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Political Psychology and Foreign Policy

Scholars have developed a number of alternative frameworks to organize
explanations of foreign policy behavior.! Perhaps the most influential is the
levels-of-analysis framework, which emerged from Waltz’s (1959) distinction
between three different images of war in international politics: individual,
nation-state, and system. Some scholars disaggregate the national level into
separate societal and governmental levels (Rosenau, 1966), and others sug-
gest a small group level (Janis, 1982; ’t Hart, 1990). Psychological variables,
which are the focus of this essay, originate at the individual level of analysis
but interact with causal variables at several other levels in explaining foreign
policy decisions and actions.

Psychological variables are also useful for the analysis of behavior at
other levels of the dependent variable, or other “units of analysis.”? They
are central to the explanation of individual beliefs, preferences, and deci-
sions, and to decision-making in small groups and organizations as well as
states. By shaping foreign policy, psychological variables affect outcomes at
the dyadic and systemic levels. They also affect public opinion, nationalism,
identity formation, and other variables operating at the societal level. My
primary focus in this essay is on the impact of psychological factors on
judgment and decision-making by political Jeaders. The influence of psy-
chological variables on identity formation and intergroup conflict is dis-
cussed elsewhere in this book, particularly in chapters 15, 16, 19, and 20.

I begin this essay with some general conceptual issues confronting the
application of psychological variables to foreign policy and international
relations. After a brief survey of the historical evolution of applications of
socidl psychology to the study of foreign policy, I examine the role of psy-
chological variables in some of the leading paradigms of foreign policy anal-
ysis during the last half-century. I argue thdt psychology had litte direct
influence on early decision-making models in international relations, and
that the turning point in the systematic development of a cognitive para-
digm of foreign policy analysis came with Jervis’s (1976) seminal study of
perceptions and misperceptions in international politics. Jervis’s emphasis
on the cognitive biases that distort judgment and decision-making have
particularly important implications for the study of threat perception, which
I discuss in some detail. I examine the concept of misperception and de-
scribe common psychological biases and the cognitive heuristics and emo-
tional factors that give rise to them. I then Jook at the impact of framing
effects and loss aversion on decision-makers’ evaluation of outcomes and
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on risk propensities. I conclude with a brief discussion of some other areas
of foreign policy analysis that would benefit from greater attention to po-
litical psychology.

% .

A  Preliminary Conceptual Issues

It would be useful o start with some general limitations on the utility of
political psychology for foreign policy analysis. First, psychological variables,
which originate at the individual level, cannot by themselves provide a
logically complete explanation of foreign policy, which is a state-level de-
pendent variable. Psychological variables must be integrated into a broader
theory of foreign policy that incorporates state-level causal variables and
that explains how the preferences, beliefs, and judgments of key individual
actors get aggregated into a foreign policy decision for the state. True, in a
highly centralized state the preferences of the dominant decision-maker may
determine state foreign policy, but in that case the centralized nature of the
state itself is part of the explanation. This does not preclude the possibility
of psychological variables having the most powerful influence on foreign
policy, in terms of explaining most of the variance in foreign policy out-
comes, burt it does require that psychological variables operate in conjunc-
tion with variables at the state level of apalysis.

Similarly, because war and other forms of strategic interaction are the
joint product of the actions of two or more states at the dyadic or systemic
levels, psychological variables (or domestic or government-level variables,
for that matter) cannot by themselves provide a logically complete expla-
nation for war or for other international patterns. Such explanations require
the inclusion of dyadic or system-level causal variables. This is what Waltz
(1979) meant when he argued that a theory of foreign policy is not a theory
of international politics.

While psychological variables cannot by themselves provide a sufficient
explanation for state foreign policy behavior, the question of whether they
are necessary for such an explanation raises a different set of issues. Some
argue that because state actions require decisions by political leaders, it is
necessary to include decision-makers” preferences and perceptions in foreign
policy explanations. Snyder, Bruck, and Sapin (1962, p. 33; quoted in Jer-
vis, 1976, p. 13), for example, argue that if one wishes to probe the why
questions underlying the events, conditions, and interaction patterns that
rest on state action, then decision-making analysis is necessary. The implicit
argument is that international structures and domestic forces influence for-
eign policy only insofar as they are perceived, interpreted, and evaluated by
foreign policy decision-makers, and that a theory of foreign policy must
explain each link in the causal chain leading to foreign policy decisions and
international interactions. The problem with this argument is that it is
reductionist, because not all links in the chain necessarily carry causal
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weight. It also posits an impossible standard, because there is a potentially
infinite number of links in any causal chain. As Jervis (1976) notes, “One
can always ask for the links between the links” (p. 14).

Qur aim as social scieritists is not to explain all the links but to explain
variations in outcomes, and to do so with theory that abstracts from a
“complete” description of reality and identifies the key causal variables and
relationships. It is conceivable in principle that international and domestic
structures could explain all or almost all of the variation in foreign policy
outcomes. Most neorealists, for example, argue that system-level distribu-
tions of power and associated variables explain most of the relevant variation
in foreign policy and international politics (Mearsheimer, 2001), though
Waltz (1979) argues that international structures explain only systemic pat-
terns and not particular state foreign policies.?

If it were true that systemic structures explained most of the variance
in foreign policy behavior, the question is whether a complete explanation
of foreign policy decisions would still require the specification of the inter-
vening causal mechanisms, including the beliefs and perceptions of individ-
ual decision-makers. Specifying a complete causal chain, and incorporating
the place of individuals in that chain is not the same as saying that
individual-level variables have a causal impact on the outcome. If different
individuals responded in the same way to similar situations, then individual
beliefs and perceptions would be endogenous to (explained by) the situation
and have no autonomous causal impact.

Other than neorealists, most foreign policy analysts reject this struc-
turalist claim and argue instead that structural systemic variables cannot by
themselves provide a satisfactory explanation of the foreign policy behavior
of states. In terms of the psychological variables of interest here, the working
assumption is that variatons in the beliefs, psychological processes, and
personalities of individual decision-makers explain a significant amount of
the varjation in foreign policy behavior of states in the international system,
and that these variables are not endogenous to systemic structures or do-
mestic interests. The contribution of psychological variables to foreign pol-
icy analysis rests on their ability to explain significant additional variation
in outcomes and not just on their ability to explain more of the “links
between the links.”

b The Evolution of the Study of Psychology
and Foreign Policy

The study of foreign policy has evolved in significant ways over the last
half-century. Prior to the 1950s, foreign policy analysis was more descrip-
tive, policy driven, and interpretive than theoretical. It typically involved
single case studies that were bounded in space and time and that did litde
to facilitate theoretical generalizations that might be valid for other times

255



256

INTERNATIONAL RELATIONS

and situations. Foreign policy analysis was also more outcome oriented than
process oriented. Scholars were more inrerested in describing the foreign
policies of states and providing general interpretations based on different
conceptions of policy,goals and strategies for advancing them than in look-
ing inside the “blackfdx” of decision-making and analyzing the processes
through which foreign policy is actually made.

