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Abstract
An examination of Boulding's paper reveals questionable interpretations of historical as well as current events, and dubious extrapolations from these to the future. It is difficult to draw correct conclusions from false premises; the derogation of Western democracies and economic globalization, and the exaltation of movements that call themselves progressive and peace-enhancing - but are not necessarily either — place both negative and positive assumptions and presumed causal factors largely in the wrong places.
Elise Boulding's (2000) article is reminiscent of the famous painting, "The Peaceable Kingdom," by Edward Hicks, the 19th Century Quaker preacher and artist. Although he produced around 100 versions of the picture, with numerous variations, the basic scene is always an American landscape inhabited by two or three children and a group of animals including both herbivores (lambs, cattle) and predators, with a large lion as the center of attention (Ford, 1998). Especially in its early versions, the scene is so eerie that although the lion lay down with the lamb, many viewers consider it unlikely that the lamb will be getting up again - and we worry about those children.
The word-picture presented by Boulding, although more nuanced than the painting, tries to convince us that the world is moving toward that idyllic scene. It takes a great deal of optimism to make this suggestion a year before the end of the most violent century in history, at least as measured by the number of victims killed deliberately in the course of war and persecution and probably even by the number of separate conflicts.
It also takes some remarkable interpretations of historical and current events. No data are presented and evaluated to test Boulding's optimistic view. She has merely selected developments and events that suit her hypothesis, extrapolating from them to the future. Whether these are indeed the crucial trends that will shape that future, there is no way to tell; the paper is an expression of personal opinion. My own comments consist of counterexamples and counterarguments, which I consider to shake Boulding's propositions. However, history and current events offer a wide variety of items to choose from, and the choices are difficult to validate empirically. Boulding and I are far apart on sociopolitical as well as factual grounds, and my commentary is affected by my own perspectives; but the points of disagreement may at least alert the reader to the location of arguable assertions. In my opinion, the article
places hope where it should not, and registers disapproval about major developments that may in fact make things better. In response to the journal's request for a "visionary paper," Boulding has produced a Utopian one. However, one must be careful to avoid the fundamental attribution error, or correspondence bias (e.g., Ross, 1977), of assuming that the source of an utterance is necessarily saying what he or she really believes. The paper may represent only Boulding's attempt to satisfy the need for being visionary. Therefore, I would ask the reader to remember that when for the sake of brevity I refer to "Boulding," or to "Boulding's view/opinion/assertion," I really mean the opinions expressed in this particular article rather than anything I know to be her actual opinion.
Boulding's definition of a peace culture incorporates important features whose relation to peace is questionable. If she really believes that a world-wide culture without "structured power differentials" is emerging, I can only wonder where it is. Throughout human history, there have been only a handful of communities, comprising only handfuls of people, where such hierarchies have not existed. Most of these were essentially artificial, Utopian villages, usually based on religious dogma, and went out of existence fairly quickly in any historical time-scale. There is certainly no sign of a cascade of such arrangements in the important components of the world system, whether governmental or private-sector.
The examples that supposedly epitomize peace culture are puzzling, where they are not wrong. Don't peace churches, for example, have power differentials? Yes, they do; most have ministers and elders (by whatever name), and in all, some people are more influential than others. Are play and beauty incompatible with war? Hardly; war and violent conflict are the themes of many popular games among children, and the art, music, theater, and literature dealing with or springing from experiences of war are not inferior to those focusing on peaceful pursuits.
The exaltation of indigenous peoples on the basis of their closeness to nature, and of women's culture, is equally questionable. Whatever may be true of the Mbuti, indigenous people have since prehistoric times devastated their environment, eradicated a large number of animal and plant species, and busily killed, tortured, and enslaved each other (Axelrod & Suedfeld, 1995; Edgerton, 1992; Preece, 1999). The Mongols, Tartars, Vikings, Zulus, Aztecs, Maoris, Tasmanians, Cheyenne, et al. -dedicated warriors all - were "indigenous peoples." Peacefulness, like egalitarianism, has been limited to small marginal cultures, generally isolated from strangers; you can't have a war if you don't know anyone to fight. This is not, however, a realistic model for the world. Nor do I believe that "introducing nature as a teacher" will provide a great model of peace. As those who have actually lived in it (or have watched nature shows on television) are fully aware, nature really is "red in fang and claw," and is completely indifferent to human values, aspirations, and ideals.
Women have been active fighters in many armed movements, and have perpetrated torture and genocide, from tribal wars in North America, Asia and Africa, to the Nazi and Soviet concentration camps and the anti-colonialist revolutions of the late 20th Century. They have committed or attempted historic assassinations, including those of Jean-Paul Marat, Vladimir I. Lenin, and Gerald Ford. In every major war in this century, they have not only participated but urged their male relatives and fellow citizens to do so, too — white feathers were indeed publicly handed out by women to civilian male passers-by during World War I. While their participation in organized violence continues, women (especially young women) are currently also escalating their involvement in violent crime. It may be argued that these examples do not really represent "women's culture," that true women's culture is peaceful. But then, the claim that women's culture contributes to peace becomes completely circular: if any traditional female behavior that involves violence is ruled out of "women's culture" by
definition, then obviously it is true that women's culture is peaceful — but it is true only by definition. The same tactic could just as easily be applied to "men's culture."
Is the increasing salience of NGOs really something to celebrate? Some NGOs, yes. The Red Cross, Medecins sans Frontieres, Amnesty International, Oxfam — although they have their faults - have improved and lengthened the lives of injured, displaced, deprived, persecuted individuals and groups around the world, and are likely to continue doing so. Popular and populist peace movements, springing up in places of actual conflict and repression may do so, too: in Northern Ireland and the Philippines, for example.
By the same token, other NGOs are detriments to peace. The UN defines an NGO as "any non-profit, voluntary citizens' group which is organized on a local, national or international level" (UN Department of Public Information, 1999). That definition includes many terrorist, irredentist, and/or revanchist organizations that commit or support violence around the world. Even NGOs that claim to work for global pacification can be counterproductive. As one example, the European nuclear disarmament movement, had it succeeded, would have left the Western democracies at a definite disadvantage vis-a-vis an aggressive, oppressive, and fully armed Soviet Union. This, as we have since discovered, is why the KGB funneled funds to some of these groups (Andrew & Gordievsky, 1990; Andrew & Mitrokhin, 1999).
