« of  »l^iilarity used la rcsoavch on sin-le-variable acratlfl- 

CAtlon nyvtcr«Q since tha sin»1.- vcrlabl« is urually taken as an indicator 

or a More generol cor.rjpt ct rank or is a cociposicc variable (an additive 

Index, a scale or factor scori-, etc.)-    The idj? of linking positive inter- 

action to rank profile slrilnity, hoi'ever.  öP.eir.3 theoretically nore meaning- 

ful.    \ cormon status provides a Unk arourd which en; can build a meaning- 

ful relationship,     .'v re rein both hypotheses, but with thu expectation that 

the latter .;lll prove nore fruitful. 

The fourth hypothesis is a little nore ccmvli-ated.    The eoseept of 

rank congruence is developed as follow«!    Tick any ono of the rank varinbles, 

and compare the tro nations' rank on the variable.    Thon take the other rtak 

varieties one by one and if the rank order between the two nations is the 

came for all of the varieblca, the pair is congruent.    If not, we have rank 

•'Pec «.g.  Kerckhoff,  UöJ; Pamsby,  1356:  and Trkland,  1}68. 

,fSeo u.p. Loether, I960. 
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AUS^MlMSAxv • •«> i .a t*- .wt In the cat« o,I I4rk Inonyruoucd vto  nation« 

di« not *-. #v: an uu-r' i .iK.ua 'art« Cor conparlu, c«cb oth^r. tha loaa they 

Internet, tii« IOM thay hav> to eec^utta* »"Unl: tncon ruanea la therufora 

hvporhool^.jd to Idd to vitli^i-j_l or lack of coattlve intcrrctlon on cha 

p.^rt of '■'\c  two oadOM« 

Th« fifth ivrot J!» cootalPS a r< Ut«..i lU«u tn Chat It also makoa 

uaa of Cut laultldlnotiaion.-Mt/ of the atratlflcatloa eyntea. hero, » nation 

nal «!9 conpAritcn*; v'.thln Itu ovn s«t of status.:', '.'c havo anucd s>rovloualy 

Chat natlemi «oak Iftlar-ad rank profilus. Ordinarily, since nations also 

acok to incrcatto rsnU, if a nr.tlnn finds itaolf "ita an unbalanced or dla- 

cfluili')ratöd rank rtoflle, It would attempt to ivilanea It uwardc by 

chanfinf; the lot» status into 3 hi^'n. Jut what if ner.eetul c'uat^o is 

imposfiiMc? Then the hjrpothesir. is that Che nacion will become apgroaaivo, 

&rtd cry to chanr1* Cho scructurt: ■ or its ovn position in it. Again, this 

Is a hyfothtii at the nation level. The mora dijcquilibreted a nation, 

the note mrMllft  Aai n^aln, if tra rake no special assumption about the 

distribution o-l tl'.is •ggcaMivmMfl over particular pairs, it follor^a that 

the hicher ti»e joint idif.equilibriura in the peir, tha higher the agrressive- 

ncR3 in the pair. The prcblen la tbat since we do not' knot? how to measure 

aßßrcsslvuresi-. directly, and vo Mteat  to conpare this to another theory about 

foreign conflict bchavj.cr, va have to make the further assumption that the 

occurrence of foreign conflict beliavior Is proportional to the aggression in 

order to obtain hypothaaia five. This assvnaptior is a weak link in the 

chain. If we aaaituad that conflict behavior was always initiated by an act 

of aggvaaalon, a.id a defensive response of equal magnitude followed the 

aggresnivf. act, then half of all foreign conflict behavior would lie unrelated 
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to ••/rttf'on!   On rht ot Mir ' -nJ   thl« ti • n^lv»  »odttl of conflict.    It 

•otfa.t ch^orocteally rmr* pl.^«:Vl« that th» «»wmt t»f eenfllct b.^Havter in 

fio pair It dopvndc.'.r not only on rho tnltlatlun of «»fttuelon ^ ono 

pfcttv bur «Itr. on «acnliitor" or cor.elüatnry roaponjen on the n«Tl ot thn 

oti.«r U"«' then, attain, en tirft  »rt-t of th» first, etc.). 

I    suitaary, tfMtt   VC nahe t^a follrring snoci.Hc nr«dlct<fn« Hthin 

rank theory (Pleura 1,V.. 

■  EfaBBS AJ   "^»nk Ti^eory Suawnrlgcd 

Pararntitc' of Intur -nation Interaction 
th« yaig i'otltlvc .v«C*i?.vJ  

'otal rani-. x x 

Plnilarlty 
of total rank x 

Similarity of 
rank profile x 

r^nk cor.jruftr.ee x 

!Uink 
dlaaauillorium x 

An extension o'  tnc rank disequlll'^luir hTpothMifl VJSS r.adc by 

Jackson (lf'C2, l.tb). who sugysatcd tne introduction of the distinction 

between achieved and ascribed rani; into this theorodcnl argument. If a 

disequilibrated nation ia hiph on achieved rpnk, i.e. uis .:ish utatus is 

earned, or perceiv«d to he earned: and lev on ascribed rank, i.e. his low 

status is one he wes born with, or one which has beer, p.iven to him or 

defined for him by the system, we have a ca;5e of over-achiever.ent; the nation 

has acldeved more than itc.  "station' in life. If the rank profile» is 

reversed, however, i.e. hiph ascribed rank, low achieved rai.k, ve have an 
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MBd».r mt A v^r.    J4«k«««'fl * inv.Citaii« I« eii«t an ovar-acMtfttt * '11 turn 

hli tltrtMi      »•.t-.«t»B    «» tl.* Ifttifi«    7}«* •«.   t-Achitvur. he/--v«T, •rl!I 

cum ;.is affreifUn • •*••   t. tt**on hlaMlf.   Or. IM other ttmt, tl'O over* 

«chivvar »III Jw »rtyfptajglv^. *S«, t.n4«fr>*«ehl«var »nil *« lacra'iwinHtya. 

TS1« u a (!l»*iC«jC aaiiit In caalt eiioor-.   Jnaa aa ovor'aeldavam, 

auch a« ■Cudvrtd, at« J-novn Co 'c t<-r. ridtc.*! (f.v   ouevarüly arnreiiaive) 

cUy arc «lo 5 man   cu auffvr MM froa ncrvoua ditm*** and have .i hlg'tar 

aulcldi race (i.e.  tu bw Im^ardlv a■:?£••!*•).*   On the tthar IMIW. rha 

cutvard «rgr^aalen of «Ute >andwr •achi^vars: •$»*,*?% upvaraly nc' ilu .••«troea 

In tha lulted 8CMM ttf  tlto well «mtrm.    lor »i«tJUr reader    Gal cunt (1964) 

n-JucCi: Jackcon'a  .i ••; . tior. only ••• «crept ic In a i t* r artle?«.6 

bajor vc^iunoaa o( t'lt version ot rank ciinory la that It ^aya 

nothing aaovt j.-yntictrlc« In trteractlon.    Wo have b.jr. r ferrin,   to Inter- 

act i.>r.   • MV»-;   '««o eountrliit     and 8 lot what attouc t^a eonactuunt p.rtr. 

cf that Intarnctlon. .   to B end . to A? 

TVtc  1« no chcoreticil .ceaon, contiJurln» th«« brlof preaantatlon 

of the rvc.:* abovu, •••hy tLe first f.^ur ran<; conccota ahoulö not ralata 

to lat?ratrlor.   cth ao !lvct_tv.d ani as 9uat.     toieowor, xm voulU expect tha 

two coc^oncta o* a pur. to be highly rolatoU 6o the avm, ao t'.ict in tana« 

5A care In pclnt in Jipan with Mrh student actlvira «i will ac 
high rati-ii of atudeat «ulcidus.    Thin», in anccdot.il uvdancj froa several 
countriea that t'.cio force oi "aggrcesion" hit the princ individual«, i.e. 
that rcrvciv-moas nnd sulcldct etc. arc particularly fruruenc «nong «tudent 
activi«tr.    PMier (1939). however., arsuc« that ouC'ard and inward aggroaoion 
to some extent ropre^ent ditferont temporal phaaea el the «ane •.icvcr.tnt.    to 
cur '.ncÄfledge,  thort haa not b^on auy rajor ear.irlcal atudv of thta. 

r:ue pronoiittona 2.1.1 and 2.1.2 on p.  142 in Trltung,  1966. 
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of MplriM] »naiv la tlv, dU!vr<mc<t Rii»bt not ^ *r44it,    Th< • It «11 the 

•ror« no bcce«ufl< l.>t t.trtlcti i*   the tnur.aatiot^t iv»t«r Cviid-. to bo n^^^nutrlc.7 

In ch« fa»u of e«a|J«t« «yn» rry of laterMtioa« of course    it »ikes no rilf- 

fcocv 4t all   'iCtiMr %*c «r**.l»s« '^u*i <*itrdiv tntoräeclon or ijundln,* and 

roctflvtnr. a«iMir itoly.* 

üVnf» to   MI drartvo A>:riclvea iro» th« vory bvrfnrioo cf th« pontl- 

blllt« "f oxn'^inlnt t\wt p're of tncccnatlrnal Intemctlim vUch Is a*yn-- 

wtrtc.   Hits ic not a noomipaty foacuro nf rank th«ory.    At th«. «Ball jtroup 

levnl, the hy^othtt 1« rvlarin    total rank to total  lnicr«ctiop hnt bocn 

• '■-.i.- . 'ui ttiVt a '«vyotHo la nl-rlnr, that tie higher t** total rank of a 

group ruirwcr thv hff.hfir hl^ total lp.\t.la|54 In tor act Ion.5    Evan tior^ ralnvant 

It tito toll ^i-   t.ro|ioaitlon at ti.« • .-.fUc lesrei frca l^rvlaon and r.taincr 

(p. 34"):    Hthcr« it  ..»#ra Incornctlcr.! i'roii hi-y to lo. th.«u ficr  Im to 

hiß-."'   'jsoirl^l cvir.tnca f-r tiJ*» 1» found Ir. •'ur.'tt^, ?enddr. ?nd "-.TBO- 

vltch (i960).    \.~ i» (»ronoritlon la «lao fuut.»  in "-.Uurc, ln6ö)   Tie major 

ticAün.'*-  1  "   to i tranalntlon n" thi.  hvpothcuiii to cho international 

loval ** rh*? ^ aatlon cf v+.at conatitucng the ^rfeti^n of Intrraeticn.    In 

arnill   jotpt ihw   u» <• of ac'a (including •x-,' J?   •   -»u  ^^f-',  lanuud from 

ona norson to ctiot'.ior -tos Sc«n a)'»d at a BM ».Mir-     Tor eortflla fonaf? of 

7Tho approrriatu D. enure of nyrrutry o' 'iitoractlcr vould be co 
arreeetont censure (c^r.  Robinien,  1557), but t';.<c hi« ret, to our knowledge, 
been cncrvt^U for m* fom of InternatlcrcJ. •'rtoractlon.    Mov.wer, the 
correlation befn-n inrorta ami exjv rti for the wcrlc «; n whclc Itns ennnia- 
tcnily 'veir fo«rr   lo he wfj hi"1 .    Ilc'-.ard <. "dt^ck h.^« found an r of  .93, 
for irstanco.    '. ^roupl .?• of dvado on tfu- brala of t^cir foreign conflict 
behavior (r.uri^l,  19C'7., p.  203) glvn* an UprtMloa of ■ hiffli degrts.- of 
eywwtr/. 

'£BM 'ornr 0f intcmatio.v.i interaction ere, of cour#c. cwrplütoly 
«yBButrlc—-cur. the nmber of fll-hta per week,   .'Irlmwlc tlss. ^tc. 

^Cfr. premonition 9.3., p.  171, in wollina and Cuat^kow,  l^cA. 

. T, *££,       ■$ 
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lt.t»r4ct*0B in rh« Lit«r.iariontl •ysto» It t» roUtiv^ljr clour vluit   nuaHdr 

of Acti     «au».     UtM, OJW h  XJC'««!« «Ig'.tt ba r^t th-ir« it »wr« forclro con- 

tlUt fc»'h4vM» tfiructoU tre? e»9rtd»»c to u.tw%.r*in«to thau vie« wr.-«,19 .tnothor 

tliac   x>ra evt'»nic«l afii In , ^"»n frcr« CAJHIOK« ^O un^oriiwa cinn vtc«. vursa. 

etc.11    Ucvovdr     bat ibo«;C tradtt?    r» thure «ny thoorcrlenl reason for 

« sur i.   c:iac  -^v 'of«, •«:   .ild export voro t«? undur«ic^a ctan vlca vcraa? 