To the extenr that the study of foreign policy gave much attention to
the foreign policy—making process, there was no well-developed, systematic
paradigm of foreign policy analysis before the 1960s. Some scholars im-
plicitly adopted a rarionalist framework, in which stares had certain ‘national
interests’ that political leaders attempted to maximize through a careful
weighing of costs and benefits. This framework, which was not fully sys-
tematized until Allison (1971) constructed his “rational actor model,” al-
lowed no role for political leaders’ personalities, emotional states, flawed
information processing, or other psychological variables.é Other scholars
implicitly assumed that there were significant departures from rationality in
the formulation of foreign policy, but they made little effort to draw on
the literature in social psychology to categorize these deviations or to explain
them.

* Interest in the psychological dimensions of foreign policy and inter-
national relations goes back at least to the 1930s, but most of this work
was by personality and social psychologists rather than political scientists.>
Much of the focus, after the experiences of World War I and then World
War II, was on the psychology of war and war prevention. The growing
interest in the study of attitudes (Thurstone & Chave, 1929) led to the
examination of attitudes toward war, nationalism, and aggression (Droba,
1931; Stagner, 1942). Following Freud’s emphasis on aggressive instincts as
the root cause of war (Einstein & Freud, 1932),6 there was considerable
interest in applying psychoanalytic perspectives to the study of war (Durbin
& Bowlby, 1939). Others adopted general learning frameworks (May,
1943), and there were more specific studies of the sources of tensions and
possible means of alleviating them (Cantril, 1950; Klineberg, 1950).

Most of this work had little impact on the study of war and peace in
political science.” One reason was that psychoanalytic and social learning
perspectives focused more on the question of what made war possible, or
what explained the general proclivity toward war, rather than on the more
social scientific and policy relevant question of the conditions or processes
under which war was most likely to occur. Another reason for the lack of
influence of the social-psychological literature on war and peace was that it
generally extrapolated hypotheses of individual behavior to the international
level without attention to the specific causal mechanisms leading to war or
the distinctive political and international contexts for cognition and choices
about war and peace. As Kelman (1965) concluded in his useful review of
the evolution of psychological approaches to the study of international re-
lations, “any attempt . . . to conceptualize the causes of war and the con-
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ditions of peace that starts from individual psychology rather than from an
analysis of the relations berween nation-states is of questionable. relevance
(p. 5). As I will show, the study of psychology and foreign policy has not
fully transcended this limitation.

By the 1950s and 1960s social psychologists had begun to devote more
attention to the study of attitudes toward foreign affairs and the social,
demographic, and personality correlates of foreign policy attitudes (Larson,
1985). This was one area in which social psychology had some influence
on the political science literature on foreign policy, as illustrated by Al-
mond’s (1950) incorporation of social psychological research on artitudes
into his classic study of changing “moods” in American foreign polic.:y.
Scholars analyzed the psychology of nationalism and of national ideologies
more generally and conducted crossnational studies of images and stereo-
types of other nations (Campbell & LeVine, 1961). Most of this work
focused on the mass level, however, and gave relatively litde arttention to
the mechanisms through which shifting public moods were translated into
state foreign policy actions.®

The study of personality was another field in psychology that had a
clear impact on the analysis of foreign policy in political science in the
1950s and 1960s. One example was the work by political scientists and
historians on psychobiography or psychohistory, which rclied' hc?vily on
psychoanalytic theory and attempted to explain polirical behavior in terms
of early childhood experiences or development crises later in ad.ulthood
(Erikson, 1962; George & George, 1956). Psychoanalytic perspectives also
influenced some of the early “operational code” analyses of political belief
systems (Leites, 1953), a topic I examine later. While scholars continued to
show an interest in more general models of personality and foreign poli'cy
(Btheridge, 1978; Hermann, 1978; Winter, 2002), interest in personality
and especially psychobiographical approaches began to wane by the 1970s,
with the development of alternative psychological frameworks and a shift
in orienration toward more parsimonious and empirically testable theories.”

The 1960s also witnessed new research in social psychology on indi-
vidual perception and choice, with some applications to foreign policy at
both the elite and mass levels (DeRivera, 1968; White, 1968), but most of
this research had lirtle impact on decision-making studies in international
relations. This rescarch was generally based on laboratory experiments de-
signed to examine typical individuals’ responses to relarively simple prob-
lems, with little attention to the question of whether experimental findings
could be generalized to real-world settings. N

One problem is that the kinds of individuals selected into political
leadership roles differ from the typical subjects in many experimentsz pamely
college students. In the absence of explicit controls there is a possibility that
it is these selection-based differences, not the hypothesized causal variables,
that account for observed causal effects in the laboratory. Foreign policy—
making also differs from the laboratory in terms of the stakes involved. The
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higher stakes facing political leaders as compared to experimental sub.jects
give leaders greater incentives to expend the mental energy to make rat'1onal
decisions and to learn from their mistakes, but those stakes also create higher
levels of stress and {&fter a certain point) suboptimal performance (Holst,
1989). -

P)mor_her limitation_on the generalizability of typical experiments' in so-
cial psychology to foreign policy behavior is that most of these experiments
ignore the political or strategic context of decisions. This includes F}%e in-
stitutional context within which decisions are made, the accountability of
decision-makers to political constituencies (Tetlock, 1992), and the inter-
national context and the conflicts of interests between states. The negl'ect
of the strategic context of foreign policy dedisions, along with a strong policy
interest in redu&ing international conflict, has often led to a l?ias tow.ard
emphasizing actors’ flawed judgments and choices and minimizing the im-
pact of genuine conflicrs of interests (Jervis, 1976, pp. 3~4). . .

The first systematic analysis of decision-making in foreign p'ohcy
emerged in the mid-1950s with the “decision-making approach” associated
with Richard Snyder and his colleagues (Snyder, Bruck, & Sapin, 195.4).10
By this time there was growing dissatisfaction with the rational, unitary,
apblitical, and outcome-oriented focus of many existing studies of fore1gn
policy. Snyder and his colleagues acknowledged that states were the major
actors in international politics bur argued that in order to understand the
behavior of stares it was necessary to focus on the individuals who r.n?ke
the key decisions in foreign policy and on the intellectual and political
processes leading to those decisions. '

The decision-making approach focused on political elites, their concep-
tion of the national interest, their “definition of the situation,” the domestic
political contexts in which they operated, and the role of comrnunic'a}:ion
and information in those processes. Subsequent elaborations of the decision-
making approach gave added emphasis to bargaining among different actors
and different interests within the government and generally concluded that
foreign policy was driven as much by the aim of gaining agreement among
key decision-makers and by the “pulling and hauling” of competing internal
interests as by the merits of policy (Huntington 1961; Neustadt, 1960;
Schilling, Hammond, & Snyder, 1962).