The proliferation of "ethnies," and the growth of ethnic, racial, gender, etc. ("identity") politics, are sources of danger, not hope. The rise in ethnopolitical warfare and terrorism, which has affected every continent except Antarctica, is the consequence of these ethnic NGOs crisscrossing national boundaries. Rwanda, Bosnia, Chechnya, Kashmir, Sri Lanka, and other hot-spots offer ample evidence of this, as does the notable absence of inter-ethnic reconciliation and solidarity as identity politics flourishes in just about every multi-ethnic country, including the USA.
Like many intellectuals, Boulding confuses words with reality. Government officials delivering public apologies do not always really regret the actions they are apologizing for (much less do they necessarily reflect the feelings of their citizenry). Organizations with the word "peace" in their name don't always support peace, and have sometimes been unwitting or even knowing fronts for bellicose governments or NGOs. Regardless of what treaties are signed, neither landmines nor nuclear weapons are likely to disappear as long as they are useful. In fact, the latter are becoming available to more and more governments and, even more scarily, to some NGOs. A UN declaration of years and decades for peace education will not abolish the military drill undergone by schoolchildren in the People's Republic of China, in North Korea, in Palestine, and many other places around the globe; nor will it stop the conscription of children and adolescents into both revolutionary and counter-revolutionary armed forces.
I don't want to belabor every one of Boulding's belaborable points; but there is another set, related to the history of World War II, that I cannot ignore. One component is her acceptance of the thesis that the nuclear attacks on Hiroshima and Nagasaki were superfluous. This is a complex and controversial issue. There may be "much evidence" supporting the assertion, but there is also much evidence to the contrary (e.g., Ferrell, 1996; Weintraub, 1995). The second is the comment about the "internment" of Japanese-Americans (only enemy aliens and people who explicitly rejected loyalty to the United States, about 13% of those relocated, were actually interned). The relocation is another complicated and arguable event (see Conn, 1989; Rehnquist, 1998); in retrospect, we may know it to have been unnecessary, but it certainly was not "arbitrary." I will pass over Boulding's most grotesque suggestion, that the Allies should apologize for the destruction required to defend themselves and the world in the war begun by the Axis powers.
I am not completely negative about Boulding's analysis. The work of Kelman, Staub, and other social-behavioral scientists, the recently established Ethnopolitical Warfare
Initiative of the American and Canadian Psychological Associations, and academic and quasi-academic institutions in many countries focusing on conflict resolution, may ameliorate the ravages of armed conflict. Some NGOs are indeed making progress, and some people (possibly even some governments) may change their behavior in response to the UN and other peace-oriented organizations. Reconciliation programs may actually help heal the scars of conflict and prevent recurrences. The major difficulty is that it will take a long time for these trends to have significant impact on the occurrence of armed clashes: violence is still an obvious and in many ways inviting road to getting what one wants in material terms, and perhaps even more so as an expression of anger, despair, envy, frustration, fear, hatred, and prejudice.
What about the short run - say, the next fifty or a hundred years? My own judgment is that the best hope for peace in the near future comes from two sources that Boulding disparages. One is the West, including what Boulding calls "the westernized mass media"; the other is the global economy. The former serves as an imperfect, but still the world's best, model of systems that promote both individual freedom and political democracy, and its influence is spreading. In the past 50 years, dictatorships have completely disappeared from the map of Europe and almost completely from Latin America (except for Cuba). Asia and Africa are still infested with them, but even there democracy seems to be on the rise; and, as we know, democracies have rarely if ever gone to war with each other. In spite of the efforts of some UNESCO members to censor them, the media, including the Internet, spread visions based on such systems to the parts of the world that are oppressed and tyrannized, making it more and more difficult to keep the people from demanding a change.
At the same time, the media also proliferate images of a life with abundant material goods - that old devil, the "greedy consumer culture." This may seem undesirable to the comparatively rich people of the West (which includes most people in the West, and certainly all Western academics), but it is perfectly reasonable and just for the
impoverished citizens of the "Two-Thirds World" to aspire to a materially better life. Again, not perfectly, but slowly and with many setbacks, the globalization of trade and production will make this possible. To the extent that poverty, or relative poverty, is a source of conflict, that source will become less potent; and, to put it crassly, people who are busy working toward a better life for themselves and their family may become less likely (and have less time) to take up arms and destroy the lives and property of others.
This has been happening, and will continue to happen, under the protective armed umbrella of the United Nations, NATO, and other organizations primarily influenced and financed by the Western democracies. As they did in two recent actions criticized by Boulding (in 1990-91 in the Persian Gulf, perhaps deterring future military invasions of defenseless neighbors, and in 1999 in Yugoslavia, perhaps deterring future undertakings of ethnic cleansing, mass rape, and genocide), those democracies - still making some errors, but getting it right most of the time — will continue to sacrifice their own blood and treasure to foster peace by opposing those who start wars, even if the only effective way to oppose them is by going to war oneself.
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And the war began, that is, an event took place opposed to human reason and all human nature. (Tolstoy, cited in Huberman & Huberman, 1964, p. 391.)
From the dawn of history down to the sinking of the Terris Bay, the world echoes with the praise of righteous war...I am almost tempted to reply to the Pacifist as Johnson replied to Goldsmith, "Nay Sir, if you will not take the universal opinion of mankind, I have no more to say." (C.S. Lewis, 1949, pp. 64-65)
As suggested by a comparison of the above reflections, a striking duality about war is that it is at once both seemingly aversive to humans and yet nearly universally accepted and practiced. Virtually all humans would agree that war is, if not inherently bad, at least highly disagreeable and the cause of much suffering. Indeed, the act of killing another human being - even in war - may well, as Tolstoy suggested, go against human nature. For example, examination of the 27,000 muskets retrieved from dead soldiers at the Battle of Gettysburg during the American Civil War (itself the most violent war in American history) suggests that a surprising percentage of soldiers may
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have only pretended to fire their muskets before reloading (Grossman, 1996).1   It seems that many of these soldiers were prepared to die for their cause but unprepared to kill for it. Converging with this evidence, during World War II researchers reported that only 15 to 20 percent of American riflemen, when asked what they actually did in battle, said they could find the will to fire at an enemy soldier in plain view (see Grossman, 1996, 1998). This suggests that humans may have a built-in aversion to the very thing that defines war — killing other humans.
On the other hand, this general aversion to war makes it all the more puzzling that, for practically as long as there have been nations or societies, there has been war — and the acceptance that certain wars are necessary. Why would a thing so aversive be so universally practiced? Put another way, why, given that peace seems so psychologically preferable to war, is international peace so difficult to maintain?