Shouh v« «xn.'cc »«»i-.. r ci'..itrl»f to »• mU    ore furclRn scuJont« to -tndordog 

countr* .- bweaure topütr. co-ucrlcr arc -»r». activ« »vicrally. or should wa 

expect uiidvrdoA eountri«a to Mend noro foreign crudunc« tn topuc.. couotrlat 

jic-ire tl.t' umlurdoM ar« ■oir.* eafdt   o Ivnrn fr«i the topdort inü ialtata 

thac?       1 in '.i. the problu.   of a^asotry rci -.«a co nanv unresolved 

theoretical laAJCt tl^at «a pre'er no- r.o intrm.-co 1c .un:.' 

rinill- . vc tot out Lit hvpothcb«*» of rank thuoty In equation form! 

•« 
Ca * bjT^ ♦ o2Dr^ 

wljt.rn 

.  is nt-.Itlvj ^tcriction in tha pair 

• j lt> nc^at.'.vi .Jr.t^»accloa In the pair 

,". Ucratcen's ntii.'; of -Cunonlc ssmtfon» prauanls ctuplrical 
infonu'-ion cenristin": 'fith this '..y^otheois: thcr*! am more sanctions 
dlrcctori frop ''.r:'e to e sll r.ctlond than vice vur.:a. 

'^"hli. ;prr »f.rl- hardly nwadd statistical evidence Bisrn'.iaJled 
in itn support. 

12T».U3.  In •? i.l<ic of sevön rrjjor proposition« in rank theory and 
scvorai ju'.prri'osltlons in Galtunj,  1966b, coasiderat'ons of aaymutry 
only enter \ ilh respect to rank d^equllibrlur. 

- 
..... 
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•nd 

T tot«?, rank of tiie ntlv a^ + a, + b, + ^2 

DP..      total ran!; AtMlwiliurity jaj + -^   ' bi   " b2' 

»« 
rank prcfilt dlssir.'.llaritv     |«}  bj + Ir.j - b2| 

ICj,  rank lnconj»ruence      (aj - b]   - Bj 
+ b2l - i ^al " bP " ^a2 " b2^ I 

Df. .  disoQulllbriun of t'no prir     jaj -82! + [hj - 62! 

wberc ftj and a^ arc the. 1-th nation's scores on the fr-o dli.onslons and b 

an'i 02 the j-th nation1 R scores. 

3. FIELD THEORY 

So far r.s wß ara concerned Trtth it here, field theory consists of one 

statement, or "basic theoren,' namely that 

^ " j, *t,*4*U (I) ij " uii Vijk 

n 
where U.^ la is.fcraction directed from i to J. .E. summation for m independent 

dimensions, OL a constant and d... the difference between the values of the 
K ijK 

nations In the pair (l.j) on the k-th attribute dimension. In verbal terms, 

differences on attributes betveer. interactir^ nationa predict to their 

Interaction. 

Attributen and baltaviors are conceived of ao K'o .mlti-dinensional 

spaces. ri.Tld theory, ''.hen, hypothesizes a mapping of ciraensions of 

attribute space into behavior space- The independent dimensions of the two 

spaces are found by factor analysis.13 

13The basle, ma thematic a 1 statement of field theory is in ?.ummel, 
1965. For recent devolopments in field theory sea ?wummel (1969a) and 
IlcCormlck (1961J).    Che latter presents a dynamic version of field theoryj 
which we shall not go into at all, — For a much nore genera], treatment of 
field theory, without reference to international Interaction; see Mey (1965). 
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A verbal justification for field theory, drawing on an analogy 

with small group behavior has also been plvcu by Rummel: 'Tlace an 

individual in difforant groups and his behavior will shift as a function 

of his personality differances \,lth tnombers of the group. That is, relative 

distances on personality dimensions batrs-raen individuals influence behavior 

more than r.he acLnal characteristics themselves, Likawiae, for nations it 

Is social., economic, political, and geographic distances that influence 

intcrnationnl behavior. Dlfferencea in technological levels, values and the 

perception of internatiomjl order related to the moves' that nations direct 

toward each other."14 

Field theory is not equivalent to sayin/' that "similarities are 

associated with positive interaction, differences with negative Interaction." 

Field theory says nothing about the direction of the relationships. If 

all conflict dimensions were highly and positively associated with high 

similarity on the attribute dimeucions, this would be consistent with 

field theory, flore realistically, in empirical applications we would expect 

similarity ov.  some attribute dimensions and differences on other dimensions 

to be associated with sone dimensions of negative interaction, etc. On 

the other hand, the lack of e specified direction does net make Rummel's 

field theory tautolopous; it only means that the criterion for rejection 

is a low association whereas the hypothesis relating rank profile similarity 

to interaction can also be rejected if the relationship is strong, but 

reversed. 

In applications of field theory (e.g^ Rummel, 1966), d^.., :, i.e. 

^Rimmol, 1967a, p. 214. 

■ 
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the squcre of the dlstmicu on th& attjribute dimensions has sometimes been 

substituted for the directional vector cL. . -he effect of this change Is 

quite Important, as a sxitmle cranpio will indicate. Tor 1956 the U.S. 

national income, ir. recorded in the  ,)OIJ data as v.3.'jO.S billion; for 1955 the 

figure for the U.S.S.B.. is 44.5 billion. The directed difference US - USSR 

is 306.3 billion. If field theory were to fit the data exactly, the behavior 

of the U.S. towards the U.S.G.R. must: be directly "opposite" to that of the 

U.S.S..R. to the U.S. Yet, their behavior at the tlzae was relatively symmetric, 

both In terms of conflict and cooperation. Squaring the attribute difference, 

however, makes the "attribute distance" symmetrical, and would give a 

better prediction to relatively symmetrical behavior.15 

It is debatable whether d2 is deducibla from the axiom of field 

theory relating the attribute and behavior spaces.15 Tf it is not, then a 

vjeakness of the theory is that no theoretical argument has been jjiven for 

a theory in terms of d versus one in tcrmo of d2. Indeed, there arc many 

other functions of attributer. which witfit be used instead of the signed or 

squared differences, such as the sum or tch squared sura. Replacing d with 

any other function would i=till be 'field theory in a loose sense, although 

it would no longer be the field theory proposed by Äunaael. i'ven so, this 

would not be tautological, sine« we could have no guarantee that any function 

15::>ee Rummel, 1909a, pp. 18f. 

16r>ee Rummel, 1965. 
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of attributes would bs  highly associnted with interaction.17 But since 

the number of permissible functions of even a single, attribute dimension is 

infinite, fiele1 theory even in this loose sense would not be falsifiable. 

We shall avoid this problem here by referring instead to four models of 

field theory (cfr. Figure 3,I.)18 

Figure'3.1 Models of Field Theory 

Model Behavior accounted for by 

a signed differences on attribute dimensions 

b squared differences on attribute dimensions 

c sums on attribute dimensions 

d squared sums on attribute dimensions 

It should also be noted with respect to field theory that models 

b, c, and d are intrinsically just as incapable as rank theory of account- 

ing for the asynr.etric part of interaction. 

17In fact, some theorists of international relations (such as 
Charles McClelland and Karl Deutsch would probably argue that behavior 
originates at the systemic level, and is not a (perfect) function—any 
function—of attribute',. This Is seen clearly in the null model of 
International transactions as developed by Savage and Deutsch (1960) 
and others. The idea is not to use this model to predict trade flows, but 
to filter out one of the more obvious sub-systemic effects, namely that 
of differential size, in order to get at the systemic aspects of inter- 
national flows. Here we r.'ight even think of three broad schools of 
international relations, in terms of attributes (e.g. the power or 
realist school), in terms of functions of attributes (rank theory, field 
theory), or in terms of systemic relations only (general oysters theory). 
See also IlcClelland, I960 for a discussion of field theory vs. systems 
theory. At the small group level, systems theory has a parallel in 
attempts to explain rates of participation without reference to actor 
characteristics.  (Cfr. Kadane and Lewis, 1969 and references.) 

10Unless this restriction was made there could be no comparison 
of field theory and rank theory. For the rank parameters are functions 
of attributes and rank theory is thus contained within field theory in 
the broad sense. 
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Finallyj a tn&re recent version of field thtory has been proposed 

by Rummel (1969b).. In our terms, the model is 

m 
W. . c , r. OJI. CL .1 
1J  k^l lk ijK 

where a,, is a constant not just specific to the dimension, but also 

specific to the actor. In verbal terms: the behavior of a dyad is 

ifluenced. by the distance on attribute dimensions weighted by a para- 

meter of the nrtion. This model, called model II by Rummel, will be 

dscuss&d Briefly in the next section. The empirical work, however, will 

be limited to "model I" (sub-models a, b, c, and d).  (For empirical 

results reported by Runmal, see Rummel, 1969a. p. 35a). 

A' ATTRIBUTE THEORY 

There is. of course, no such thing as "attribute theory.'' The 

need for its introduction here, cterns from two incidents In the intellectual 

histories of the two other theories. 

Tield theory was developed, in parr., in opposition to the idea that 

conflict could be predicted directly from the magnitude of attributes. 

Thus, Runanel (1967a) tested eleven hypotheses relating attributes such as 

economic development, power, instability, no. of borders, etc. tc foreign 

conflict behavior by nation. lie concluded that by and large there were 

no strong associations for any of the hypotheses considered.1^1 He then 

went on to suggest "that the lack of correlation is due to the initial 

question which framed the relationship as one between magnitudes in the two 

systems. This is the same as saying that the total behavior of an individual 

19We shall return below to a reconsideration of some of Rummel's 
data on which this conclusion was based. 



- 15 - 

in a social proup is hißhly related to his persouallty characteristics."20 

He then flup.ßested field theory as an alternative. 

What we call attribute theory here, then, is in uie sense merely 

a straw man whoa« role we nay eliminate hefore we go on to consider the 

theories which have been seriously proposed. 

In a sense, attribute theory nay be said to be "curve-fitting5" 

--testluß hypotheses which arc merely thrown in for the test and not 

theoretically derived. Thir. is nn argument against contrasting it with 

rank theory, but hardly against a test of field theory, since attribute 

theory could easily be foridalized In exactly the same way field 

theory la. In fact, to change field theory into attribute theory one need 

only replace distance by the magnitude of attributes in statements 5 and 6 

of the theory (Hummel, 196.'5. p. 185, pp. 202f), The basic equation would 

then read: 

"ij " Ji Vik J- Ji Vjk <2> 

where cti. and 3. ar  »nscants, s,, is an attribute of the sender i and r... 

an attribute of the receiver j, both in the k-th dimension. What is more, 

it can eaaily be ^hown that field theory models a and c are nothing but 

attribute theory with some restrictions on the possible empirical coefficients. 

For, since field theory specifies that 

m 

'■ij * kSi akdijk 

where (in r.odel a) d..jv ■ Sj^ - r.,, the field theory equation implies 

20, 31ummel. 1967n, p. 213f. It Is a different matter whether one 
agrees that the statement used to reject attribute theory by a reductlo ad 
absurdum argument la wrong. 
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equation (2);, the attribute theory equation, with the restriction that 

ak * "^k ^or a^"'" ■'■ dlmenslone. Similarly, for uodel c, field theory is 

attribute theory with the restriction that :; « fjj. for all.21 Thus, only 

1 models b and d of field theory ate at all distinguishable from attribute 

theory. 

This inplies that: raodels a and c can be. chosen over attribute 

theory only on non-empirical grounds, üueh as theoretical simplicity, 

etc. In general, if one applifly attribute theory to empirical data, at 

least one cx^ will be different from the corresponding 13. ana the restric- 

tive condition of field theory will not give ehe best fit. 

k 

The interesting at-pect of models b and c, in this perspective, 

is that both assert that the attributes of the sender and the receiver 

interact to influence behavior. , uraerous other functions of s and r do 

this, of course., including the absolute difference. 