‘While the focus on political leaders’ definition of the situation and. the
importance of informartion and communication in the first-wave’ decision-
making approach (Art, 1973) clearly allowed a substantial role' for psycho-
logical factors, there was little explicit theorizing about the 1nﬂuenc§ of
psychological variables in the foreign policy process. Scholars emphasized
political leaders’ assumptions about the world but generally treated th9se
assumptions as exogenous and made little attempt to explain the specific
social, intellectual, and psychological processes that generated them. As a

result, the potential for incorporating psychological processes was only par-
tially fulfilled in early decision-making analyses.
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There was even less room for psychological variables in the “second
wave” of decision-making studies, which emerged with Allison’s (1971)
elaboration of the organizational process and governmental politics models
of foreign policy. The organizational process model involves organizations
implementing preplanned routines or standard operating procedures and
provides little room for variations in behavior based on differences in in-
dividual belief systems, biased informarion processing, personalities, or other
individual-level attributes.!! The governmental politics model is based on
interest maximization by the heads of different bureaucratic organizations.
The preferences of each of the leading bureaucratic actors are determined
primarily by those individuals’ organizational roles—hence the aphorism
“Where you stand is where you sit”—and these preferences are aggregated
by bureaucratic bargaining.

It is certainly possible to construct a bureaucratic politics model in
which individual or group psychology plays a central role——through palitical
leaders” belief systems, definitions of their interests, conceptions of their
roles, or unique skills or styles in bargaining over policy among different
bureaucratic actors—but few of the “second wave” bureaucratic models did
this.> Although Allison’s labeling model I the “rational actor model” created
some confusion by leading many to infer that his other two models were
nor rational models, there is little doubt that Allison’s (1971) governmental
politics model, and most subsequent elaborations on it as well, are ration-
alist, interest-maximization models (Bendor & Hammond, 1992). The dif-
ference is that Allison’s model I is a rational unitary model of decision-
making, while the governmental politics model is rational but not unitary.!?

Dissatisfaction with the neglect of psychological variables in the leading
paradigms of foreign policy analysis led to a number of more focused,
middle-range research projects in which political psychology was central.
One particularly influential study was Wohlsterter’s (1962) analysis, based
on an explicit information-processing framework, of the American intelli-
gence failure at Pearl Harbor. Wohlstetter argued that the problem was not
so much too little information but rather the inability to distinguish signals
from noise and the compartmentalization of information in different bu-
reaucratic agencies. This study was particularly influential on subsequent
research programs on the perception and misperception of threat, and the
potential generalizability of its key findings has been enhanced by the iden-
tification (in preliminary assessments) of similar patterns in the American
intelligence failure of 9/11, sixty years later.

Another major line of inquiry, which originated in Leites (1951, 1953)
analysis of Bolshevik ideology, focused on the “operational codes” of polit-
ical leaders. The operational code concept was subsequently reformulated
and simplified by George (1969), who eliminated the psychoanalytic com-
ponent that was prominent in Leites’s (1953) work, focused on the cog-
nitive dimensions of the operational code concept, and generally tried to
frame the analysis in terms of the cognitive revolution and contemporary
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social science analysis.'4 George (1969) argued that an individual’s beliefs
are interdependent, consistent, hierarchically organized around a small set
of “master beliefs,” and resistant to change. The anchors of belief systems
include philosophical beliefs about the nature of politics and conflict and
instrumental beliefs aboust the efficacy of alternative strategies for advancing
one’s interests. Images of_the enemy are a parricularly important compenent
of operational code belief systems.?”

George’s (1969) revised formulation was the basis for studies of the
operational codes of a number of political leaders, including John Foster
Dulles (Holsti, 1970) and Henry Kissinger (Walker, 1977). Others devel-
oped new typologies for operational codes (Holsti, 1977), further grounded
the concept in terms of the emerging literature on cognitive schemas and
scripts (George, 1979),% and, in some cases, began to reincorporate per-

sonality elements into the operational code (Walker, 1995). There are de-

" bates, however, as to whether the increasing complexity of the operational

code concept has significantly enhanced its explanatory power (Walker,
2003), and operational code analysis continues to be confined to a relatively
small research community in the field.

Another subject that had begun to atrract increasing interest by the
mid-1960s, undoubtedly in response to Soviet-American crises in Berlin
and Cuba, was crisis decision-making. Researchers gave particular attention
to the impact of stress induced by the high stakes, short decision time, and
surprise associated with acute international crises (Hermann, 1972; Holsti,
1972, 1989; Holsti & George, 1975). One influential research program on
crisis decision-making was the Stanford Project on International Conflict
and Integration, known as the 1914 Project, which was novel both in its
application of mediared stimulus-response models to international politics
and in its use of formal contenr analyses of diplomatic documents to ex-
amine decision-makers’ perceptions and the discrepancy between percep-
tions and reality (Holsti, 1972; North, 1967). Other scholars provided more
detailed historical case studies of crisis decision-making (Brecher & Geist,
1980; Stein & Tanter, 1980).

While the 1914 studies demonstrated that political leaders systemati-
cally misperceived the capabilities and intentions of their adversaries, these
studies were less thorough in specifying the causal mechanisms that drove
misperceptions, the conditions under which misperceptions were most likely
to occur, the kinds of individuals most likely to be affected, and the actual
causal impact of misperceprions on foreign policy choices and international
outcomes. These were among the many contributions of Jervis’s (1976)
classic study Perception and Misperception in International Politics. This was,
and still is, the most influential scudy of the role of misperception in foreign
policy and inrernational politics, and indeed it marks the beginning of a
systemaric “cognitive paradigm” of foreign policy analysis.

Jervis (1976) provided a comprehensive synthesis of theory and exper-
imental evidence from many of the leading approaches in social psychology,
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illustrated by a wide range of historical examples. He also recognized, in a
way that earlier social-psychological analysts did not, that many outcomes
predicted by psychological models could also be explained by systemic or
domestic political models. Jervis (1976) identified these alternative expla-
nations and discussed the types of evidence and research designs that would
be appropriate to empirically differentiate among these competing expla-
nations. This attention to alternarive explanations, threats ro valid inference,
and rto research designs for dealing with these inferential problems was a
major methodological contribution and a significant step forward in the
application of psychological models to foreign policy behavior.

Besides generating general interest in the role of psychology in foreign
policy and international relations, Jervis’s (1976) study helped inidare or
accelerate several more specific research programs in this area. One of the
most important was the study of threat perception. The evolving study of
threat perception (Jervis, 1985; Lebow, 1981; Stein, 1985, 1993) incor-
porated new research in social psychology on cognitive heuristics and biases
(Nisbert 8 Ross, 1980; Tversky & Kahneman, 1974)," while at the same
time giving renewed emphasis to emotional factors that had been down-
played as a result of the cognitive revolution in social psychology. I now
examine this research program in more detail.

b Psychology and Threat Perception

The perception and misperception of threat take many forms and have
many sources at all levels of causation—systemic uncertainty, organizational
structures and processes, culture and ideology at the organizational and
societal levels, small group dynamics, and individual cognition and affect.
Here 1 focus primarily on individual-level psychological variables. First,
however, it will be useful to examine some of the analytic problems that
complicate the analysis of the role of misperception in foreign policy deci-
sions and strategic interaction between states.