The present article does not claim to provide a complete answer that question. Rather, our goal is far more modest: to offer a look at one psychological construct that, when a political crisis reaches that defining fork in the road, may affect whether the path chosen leads to war or peace. In doing so, we hope to shed some light on what types of processes might lead to the violent decisions and outcomes that humans in general find so aversive, decisions that often cost thousands (sometimes millions) of persons their lives.
Wars have multiple levels of causes. The historian studies political maneuvering and the rise and fall of particular leaders; the philosopher may explore moral and
1 Alternative hypotheses are possible. One is that, given the technology of the time, it was possible for soldiers in the heat of battle to think that they had fired and then reload. After one such error, it would have been safer for the
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ethical causes of war in general; the sociologist may be concerned with such causes as mass movements and competing loyalties; the economist may assess the distribution of resources among the various antagonists. Some political scientists argue that war is the inevitable outcome of nations each pursuing its own rational self-interest in an international environment characterized by anarchy, where guns are indeed ultima ratio regis [the final argument of kings - traditional slogan of the artillery]. All of these approaches have merit, but the psychologist has a distinctly different task: to understand, as much as possible, what sorts of things those responsible for war think and feel that makes them send their own countrymen into battle, and why ordinary citizens obey, often enthusiastically. In doing so, the psychologist hopes to explain more precisely and at a deeper level exactly what factors contribute to the rise of particular wars, and, conversely, what factors contribute to a peaceful compromise in certain situations that, on the surface, closely resembled a build-up to war.
The Approach of the Authors to War and Peace Outcomes 

There is a tendency in the psychological literature to assume that war as an outcome is bad and that peace is good (see Suedfeld, 1992). Our own view is that this is a philosophical issue that generally lies beyond the scope of psychology. If one believes that war is, a priori and in all circumstances, a bad thing, then of course psychological processes that lead to war are bad. It should be noted, however, that few people (including philosophers, as shown by the old and ongoing debate about just and unjust wars) actually believe this without qualification. Indeed, while it is certainly true that many people would argue, for example, that the United States' military involvement in
individual not to fire his weapon, which would probably have exploded. Another interpretation may be that
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Vietnam was "bad," few people would argue that military opposition to Nazi Germany was "bad" (see Tetlock & Tyler, 1996). Thus, it may well be that wars are best judged, in the moral sense, as "good" or "bad" on a war-by-war basis. Whatever the case, however, the goal of the psychologist is to focus on the processes that lead to particular, predictable outcomes - and not to assign normative values to those outcomes (Suedfeld, 1992).
Integrative Complexity
The purpose of the present chapter is to investigate the role of a particular psychological construct, integrative complexity, in political decisions that lead to war or peace. Integrative complexity involves both (1) the degree to which people differentiate among aspects of or perspectives on a particular problem ("differentiation"), and (2) the degree to which people then relate those perspectives to each other within some coherent framework ("integration"). Differentiation is necessary but not sufficient for integration; one can differentiate without integrating, but not integrate without first differentiating. Integrative complexity is measured by coding verbal passages (in most of the research discussed here, this entails coding public addresses or documents of political leaders) on a 7-point scale, where 1 equals low differentiation and low integration, 3 equals high differentiation and low integration, 5 equals high differentiation and moderate integration, and 7 equals high differentiation and high integration (for scoring details, see Baker-Brown et al., 1992). Scores are assigned on a paragraph-by-paragraph basis and then averaged. Typically, the mean scores of
infantrymen who did not fire their weapon were over-represented among the dead.
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speeches or written materials are no higher than the range of low to moderate integration, and mean scores approaching 7 are quite rare.
Originally, complexity theory was developed to tap broad, stable differences in information processing between individuals (Harvey, Hunt, & Schroder, 1961; Schroder, Driver, & Streufert, 1967). Later theorists recognized its potential application, not only to individual differences, but also to environmentally-induced changes in complexity (Schroder et al., 1967; Streufert & Streufert, 1978). Eventually, the free-response coding format used in the individual-difference measures was adapted for historical analyses of recorded statements or writings of prominent historical figures (Suedfeld & Rank, 1976).
An Integrative Complexity Perspective on Some Major Crises
Consider what might happen to political leaders during a time of intense international conflict when war is a real possibility. The leaders might adopt one of two different hypothetical approaches to resolve the crisis: (1) they might stand unyielding by their position, refusing to see (or admit they see) any merit in that of the opposition, or (2) they might be (or at least appear) flexible and willing to compromise. It seems reasonable that when leaders adopt the first strategy during a crisis, the situation is more likely to end in war, while leaders who adopt the second approach are more likely to have that crisis end in peace. If leaders refuse to see any merit in their opposition's arguments during crises, they are more likely to end up "sticking to their own guns" -both figuratively and (sometimes) literally. Conversely, if leaders make attempts to be flexible and cooperative, they should be more likely to work out a peaceful resolution. Given this, to the degree that low integrative complexity is associated with an
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unyielding strategy and high integrative complexity is associated with a more flexible strategy, it seems theoretically reasonable to expect that integrative complexity could serve as a useful predictor of the outbreak or avoidance of war.
Let us now look at the evidence pertaining to the link between the integrative complexity of the statements of political leaders and eventual war or peace. We will then explore the possible explanations for this link, and consider the limitations of this literature.
The American Civil War
More Americans were killed during the bitterly-fought Civil War than during any other war in American history. Interestingly, although it was fought from 1861 -1865, the war very well could have begun about ten years earlier. Around 1850, there was a great debate in the United States Senate concerning the slavery status of any new states entering the Union. Would such states be allowed to have slavery or not? This debate ended in 1850 with a peaceful compromise. Why, given this, did the very similar Senatorial debates in 1860-61 end in the incredibly violent Civil War?
One answer may be that the North and the South were driven to war by two increasingly influential extreme political factions - factions that tended to be lower in complexity than more moderate groups. Based on historical writings, prominent political figures before the Civil War were classified as either abolitionists, free-soil Republicans who would tolerate slavery but not allow it to spread into new states, Buchanan Democrats who would permit slavery in new states if the within-state majority approved it, and outright supporters of slavery who wanted it to be legal throughout the nation. Results indicated that the two moderate groups (free-soil Republicans and
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Buchanan Democrats) were higher in complexity than both extreme groups (abolitionists and slavery-supporters; Tetlock, Armor, & Peterson, 1994). This suggests that the groups that were most likely driving the nation towards war were indeed lower in complexity. This interpretation is partially supported by the fact that the group highest in complexity, the Buchanan Democrats, was also highest in "war avoidance" as a central value, suggesting an association between high complexity and peace (although it should be noted that the other moderate group, the free-soil Republicans, was only moderate in "war avoidance").