Pummel (1969a) has discussed another version of attribute 

theory, Which relates attributes to behavior by nation (not dyadically). 

In our terininology} the model is 

V    TS f    YkS^ \.i        VJ.}      K IK 

He concludes (pp. 13, 16) that if and only if for all k, each of the 

a^'s of the field theory equation equal n * YT. (where n is the number of 

2Strictly speaking, attribute theory would require absolute 
values, rrhilo field theory requires relative values (factor scores). However. 
since the transformation is linear, this makes no difference. Another poten- 
tial difference, that field th«ory is concerned with dimensions, attribute 
theory rith variables la also eliminated, since—as pointed out ehove— 
we are u^ing marker variables as indicators of the factors. 
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rations). Tho reader can easily verify that If this (very restrictive) 

condition hold:;, attribute function at the dyadic level sums up to the by • 

nation attribute function plus a constant. 

It should be noted that model II is subject to exactly the same 

problem. Vie may set d, .^ equal to s.. - r  again, and the model II field 

theory equation then reduces to an attribute theory equation (although a 

different attribute theory equation than the one previously presented) in 

the sense that there is no interaction between the attributes of sender and 

receiver. He obtain 

m m 

ij  k«i IK ik  k«l ik jk 

Rummel now tests this equation for each sender nation separately. A 

feature of this model is that for each test i is constant, hence the whole 

r. 
term .£. «iU'8^ is also a constant. The equation then reduces to 

Wi.i a  k * Jl «Ik'^jk22 

or, in verbal terms; Ihe behavior of a nation toward» other nations generally 

is a function of its own attributes. Any difference in behavior towards two 

other nations is exclusively a. function of the other nations' attributes. 

Finally, a problem of this model is that for n nations each of the 

n equations only bas (n - 1) degrees of freedom, whereas in the rank theory, 

field theory, and attribute theory equations tested here, the dependent 

variable has  n(n - 1) degrees of freedom. 

rven when it comes to "theoretical simplicity' 23 the arguments may 

2 2-. Cfr. Hummel, 1969b, p. 32f, 

23For the criterion of simplicity, see Kaplan, 1964, p. 316ff. 

Pumne] lists 'rigor, slmniicity and beauty,, comprehensiveness and deductive 
fruitfulness" as Important criteria (I969bs p. 21). 
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be in favor of attribute theory, rather than field or rank theory precisely 

because it does not reouire that the attributes of sender and receiver 

interact. This pcint has been made many times in the discussions of the 

identification problem in research on rank disequilibrium (status inconsisten- 

cy, imbalance, etc.).2*4 It may be argued on theoretical grounds that there 

is no reason to hypothesize a more complex, interactive relationship between 

attributes and e.g. aggression (or whatever of the numerous consequences 

attributed to rank disequilibrium) if a simple model in terms of two addi- 

tive (main) effects will account for exactly the same part of the variation. 

The problem here is exactly parallel, although in field theory we are dealing 

with the interaction effect of the values of two units on the same variable, 

whereas the rank disequilibrium hypothesis deals with the interaction effect 

of one unit on two variables. 

Finally, an attractive aspect both of field theory and rank theory 

is their generality. But their claim to an all-encompassing explanation of 

human behavior should not blind us to the existence of many interesting 

hypotheses which claim a more restricted applicaoility. One of these concerns 

the relationship between foreign and domestic conflict. 

A well-known proposition from Simrael and reformulated and clarified 

by Coscr (1956) states that conflict with an out-group will increase in- 

group cohesion and diminish in-group conflict behavior unless the group was 

already so disintegrated that conflict from the outside made it fall apart 

altogether.25 

2lfSee e.g. Blalock (1967), Harnes (1969), lossum (1969) and 
Galtung (1900). 

25Coser, 1956, p. 87ff. 

........ . .■ , .  i 
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The theoretical idee la simple, yet attractive, '■'hen a rroup la 

threatened fror the outside, it shelves Its internal confllctc for the time 

bein;?. Whatever the isauoa involved in doi.i^stic conflict they usunlly seem 

less serious and the domestic enemy less threatening in t:ie perspective of 

conflict with an outside oner.iy. Apparent examplee of this in interrational 

relations are abundant. The nix day var  between Israel and the Vvabi in 1967 

afforded the example of Jayan'n entry into the governfient and a wave of 

national unity .is well ar a dramatic declaration of solidarity between the 

previously hostile leaders of Jordan and the ÜA?.. The teriiporery reconcilia- 

tion between the Chinese communist party and the Kuomintang In the face of 

the Japanese occupation is another famous e:canple. And the effects of domes- 

tic sanctionfc can be considered in the name perspective.2G 

In opita of the aeealngly good reason;: for accepting this hypothesis, 

there is little systematic empirical evidence for it. 'he point that is 

relevant here is merely that internal conflict la also n "national attribute" 

and such hypotheses as these nay also be included ac part of "attribute theory." 

In conclusion, tnen, attribute theory is a ::stra'.' nan," a simple 

"alternative nodel,' a rmt of "third variables" which should be "controlled 

for," a way to mahe sure that we dc not invoke very subtle concepts in connec- 

tion with empirical data which are just a? consistent with much simpler (if 

not outrip/nt trivial) concents unless ue have ^ood theoretical reasons for 

doing so. Within attribute theory, there are several specific hypctheses for 

which sound theoretical reasons can be advanced. Our main interest here, 

however, will be to compare the straw man with the two theories. 

260eltung (1967) auggeata that economic and other sanctions will 
unify the ration hit by them, at least up to a cartain point. 
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It f.liould '.--e  noted tlmt "nrtrlbute" theory can account for asynmetrlc 

int^ractlov... fined tha  cttrlbu^oc of scn-lor a.id racaiver unter  «••paiatoly. 

5. TT-VIOl'S LXPLiniiCE 

Thcro io relativcl" U«:;lc rclevcnt laatarlal for the International 

system. 

A study by Foar.un (l')S7) r.nj'lyced tiic relationship of rank disequili- 

brium (undct-achibvciac-nt) to nillta^y coups. Hcrncs, in a critique already 

cited, found little support for any Interaction cflect over and above the 

two main effects of l.-.rge" and "^oor.' 

The ruiationsl-.ip between attributer: and forolpr. conflict behavior has 

also been examined in reveral publications Tron the DON project. Runnel (1964) 

found multiple correlations rm^ine from .33 to »W  for 13 foreign conflict 

variables when lour dinenui^n? oi cttributn.^7 and three dimensions of 

foreign conflict rare used as lad'-pendenc variables. If fie domestic conflict 

variables had totn excluded, enc multiple correlattn:«.? would !;ave been lower. 

None of t'-.e blvarlate ct  martial correlations bfttlMM attrii'Utes and foreign 

conflict behavior :.ere abovo .3. !owevcr, .lumnel's nair. conc'.ujion in this 

article wes that, at least as fir a^ var wao concer^.c',. "d'i!ttO''raphic condi- 

tions" scone- to predict better thsn 'tftc'moJofleal cond'tlon.i," Then the 

factor nnoiystfl of MK ?36 variables was performed am  foreign ar.d domestic 

conflict appeared as distinct factors sepr.rate from all the attribute 

factors, sucb as «Ist , uciith, and politici.2*3 In part bulldlsf upon t'.iis 

27Tl'ogc were dlronsions found by Berry (1961). The factor analysis 
of the ZOi; attribute dntn for 1955 had not yet been performed. 

28Cfr. o«'..'ycr. 1967. Tor a r.:jch uorc ey.tenolv« report, see 
lumnel. fortSicorinr. a. 
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finding, <n part upon ar. ßyonlrxtlor of tha bivariato correlation matrix, 

.{utmifl conclii;'-d t at .'ttrujuts;'.! ant1 foreign conflict were unrelntod 

(Runracl. l',67a). 

'..all-nr.teen's study of •eooomlc ..anrtions, on the other hand, 

Indicates that large aattonn tend to initiate more economic sanctions. The 

anallcr and poorer Mtlona «'hicn have initiated earcrions (e.g. the black 

Afrlcat; cnuntrier. iip.alnst :,ortur,al and South Africa the Arabs against Israel) 

try to compenjate for their snallncas by joining toßother in applying 

sanctions. This could, o: course, be cited M evidence for either rank 

ti.cory or attribute theory. I'ouevcr, •'alleusteen's mi.iber of cases is 

ratocr srnll. and sanctions arc not necessarily typical.29 

With re -»rd to field theory, hmwro, only two relatively preliminary 

arriclec have been published so far. The first (Ruram«!., 1965) is mainly 

theoretical and does not test any of the modols 1 - A. The second (Runnel, 

1966) rejrMaad seven sq^arjd diataaeoa on attribute dimensions plus two 

raeasur«:? of ^eofraphical distance (inter-territory und inter-capital) plus 

the tquarud jo^.rt power'3 of Üia two nations upon four foreivn conflict 

variables aid t c mecaures of tas overall nagnituce of foreign conflict 

behavior,  .he results, for 91 dyads, ranged from a mulciple correlation 

of .5 for "■ostillty to .3»i for "violenca" and .3S .'or the calculated 

nftgnltude of aV   fetsi%»  conflict. In otiier vc-dc, they were encourr.^lng, 

2 ;'..'aI.lon?teen (1968) lists eighteen 20th tentury cases of economic 
sanctions, ten of which he studies more intensively. Our conclusions 
apply to both samples. 

3'The 'joint: powtr" noasure really aclongs to model A since it 
involves the siuara of a ■■:um  of attributes. Strictly speaking, geographical 
distances, if rhey bclonr: in field theory et all, must be considered part 
of model I rather than model 2. Hcever, the author wakes the appropriate 
reservation^ about this first preliminary effort to test field theory. 
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but only marginally better than the by--nation analyses of the  relationship 

of attributes to foreign conflict.31 

For tQBta of rank theory and foreign conflict behavior we again 

have to look to the publications of the DCll Project. In the article 

testing field theory Ruiranel noted, on the basis of Galtung (19C4) "trlth 

sor.ie revisions" that "there is a rank disequilibrium encouraging Lonsion 

between those differentially high on the three attributes" (of economic 

development3 pcrer, and  prestir.e). He then proceeded to teat this by 

means of the distance on the rank dimencions. Ve  argued that the rank dis- 

equilibrium effect of the power distance may be cancelled out by an 

opposing factor  if A Is ruch stronger than B, then 3 is likely to give 

way to A before foreign conflict behavior becomes necessary. This reasoning, 

Paimmel argued, is consistent with the finding that distance on the economic 

development dimension turned out to be significant (partial r « .22) whereas 

power distance wao not. However, the flaw in this argument is that a 

squared distance between two nations on one rank dimension clearly is not 

the same as rank disequilibrium which Is a distance" between one nation's 

score on two (or more) dimensions. 

\ second article by Rummel (l?67b) analyzed scuflict data bj^ 

nation, and this test is more satisfactory for cur purposes, "ere, the 

Interesting finding emerged that there was a second-order factor which 

^Although most inter-correlatlons between attributes and foreign 
conflict variables were small, there was not a single one of the conflict 
variables wh::-ch did not have several correlations above .3 with attributes. 
The single largest such correlation was .57 between defense expenditure as 
a percentage of CKP and occusations. Multiple correlations were not 
reported. Clummel, 1967a- pp. 188-99). 
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included high wealth, lov üize    and hi^h foreign conflict.32 This is 

certainly consl-t^nt with l;'ie rank dloeouilibriura hypothesir, but the 

Interpretation of higher-ordür factors is somewhat unclear. And we cannot 

get  an answer to the crucial question of how much of the variation in 

foreign conflict behavior is accounted for by disequilibrium, as distinct 

from "^inallnoss1 or "richnuan" alone. 