Analytic Problems in the Study of Misperception

Although misperceptions are often associated with “bad” outcomes, thar is
misleading. Misperceptions can contribute to peace as well as to war. Over-
estimation of adversary capabilities, for example, may lead a state to refrain
from initiating a war that it might otherwise want. In the longer term, the
overestimation of adversary capabilities may lead a state to build up its arms,
which can trigger an arms race and conflict spiral that increases the likeli-
hood of war. The multiple consequences of misperceptions make it imper-
ative to identify different kinds of misperceptions, the distinct causal paths
through which they affect decisions for war or peace, and the conditions
and types of states and leaders for which each is most likely to occur. The
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most important forms of misperception are misperceptions of the capabil-
iries and intentions of adversaries and third pardes (Levy, 1983).18

One methodological problem in the empirical literature on mispercep-
tion and international conflict is that analysts have looked at wars, intelli-
gence failures, or other undesirable outcomes and then sought to identify
the misperceptions and_decision-making pathologies leading to those out-
comes, while neglecting nonwar outcomes. It is conceivable, however, that
misperceptions are jusr as common and egregious in nonwar outcomes, and
the exclusion of this comparison group makes it difficult to demonstrate
whether misperceptiofis have a causal impact or whether their effects are
dominated by those of other variables. The study of misperception should
include cases that involve “positive” as well as “negative” outcomes (Jervis,
1988, p. 680).

A more basic problem is that misperception is an enormously slippery
concept that is difficult to define, identify, and measure. There are two
general approaches to the definition of misperception; one treats it as an
outcome and the other treats it as a process (Jervis, 1976). In the first a
misperception is a discrepancy between perceptions and reality, and in the
second a misperception is associated with a decision-making process that
deviates from a standard rational model of information processing.

Tn some cases we might have reliable evidence to determine both an
actor’s intentions and his adversary’s perceptions of those intentions and
thus have the information to make a judgment about the accuracy of per-
ceptions. These situations are rare, however, because it is remarkably difficult
to determine an actor’s intentions (Jervis, 1976). Historians, even with the
benefit of hindsight and far more complete information than was available
to decision-makers at the time, are often unable to agree on an actor’s
intentions.’ Decision-makers have diplomatic, bureaucratic, and domestic
political incentives to misrepresent their true perceptions in order to influ-
ence others’ perceptions and behavior, and their concern for their image in
history as well as memory lapses and hindsight biases must be considered
in using later autobiographies as evidence. The documentary record itself
may be distorted for political reasons (Herwig, 1987).

These and related methodological problems (Holsti, 1976) led Jervis
(1976) to set aside the question of the accuracy of perceptions and to focus
instead on variations in perceptions across different actors with different
backgrounds, roles, and interests. The aim was to use comparative analysis
as leverage to get at causation and deal with the problem of alternative
explanations without relying on the problematic concept of accuracy.?®

There are other analytic problems with the concept of intenrions. That
concept implies that behavior is purposeful and that the actor plans to act
in certain ways under various future contingencies. But individuals are not
always aware of their preferences; preferences may not be stable over time;
and preferences may be influenced by irrelevant options or information, as
Kahneman and Tversky (1979) argue in their analysis of framing effects.
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These problems are compounded for collecrive decision-making bodies,
where preferences may be cyclical and unstable and where decisions are
often determined by bureaucratic bargaining, small-group dynamics, and
domestic political pressures (Allison, 1971; Janis, 1982), each of which is
inherently difficult to predicr.

In the context of uncertainty, rational actors rarely make point predic-
tions about the capabilities and intentions of adversaries or third states.
Rather, they anticipate a range of possible outcomes with approximate prob-
abilities attached to each, and thus actors have subjective probability distri-
butions over likely outcomes. Low probability outcomes occasionally occur,
and when they do we should not necessarily conclude that the actor mis-
perceived reality because she believed that another outcome was more likely.

The more appropriate question is whether the actor’s subjective prob-
ability distribution of outcomes was reasonable in the first place. We can
often answer this question where we have a larger number of comparable
observations and where we can compare the distribution of actual outcomes
with the actor’s subjective probability distribution,? but many issues of
security policy involve relatively small numbers of cases of a given class of
events. “The rape of history runs only once,” as Tetlock (1998, p. 870)
argues, so it is not really possible to compare the accuracy of some expected
distribution of outcomes with the distribution of actual outcomes. Thus if
we treat perceptions of adversary capabilities and intentions as subjective
probability judgments, and if we have a small number of observations, then
a single observation does not necessarily invalidate one’s expectations, and
the concept of misperception becomes very problematic.**

Intractable problems such as these lead many scholars back to a process-
oriented conceptualization of misperceptions. As Jervis (1976) argues, we
may ask not “Was this perception correct?” but “How was it derived from
the information available?” (p. 7). The standard for evaluation is how closely
the actual decision-making process conforms to a “rational model” of in-
formation processing. There is no single accepted conception of rationality,
of course, and atrempts to define the concept are complicated by the fine
line between rationality and “bounded rationality” (Jones, 1999; March,
1978; Simon, 1957) and by strategic behavior that can produce counter-
intuitive incentives (Wagner, 1992). Many decision-making pathologies pro-
duce such substantial deviations from rationalist expectations, however, as
to leave little doubt abour their deviation from most conceprions of a ra-
tional decision-making process.

Common Errors and Biases

The basic premises of what Tedock (1998) calls the “cognitive research
program” in world politics are that the world is extraordinarily complex,
incoherent, and changing, while people are limited in their capacities to
process information and fully satisfy standards of ideal rationality in their
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attempts to maximize their interests. People adopt a number of cognitive
shortcuts or henristics that help to impose some degree of simplicity and
orderliness on a complex and uncertain world in order to make that world
more comprehensible. These heuristics may serve people very well in a wide
variety of situations, but they are also the source of significant errors and
biases. In this model of “cognitive economy,” people may try to act ration-
ally, but they do so within their simplified mental representations of reality
(Jervis, 1976; Nisbert & Ross, 1980; Tversky & Kahneman, 1974). The
resulting biases are “unmotivated” because they are the result of “cold cog-
nitions” and not infliienced by affective or motivational considerations.