The above results do not directly compare integrative complexity levels prior to the 1850 compromise and the 1861 war. One would expect that, if complexity were a key factor in the outbreak of the Civil War, the integrative complexity of the 1850 debates would be markedly higher than the 1860-61 debates. To our knowledge, no such direct comparison exists using an integrative complexity score. However, using a less sophisticated measure of complexity, Winter (1997; see also Winter & Molano, 1998) found that complexity was indeed lower during the Senate debates of 1860-1861 than during the Senate debates of 1850.1 Taken together, this evidence suggests a link between the integrative complexity of the prominent political players of the day and the ultimate beginning of the Civil War.
World War I
Another retrospective comparison of the complexity levels of leaders prior to peace as opposed to war is afforded by the events between 1911-1914. On July 1, 1911, the Germans, in an attempt to undermine French influence in Morocco, sent the warship "Panther" to Agadir, Morocco. In the words of Winston Churchill, this action set "all
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alarm bells throughout Europe" ringing (Henig, 1989, p. 13) and began an international crisis primarily involving France and England on one side, and Germany on the other. This crisis was eventually resolved peacefully. In 1914, however, a crisis that began primarily as a conflict between two other nations, Austria and Serbia, escalated into a huge international war in which Germany, England, and France were among the primary participants. This occurred in spite of the fact that, in the earlier part of 1914, Europe seemed generally to be at peace (Henig, 1989). Was the complexity of these three nations' diplomatic communications leading up to the peace of 1911 greater than the communications leading up to the war of 1914? Yes. France, England, and Germany all displayed the same pattern: their integrative complexity was dramatically lower (dropping an average of 2.69) prior to the beginning of the 1914 war (Suedfeld & Tetlock, 1977).
World War II
Neville Chamberlain was the Prime Minister of Great Britain during the latter 1930's, and he faced a difficult dilemma: Nazi Germany was a burgeoning military power making often difficult international demands; should he negotiate or stand firm? His choice was to use a highly flexible appeasement strategy. Chamberlain's primary political opponent on this matter was Winston Churchill, who dogmatically maintained that Hitler and the Nazis must be dealt with by arms build-ups and stern displays of force. Churchill claimed that appeasement through flexible negotiation was simply encouraging further aggression (most historians agree, with the 20/20 vision that hindsight affords, that Churchill was right). As we might expect of one with such an
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unyielding position, Churchill's integrative complexity scores on Germany-related issues were quite low throughout the 1930's.
More to our present purpose, Chamberlain had consistently higher complexity levels than Churchill until very near the actual beginning of World War II, when he showed a major drop in complexity (Tetlock & Tyler, 1996). This is further evidence that a downward shift in integrative complexity is often a signal that war is imminent.
Analyses of statements made by Japanese policy-makers in 1941 prior to their attack of the United States at Pearl Harbor revealed a pattern that was only partially consistent with this hypothesis. The complexity of three key Japanese policy-makers was analyzed in both early 1941 (while the debate on whether to go to war with the United States was going on) and late 1941 (after the decision had been made, and very near the attack on Pearl Harbor). Navy Chief of Staff Nagano was the only one of the three who showed the predicted drop in complexity immediately prior to the attack. General Sugiyama, the Army Chief of Staff, stayed at a stable complexity level, while Prime Minister Tojo actually notably increased in complexity as the decision neared, although (unlike Nagano's drop) this rise did not reach conventional levels of significance. In addition, Japanese diplomatic communications to the U.S. did not reliably differ in complexity between the two time periods (Levi & Tetlock, 1980). Why?
Several reasons could potentially account for the weaker pattern of results in this study. It may be, for example, that certain unique cultural differences caused the Japanese to exhibit less consistent responsiveness to a looming war than the other nationalities that so far have been placed under the complexity microscope. Similarly, chronic personality differences between the three men could have caused them to react
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differently. The fact that two of the three were professional military officers, who could be expected to view the imminence of war differently from civilian diplomats or politicians, may have played a role. In addition, the truncated range of time examined may have been relevant: the earlier time frame may have been too near the attack for the predicted downturn in complexity to be detected. Indeed, a study of nine surprise attacks, including the Japanese attack on Pearl Harbor, presented below, was more supportive of a hypothesized link between integrative complexity and war or peace.
Nine Surprise Military Attacks from 1941 to 1982
During the past 50 years, a stunned international community has witnessed a series of surprise military attacks in different areas of the world. For nine such attacks between 1941 (Japanese attack on Pearl Harbor) and 1982 (the Argentine assault that began the Falklands/Malvinas War), Suedfeld and Bluck (1988) documented the complexity levels of public statements of both the attacking nation and the attacked nation from five years before until the day of the attack. They found that the attacking nations' integrative complexity scores decreased prior to the surprise attack. Although there appears to be a relatively large range during which the complexity level of the attacking governments dropped off (from three months to two to four weeks prior to the attacks), all but one of the attacking nations showed the predicted decrease in complexity. This suggests that complexity is a useful predictor of impending aggressive military actions even when the explicit content of the attacking nations' statements successfully hides the imminent attack.
Soviet and American Foreign Policy Statements During the Cold War Era
Complexity, War, and Peace 12
In the years between the end of World War II and the fall of Communism in Eastern Europe, the United States and the Soviet Union were the primary opponents on the international political and military scene. This time period was dubbed the "Cold War" because, although never officially at war, these two superpowers spent a great deal of military and political energy on interventions around the globe, designed to expand their own influence and limit that of the opponent. Consequently, this era has proven a useful context for exploring the link between integrative complexity and hostile versus cooperative outcomes in international conflicts.
Tetlock (1985, 1988) analyzed the integrative complexity of official Soviet and American foreign policy statements from 1945 to 1983. Regression analyses revealed that the Soviets' complexity tended to be lower during the quarter-year prior to an aggressive intervention (such as the military intervention in Afghanistan, the Soviet-supported invasion of South Korea by North Korea, and the installation of Soviet nuclear weapons in Cuba), and higher during the quarter-year prior to an agreement with the United States that peacefully resolved a difficult international issue (such as the agreement to lift the Berlin blockade, the truce agreement which ended the Korean War, and the Soviet withdrawal of their nuclear missiles from Cuba). Similarly, the United States' integrative complexity levels were lower during the quarter-year of an aggressive intervention (such as American support for the Bay of Pigs invasion of Cuba, the American invasion of Cambodia, and American military support of Israel during the Yom Kippur War) and higher during the quarter-year of a peaceful agreement with the Soviet Union.