Recently, Gurr has developed a similar model, relating 'relative 

deprivation" to foreign conflict behavior. Some preliminary, but promising, 

results are also available for this model (Gurr with Ruttenberg, 1967; Gurr, 

1970). 

laien It cones to the prediction of posii-.ive interaction or cooper- 

ative behavior from rank, much more .ividcuce is available. Here, of 

course, there is a long list of otudies In small groups,, communities, 

etc. to draw upon.3j But even in international relations it can be 

stated with considerable confidence that the relationship between total 

rank and total interaction is well established, at least at the nation 

level. Thus, in the DON Project, several behaviorn have come out on the 

two major rank dimension-, of size and wealth (Tables 5.1 j 5.2). In fact, 

32Second--crder factors are "dimensions or dimensions/  They may 
be fouuci by a factor analysis of obliquely rotated dlnsnsions (i.e. 
correlated factors) or of correlated marker variaolefj for Independent 
dimensions.  For a discussion with .substantive examples and suggestions 
for the interpretation of higher-order dimensions, see Rummel, 1970, 
ch. 18. 

33See, e.g., Rieckan -.nt'. Romans (1954) or Collins ana Guetzkow 
(1964), particularlv ch. 9, for reviews of some of the relevant literature. 
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all the variables indicating the presence/absence or magnitude of some 

international interaction have leadings above ,4 on one or both of: these 

dimensionsv except two" ''TJII technical assistance fellowships in country" 

and 'balance of investment::'.." 

This does not mean, of course, that all the variation in the 

interaction variables has been accounted for these two dimensions. But in 

terras of the bread pattern of cross -national variationsv these are the 

two nost Important dimenElons linked to interaction. And no separate 

factor is found which can be identified as dimension of positive inter- 

action. Both in the case of dimension nine ("foreign students") and of 

dimension eleven ("traders") the variable loading most highly on the 

dimension is a relative interaction variable (foreign college students/ 

college students and ^xports/GNP respectively), but the corresponding 

absolute interaction does not appear on the eleventh factor and only 

reaches .44 on the ninth. 

Work on the international airline network has indicated strongly that 

total rank is related tc this particular form of interaction, both for the 

nation as a whole and at the pairwioe level (Gledltsch, 1967, 1969). The 

same has been shown for diploinatic exchange and membership of international 

organizations at the global level and for various other forms of positive 

interaction for regional sub-systems of nations, particularly Latin America 

(Galtung jät al_., .1965- Schwart»aans 1967) and Europe (Galtun^, ln66c). Little 

work has been donej however-, to determine whether specific rank variables 

ar?. particularly important in relation to specific forms of interaction. And 

to our knowledges, no  empirical work, except one parallel effort by this 

author (Gledltsch, forthcoming), has been done with the rank concepts 
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Table 5.1 T'.i.u Size DL.'^ncion and Interaction, 1955 

Interaction yarj.able Loading 

"xports .38 

Trade .87 

Embassies and legations in other countries .80 

Contributions: to technical assistance .78 

Representatives to the UK .77 

Foreign students in country .74 

Foreign mail .69 

EirLassics and legations from other countries ,59 

Treaties .57 

Military treaties .51 

UN technical assistance fellowship recipients in country .49 

International non-governtncntal otßanlBatlono memberahlps .48 

Inmiprants .47 

International organizations headquarters in country .47 

International organization menberehipa .42 

Multilateral treaties .41 

Source: !l. J. Runmel. ''Oblique Rotated Tactov Tables for VMi  Variables," 
1965. Also in Hummel (forthconing> a). 

''.'ote that Table 5.1 and 5.2 give '.uadings with the oblique (non- 
indapendent) dir^ensions, wherear, later the independent dimensions will be 
used, lev/ever, for the 1955 attribute data there is not a great deal of 
diJference and most of the fourteen basic indicators can serve as indica- 

tors of cither oblique or orthogonal (independent) dimensions. Moreover, 

since the oblique dimensions have suall intercorrelations, the loadings in 
Tables 5.1 - 5.2 can be loosely interpreted as correlation coefficients. 

■■■ 
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Table 5.2 The ''ealth Dimension and Interaction, 1935 

Interaction variable Loadine 

International non-governmental organization 
memberships 

Trade 

Foreign Kail 

International org-mization headquarters in country 

Foreign Visitors 

Exports 

International organization memberships 

Multilateral treaties 

Treaties 

Foreign students in country 

Embassies and legations in country 

Embassies and lagÄtlon» in other countries 

Contributions to technical assistance 

Balance of official donations 

Technical assistance received 

Economic aid received 

.80 

.76 

.73 

.72 

.72 

.71 

.70 

.63 

.66 

.64 

.61 

.63 

.84 

.40 

--.73 

•-.80 

Source:    See Table 5.1 
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predicting to positive Interaction other than total rank (rank slmilarity, 

rank congrucnctii)  Thuc , In spite of t':.o start^TAg-polnt of rank theory, 

that stratification is  mltl-dimensional, little use has been made of the 

multi-dimension;..], rank concepts G::ccpt for rank disequilibrium. 

In short, then, there is some evidence linking field theory to 

behavior generally, considerable evidence linking total rank to positive 

interaction, and little, if any, evidence at all for the other rank concepts 

as far as the international syntera is concerned. Even more importantly, 

there has never been any attempt to compare the two approaches, and to 

compare both with the straw man that wc have called "attribute theory." 

6, A CüHPARATIVE TEST 

Figure 6.1 gives a rough ordering of the various points of similarity 

and difference in the three theories. 

In short: rank theory and attribute theory have In common the 

explanation of behavior in terms of attribute magnitude — but only for rank 

attributes. Field theory and rank theory have in common the hypotheses that 

similarity matters — but again only for rank diin^nsions, Field theory and 

attribute theory coincide for models a and c (I.e., field theory is a version 

of attribute theory, with restrictions on the coefficients, as pointed out 

above). Models b and d and similarity on non-rank dimensions distinguish 

field theory from attribute theory and rank theory reapective.ly. Rank 

congruence and rank disequilibrium are concepts unique to rank theory. 

This is only a broad overview, however. There are numerous minor 

differences, some of which make a comparative test problematic. 
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Figure 6.1 Rank, theory, field theory, and attribute theory: 
and differences In accounting for behavior 
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Models h and d 
Models a 
and c with 

restrictions 

Model II 

Non-rank att 

yS\^ Rank             X 

/         \ 

congruence           \^ 

f                                          \ 

Similarity  \ \ 

on      ' i                              \ 
rank 

\ 

dimensions RANK THEORY 

/  N.    Rank            / 
Rank attrihl ites  >.   disequilibrium   / 

)utes 

ATTRIBUTE THEORY 

A substantive difference has already been touched upon, namely that 

while rank theory specifies a positive relationship between similarity and 

positive interaction, etc., field theory does not specify the direction of the 

relationships. This does not prevent comparison, but implies that for rank 

theory the sign of the coefficients is a criterion of fit, in addition to 

overall correlation. 
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A more, serious problem is that field theory dictates the use of 

independent diaansion^ of attributes and tehavior, while rank theory only 

specifier: yariablcs. Of a largo set: of relevant variables; field theorists 

inpose order and simplicity by reduction to a smaller number of hypothetical 

variables (factors), whereas rank theorists select single variableo as indi- 

cators of conceptually important riiwensions," build additive indices of 

several related variables, etc. In part this is simply n "methodological 

problem, although for field theoribts it is more important than that phrase 

suggests because the method has been defined as part of the theory.34 Here, 

we shall folio;; field theory — for the sake of comparison — in assuming 

that the factors are the important dimensions. 

A third problem related to the first Is that among the independent 

dlmensiona of the behavior space there are several which are cither extremely 

hard to interpret meaningfully or, even if they can be identified, do not 

constitute "interaction" of a type which rank theory claims to account for. 

This will be clearer after examination of Table 6.1. 

Cf the twelve dimensione, only five are clearly dimensions of 

(absolute) interaction. Tor all others, the highest-loading absolute inter- 

action variable har; a variance corinon "ith the factor of 50" or lower. These 

five are two conflict variables: "negative sanctlona" end "deterrence;," and 

three dimensions of positive interaction, "salience/1 "students,'' and "diplo- 

3l*lumnel holds that factor analysis is more than a method, it is a 
theory. He draws here on the analogy with quantum theory in physics. See 
Rummel, 1967c, and Rummel, 1970. 
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ir.atlc." Clearly, aallcnctj is ti.t .^cct proctiiumt diAonalon of ^soluto, 

pORltlvi Interaction. Tr. "(''iltlcir. 'co  tbo vary hiph loading  of "transl.itlons," 

uc also find 'wmj r of  rrv ari..%,: "nusibct oi' tourifltfi" 'exports." and 

"comoen tntomationrl non-govcmmantal men^arahlps" with loadlnßß nbovu .5 

on this facto-. 

V'c! would expect, thuroforo, that rank t!u;ory would relate best to 

saliancc, then to the two conflict dimenoions and students and diplomatic, 

and only narßlnally to the rcnwinlni seven dimensions of Interaction. 

.'.iw, wo ?cc no  particular reason to expect a relatlonnhip between 

the ran!, concepts and "the number of comnon International non -govcrnttental 

organization nor.bcrshlps divided by the total of international non-EOVorn- 

mentnl ot; anlration laembershlpä of the tiro countries in the dyad." For the 

division by this totr.l (this Is the general fon of the "relative" interaction 

variablea; serves precisely to remove any effect of the total rank of the 

nation, i'von though the rc:5. Itlng ratio nay be related to some of the other 

rank concepts, vo  are at least: doprlvad of vrhet 1c proüü ly our most impor- 

tant predictor. 

Fourtii, there is tae probloa of intcrprcuin^ the dimensions. 

Some of the dlmenslona have a hlghi but not sr extremely hl^h relncionship 

to the hlghaat-loadlng variable. In rank theory, only the prediction to the 

variable is ■oa&iiigfttl, and an/ discrepancy betv;een the actual loading and a 

perfect loading of 1.0 contributes to washing out the relationship. Thus, 

even the "diplomatic' dironslon with a loading of ,oD is sencwhat dubious. In 

the intero.'tc of coi..parajility rank theory will be applied to all the dimon- 

slcns of behavior space, but a separate analysis will also be reported for 

the most raeenlngfvl dimension oi! positivo interaction, namely, salience. 
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Aaothat iuportant wuthe^olenlctl doelislon ralrt^d to tho ust; of 

ranks vs.  tho original ynlu^B on thn rank dl-ür.h1>ns.     "»l.thou^ii tliu lanßuage 

of rar.h t'uory F'.\f\ht su-.j-'^t rr.nl'>*, \ra felt that the -..ut^nttals for inter- 

action pre norc llkolv to he dependent i'por the ar.oimt of resources available 

in terms of the rank dtaanoiona.    TI'UR, vnluos rather tlian ranks will he 

used here." 
• 

\ final procedural micstlon la thnt of contin-.ou-. vs. dichotomous 

paranetoir. Field tlicoiy uoc-s «li;rfcroncos (or o'tunrod differences) on the 

rat; data (or a linear t. ai-slr-r nfJor, such as standard acores). In mnsc 

vork in rank theory, rank. v<;rloi les l^rve usually boon c!ichotor;'zi!«l or 

trichotot'.ized. There nay be some theoretical nrjur.önts for this, for 

Instance £ «t social actors themselves do not r.cke as fine distinctions, 

and that tvo or throe categcri-..? correspond .'.ore realistically to the 

Imar.t: of accloty held by the aetorflt liorrever, thnra are ?1PO counter- 

arcuments, sucr. aa thlo: Meial actors tuka  finer dirclnctlons in the strata 

irxicdiately stirroundlnp their oun ranl<. i :us; v/e nied  all values to capture 

the full ranr.c of dlscriMlnatiens made by all aocini. actors, avtn if no one 

coclal actor Uceps all the values distinct. 3y and large Tv fcol that the 

emphasis on dlcbotomlraticn and trichotomyzaticn '.r a i"cthodolor^cal precept 

carried over from the day of the tabulator when it had considerable practical 

adventaßc<ss but no longer so comTjellinr ir the age of the corcuter. 

Of the fourte.r di-enaiona of ".ttributos only the first t<.;o — size 

3l,For a brief siatement of (but no solution to) this dilenna in 
atratification theory, see Curtis and Jickfon, 1968, p. 115. 
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and wealth - - c-'re cloarly rank dimensions. ;i; The analysis in the following 

will therefore be lli.iteU to these two as far as rank theory is concerned. 

However, it must be kept in r.ind that field theory takes distances on all 

these diinensionc r.J Independent variable:;. The. whole sot of dimensions is 

j^iven in Table 6.2. 