The other main class of biases is “motivated biases,” which focus on
individuals’ psychological needs, fears, guilt, and desires (Janis & Mann,
1977). Motivaréd biases are most likely to manifest themselves in decisions
involving high stakes and consequential actions that might affect important
values or tradeoffs among important values, and the resulting stress from
threats to basic values often leads decision-makers to deny those threats or
the need to make tradeoffs between values (Holstd & George, 1975). Re-
sulting judgments are often rationalizations for political interests or unack-
nowledged psychological needs and for the policies that serve those interests
artd needs (Jervis, 1985, p. 25).

" Cognitive biases and motivated errors generate some of the same path-
ologies of judgment and decision, and they often work to reinforce each
other. Often the same behavior can be explained either in terms of un-
motivated or motivated biases, and it is often difficult to empirically dif-
ferentiate between the two.?> These different sources of biases have yer to
be integrated into a single analytic framework, and for that reason I organize
them separately hereafter. The literature over the last quarter-century has
given greater attention to cognitive biases, and I follow that emphasis here,
though by the 1990s scholars had renewed their attention to motivared
biases and emotions (Crawford, 2000; Hermann, 2002; Marcus, 2000).

Cognitive Biases

"The most basic unmotivated bias is the impact of an individual’s prior belief
system on the observation and interpreration of information. While beliefs
simplify reality and make thar reality more comprehensible, they also creare
a set of cognitive predispositions that shape the way new information is
processed. The central proposition is that people have a strong tendency to
see what they expect to sec on the basis of their prior beliefs. They are
systematically more receptive to information that is consistent with their
prior beliefs than to information that runs contrary to those beliefs. This
“selective attention” to information contributes to the perseverance of beliefs
(George, 1980). There is a related tendency toward “premature cognitive
closure.” Rather than engage in a complete search for information relevant
to the problem at hand, people tend to terminate their information search
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when they get enough information to support their existing views. In var-
ious ways, information processing is more theory driven than data driven
(Jervis, 1976).2

This “selective attention” to information and the perseverance of beliefs
raise questions about rational models of learning. In particular, individuals
update their beliefs more slowly than a rational Bayesian model would pre-
dict, and initial judgments (or “priors”), because they are slow to change,
serve as a conceptual anchor on beliefs. Whereas in Bayesian models beliefs
quickly converge in response to new information, regardless of initial prior
beliefs, there is considerable evidence that in reality the adjustment process
is inefficient, and that different starting points often result in different our-
comes. This is the “anchoring and adjustment” henristic (Tversky & Kah-
neman, 1974). I return to this point larer.

These biases have important implications for foreign policy and inter-
national relations. If you believe that the adversary is fundamentally hostile
yet at the same time responsive to external threats and opportunities, you
may perceive the adversary’s aggressive actions as reflecting its innate hos-
tility and its conciliatory actions as reflecting its response 1o your own res-
olute actions. This “inherent bad faith model” (Holsti, 1970) of the adver-
sary is difficult for actors to disconfirm by the evidence and can lead ro
missed opportunities for conflict resolution (Tedock, 1998).2

Alternatively, erroneous beliefs that the adversary’s intentions are benign
can render decision-makers insensitive to signals of an impending military
attack. A major cause of the Israeli intelligence failure in 1973, for example,
was Israeli leaders’ strong beliefs that Egypt would not go to war unless it
was able to mount air strikes deep into Israel in order to neutralize Israel’s
air force. This assumption, along with others, came to be known as “the
conception.” Israeli leaders did not correctly evaluate evidence of an im-
pending Arab attack because of their doctrinaire adherence to “the concep-
tion” (Shlaim, 1976, pp. 352-353) and because of their proclivity to dis-
count the unprecedented magnitude of Syrian and Egyptian deployments
at the front lines as evidence merely of routine Egyptian military exercises
and Syrian defensive moves (Stein, 1985).

While there is a bias toward the perseverance of beliefs, individuals do
change their beliefs if the discrepant information is sufficiently strong and
salient, if it arrives all at once, if there are bottom-line indicarors of suc-
cessful outcomes that provide an objective baseline for the evaluation of the
accuracy of beliefs, and if decision-makers are self-critical in their styles of
thinking or when they operate in “multiple advocacy” decision-making units
(George, 1980; Jervis, 1976; Tedock, 1998, p. 880).

When belief change occurs, it generally follows the cognitive-
consistency principle of least resistance (McGuire, 1985; Tetock, 1998,
p- 880). When people are faced with repeated inconsistencies between their
belief systems and the world they observe, they first change tactical beliefs
about the best means to particular ends. They change their strategic as-
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sumptions and orientation only after the failure of tactical solutions, and
they reconsider their basic goals or objectives only after repeated strategic
failures. Change in fundamental beliefs is often so psychologically difficult
that it is likely to oggur only in conjunction with a major change in per-
sonnel or regime (Tetlock, 1991, pp. 27-31).

Another source of erroneous threar assessment relates to the fundamen-
tal atrribution error, the tendency for people to interpret others’” undesirable
behavior in terms of inrernal dispositional factors, as opposed to external
environmental constraints (Nisbett 8 Ross, 1980). This often leads to sig-
nificant overestimations of threat in international politics. Actors discount
the extent to which their adversary’s security policies might be driven by
external threats to the adversary’s interests and instead attribute those actions
to the adversary’sA hostile intentions. As a result, actors tend to underestimate
the security dilemma in international politics—the fact that actions taken
to increase one’s security often result in the decrease in the security of others,
who respond with actions to enhance their own security. As a result, all
states are less secure.

The overestimation of adversary threat is compounded by acrors’ ten-
dencies to explain their own behavior in terms of situational factors rather
thin dispositional factors (the actor-observer discrepancy). The logic is that
if we take security measures because we have no choice, presumably others
recognize this and understand that we are no threat to them, so that if they
buy arms or mobilize forces it must be because they have hostile intentions,
which leads to conflict spirals. One consequence of the fundamental areri-
bution error is the tendency to perceive the adversary’s regime as more
centralized than it actually is and to underestimate the impact of domestic
political and bureaucratic constraints on adversary leaders (Jervis, 1976).
Actions intended to pacify domestic constituencies may be misinterpreted
as the first steps in a deliberate policy of aggression and lead to a conflict
spiral.2

Several of these processes are fueled by a lack of empathy, an inability
to understand others’ worldviews, definitions of their interests, threats to
those interests, and possible strategies for neutralizing those threats. The
inability to empathize and see the world as the adversary sees it is com-
pounded if the two actors have different cultural, ideological, or religious
orientations. The Chinese-American war in Korea in 1950 was driven in
part by the failure of the United States to nnderstand how threatening a
United States—backed regime in North Korea would be to China. The
Israeli intelligence failure in 1973 was influenced in part by their failure to
imagine that Egypt might anticipate political gains from an unsuccessful
war (Jervis, 1985; Stein, 1985). Israeli leaders also failed to recognize that
the Egyptians might have an intermediate strategy between doing nothing
and launching an all-out war, and that the Israeli strategic “conception” of
the necessary conditions for war was inappropriate for a less ambidous
Egyptian military action involving a limited crossing of the Suez Canal.
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Another reason for Israeli leaders’ intelligence failure in 1973 was their
belief that war could easily arise from a conflict spiral driven by fears and
misperceptions (Stein, 1985). This view was influenced in part by a re-
evaluation of the lessons of the 1967 war and by the growing belief that
the Israeli preemptive attack that initiated the earlier war had not been
absolutely necessary. In 1973, Israeli leaders worried that prepararory mea-
sures to counter Arab military activities would fuel a conflict spiral, raise
the risk of a preemptive first strike by Egypt, and risk undercutting Amer-
ican diplomatic support (and military resupply). These concerns led Israeli
decision-makers to avoid potentially provocative actions and reftain from
measures that might have reinforced deterrence (Jervis, 1985; Stein, 1985).