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That the Soviets and Americans differed in terms of the exact time of the complexity shift relative to the aggressive or cooperative act probably reflects something unique about each nation's approach to foreign policy; indeed, the Soviets tended to be more premeditative in their foreign policy during the Cold War (Adomeit, 1981; George, 1969; Leites, 1953; see Tetlock, 1985, for a discussion). However, for our purposes it is the striking similarity that is most informative: both the Soviets and the Americans showed decreased complexity prior to (or during) an aggressive act, and increased complexity prior to (or during) a peaceful agreement.
Converging evidence for this pattern of findings comes from research focusing more narrowly on the two peacefully-resolved crises in 1948 and 1961 concerning the joint US-USSR administration of Berlin. This research revealed a similar pattern for both crises: although initially dropping in complexity during the preliminary phase of each crisis, the communications of both nations exhibited a consistent rise in complexity until the eventual peaceful resolution (Raphael, 1982). Taken together, the available research on the Cold War era suggests not only that a decrease in integrative complexity is a precursor of war, but also that a mutual increase in integrative complexity is a precursor of peace.
Arab-Israeli Conflicts, 1947-1976
The ongoing conflict between Israel and the surrounding Arab nations has been one of the most bitter and irrepressible struggles of the past half-century. Interestingly, in spite of the widely-known animosity between the antagonists, the general tenor among the representatives of the various countries in the UN has historically been very moderate and peace-oriented, especially during crises (Graber, 1969). However, what
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nations' delegates say explicitly does not necessarily represent what they actually intend (see Graber, 1970, 1976). Could looking at complexity reveal a deeper story?
Suedfeld, Tetlock, and Ramirez (1977) analyzed the complexity of UN speeches by delegates of Israel, the two primary Arab powers (Syria and Egypt), the United States, and the Soviet Union from 1947 to 1976. During that time span, there were four major military operations: the Arab attack on Israel in 1948, the Israeli invasion of the Suez Canal in 1956 (in conjunction with an Anglo-French attack), the Six-Day War of 1967, and the Yom Kippur War of 1973. Did complexity predict these military outbreaks? The answer appears to be an overwhelming "yes." The complexity of Israeli and Arab speeches decreased dramatically in the month prior to the outbreak of each conflict and was generally lower than in months of relative peace.
The United States, a consistent ally of Israel throughout the period, also decreased in the months prior to the conflicts, but less than the Israelis or the Arabs. The Soviets
· whose involvement in the conflicts was less intense and less consistent than the U.S.

· actually slightly increased in the months prior to a conflict. This general finding is
very consistent with the idea that countries who are nearing war decrease their
complexity level. It is noteworthy that this occurred despite the fact that complexity
levels were not generally correlated with the actual content of what the delegates said
(see Suedfeld et al., 1977); thus, complexity can potentially tell us more than simple
surface content. The last period assessed, in 1976, showed a then-unexplained drop
in the complexity of the Israeli delegation, followed (after the end of the study) by the
Israeli invasion of Lebanon.
Saddam Hussein During the Gulf Crisis
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During the summer of 1990, Saddam Hussein ordered a successful Iraqi invasion of the oil-rich country of Kuwait, surprising the rest of the world. In response to this action, a coalition of nations - led by the United States - brought their collective military forces to bear on the Iraqis. A dramatic military showdown ensued.
Several interesting findings from studies of this time period (Suedfeld, Wallace, & Thachuk, 1993; Wallace, Suedfeld, &Thachuk, 1993) suggest that the integrative complexity of the leaders, especially Saddam Hussein, was an important aspect of the crisis. The Western media has often depicted Saddam as the power-mad "Butcher of Baghdad," who had his mind unyieldingly set on world conquest (see Bulloch & Morris, 1991; Darwish & Alexander, 1991). Interestingly, though, during the two months prior to Iraq's invasion of Kuwait, Saddam's integrative complexity scores were actually relatively high; this suggests that perhaps Saddam did not have his mind uncompromisingly aimed towards war. However, consistent with the surprise attacks reported above, his complexity fell markedly immediately prior to the invasion. This is further evidence that aggressive international acts are preceded by lower complexity in the attacking nations.
Immediately after the invasion occurred, his complexity rose; and it became higher yet once the invasion had been accomplished with complete success. In the few months following the invasion, international pandemonium broke out as many nations and the U. N. Secretary General tried diplomatically and through economic sanctions to convince Saddam to evacuate his troops from Kuwait. None of these ploys worked. Interestingly, although Saddam's integrative complexity levels were higher during these months than immediately after the successful invasion, they were only slightly so -
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much less than would generally be expected during such a complicated international negotiation. One inference from this is that Saddam never really intended to compromise his position, and that by this time he either viewed war as inevitable or did not believe that the Western world would go to war over Kuwait.
Revolutionaries from Washington to Castro
International crises relevant to war and peace come in different shapes and sizes. One generally non-peaceful event in a nation's history is a revolution, that is, the violent overthrow of a government to establish an entirely new one. Successful revolutionary leaders (like George Washington and Fidel Castro) generally show low complexity during the attempted revolution. Interestingly, however, those leaders who remain low in complexity after taking over the government tend to be ousted from power. Leaders who are able to increase their integrative complexity after gaining power are more likely to remain in power (Suedfeld & Rank, 1976). These findings again suggest that high complexity is associated with relative peace, while low complexity is associated with armed hostilities.
The Match Between Complexity Level and the Situation
For many activities, it is true that "it takes two to tango." But while it is certainly true that many wars are mutually entered into by the various participants, war does not require the consent of all parties involved. Nations can simply be forced into war by a foreign attack; once that happens, they must defend themselves or surrender. Although it has been consistently found that the attacking nation typically decreases in complexity when an aggressive action is imminent, that does not mean that the
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defending nation necessarily likewise decreases. What might the pattern be for a nation on the receiving end of an unwanted war?
One might guess that nation's leaders would also decrease their complexity as they prepare for the coming onslaught, or to match the complexity levels of their opponents. The available evidence, however, suggests that the opposite is the case. In their study of nine surprise attacks, for instance, Suedfeld and Bluck (1988) found a marked increase in the complexity of the defending nations between two to four weeks and one week prior to the attack. Similarly, although showing a decrease prior to the other three military conflicts from 1947-1976, Egypt and Syria slightly increased in complexity before the surprise invasion of the Suez Canal zone by Britain, France and Israel in 1956 (Suedfeld et al., 1977). In addition, although Saddam Hussein decreased in complexity prior to his own invasion of Kuwait, his complexity increased in the weeks before the deadline given by the Security Council for his withdrawal (Suedfeld, Wallace, & Thachuk, 1993; Wallace, Suedfeld, & Thachuk, 1993).