An adjurjt;nent had to be made in teotlng field theory. The theory 

requires factor rcores on the fourteen dimensions for the calculation of 

distances, however, becauoe of missing data in the data matrix for 1955, 

factor scores were never calculated. Therefore, the present analysis — like 

most of Runnel's own — makes use of "marker variables1 or "basic indicators''' 

of these dimensions, that is variables which load highly on tbe dimension. 

These variables are also j.;iven in Table 6.2. 

7. DATA 

Vor practical rcsacons all empirical tests will be on data collected 

by the Dimensionality of Uat.lnnc Project for the year 1955 (or as close as 

•"Unfortunately, /e cannot justify the selection of only the two 
first Jtacnsioua ac rank dlnensions on other than intuitive grounds. Ideally, 
the validity of the direction and salience of the rank dimensions should be 
Investigated, by having the social actors thonsclvcs confirm them. There is, 
to our knowledßCj no systeoatic comparison for the International system, of 
"objective rank" on attribute variables such as the:,' - mo dimenaions and 
the evaluation by actors in the system. However, a few studies have shown a 
fairly otronf., relationship between objective rank (operatlonallaed by variables 
measurlii!; size and wealth) .-.nd n si-bjectivc rank or prestige measure, using 
students (Mora and Echwartwian, 1966) or school-children (rhimbori et al., 
li;63) us judßes. 

37The names of the fir.'^t two factors ("sizu" and "vrealth") are from 
Sawyer. 1967, In other DOii Project publications, the labels 'power" (or 
"power potential' ) and ''economic development" arc more common. 
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possible) for attribute data nnd  1955-57 for the conflict data. The number 

of naticma included is S?, or all independent nations •vxth a population 

larger than COO,300. For the pain-rise analyses infonnation is not available 

on the complete world iaatrl:".'.  It ■•rould have beer, prohibitive to collect data 

for all the variables for 82 :-: 81 nation pairs. Instead, the DON Project 

adopted the procedure of uaing tv;o samples of dvads, one random and one 

selected. The precent results are all for the selected sample, i.e. for 

182 pairs of fourteen selected nations, Most work performed in the DON 

Project L;O far indicates that: it makes relatively little difference whether 

one uses one sample or the other and that,, to the extent comparison is 

posaible at this tine., r.ost analyses en the. samples correspond well with 

analyses of the complete matrix. However, as a minimum the following analyses 

should be repeated on the random aar.ple. In any case, the reader should keep 

in mind that the attribute data used to generate rank parameters and field 

theory di'jtancec in section eight cone from a sample of fourteen nations only. 

(See Rurarael, 1963a, p. 46 for a llrt"). 

The factor analysi-' of the attribute space is reported by Sawyer 

(1967) •rnd in nore detail in a forthcoming book by 'lunmel (forthcoming, a). 

It yielded fifteen basic cÜMensiona of nations; the first fourteen of which 

^.'erc retained (cfr. Table 6.1). 

The quality of the attribute data is, of course, highly varying. The 

charge that in orten  leveled at quantitative research.; that there is a 

Bgativo correlation between availability of information and the relevance 

of the variable is not entirely without .jubatancc,3S Miat little systematic 

38
SUQ, for example, Stouffar, 1969. Needless to say, to this author 

the answ.r "ould seem to lie in a lot of hard work to provide better data for 
the intcrcstinp, questions. 
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research t'.tire ie on tha rjubjact of error., i.owevsr (Rummel, forthcominga b) 

seemc to indicate that tlior« ia no particular reason to assume that it has 

distorted a f.reat deal trie findings obtained by the DON Project. One raajor 

reason for this, of course. ici  the ■■reliance 01; hypothetical variables (factors) 

closely associated with a set of variables, rather than single variables 

which intuitive]'/ : oeeir: to be typical1, of the. dimension they are supposed to 

tap. 

Tor the positive interaction variables the same point can be made; 

some information is probably wronij or incomplete, but the overall behavior 

dimenaiona are probably not too far off. Uith tha negative interaction 

variables, however, we have more serious doubts. All these variables have 

been obtained from content analysis of the New Yorh, Ttrces or its index. 

It would seem extremely likely, than, that there ia a bias in the data toward 

reporting events which are important to the united States and to American 

readers. Interaction between the U.S. and other councries will probably be 

over-re.yorted.. and also Interaction between other i-RTO countries, or other 

U.S. allies.39 

A second problom consist«:! of relying upon reporting at all, 

rather than the prirmry sources or secondary sources specially compiled 

for data gathering purposes. Attribute data tend to cc.ie from T! documents 

and related sourcen. vositive interaction d3ta: whether mail flows, no. of 

common memberships in international organisations, voting agreement in the 

United Nations, etc. all come fron statistics compiled by record-keeping 

39Thore is sowo. research (cfr. licComicI:, l'jfä,  pp. 49ff and referen- 
ces) which indicates that the New York Times gives a good overall picture. 
However, the hypothesis ruentioned has not been systematically tested. 
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organizations, imtil racon^l-/, hov.'evcr, there has been no book-keeping 

agency for international, conflict behavior. 

In snort, whatever the results we will have to exorcise more caution 

v/ith reenrd to the findings on conflict behavior. 

8• h  nVADIC TEST OF THE THREE THEORIES 

To relate a set of attribute functions to a sat of behaviors we need 

a method which vill permit an extension of tlie uaual concept of the one 

dependent variable to a act of dependent variables. Within the framework 

(and the limltatlonfii) of the linear model and least squares estimation, 

canonical rc^re^sion analysio is the appropriate mudel for this purpose. 

Just le ordinary multiple regression analysis tolls ns how much of the 

variation in one dependent variable can be accounted for by the variation in 

the set oc independent variables; canonical analysis tolls un •— among other 

things - how much of the variation we can account for in a set of dependent 

variables.lf 1 

Injle G.l gives an overview of the results for field theory, rank 

theory, and attribute theory. The correlations reported are "trace eorrcla- 

f"l: 7"" 
tions,'     the technical formula for widch is ■■ .1,  r;7r    xrhero r,   is the 

iC=l    k k 

'i iC   )es; .  >      -f fort so i.'.rir ic r>ro' 'iijly tnc handbook edited by J. David 
Singer et al. (ßojfSllP^-^ -    rcc a^s0 thc ^''"^  Yearbook (1969) for post- 
war data. Lven so, these sources of information arc restricted to the more 
drastic forms of conflict behavior. 

'tlFor a discussion of canonical analysis:, see Cooley and Lohnes 
(1^62). For .iii application to international relations with a discussion 
of the rncdel, see i'hiilirc and liall (1969). 
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correlation for the k-th conbination of combinations of variables from the 

right and loft "iclo of the equation and £ the number of dimensions.  In a 

rough sense a trace correlation can be thought of as an average multiple 

correlation for each of the. hehavior diraonslons when predicting from all of 

the attribute dimensions. 

The results arcs not strikingly different. In terms of the overall 

relationship, field theory docs Bomewhat butter than ran): theory and a little 

poorer than attribute theory (although after eliminating the six last 

dimensions because of n^ar-sirr ularity ue obtained results i'or attribute 

theory close to those 0' field theory1*2). With frcoprophical distance 

included., the results c^rc again relatively similar, although this lias not 

been computed for attribute theory. It: should be noted here that rank 

theory improves more than field theory vhen [■oagraphical distance is intro- 

duced* this is partly becauoo wo liave Introduced interaction terms between 

rank and distance in the regression equation. Previous work has indicated 

that the relationship between total rank and interaction and georr^phicul 

x'o say that the matrix of variables on one or the other eide of 
the equation is singular moans that one variable is a linear function of one 
or several of the other variables in the natrin. In econometrics, this is 
usually called the problem of ..uilti-coll:Jnearity or correlated independent 
variables. For n brief Introduction with sociological examples, see Blalock, 
1953. üany statistics books rjarn apalnot using correlated independent variables, 
because this creates highly uncertain estimates of the regression coefficients 
as well as multiple and partial correlations. How uncertain is a question 
of sample size. Since the nunber of cases here ii-  18.? and the number of 
indepondent variables up to twenty-four, the problem of singularity .irises 
frequently in many of these runs.  V handy measure of how close one is  to 
singularity is the determinant of the natri/., which is reported by the 
computer programs used here. If the determinant is extremely low. one is 
close to singularity, and the only way out is to exclude one or more of the 
independent variables. In the results reported here, the rank and attribute 
results aro usually somewhat further removed from singularity than the field 
theory runs., er.ccpt ;'hcre 'suspicious rüEults"' are explicitly reported. 
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Table 8.1  An Overall Comnarison of Rank Theory, 
Field Theory, and Attribute Theory (Trace 

Correlations) 

Rank 
theory 

Field 
theory 

Attribute 
theory 

geographical 
distance, 
not Included 

.34 .48 (.5I)+ .53 (.6I++) 

ReoRraphical 
distance 
included 

.42 (.50++) .51 HC 

+ Model b (model c) 

++ Results suspicious because of near singularity of the matrix. 
The non-suspicious but somewhat lower correladon for rank 
theory was obtained by deleting all interaction terms between 
the rank parameters and geographical distance, except for 
total rank.  In the case of attribute theory the six last 
dimensions were eliminated in order to avoid singularity. 

N'C - not computed 

distance and interaction is interactive (Linneman, 1967; Gledltsch, forthcoming), 

This was taken care of by introducing total rank divided by geographical 

distance as  a separate variable.  Similar interaction terms were also intro- 

duced between the other rank concepts and distance, but although they added 

a little to the overall relationship (trace correlation up from .42 to .50) 

they also introduced near-singularity of the attribute matrix and the results 

must therefore be regarded with suspicion. 

The next table, Table 8.2, gives a comparison for the three first 

ncdels cf field theory, with and without geographical distance.  Geographical 

distance makes relatively little difference in all of them, indicating 

(once ap,aln) that a linear function of the distance variable does not predict 
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well to international behavior.  Furthermore, model b using squared distances 

does better than model a which predicts from distances, but the "sum" model, 

model c, does better than any of them.  This is a little unexpected. Models b 

and c are both symmetric models and interaction, as we have noted, is asymmetric 

although a strong trend towards symmetry may be assumed.  Apparently, the 

assumption of the first model of "opposite" behavior in the A to ß dyad and 

the B to A dyad, is much more unrealistic.  Best of all, it appears, is the 

asymmetric model which does not make any assumption about opposite behaviors 

and this is, of course, the attribute model. 

Table 8.2 Models of field theory (trace correlations.) 

a    b    c d 
Model using d    d2   s s2 

Geographical 
distance 

not 
included      .30  .48  .51 (.53)  NC 

included      .36  .51   .55       NC 

NC = not computed 

All in all, then, it would seem that there is not much evidence to 

discriminate the fcnree theories in terms of the overall relationship between 

attributes to behavior, although rank, theory appears to lag a little behind 

the others.  With regard to field theory specifically, there is absolutely 

no evidence that the two "distance" models account better for this set of 

behaviors than the alternative "sum" model (model 3). 

We may analyze this a little more closely by taking a look at the 

particular linkages between attributes and behavior found by the canonical 

analyses.  Tables 8.3, 8.4, and 8.5 set out the main relationship for each of 

those theories. 
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For rank theory we find the axpöcted relationship between total rank 

an<^ salience first, -ith a canonical correlation of alraost .■).     (This first 

equation also links sclience poaltlvely to profile dissimilarity, contrary 

to expectation.) 

Third, t'to  moaaures oi  geographical distance arc related to voting 

dissimilarity on Last-host iaauos in the UN General Assembly.'+3 

The fourth equation does not link any one variable on one side very 

clearly to one on the other, but the fifth links disequilibrium and incon- 

gruenco on the one hand to jar opposition (negatively) and deterrence (posi- 

tively). In other words, the joint disequilibrium of the tv/o nations is 

positively associated with conflict behavior in the pair (aa hypothesized) 

but negatively with the history of rar between the two. It might be interest- 

ing to ■speculate on what this means, but the relationship? are relatively 

weak. 