The reliance on the “lessons of the past” and on particular historical
analogies to help shape judgments of current situations is commonplace and
has attracted considerable atrention in the literature (Jervis, 1976; Khong,
1992; Levy, 1994; May, 1973; Vertzberger, 1990). Analogical reasoning is
often used as a cognitive shortcut by actors who face a complex and un-
certain world and who lack a good theory to simplify that complexity. This
is often linked to the “availability” heuristic, in which judgments of prob-
ability are shaped by events that are familiar and salient and come easily to
mind (Tversky & Kahneman, 1974). The problem, of course, is that these
events do not constirute a scientific sample for the purpose of drawing
inferences, and consequently judgments based on availability are often quite
misleading.

With respect to learning from history, the basic questions are what
lessons people learn, the processes by which they learn, and the impact of
those lessons on subsequent policy preferences and decisions. There are
countless historical analogies from which individuals might learn, but there
is a tendency to learn from events that have a major impact, affect the
individual or his society directly, occur recently in time, and are observed
firsthand and at a formative period in a person’s life (Jervis, 1976).2” Most
analysts conclude that learning is oversimplified and insensitive to the con-
text of the historical analogy, the impact of that context (as opposed to the
causal hypothesis being learned) on the outcome, and how that context
might differ from the current situation. As Jervis (1976) argues, “People
pay more attention to what has happened than to why it has happened.
Thus learning is superficial, overgeneralized. . . . As a result, lessons learned
will be applied to a wide variety of situations without a careful effort to
determine whether the cases are similar on crucial dimensions” (p. 228).

While hypotheses on learning provide potentially powerful explanations
of political leaders’ beliefs and judgments, empirical research on learning
must be sensitive to the possibility that the causal arrows are reversed or
spurious (Jervis, 1976; Levy, 1994; Tetlock, 1998, p. 879). Current policy
preferences might lead decision-makers to select those analogies that support
their positions, either subconsciously because of cognitive consistency or
motivated biases, or deliberately for leverage in political debates. Alterna-
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tively, an individual’s beliefs may simultaneously shape her selection and
interpretation of a particular historical analogy and her preferences on a
current issue, leaving no causal connection between analogy and preference.
Researchers are incrggsingly aware of these threats to valid inference and
have tried to construct fesearch designs to deal with these potential problems

(Khong, 1992; Snyder, 1991).

Motivated Biases

Whereas unmotivated biases result from the use of cognitive shortcuts in
an actempt to make a complex and ambiguous world more comprehensible,
motivated biases refer to individuals’ psychological needs to maintain their
own emotional vaﬂ-being and to avoid fear, shame, guilt, and stress.
Whereas unmotivated biases generate perceptions based on expectations,
motivated blases generate perceptions based on needs, desires, or interests
(Janis & Mann, 1977; Lebow, 1981). Unmotivated biases are pervasive,
while motivated biases are most likely to arise in highly consequential de-
cisions.

One key proposition arising from motivated biases is “wishful think-
ing.” Whereas rational models of decision-making assume that the proba-
bility and utility of an outcome are analytically distinct, in wishful thinking
probabilities are influenced by values: desirable outcomes are seen as more
likely to occur while undesirable outcomes are seen as less likely.?® If the
success of a particular strategy is seen as necessary for highly valued goals
to be attained, wishful thinking can lead to an exaggeration of the proba-
bility of success of that strategy. In his study of offensive military doctrines
in World War I, Snyder (1984) found a tendency for military organizations
“t0 see the necessary as possible” despite objective circumstances that might
have induced more caution about the efficacy of offensive war plans. The
tendency to exaggerate the probability of success of aggressive diplomatic
or military policies may also result from political leaders’ domestic political
interests and the motivated biases generated by those interests (Lebow,
1981). These processes are reinforced by a tendency for preferences for a
particular strategy to influence judgments of enemy intentions and capa-
bilities. British estimates of Germany’s capabilities in the 1930s went up as
Chamberlain pursued his appeasement policies, but once Britain recognized
the seriousness of the threat and began to prepare for war, their estimates
of Germany’s capabilities began to decline (Stein, 1993, p. 379). ln this
case, perceptions of threats served to rationalize existing policy rather than
inform and shape that policy.

Because actors with different interests have different policy-motivated
biases, we can sometimes test for the presence of these biases through a
comparative study of different actors in different roles with different policy
preferences and consequently different motivated biases. This is sometimes
referred to as the “third party criterion” (Lebow, 1981). It is often argued,
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for example, that German misperceptions of British intentions in World
War I (Fischer, 1988) were due to German motivated biases: German lead-
ers’ hopes that Britain would not intervene led them to expecr that Britain
would not intervene. The motivated bias interpretation of German misper-
ceptions is weakened, however, by the fact that the opposite motivated
biases of French and Russian leaders did not lead them to expect British
intervention; instead they were also highly uncertain about how Britain
would respond.

The third party criterion can be misleading if the different observers
have access to different information, because differences in assessments
might be based on informational asymmetries rather than motivated biases.
This has important consequences for research design. While it is possible
for the experimenter in the laboratory to control for information and for
different conditions likely to lead to certain biases, it is much more difficult
to do this in empirical studies of foreign policy behavior. It requires a
sensitivity to alternative explanations, a carefully constructed research design
to discriminate empirically among these explanations, and intensive data
collection to conduct empirical tests.

A good example of such an effort is Kaufman’s (1994) analysis of
alternative explanations of how political actors update their belief systems
in response to new information.?? Kaufman included models of motivated
defensive avoidance based on psychological commitment, information sali-
ence based on the availability heuristic, and belief system defense based on
the resistance of core beliefs to change. Kaufman (1994) applied these mod-
els to German decision-making in the 1905-6 Moroccan crisis, carefully
controlled for interests and information, and tested these models against a
competing model of rational Bayesian updating. He concluded that varia-
tions in rates of belief change were hard to reconcile with rational Bayesian
updating but were consistent with the predictions of the three psychological
models, especially the motivated defensive avoidance hypothesis.