Why might a nation forced to defend itself show a pattern opposite to that of the attacker? Perhaps the most intuitively appealing explanation is that the defending nation increases its complexity in hopes of reaching a compromise and averting the crisis (Suedfeld, Wallace, & Thachuk, 1993; Wallace, Suedfeld, & Thachuk, 1993; Wallbaum, 1993).
This suggests an interesting psychological template for a one-sided war. Evidence from the Soviet-American Cold War era (Tetlock, 1985) suggests that, in general, enemies will typically match each other's complexity during crises. The evidence reported above, however, implies that in any heated international crisis where one
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nation adopts a low-complexity stance while the other nation, presumably in an attempt to win reconciliation, adopts a high-complexity position, military conflict may be imminent. This underscores the important point that simply evaluating complexity out of the historical context is not particularly informative: just because a nation's leaders are high in complexity at a given time does not mean that nation will find a peaceful agreement. Agreements, unlike wars, require acceptance by both sides (Raphael, 1982). Indeed, being highly complex could be a very dangerous enterprise if one's opponents are low. Consider:
An example is that of the decision-maker confronting an implacable and determined antagonist. In such cases, it may be necessary to present an equally impervious front to the enemy. Would a simplistic show of unyielding resistance by Great Britain and France have stopped Germany's sequence of aggressions leading to World War II? Neville Chamberlain's maneuvering certainly failed to do so; and his level of complexity in one sample of reports from the 1938 Munich conference was almost 50 percent higher than that of Hitler (Suedfeld, 1988, p. 27). It is hard to know what "might have been." Perhaps wars fought against "determined antagonists" are inevitable, regardless of complexity. The available evidence suggests that trying to negotiate in a complex way with a cognitively simple opponent may well end in disaster; but not enough such episodes have been studied for a reliable conclusion to be possible.
This highlights an important point. Even though it seems clear that decreasing complexity tends to lead to war, simply maintaining high levels of complexity during a crises is no guarantee of peace. Rather, as suggested by the "cognitive manager" model (Suedfeld, 1992), it is more likely that the most successful leaders will be those
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who are able to adapt their integrative complexity level appropriately to a given situation. Complex processing is not an unqualified panacea: while certainly offering multiple benefits (such as attention to more information relevant to a given problem), integrative complexity also results in multiple losses (such as lack of attention to other problems and drained resources).
Consider that most contemporary historians agree that Churchill's strategy of dealing with Hitler was better than Chamberlain's in containing Nazi Germany; yet, as previously mentioned, Churchill's complexity was consistently lower than Chamberlain's until very near the beginning of the war (when Chamberlain's dropped). Similarly, from the perspective of the revolutionaries, "success" was not the result of a single cognitive strategy. Although low complexity was associated with success during revolutions, those leaders who remained low in complexity after taking over the government tended to be ousted whereas leaders who were able to increase their integrative complexity were more likely to remain in power (Suedfeld, 1997). Success at the task of overthrowing the government requires a different level of complexity than success at the task of running a government. This again suggests that simply maintaining high complexity will guarantee neither peace nor success. Rather, the ability to apply different levels of complexity to different situations may play a greater role in success or failure in a variety of contexts, including maintaining peace against a determined antagonist.
What Accounts for the Complexity - War/Peace Link?
As discussed earlier, it seems intuitively credible that a highly competitive negotiating strategy will likely lead to war. But is integrative complexity a symptom or a
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cause of the type of diplomatic bargaining that leads to war or peace? Do leaders who decide to force their enemies into submission do so because their integrative complexity decreases, or does the fact that they have determined to force their enemies into submission cause their complexity to reflect a decrease? Do persons who try to make peace do so because their integrative complexity increases, or does the fact that they are determined to make peace cause their complexity to reflect an increase?
Complexity as a Causal Factor in Aggressive or Peaceful Strategies:
Stress, Group Dynamics, and Individual Differences
There is evidence from a laboratory setting that actual cognitive differences in complexity can causally contribute to aggressive or peaceful decision-making. Using the same coding criteria for complexity as used in research assessing historical figures, a series of "Inter-Nation Simulation" studies revealed that persons low in integrative complexity were three times as likely to rely on competitive actions such as war than persons high in complexity. In addition, players who were low in complexity were more likely to use violence when frustrated (Driver, 1965; Schroder et al., 1967; Streufert & Streufert, 1978). Other researchers have found that negotiating pairs high in complexity are more likely to reach mutually beneficial compromises (Pruitt, 1981; Pruitt & Lewis, 1975), thus suggesting that those low in complexity use negotiating tactics less likely to end in peaceful resolutions. Although this research suggests a direct causal relationship between complexity and war/peace outcomes, it cannot answer a critical question: in historical crises, what causes the changes in complexity in the first place?
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Stress. Crises are stressful — and stress has predictable effects on integrative complexity. The disruptive stress hypothesis suggests that although low to moderate levels of stress can increase complexity due to increased commitment of energy, material and psychological resources, and attention, high levels of stress (such as those probably caused by international crises) decrease complexity due to the fact that stress depletes the cognitive resources necessary for complex thinking (e.g. Suedfeld, Corteen, & McCormick, 1986; Suedfeld & Rank, 1976; Suedfeld & Tetlock, 1977). Laboratory research indirectly supports this notion: although measuring complexity in a different way, this research suggests that increasing the level of interest or information in the environment beyond a certain "optimal" level will cause a decrease in complexity (see Schroder et al., 1967).
Indeed, consistent with the predictions of the disruptive stress hypothesis, major political leaders' integrative complexity scores do tend to decrease notably during international crises. In one study, measurements of integrative complexity levels before, during and after international crises between 1958 and 1983 revealed that 15 of the 16 leaders decreased in complexity during the crises (Wallace & Suedfeld, 1988). Similarly, from 1946 to 1962, U.S. and Soviet foreign policy statements were less complex at the onset of crises (Raphael, 1982). Also supporting this notion is the fact that the leaders of highly involved nations during both the Gulf War (Suedfeld, Wallace, & Thachuk, 1993; Wallace, Suedfeld, & Thachuk, 1993) and during the Arab-Israeli conflicts (Suedfeld, Tetlock, & Ramirez, 1977; see also Raphael, 1982) displayed lower complexity than did less involved nations. Those leaders whose nations had less at stake (and who therefore presumably experienced lower stress) were thus likely to
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have higher complexity. These considerations suggest that differential levels of complexity in leaders may be partially the result of the differential levels of initial stress created by individual crises.