On the whole, the specific results are consistent with rank theory, 

with one major exception: we find rank profile dissimilarity rather than 

similarity related to positive interaction. This comes oxit in equation one 

in Table 8.3, and is rein, orcetl by looking at the bivariatc correlations of 

rank profile similarity with salience, -.40 with exports, -.27; with 

diplomatic int^ractioiij -.14. hrhy is this so? The explanation is simply 

1*3The two issue dimcnalons in UK voting used here are taken from a 
yet unpublished n0N Project factor analysis of UN voting. These two dimen- 
sions are similar to the first two dimensions of the previous analyses of 
UN voting by Alker and lusaett (1965), although there arc a number of 
differenccf.; in coding and design of the study. The names used by Alker 
and Kufisett (Eaet-Fest, Uorth-South) have tharafore been used here. The 
North-South factor is sometimes called Self •Determination voting in DON 
publications. 
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Table 8.3 Linking Behavior to Attributos; rank theory 
(All variables entering with canonical variates > .5) 

Equation  _ Attribute;. 
Canonical 
Correlation Behavior 

1 "'"Total rank 
Prof lie dissiinilarity 

'".'.'otal rani /distance 

, Ir'.ter--capitaj. distance 
:Inter--territory distance 

(Profile dlsslirdlarity) 

I;ank disequilibriuT-i 
Rank incon^ruence 

.8C    Salience 

.65    negative sanctions 
deterrence 

Voting c'issirailarity 
•GO   on Lact-West 

dimension 

A') -(T,,oreign students) 
(Voting dissimilarity 
on I.orth-South 
diiaension) 

-War opposition 
.45    (Deterrence) 

» Canonical variate .7. 

( ) "» no canonical variate > .5, but the highest variaulfe(s) given. 

- ■ sign revorsod; c.;'. a high value on the 'foreign stmlents" variable 
meanG a lo\.r number of foreign students. 

that the two rank variables (size and wealth) are so  shewed that the difference 

between t;ro nations is highly correlated with the .-JUTII.
141

* Thus, "rank profile 

dissinilarity'; cones to be correlated an incredible .94 -rith "total rank/' for 

this set of data. This problem comes up again and again with the present data. 

^To clarify: if one nation is "way out" on a value much larger than 
that of all other nations (as the US is on both national income and Energy 
consumption per capita) then its value(s) will make the major contribution when 
the values are summed. However, it will also make the -;:ajor contribution to 
differences or squared differences, 'ihcrsfore. this one extreme nation alone 
ma> cause a high correlation between the sums and the squared distances. 
Uhen-—as in this sample—the US is one of 14 nations rather than one of 110 
or 220, this problem is exacerbated. 
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- ic uvsnpnotuLi.m w ( ct  of Chis test of rani; tiv.;ory is that the 

rank concepts other than tot;] rank do not nnpoar to provide any strong 

relationship.', vit' inv or  tho behaviors.  (Diacquillbrluia doea come in, but 

not vcrv strongly.)  In part thlc S'jens to bo due to the peculiar distribu- 

tion of t'iü varlablec used is indicators of the rank dimensions. 

'or tleld tliecr;/ the individual equations are harder to interpret 

meaningfully. Perhaps the mort muaningful is number throe rrhich relates 

similarity in national incore to similarity in liorth-South voting in the 

ÜII.  "Uorth-South" Ji! one way of ciunminL', up the major "clars division" in 

the international coriraunity, and it nakes intuitive sense that votlnp on a 

correspondinj, insuo diuension should be related. 

Single behavior dl'iensionG do not stand out clearly as being related 

to squared distances. The ^quati-ins relate linear conblnations of behavior 

dimensions to attribute distances but there -.ire few high loadings. There 

Is no reason; of course, within field theory to expect strong relationships, 

since tho theory only makes a statement about the relationship between the 

f.to  -paces as a whole. 

Table r;,5 relating Attributes directly to behavior gives some more 

interescinp relationships, however. In equation 2 we find the relationship 

between total ran!: and interaction a^ain, although total rank, has been split 

up In its two components of size and wealth here. The firr.t equation, however, 

relates political orientation or, more specifically, "freedom of opposition 

groups" to "International organization participation." In other words, the 

moro freedom of opposition within the country that country x is interacting with,, 

the larger the int raction (i.e. the number of common membersMps) Is for x. 

Or, raorc specifically c.till,  countries with high internal political freedom 
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are more Important interaction rartncirc .!or other nations c.cnerolly in inter- 

nationcl organisation«. '•'Iiif i::  not aurnrlainc in view of the. corvnon obser- 

vat.Jons that cotmtrloa ■■litb  low internal fruodon P.IBP ;;:<crci.'i». control ovc. 

and limit participation ir. international orfimlcatlona. Sot surprisingly, 

international 'overnnontal organisation menberehlpa and rion ■.'•overnmental 

organlaaticn nemborahipa botli load about .5 on the political orientation 

dimension in the by-natJon factor rmalysis.^ 

The other equations are less clear• In equation 3V for instance, we 

find that the t*ro rank attributes of the receiver are related posltivoly 

to one arA  negatively tc one fern of foreign conflict behavior. 

By and largev then, it sjeens that the throe theorlaa play variations 

on the same (rather trivial) theaoi that aloolutc^ pnssitiye interaction 

can -- .to 8 large, .extent.-" be predicted fron the nta^nitu^e of rank attributes. 

The other attribute dimensions are aomowhat less Important, it seems, than 

the first two div.cnr.ions of zizc  and wealth, and thcae two are precisely the 

ones wo have identified as the rank dimensions. The trace correlation between 

attributes and behavior increar.es from .35 to .Ac when the next four dimensions 

arc added to the two first, and to .52 when another tvo  are added. (AB 

noted, wo cannot Include all fourteen dimcnolonj, since this introduces singu- 

larity in the natrix.) 

furthermore, as far as the two rani; attributes are concerned, the 

attributec of cendcr and receiver enter into the equations quite syrunotrically. 

Thus, for the two diraensions of size and wcalth_, there is relatively little to 

"5Loadin;'S of .46 and .52 rcspcctlvclv on the obliquely rotated 
factors. 
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gain by tha uIstinctio;^^ctj/c^n süncor fln.j i^c:lvc'.r In prodictlng to the 

bchr.vlor yarloblca l;)cilut!üci- hure. 

The fact thnt t'-a r.vj:  r.iodf.l o£ ftclo t;..;ory V'.OCü U.;tt^r thun t!ic 

difference or sounrt-d dlff.-rerccf; tiodcls A.'ain Indicates thnt attributes 

(and not prinarlly actriuuto r-iffur>:ncö3) arc important, and that tiicy enter 

•jyiranc irically. 

Then, rani', theory dooc r.lr.tOf;t aa  v.'oll ns field theory nnd attribute 

theory in spit:: of the fact c'-^at the rank concepts other than total rank do 

not ylold very vuc.i   av.i  in apite of the fact that rcn'.i tüiory in its present 

vtrolon dov->s not raho any u'ja of the infornaticr. in the t'-.-lv. other .ittri- 

butc dinensicvis Jn preeictinj to b-.hnviosr. Thi^ agaia confirms the central 

place of the two rank attrioutos. It indicat.;«. also that wa los, relctivcly 

little i.: this case by usinj, the core general concent oi' renl, radier th.r. the 

rore upeclflc cc:ic(,pcr of aiso and werltti Ifi r.cccwntlng for intt-ryction. Dut 

this was a prlcvi obvicus slnco the two were corrolotec by nction «'about .6) 

and even more highly ov^.-r :.UJ pilrs (chove .Ö),uc 

In other vords, tln-.n. '.-o end up with -.one support for all the three 

theories, but for all of th.*- t'. 'i. can inrr;cly be t. aceu to the correlation 

of the r.-'o rani; diMensions with interaction.1,  'o choose between the three 

^The nwr'.-.er varrables of the two dir.cnsiona arc corrclctod .6, in 
spite of the fact that tue di«-.naions are not. If "opulaticn hn<: been chosen 
instead of national tnrone an the n^rkcr variable for size, the two marker 
variabler, would have been uacorrelr.tcd. 

'*;',kS Indicated above, the skewd diatvibution on fie two rank ^tr.ten- 
sionr. makes the suns of rank scorer, for u pair highly correlated fit» th'i 
difference«? in rank scores.  If the dl^tributiurs were less aketrcd G? that 
this probier, didn't arf.se, '?e could control for one whila corrolatin,'» behavior 
and which raodel of field theory docs best.  ■•; it ir., the evidence is marginal, 
but leans ir.  the Jircction of the sum model or attribute theory over the 
distance reodcls of field theory. 
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tion o!; r>.c> ivcr" 

International 
organization 

''c.alth of Kcnc'or .84 r.iliji.cc 

'..'(■-•alth cf rccctvir 

Siao oi  sender 

' tza or rjc^ivor 

"•T-iZG oi ccceivür 

Wealth of rccoivar 

.77 -(.)utcrronce) 
-(Salloneo) 
(Nosative Sanctions) 

Catholic culture, 
ocn-'-r 

"fisc of ncn'Jwr 
Catholic culturu, 
rct.wiver 

^Oüiestic conflict 
of sender 

-(^caHlry of sendar) 

.6C 

.A7 

.A5 

(Exports) 

-''.'ar oppocitlon 

- Comnunlcations) 

•'i.-rants 

, - . ( )  : S.'e note, to Tnolo C.3. 

;'*A Mfh loadinf. iu thin f.-ctor raeenu a  dcnoc.itic political orientation. 



48 - 

thcorlc-j, then, bocaucs a mottor of theoretical proferencc, since all three 

seen to do nqunllv veil  or ücu/illy poorly Jr. accountlnp for inrornational 

behavior I- the Kid-fiftio«.1*2 

!lank theory does; :i little vrorsc as a predictor no the trliolc behavior 

space (a role, as wc have 'mint;;« out rapeatcdly, rank theory wnc not In any 

case designed to perform). 

On the ot lor hand, rani* theory doer; better th.-.n riold  theory when 

it cones to accounting for absolute positivo interaction, as :r.easurod by the 

salience dimension. .A nulti-ilc regression analysis indicated a irmltiple 

correlation coefficient of .62 for rank theory to salience whereas fluid 

theory rave ,40. ''c/cvi.r, c!ic . ir.^cr corrciction of rank theory was. again, 

mainly due to the s^nplc corruli'Cion bi.nrarx  tot.nl rank and salience (.55), 

and is therefore just a,  coosistont with attribute tbeory. 

The only deviation fror.i tbic penorr.l picture f.n  nhc first equation 

fount! for ntcrlbutc theory, ''hicli linked pol-ltical orientation lEyinrictrically 

to internctional otRani ..r.ion participation. Hhilo this waj net specifically 

hypothCKir.cd in advance '.t in  certainly an example of a rear.onablc "attribute 

hypothesis.'1 

finrlly. it sboulö be noted that the overall rulatiomsliip between 

attributes and behavior If not very ntronp, whatever the theory- The best 

ve have been able to do ic .50 ■ .55, or 25 •• 30/' of the viri.-mc«. Moreover, 

since canonical ano trace correlations vary only between 0 and I (not -J and 

1) 0 dees not r;present the random level. A c.'inonical run of five randan 

14"The distance modal (model a) definitely J.oes worse, however. 



variables nf.ainst   :iv*r r;ndoi,i v.jria'lcti ywc a trnc^ correlation of  .21.    The 

correlation of r ink pv.-r; vtcrj  --enaratcU  frou two randor. rank dlmcnEionG and 

Lnclud-lng ^ <o T .phical  di-jtancj.  cane out  ao  .101    (ilwru'   .,  this  lr.se result 

1-: pj'^in üusn^clouj bucaus» of ncar-sinj-ularity.)    This  in  Itself  should 

be ecus«- for  furtli-.r tneorcMcal   ivflct.'on and refinoncnt of thn data, 

ikr-cver, v;itb rcf ard to onlicncc,  rani-  theory produces an r of  .02, correspond- 

in1 tu 'ir.   of the varir'.nco.    Vito it should ',30 ktpt in mind that Balionco is tlv- 

dlncnsion rhlcu accounts iav tic most voriance in the dyidlc behavior fa;tor 

amlysis  (11.3    of tot;il variance, versuu  fror. 11.2% to 4.3;; for the other 

elnvcn factors).     ihis cuni.iduration improve! the perfomance of rank theory 

rcl.'Liv.j  to field theory, since rank thoory d^.j? better with regard to the 

najo.-  Interaction dincnslon.4      It is  important   to kcer in mind,  though, 

thnt  for field  theory the idea of matchia;:  two spaces is  theoretically impor- 

tant, rc^ardlens cf t'.w share of the variance of  the different behavior 

dinensions.     For rank theory,  it is nor.: pertinent whether the hypotheses 

arc consistent    it'   .'.ore variation In overall interaction. 