Heuristics and biases help to explain how political leaders judge their
adversary’s intentions and relative capabilities, which help shape the ex-
pected probabilities of various outcomes. Psychological variables also help
to explain how leaders respond to probabilistic outcomes by influencing the
values that individuals attach to outcomes and their willingness to take risks.
I shall now consider recent work on loss aversion, framing, and risk pro-
pensity and their implications for foreign policy.

b Loss Aversion, Framing, and Risk Propensity

Whereas expected-utility theory posits that individuals act to maximize their
expected utility, there is growing evidence that people systematically depart
from the predictions of this core theory of rational decision making. Many
of these anomalies are incorporated into prospect theory (Kahneman &
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Tversky, 1979), an alternative theory of choice under conditions of risk that
scholars have begun to apply to foreign policy and international relations
(Davis, 2000; Farnham, 1994; Jervis, 1992; Levy, 1997, 2000; McDermott,
1998; Stein & Pauly, 1992).

Prospect theory posits that people are more sensitive to changes in assets
than to net asset levels,.in contrast to expected-utility theory’s definition of
value in terms of net assets or levels of wealth. People “frame” choice prob-
lems around a reference point (reference dependence), give more weight to
losses from that reference point than to comparable gains (loss aversion),
and engage in risk-averse behavior with respect to gains and risk-acceptant
behavior with respect to losses.*® Individuals’ strong aversion to losses, par-
ticularly to “dead” losses that are perceived as certain (as opposed to those
that are perceived as probabilistic), induces them to take significant risks in
the hope of avoiding loss, even though the result may be an even greater
loss and even though the expected value of the gamble may be considerably
lower than the value of the certain loss. In addition, people value what they
have more than comparable things not in their possession (the endowment
effect), which in turn makes actual losses hurt more than foregone gains
(Kahneman & Tversky, 1979).

* As a result of the sensitivity to changes in assets, how people identify
their reference points and hence frame a choice problem is critical, because
gains and losses are mgasured with respect to deviations from the reference
point. A change in reference point can lead to a change in preference (pref-
erence reversal) even if the values and probabilities associated with possible
outcomes remain unchanged. People facing decisions over medical treat-
ments, for example, respond differently to the idea of a 90 percent survival
rate than to a 10 percent mortality rate, although the two are logically
equivalent.

Most experimental work on framing and almost all of its applications
to international relations focus on the effects of framing on choice rather
than on the sources of framing and gives little attention to the question of
why individuals select one reference point rather than another. While people
often frame choice problems around the status quo, they are sometimes
influenced by expectation levels, aspiration levels, and social comparisons to
select a different reference point. There is substantial evidence, for example,
that people “renormalize” their reference points after making gains faster
than they do after incurring losses (Jervis, 1992; Kahneman, Knetsch, &
Thaler, 1990, p. 1342).

These basic principles lead to a number of important propositions
about foreign policy and international relations (Levy, 2000). (1) When
states define their reference points around the status quo, there is a “status
quo bias,” which is stabilizing. If actors frame their choices around a ref-
erence point that is preferred to the status quo, there is a “reference point
bias,” a tendency to move away from the status quo toward the reference
point, that is destabilizing. (2) State leaders take more risks to maintain
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their international positions, reputations, and domestic political support
against potential losses than they do to enhance their positions. (3) Do-
mestic publics punish their leaders more for losses than for the failure to
make gains. (4) After suffering losses, political leaders have a tendency not
to adjust to the new status quo but instead to take excessive risks to recover
those losses. After making gains, political leaders tend to renormalize their
reference points and to take excessive risks to defend the new status quo
against subsequent losses. As a result, both sides engage in more risk-seeking
behavior than expected-utility theory predicts. (5) Because people are slow
to accept losses, sunk costs frequendly influence decision-makers™ calcula-
tions and state behavior, contrary to microeconomic theory. (6) Deterring
an adversary from making gains is easier than deterring that adversary from
recovering losses or compelling him to accept losses. (7) It is easier for states
to cooperate in the distribution of gains than in the distribution of losses;
political leaders will take more risks and bargain harder to minimize their
share of the costs than to maximize their share of the gains.

While many of these hypotheses resonate well with common under-
standings of international politics, they reflect the generalization of robust
findings for individual behavior in simple choice problems in the laboratory.
Much more research is necessary to apply these hypotheses to collective
decision-making bodies and to strategic interaction between states, and to
construct convincing empirical tests of these hypotheses against competing
explanations in settings where controlling for other sources of risk propen-
sity and choice is extraordinarily difficult. One particulaly critical task is
to construct better research designs to determine how actors identify their
reference points. While process tracing through case studies might be very
useful for this task (Davis, 2000; McDermott, 1998), we should also explore
the potential utility of more formal content analysis (Levi & Whyte, 1997)
or other methodological approaches. More fundamental, however, is the
need to reconceptualize risk orientation for situations in which the key
variables of interest (power, reputation, security, and identity, for example)
cannot easily be measured on an interval-level scale (O’Neill, 2001).

b Conclusions

By any standard, the analysis of the role of psychological variables in foreign
policy and international relations has progressed enormously over the last
half-century. Fifty years ago much of the research on the psychology of
foreign policy and war was conducted by psychologists who gave little at-
tention to the political and strategic contexts in which foreign policy de-
cisions were made or to the methodological problems of generalizing from
experimental findings in the laboratory to the more ill-defined conrexts of
foreign policy and international relations. While early decision-making
frameworks in foreign policy analysis allowed for a potentially important
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role for psychological variables, researchers did not explore the origins and
impact of these variables in any great detail.

Since the mid-1970s, however, we have witnessed the emergence of an
increasingly inflyential cognitive research program. It has built on new de-
velopments in social psychology, including theories of attribution, schemas,
and heuristics and biases, and it has begun to emphasize affective as well as
strictly cognitive variables in response to a revival of interest in the impor-
tance of emotions, first in social psychology and then in political science.
The literatures on cognition and affect are still basically distinct, however,
and we know more about the separate effects of unmotivated and motivated
biases than about how cognitive and affective factors interact to shape judg-
ment and decision. We know that errors and biases are pervasive, but we
do not understand the specific conditions under which they are most likely
to arise.

While scholars have taken some steps to make applications of social
psychology to foreign policy more sensitive to the political and strategic
contexts in which foreign policy decisions are made, this is more advanced
in some areas—learning and deterrence, for example—than in others
(Herrmann & Fischerkeller, 1995), and we still have a long way to go.

* Social psychologists have not generally incorporated controls for key polit-
ical variables into their experimental work, and few foreign policy analysts
have been willing to test their more integrated hypotheses through experi-
mental designs.>' We have many historical case studies of threat perception
thar emphasize the political and strategic context of judgments and decision,
but controlling for the relevant variables and ruling out alternative expla-
nations remains a difficult and data-intensive task. The growing use of care-
fully matched comparative case studies have made important contributions
in this direction, but more multimethod studies would provide greater con-
fidence in the validity of our hypotheses.