Group Dynamics. Group dynamics may play an important role in the relationship between complexity and war. The influential groupthink model posits that psychological pressures toward consensus within groups can, during times of crisis where a decision is required, lead high-level group members to unequivocally accept the opinion of their leader - even if they really disagree with it (see Janis, 1972, 1982, 1989). Signs of groupthink include a reluctance to criticize other members1 opinions, ignoring input from qualified persons outside the group, and a failure to explore potential alternative options to the leader's viewpoint.
Perhaps not surprisingly, there is evidence of a link between groupthink and integrative complexity. Tetlock (1979) found that decision-makers in cases classified as groupthink scenarios demonstrated less complexity than cases classified as non-groupthink scenarios. On the flip side, Bordin (1998) found in an experimental study that military officers low in integrative complexity were more prone to the influences that lead to groupthink in the first place when responding to an imaginary crisis caused by a terrorist attack on a United States embassy. This evidence suggests not only that shifts in group organizational strategies will affect complexity, but, conversely, that groups in which the members are low in complexity will be more likely to be affected by such group dynamics processes. To the degree that the impending crisis affects most or all members of a leadership group, this suggests that group processes may multiply the effects of low complexity on decision-making relevant to war and peace.
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Individual Differences. Of course, other factors than stress and group dynamics can affect the level of complexity of a nation's policies. Certain individuals seem to have chronically higher (or lower) levels of complexity than others; thus, the complexity of a nation's policies may shift when the leadership of that nation changes. For example, Mikhail Gorbachev displayed decidedly higher complexity scores than his Soviet predecessors (Tetlock, 1988; see also Tetlock & Boettger, 1989). There may also be an individual difference in the ability to recognize and act upon the need to shift complexity levels, as was observed among the group of revolutionary leaders mentioned earlier.
The Cognitive and Impression Management Interpretations It could be that the decision to take either an aggressive or peaceful tack in international crises is arrived at entirely independent of integrative complexity, and complexity as revealed in diplomatic statements is merely the reflection of those decisions. For example, the complexity of such statements could be the result of an intentional rhetorical strategy designed to create a particular impression on one's antagonist. If a nation's goal is to simply bend another nation to its own desires, then one way to accomplish this is to issue low-complexity statements that get the "no compromise" message across. Conversely, a nation's leaders may feel that flexible maneuvering can better accomplish their own selfish ends, and thus issue statements that are higher in complexity. Thus, the public statements of these official representatives do not necessarily reflect the private or actual complexity levels of these individuals, but rather simply result from fully intentional strategies designed to leave a particular impression on their antagonists (see, e.g., Tetlock, 1985).
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Is the cognitive approach (which assumes that complexity causally contributes to decisions leading to war or peace) or the impression management approach (which assumes that complexity merely reflects an intentional strategy to engage in competitive or cooperative rhetoric) more adequate?
Direct tests of cognitive versus impression management explanations of complexity in historical documents are difficult; indeed, it has been argued that such tests are very hard to interpret even when performed in a controlled laboratory setting (Tetlock & Manstead, 1985). The most direct attempt to disentangle the two explanations with regards to war and peace decisions comes in research on Neville Chamberlain prior to World War II. Tetlock and Tyler (1996) were able to use both public and private documents of Chamberlain for these analyses. To the degree that Chamberlain's private documents really reflected his sentiments, the researchers were able to assess his actual thoughts.   As previously mentioned, Chamberlain's generally high complexity took a steep dive as the outbreak of the war approached. The impression management approach would predict that Chamberlain's public documents would particularly show this drop, while his private documents (since they reflect his real thoughts) would not. This did not occur; in fact, the drop was much larger for his private than his public documents (which did not attain conventional levels of significance; Tetlock & Tyler, 1996). This suggests that, as a cognitive approach would predict, the association between integrative complexity and decisions that lead to war or peace reflects a real difference in the complexity levels of the various major players on the diplomatic scene. Suedfeld and Rank (1976) reported that they found no
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differences in the complexity of public versus private documents generated by revolutionary leaders during and after the revolution.
Not all of the evidence is so favorable to the cognitive approach. Evidence for the disruptive stress hypothesis, for example, has at times been mixed. Saddam Hussein's complexity actually increased immediately prior to the deadline set by the Security Council — the opposite of what one would expect if intense impending crises were immensely stressful (and thus cause complexity to drop; Suedfeld, Wallace, & Thachuk, 1993; Wallace, Suedfeld, & Thachuk, 1993).2 It is also worth considering that in all of the reported historical analyses, stress is assumed to be a function of international crises and never measured independent of complexity. Thus, it may well be that something other than stress per se causes the tendency for complexity to decrease during international crises.3
Of course, these two approaches are by no means mutually exclusive. The deliberate use of rhetoric does not preclude real cognitive change, and vice versa. At this point, it is premature to take a firm position as to the relationship among impression management goals, complexity of information processing, and war or peace outcomes. Indeed, we consider it highly probable that both real cognitive changes and intentional impression management are contributing to this link.
Concluding Remarks
As we have seen, the evidence suggests that integrative complexity is a powerful predictor of whether an international crisis will end in war or peace. However, a number of alternative interpretations for this consistent relationship must be considered.
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One possibility is that complexity level may be susceptible to conscious manipulation as leaders wish to project either an image of flexibility and open-mindedness, or of firm resolve, independently of their actual thought processes. Another is that the nature of the crisis may dictate complexity: intractable conflicts over important goals may be so stressful that complexity levels drop (disruptive stress), whereas complexity may remain or become high when the individual actually sees an acceptable compromise resolution.
To argue a strong version of a causal simplicity-war/complexity-peace linkage, we can consider counterfactual speculations about what would have happened if key decision-makers at key moments had been thinking differently. Would the Civil War have been averted if the abolitionists and the unbending advocates of slavery had held more integrative world views? The hypothesis has some plausibility; skeptics, however, may argue that leaders of these political movements would probably have not become leaders, or would have been replaced, if they articulated integratively complex sentiments about the possibility of reasonable compromise (in the same way, revolutionary leaders who were too complex during armed struggle tended not to attain high positions after their movement had taken power - Suedfeld & Rank, 1976). What would have happened if Neville Chamberlain had been less complex at Munich and stood firm vis-a-vis Adolf Hitler? War might have broken out then, which might have been good for Britain as the German military would have been less well prepared than they would be in 1939, or the German generals might have overthrown Hitler; on the other hand, war would have come before the rapid British and French defense buildup
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that occurred in the wake of Munich.   Similar questions can be asked about all of the confrontations discussed in this chapter.