9 •    J^rlll AH Il-'^J-CJi.cP.t:l!-lciL  A JY NATIOr ANALYSIS 

The preceding se.-r.icr. indicated something about the overall relation- 

ship between attributes and attributes functions and interaction of the pair. 

In addition,  ••v su^cestail a <>:v specific relationsidps; mainly bctueen 

l,'5,.o»7r.ver, ve do not knov,  of course, whether  the variables included 
in this  factor analysis fontu-d a representative sai?T)lc of all interaction 
variables or,  Irdocd, whethor "the universe of interaction variables" is 
a meaningful concent.     \ point vfhich ■•t is particularly inportant  to ':eep 
in rind horc  is  that book kecpln;: and data-collection in international 
relation-, no far '..a.-, been '.-iascd in favor of sy.inctri el forira of interaction, 
thuci  to sone extent in,iosin;;, symmetry upon the analysis. 
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positive Intnraction (saliönoe) fl'id total rank.  Chere ir.  no single dimension, 

rio\.'ever, uhic'.i cr.u equally . iivnrly lo.  ir.Lcnrtitud as tlv.1 dlnonfllon of absolute 

ner^.tlvc interaction or conflict bfihnvior, •v.t  a significant relationship v;as 

found btt\.'*'cn total ranl'/Yco; t tohical distance and tvo conflict dimensions. 

Tue purpose of thi" «ectlon vi.ll be no explore the relfltfonship i)ctvcen rank 

and conflict a little furf.jr.  \nd since, both of our t'" hynofheses wer? 

prinariN at  the nation levjl, MC  shall pc?rJ"orn the anal/sis by nation rather 

than isy dyad. 

T.nblo ?.l presents the najor results for foreign conflict. Tt 

involves several methodological decirinns, which riunt be justified briefly. 

First, over- and uni'ar-achiever.ent <.»ere defined in multiplicative 

terms, rather tha:; .In auditive. This .'-.crve;; t^o purnosej. It "solves1 c'.o 

idantlficatlon problan in the -^erse than both interaction effect.! can be 

identifiee independently of the rain effects, .'.ut :'t a1 so iia'. u.ieoretical 

meaning in the ■jeu.'.c that t!u>so tens define relatlye ever- or imder-achieve- 

raent fron, a .;aselinr. In otl.ftr i/urds, v/e define* 

.   , .    ^     ascribed rack unde£ achiev.n.ent  as  - r,- -; v achleved rank 

and over-adilevement   as .aS'})l?ye$. rBt. 
ar.cribod ran!-. 

In the first caae an achieved stat'tr. is tue baseline anf? und.»r-.'chievfment is 

measured ar the relative deviation of ascribed from achieved rank. In the 

second case., the escribed status is tho boseline, anc1 tiiö deviation o?  rhe 

achieved ran'.-, ir-  taken to measure ovcr-acliievenient. The label in;: c?  torms 

is not ruitc adequate. Vhe first terr.i mignt more adenuately be called over- 

at'criptlon, i/hcreas under-achievement would consist of e low c "er-achievement. 



si 

Table 'Kl.    ]UmU and |;f.rclgn Conflclt Behnvlor. 1955-57 

Correlation     Multiple       Diraction of 
Variable _ _ with_ con flic t   m correlai Ion relatlonslilp"*") 

Size (s) 

R.itik   product   (s'w) 

Under •achlevoment 
(s/w) 

Wealth   (u) 

Over-achlevcmient 
(w/s) 

;)<)tnef5t Ic  conf 1 i rt 

.vn .533 + 

.4 79 . r)8H - 

.047 .607 - 

.209 .617 - 

-.115 .622 + 

-.nr)n .623 - 

h ■ 82 

)  The slj'n of the regression coefficient 1B the direction of the relationship. 
:.'oto that this need not he the same as the slßn of the blvarlate correlation. 
Partial correlations for the final reRression are not reported by this com- 
puter program, but the variables are listed in the order of decreasing 
contribution to the multiple correlation. 

Similarly, under-ancription would be the reverse of over-ascription, and 

different from over-achievement.  In other words, one is measuring the relative 

deprivation or "rewardedness," rather than the absolute.  It is a nice theoretical 

thought that we ml^ht postulate that "nations will always measure their relative 

deprivation according to their highest rank." This would Imply, then, that 

nations would nlvays he either under-achlcvers or under-ascrlbcrs (and, simul- 

taneously, always negative over-ascribers or negative over-achievers).  However, 

we shall let the idea rest. 

Secondly, the decision was made to Incorporate a multiplicative 

interaction term:  size x wealth.  This measure has sometimes been advocated 



as an inck::' of po^ ffr and  .n.i Included in tliQ ' »." .236 \."r?.a'j.lc factor 

analysis. In t;j:u present context Its IntarprRtation rould be tne following: 

with a negative sign — docrcaBlng mar&inal returns-in terms of the conflict 

behavior of a generalised topdof»; posltivn sign - increaain,'.; :r,arr.inal returns, 

or "economies of scale" of hein;: 3 general! aed topdop in terms of peneratinj; 

conflict behavior. 

Ac 'i.'a'.ile 9.1 shows, for marker variables for I'JJS at least, size is 

still the best predictor to foreign conflict behavior. Next follows the rank 

product, with a nerative nif.n, then under achievement and wealth, also with 

negative sl^na, then over-achievercent with positive sign and domestic conflict 

with a negative '?i('»n. All of the predicted relationshlpB are in the rijtfit 

direction, but most of then (that with size >>eing Che only exception) arc 

small, ".von so, we ara able to predict just as wall to this conflict variable 

ac we were to the eallaoce dimensipp, i.e. to positive interaction. The major 

difference between the two is that size clone la r.ore important here and that 

the interaction terns are more important than the wealth tiiraansion. 

It is IntareetlR^ Co note that -s/w is 'nore imnortant in accounting 

for foreign conflict behavior in IZJJ  than w/s.    In other words, it is "under- 

ascriptlon" rather tl an "owr •achievenent' tViat seemij to have some relationship 

to foreign conflict behavior here, although for both the increnint in the 

multiple correlation coo.fricient is low. 

The negatlvn si.-m for s y. ■.>  and the fact that this turns out to be 

the second most important variable indicates that it i.r> not necessarily the 

topdo'' topdog countries which have the most foreign conflict., hut some of the 

"upper mlddledog : powers, with a relative decrease towards the very top. It 

Is also interesting that wealth in itself is negatively related to foreign 
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conflict once size bn.s beei r.ivon into account. '.! is is contrary  to the 

general c./.peccati.i-p oT .•• '.ositivt; relatlonslil) outwaen rank and foreign 

conflict beur-vior, 

(Taf'lo 9.1 indicates, also, that the second order factor i)f rank 

dlsequilibrlun (hii:h vrealth, icm  size, anJ hlrh foreign conflict) found by 

Rummcl probably i.iid iccrtc an Interaction effect, rather than a constellation 

of main effects .since the n.-.in effects arc exaccly opposite.) 

A pro.'lern with this analysis Is that the foreign conflict variable 

for 1035 37 has three larp,c outlier-:  Israel, UAR and the USSR. The first 

of tliese two fought a t;ar in trie period, "hile tlic USSR conducted an invasion. 

(So did rraroe and l.v, lut they are not as c.tr.-wo outlicrd in the data.) If 

•.■m  el-'nlnate these tl:re«? countries the correlation between size and foreign 

cor.Mict »piiavicr increases to  out ,3 - In other words, as high as for posi- 

tive intcracuion either by nation or by poir. Ijcarination of the scatter 

diagrar ladicates that the Uf is an extrer.e outlier in t^.is case, and is largely 

the cause oi   t.as hi 'i c'^rreiition. ikit if v.'e accept a higher correlation, 

at any rat.^, ••hen the three nations which v;ere at war in the period are 

excluded, wc ir.if:»t conciudo that ro can account quite well for conflict beha- 

vior by total rank (mainly by sizo.  alone) and interaction between the rank 

variab 1 es, _a_i.: lonj', a3_^c_ lirait the_conflict behavior to the levels below war. 

In order to explain war. and the tiuch larger anountt: of conflict behavior asso- 

ciated with It, wp v.'culd have to introduce other explanations, e.r:. in terms 

of accumulated tensions over a J onf; period of tine. 

Additional analysiß usinp absolute definitions of rank disequilibrium 

(absolute difrorynces between ranks, rather t'an ratios) generally support 
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these cor.clusior.t:. Howevar, thore is  a limit to hot,' many attractive models 

we can try out on these data, with their peculiarly skewed distributions, 

relatively scarce conflict behaviors, anc* the problems of incompleteness of 

the data. We would not place too  much trust In these findings, i'owever, 

within the limitations of the data, rank theory does appe-ir to receive consi- 

derable suoport. 

The question of domestic conflict is on the periphery of our concerns 

here, since it is not a form of international interaction at all. However, 

It is  interuiitin,", to note that when subjected r.o a similar analysis, the 

inter^'.'.ticn term of under-achievenent (s/w) apain comer out: to be the most 

important predictor. However, the corrvlation is a mere .16.  Tranrformations 

which pull in vho outliers incraase this correlation., out ve have not attempted 

to ^et up a model which can justify such trancformation. 

r.e conclude then, that total rank is relevant to negative behavior of 

a nation; ar "ell as tc positive i.ehavior, although the size component of rank 

seems to be the only important one in the cape of forciyn conflict. The 

i 
disequilibrium iiypotneses receive some support, both for foreign and domestic 

conflict, but for foreign conflict the effect is dwarfed by the effect of 

cize. 



- 55  - 

"FERE.ICEL" 

AIRLT,  I'.nyvard  a.id   [iruce M.   !'.ut;3etr.,    ü.0jld ' oLitics in the GeneralAsseMbly. 
He- "aven:     Yale  university Prcus,   1065. 

Eerelcon,  Bernard  and Gary    ■   ötaincr.     i.umaii  "ehavlor^ In Inventory of 
Scientific  FJnclin;/,.    New lorU;     ilarcourt,  Draco and '.orld,   196A. 

Berry,  Drlan   '.   ...    ''Basic Patternr. 01 F-conomic   levclopraent,"    Atlas of 
r.ccnKitntc Development.     ..ditod by Norton A. Giushur;''.     Chicago; 
University of Cldce/o Pr^ss.   1961. 

blalock,  " u'l-rl    ',   Jr.     ''^taüuü  Inconsistency -ind Interaction:     Some Alterna- 
tive Models."    Ane.rlcan Journal of Sociology, Vol.  73,   Ho,  2  (5'ept. 
1967) ,  pp.   305-315. 

"Correlated  Lndependont Variable«:    The I'roblem of Multi- 
collinearity.'     Social Forces,  Vol.  42.  I.o.  4  (December 1963), 
;yp.   233 -217. 

Chadvric1.;,  ?.ichard W.       \n Analysis of the "elationshlp of |!otnestic to 
Foreign Conflict Behavior over the Teriod 1955-1057."    Evanston, 
[llinois:    liorthx.'estern University,  l9iS3, mineo, 

Collins    Carry   ".   and Harcld Guet.Tko';.    A Social Psycholppy of ".-roup Procasses 
for   .(ocision-niakin^.    ITcw York:    Wiley,   1964. 

]oscr, Louts A.    The Functions of^ Social Conflict.    Clencoa;    Free rrG=3.  1956. 

Curtis, r.ichard '".  and F-lton P.  Jackaon.     "Conceptualization and Measurement 
in u'..e ;'Li.iv of Social Stratification."    Cliapt^r 4.    Methodology In 
fiocirl ^cecarcu.    Edited by Hubert M.   ElalocI: and Ann '-!,  ElalocU. 
i'cTYork:    .IcTfraalll,   1960. 