The centrality of the role of individual statesmen is another moot issue. For example, Chamberlain exhibited a relatively sharp decline in complexity during confidential, high-level decision-making sessions about how Britain should cope with Hitler's Germany. It may be that Chamberlain, increasingly demoralized and discouraged, was showing disruptive stress as it became more and more obvious through the grim months of 1939 that his policy of appeasement had failed. Alternatively, it is possible that the European world was becoming an integratively simpler milieu as the pace of rearmament accelerated and alliance structures became increasingly sharply defined. In this view, Chamberlain represents a relatively powerless mediating variable serving merely as a conduit for the shifting features of the geopolitical environment.
In our view, it is premature to take a strong position on whether the complexity of leadership thinking or communication is a key causal construct, or is a sign of the operation of other, more fundamental, causal forces. The causal role of complexity itself is bolstered by experimental findings that dispositionally complex individuals, and individuals who have been induced to think in complex ways, are less likely to go to war in inter-nation simulation games and less likely to engage in destructive competition in mixed-model games. Invoking the principle of multi-method convergence and triangulation, one can argue that some analogous process accounts for the complexity-peace link in the realm of actual world politics. Still, the level of proof leaves us with an open, if not completely neutral, mind.
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We began by posing the question: given how aversive war is to people in general, why does war happen at all? An integrative complexity perspective offers one potential answer. Consider the different psychological makeup of the paths to war and peace. Perhaps war, because it is generally more difficult for humans to engage in than peace, requires the unitary commitment to an ideal that is the hallmark of low complexity. Complex processing may be largely incompatible with war, because once one begins processing many perspectives, one is likely to hit upon persuasive solutions that do not include war. Negotiating peace demands that one be very attentive to multiple perspectives. At the very least, peaceful compromise requires thinking about one other viewpoint - that of the opposition. At the most, it requires balancing the many different complicated issues generally inherent in an international crisis. Thus, integrative complexity theory offers one psychological explanation of some of the causes of war in general, as well as being a useful predictor of whether a specific crisis is likely to lead to war or to peace.
As is perhaps obvious, the scoring of integrative complexity has some practical implications. Assessing the complexity levels of opponents and allies may be fruitful in understanding their position. Do they view the situation as an all-or-nothing, zero-sum event, or will they be supportive of compromise solutions? Is the content of their rhetoric a valid indication of their actual thinking? Will they stand by their stated goals and strategies?
Another important application is the possibility of predicting the future course of a confrontation. If a leader or leadership group has consistently exhibited a particular level of complexity in its negotiations with a counterpart, changes in that level may
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foreshadow a shift in strategy: continuing or increased flexibility if complexity goes up, high stress, hardening positions, and a possible breakdown of negotiations if it goes down. Our finding indicates that in the latter case, the response of increasing one's own complexity does not reliably avert an attack; whether reciprocal simplification would act as a deterrent is not known, because we had no example of it in our study.
In archival studies spanning four centuries and well over a dozen countries, we have found no chronological and few if any national differences in complexity. We would expect that competent political leadership would require higher, or at least more flexible, complexity as international travel increases, communication improves, the global marketplace develops, and people from childhood on are exposed to more points of view and different cultural influences — in other words, with the vast impact of technological marvels and waves of migration. Whether or not increased complexity among leaders would be a good thing (and the reader will recall that we do not prescribe it as the cure for all evils), it does not appear to have occurred. Comparisons of current and recent world leaders with those of earlier times show no particular pattern of change. Thus, at least to the extent that it depends upon individual propensity for integratively complex thinking, even under stress, world peace in the early part of the 21st Century will probably be no more stable than in previous eras.
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Footnotes
1. This difference was just short of conventional levels of significance (one-tailed p =.055). However, the authoritarianism score, comprised in part of the complexity
measure, did achieve conventional levels of significance (Winter, 1997; Winter &
Molano, 1998). (Authoritarianism is considered to be the logical opposite of
complexity: persons high in authoritarianism do not want to think about new and
unconventional ideas.)
2. It could be, as implied earlier, that Saddam did not take the Security Council
deadline very seriously, and thus did not pass the threshold for stress that would make
such stress disruptive.
3. It has been implicit throughout that a cognitive approach implies that complexity is
causally related to war; but this does not necessarily have to be the case.   Based on
the present research, even if the drop in complexity prior to war reflects a real cognitive
change, it is still possible that a "third variable" or a set of "third variables" really leads
to both real cognitive change and war independently - and thus complexity could still
be more of a symptom than a link in a causal chain.
As is perhaps obvious, the scoring of integrative complexity has some practical implications. Assessing the complexity levels of opponents and allies may be fruitful in understanding their position. Do they view the situation as an all-or-nothing, zero-sum event, or will they be supportive of compromise solutions? Is the content of their rhetoric a valid indication of their actual thinking? Will they stand by their stated goals and strategies?
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Another important application is the possibility of predicting the future course of a confrontation. If a leader or leadership group has consistently exhibited a particular level of complexity in its negotiations with a counterpart, changes in that level may foreshadow a shift in strategy: continuing or increased flexibility if complexity goes up, high stress, hardening positions, and a possible breakdown of negotiations if it goes down. Our finding indicates that in the latter case, the response of increasing one's own complexity does not reliably avert an attack; whether reciprocal simplification would act as a deterrent is not known, because we had no example of it in our study. In archival research spanning four centuries and well over a dozen countries, we have found no chronological and few if any national differences in complexity. We would expect that competent political leadership would require higher, or at least more flexible, complexity as international travel increases, communication improves, the global marketplace develops, and people from childhood on are exposed to more points of view and different cultural influences — in other words, with the vast impact of technological marvels and waves of migration. Whether or not increased complexity among leaders would be a good thing (and the reader will recall that we do not prescribe it as the cure for all evils), it does not appear to have occurred. Comparisons of current and recent world leaders with those of earlier times show no particular pattern of change. Thus, at least to the extent that it depends upon individual propensity for integratively complex thinking, even under stress, world peace in the early part of the 21st Century will probably be no more stable than in previous eras.
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