Cckland ,    rue-   ".     "Theories of .'are selection.'     iug-^nicq Quarterly, Vol.   15, 
o.   ::   (June   I9üG),   pp.   71   U. """        "' """   """ 

Feuer,  Levis 3.    I'^e Conflict of Generations.    ..e1:' York;    3?.3ic /'^ooks,  1969. 

Fosaua,  Ceil.      'Factors  Influencing tlie  'iccurrenc.'. of Military Coups O'etat 
it, Latin .-.merica.      Journal of Peace '..CBerxciy, Vol.  4,  '..a.  3  (1967), 

•   p.       ^*-Ui--'l. 

"'•Aeplv to Hernes." Journal of Feace Research, Vol. 6, 
V.o.' 1   (19e9), np. 73-74. 

Giltur.f,, Jo'-.an.   \ Structural Theory of Aggrecslon." Journal of_i:c^ace_ ^.esejxch i 
Vol. 1. lo. 2 (1964), pp. 15-33. " " "'     "  "~"'"" 

'Ran;; and Social Integration." Sociological Theories in 
Prorress. Edited by T. 2c;ri;er e_t al. Boston: uoughton-Mlfflin, 
l%6a." 



56 

''IntcrnaMonal "'ülcitions and International Conflict.    A 
Sociolo&ictil   .pp.-o'.c.i.'     Transaction.-.    Sixth Congress of Sociology, 
Vol.   I,  1966..  pp.   12l-l'l.      '      '       '"" 

: nut-■.'■.'.:■.t "  turaction Patterns.'     Journal of Poace Uosearch, 
Vol". "1, ::o.  7,   (196i>),  pp.   146-177.  ' '  ' 

       "Replv to "'id-iur.d PerniHa.      Journal  of Peace 'Icsuarch, 
Vol.   6, To.   1   (19i;9)     -jp.   75-7' 

Gledltsch, :'j.ls Patter, "i'ronds in i/orld .arline i'attiirns." Journal of 
roacc riesearch, Vol. 4., .:o. 4 (1967), pp. 366-408. 

"The International Mrllne Network: A Toat of the 7iof and 
ftouffer Hypothcßss." I'apcrs, Peace ^oscarch Society (international) , 
196i>, pp. 123-133,       * - -• - -^ ......,..„....„ 

Gurrj Ted !;. and Ciarlcs :>uttenberj:. 'The Condition'? of Civi] Vlolonce: 
First Tosts of a Causal Model." liesearch liono^raph, No. 28 
Princeton University, 1967. 

Gi:rr, Ted R, TTIiy Men Rebel. Trincaton: Prlncaton University Press, 1970. 

ilerncs, Gudmund. "On Mtink  disequilibrium and 'lilitary Coups 'O'ctat.' 
Journal of Peace Research, Vol. 6, iJo. 1 (1969), pp. C5-72. 

hoffinan, Fredrik. "Tho Functions ct  'iconcic Sanctions. A, Comparative 
Analysis." journal of Peace Research, Vol. 4, Ho. 2 (1967), pp. 
140-160.    ' 

Hurvitz, Jacob I.; Zander, ..'J.vin F.; and Hyraovltch, Bernard,  "Sow. Effects 
of Poi.7cr on the .''elations ar^onf; Group Menibers." Group Dynamics. 
Lditcd by Carttcricht, Dorwin and Zander, Alvin F.  (2nd Edition) 
Kcv York: Harper, 1960. 

Jackson. Elton F. "Status Consistency and Syr.ptoins of ^trecr,." American 
Sociological lleview, Vol. 27 (Augunt 1902), pp. 469-480. " 

Jackson, Elton F. and P. J. Burke. "Status ard Suraptons o^ Stress: Additive 
and Int-.«ract.ion Effects.1' American Sociological Review, Vol. 30 
(.VucuEt 1065), pp. 556-564."'"'  

Kadanc, Joseph P. and Gordon ii. Lewis.  "The Diatribution of Participation 
in Croup Discussions: An Empirical and Theoretical Appraisal." 
maerlcan Sociolpfiical Review, Vol. 34, l'o. 5   (October 1969), 
pp. 710-723.        ' 

Kaplan, Abraham. The Conduct of Inquiry. San Francisco: Chandler, 1964. 

Kerckhoff, Alan C. 'Patterns of Ho. op any and Field of Eligibles.' Socrlal 
Forces, Vol. 42, l'o. 3 (March 1963), pp. 289-297. 

Linneman, Hans, '"in üconometric Study of International Trade Flows." 
Contributions to Economic Analysis. Amsterdam: Horth-Holland, 
1966. 



57 - 

Locthof;, Heran.  "Propinquity c'.nd 'or'.ofeneity as Factors in the f'hoice of 
üe;t Bttddlca in thi Ir Force.!i l-acific Socloloiyical lleview, 
vol. J, lie.  1 (fprtns I960), pp. 18-22. 

KeCondeki '1aviü ■'. "A Field Theory of "»ynanic International Processes." 
Resoftrch ilopotti Uo. 10, Dimensiunality of l.'ations Project, 
SepteTp.bor 1969. 

McClelland, Charles. "Field Vieory and Systems Theory in International 
Politics." minco, JUHü 1968« 

Mey, Haralt1.  Studifcn zur ■l.n\7e:'.dvin^ des Feldbenriffs in den Sozialwissen- 
scliaiten. Munich" J'iper,, 1365. 

Phillips, '"arren ?■..  pnd Dottnll ''..  Hall.  'The Importance of Governmental 
ftructure as a Taxoooaic Scnomc for "ations." Hesearch Report, 
:.ü. 18. Honolulu: Jiaensionality of Nations Project, January 1969. 

Uama^y, liatalie Pv.  Asscitivc ■ latino and the Structure of Cities.* 
Anerican liociülopical Review, Vol. 31, 1966. 

P.i.2cken, Henry V..  and George C. ilomans. "Psychological Aspects of Social 
Structure." Handbook of Social Psychology. Edited by G. Lindsey, 
Vol. II ReEdiu"'T'*Addison-T'esley, 1954, pp. 786-332. 

Robinson, If« 5.  "The Statistical Measure! ent of Agreerlent." American 
Sociological Ilevi&y.. Vol. 22, No. 1 (Pebruary 1957), pp. 17-25. 

RuruTinl, R. J.  'Tostinf, '-omc Possible Predictors of Conflict Behavior V'ithin 
and Between l.'ations." Papers, Peace Research Society, iQ6A, pp. 79-111. 

       'A Fiele1. Ihoory of Social Action with Application to Conflict 
V.ithin hations."' General Systems Yearbook, Vol. 10 (1965), pp. 
183-211. 

        "A Social Field Theory of Porcign Conflict Pchavior." 
Papers. Peace Research society, 1966, pp« 131-130. 

"The Relationship between National Attributes and Foreign 
Conflict I>e'onvior. ' Quantitative International Politics. Fditec 
by J. >avi<l Singer, l.uw York: Free Press, 'l3o7. 

■'Undorstandinp Factor Analysis." Journal of Conflict 
Resolution, Vol. 11, .10. 4 (Jecember 1967), pp. 444-480. 

    "Field Theory and Indicator? of International Behavior." 
Research Report. No. 29, Honolulu; Hivnensionality of Nations 
Project, July I'&Oa. 

  "Field and Attribute Theories OL Nation Pehavior:  Some 
Mathctaatical Interrelationships." Research Report, No. 31. 
Honolulu'. Pi'iicnsionality of Nations Project, July 1969b. 



58 

     Applied ^-ictq^Ancilysis.     r.vanjtor;    Northwestern University 
PreM, 1970. '""" "' 

 :.>inieüsions of^ "atlons.  (iorthecming , a"^ 

"DinMnaiona of Erect in Cross-National Data." Handbook 
01 «torood In Cultural Anthropology. Lditsd by R. Naroll and 
".onald CShan. (forthcoming, b) 

Savage, I« Jl. and Deutsch, ivarl V,    "A Statistical Hodal of the Cross Analysis 
of Transaction Flovs." BconoiBetriC^i Vol. 28, Ho. 3 {19CQ). 

Sax^yer, Jr.ck. "Dimnnsicns oi' f.utions; Size, Wealth and lolitics.1' 
Araorlcan Journal ci_ CociqloGy, Vol. 73,  No. 2 (September 1967), 
ippT 1A5-'172. 

Shimhori, "'ichya: Xktuda, Fideo; Ishida, Tsuyoshij; and i'.onco. Moto. 
^Measuring a i'ntioi-.'s Presticc.'1 Aiiierlcan Journal of Sociology, 
Vol. 69 (19G::, pp. 63-63.       '    ~'   "  '  ' 

Singer, J. David, ed. The Wages of War,  (forthconing) 

Siril Yearbook of Iteyld ArwsBonts and Disaraaaent 1963/69. Stoc!:holm: 

Alaqvist & Uikssll» 1969. 

Stauffer, Tic ert B.  "Grcai: Poxrer Constraints in Political developments: 
Notes for an Interventionist Theory," iriimco, univeroitv of 
Hawaii, 1569.  " 

Wallensteen, Teter.  "ChtrsetaristiCf of economic Sanctions.'1 Journal of 
Peace Research, Vol. 5, No. 3 (1968), pp. 248-267. 



Unclassified 
** i uril\   1 l.i    -.ili. .tli<>n 

DOCUMENT CONTROL DATA    R&D 
Si I nrifv   i l**\ h»9$i .tti u*  itl  ftth'.   fxni»   1*1 .if -trm f mni tndvun.    .mno f.» f i. n mwt ht  9tit¥HÜ »fi« n   tin Ulli   fffttt   f>   f l.t'.'.ttlVÜ) 

tlilHi ttHQ   AC T i v i '  l   (( •tfft.it ml*  tmlh'tr) 

Dimensionality of Nations Project 
University of Hawaii 
2500 Campus Road,  Honolulu. Hawaii    96822 

im. niroNT  srciji^tiv   ri*'. vifAiio* 

Unclassified 
»h    Gwour 

WIPOBT     TiTLt 

Rank Theory, Field Theory, and Attribute Theory: 
Interaction In the International System 

Three Approaches to 

4    0% *CRiP I ivF  NO TE» (Type i>I repnrt mt.d mclunivr d«(va) 

Research Report No.  47 
%    *u THOniS) (Fir%t nmmv. muldl« inltiml, Imal name) 

Nils P.  Gledltsch 

6     RE PO<» T   D» T E 

October 1970 

Tl.    TOT41.   NO     OF   PACES 

59 
7b     NO    OF   REFS 

56 
Ba      CONTRACT   OH   OHANT   NO 

N0O01A-67-A-0387-OOO3 
b   PROJEC r NO 

»a.   ORIGINATOR'S  REPORT  NUMPERISI 

Research Report No. 47 

ab.   OTHER REPORT  NOiil (Any olhmt numhtt» Ihml may b» »mtlfritd 
rhu  report) 

10     DISTRIBUTION   STATEMtN' 

This document has been approved for public release and sale; Its distribution Is 
unlimited and reproduction whole or In part Is permitted for any purpose of the 
United States government.  

11      SuPPLEMENTARy    NOTCI 

2500 Campus Road 
Honolulu, Hawaii    96822 

Introduction 

12     SPONSORING   MIL1 T AK Y    ACTIVITY 

Advanced Research Projects Agency 
Washington, D.C. 

Of the many explanations which have been Invoked to account for behavior In the 
international system, rank theory and field theory are two of the most systematic 
approaches. They also claim greater relevance and applicability than most hypotheses 
about the International system. There are many contextual similarities: both grew 
out of dissatisfaction with the paucity of theory in international relations as of 
the early nlneteen-slxtles; both draw on traditions in previous writings in sociology 
and political science, while formulating several hypotheses much more precisely or 
with clearer relevance to International behavior; neither theory has been expounded 
at great length in textbook presentations but have to be sought out in scattered 
journal articles.  Finally, both represent something more than a theory: they spear- 
head research traditions, even movements perhaps, that will be with us for some time. 
For all these reasons, it is tempting to undertake a comparison of the two, and to 
apply them to some empirical data about international relations in the post-war 

period. 
Attribute theory, on the other hand, as will be evident from the following, has 

not been seriously proposed as a theory at all, but serves mainly a contrasting 

function. 
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