One particularly important area for future research on threat perception
lies at the intersection of political psychology and game theory. My discus-
sion of threat perception, like nearly all such studies in the Literature, has
been one-sided, in that it has focused on how one state perceives adversary
intentions and/or capabilities while ignoring how the adversary attemprts to
influence the way it is perceived by others by strategically manipulating the
images it projects. There is a substantial literature on “signaling” (Banks,
1991; Fearon, 1994), bur this literature is almost exclusively rationalist and
ignores the literature on the psychology of threat perception.® This is a
serious limitation, because neither is really complete withour the other (Jer-
vis, 2002).

Game-theoretic “signaling models” incorporate the behavior of both
sender and receiver, but they assume that signals are perceived and inter-
preted as the sender intends.** The theoretical and empirical literature on
threat perception suggests, however, that the receiver’s prior belief system,
emotional needs, political interests, and organizational culture often lead to

significant distortions in the way she interprets those signals.?® The manip-
ulation of images will be most effective if the sender understands the psy-
chology of threat perception and shapes his projection of images to ex‘ploxt
the proclivities of the receiver. At the same time, threat assessment will be
more accurate if it incorporates the adversary’s incentives to influence the
way others perceive them. An integrated theory of signaling and threat
perception—which includes the manipulation of images, the psycholog}{ of
threat perception, and the strategic interaction between the.rn——fmd which
is tested against the evidence through multiple methodologies—is a poten-
tially fruitful area for future research. .

The potential uility of integrating psychological theories of :chreat per-
ception and game-theoretic models of signaling can be ge.nerahzefi. With
the increasing emphasis in applied game theory on information, beliefs, and
learning (Fudenberg & Levine, 1998; Hirshleifer & Riley, 1992), thefel are
expanding possibilities for using game theoretic concepts and propositions
to inform the psychology of strategic interaction, and perha}ps also for the
incorporation of “psychological” variables into game-theoretic r?'xodels‘ One
innovative example is O’Neill’s (1999) game-theoretic analysis of honor,
symbols, and war.

Although T have focused on the political psychology of threat percep-
tion, there are many other questions of foreign policy and international
relations that could be much bertter understood by incorporating political
psychology. Consider liberal international theory and in particular the com-
mon argument that ideas have an important impact on. outcomes. Many of
chose interested in the effects of ideas express no interest in the sources of
those ideas and make no effort to explore the role of learning or psychq-
logical variables more generally (Goldstein & Keohane, 1993, p..7)‘ It is
difficult to assess the impact of ideas, however, without understanding their
origins. If ideas change in response to changing international structures or
shifting domestic or bureaucratic interests, those ideas do not have an au-
tonomous causal impact on policy outcomes. Hypotheses on the caus:jll
influence of ideas would be more convincing if they were linked theoret-
cally to a model of how ideas originate and change and were tested empir-
ically against the evidence. N

The social constructivist literature on international politics (Wendt,
1999) could also benefit from greater artention to the literatu}‘e on political
psychology. The emphasis on the social construction of identities and Worl.d—
views tends to give priority to the social and cultural sources of identity
formation but to downplay the individual psychological needs that are sat-
isfied by those identities and that systematically shape the social construction
of identities (Kowert & Legro, 1996). As Goldgeier (1997) argues, social
psychological needs . . . constrain the construction of identities in a way
which the analysis of cultural or institutional variables does not capture
(p. 142). The incorporation of psychological variables and their interaction
effects into social and cultural explanations of identity would create a better
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balance between social structures and individual agency in constructivist
research.

The literature on the diversionary theory of war (Levy, 1989) is another
area in which greatemattention to political psychology would be quite ben-
eficial. Diversionary thedry is based on the idea that conflict with the out-
group enhances cohesion within the ingroup and that the anticipation of
this effect often tempts political leaders to initiate military conflict with
external adversaries in order to benefit from a domestic “rally “round the
flag” effect. The literature on divetsionary theory incorporates no theory of
the enemy, however, and says litle about which outgroups make optimal
targets or generate the strongest and most long-lasting rally effects for po-
litical leaders. Mgre fundamentally, diversionary theory does not incorporate
a theory of the formation of identity groups. This may have been a modest
limitation for traditional applications of diversionary theory to well-defined
territorial states, but it is a glaring weakness for applications of diversionary
theory to contemporary ethnonational conflicts, where identity is a key
variable. Studies of diversionary behavior could benefit enormously by
building on theories of identity formation and the role of the “other” in
studies of ethnonationalism and in constructivist theory more generally.

* Still another area in which greater attention to political psychology
could enhance our understanding of foreign policy and international rela-
tions is foreign economic policy and international political economy. This
field has been dominated by structural approaches that basically ignore
individual-level sources of behavior and indeed the decision-making process
itself (Caporaso & Levine, 1992; Gilpin, 2001). There is good reason to
believe, however, that there is substantial variation in political and economic
leaders’ belief systems, the lessons they draw from history, their priorities
among different economic values, their perception of threats to those values,
their time horizons and the kinds of tradeoffs they are willing to make
between current and future costs and benefits, and consequently in their
economic policy preferences. Some might argue that structural theories of
economic policy generate sttonger predictions than do structural theories of
security policy, leaving a smaller role for psychological variables, but this is
an empirical question that needs to be investigated rather than assumed a
priori.

This leaves a broad agenda for future research on the political psy-
chology of foreign policy. We need to pay more attention to the interaction
effects between psychological variables and the political and strategic con-
ditions under which they have the greatest impact on foreign policy deci-
sions and international interactions. Although some applications of social
psychology attempt to contrast analytically distinct psychological models of
foreign policy and international relations with alternative realist or domestic
political models, this is probably not the most useful way to proceed in the
long term. Psychological models alone do not provide complete explanations
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for foreign policy because they fail to explain how international and do-
mestic conditions shape preferences and beliefs, or how the policy process
aggregates individual preferences and beliefs into policy outputs for the state.
Cognition and affect mediate between international and domestic structures
and processes and the foreign policy decisions of political leaders,.and we
need to explain the nature of those reciprocal linkages by integrating psy-
chological variables into more comprehensive theories of foreign policy and
strategic interaction.

& Notes

1 am grateful to Robert Jervis and David Sears for helpful comments on an earlier draft
of this essay.

1. International relations theorists have traditionally distinguished berween the ac-
cions and interactions of states in the world system. The study of foreign policy concerns
the actions of states and the primary influences on those actions, while the study of
international relations concerns the structural characteristics of the international system
and the patterns of interactions between states. These two approaches basicaﬂy)focu.s on
different dependent variables, or different units of analysis. In terms of Waltz.s (1.979)
distinction, foreign policy analysis attempts to explain unit level behavior, while inter-
national politics attempts to explain system-level patterns.

2. The fact tha the levels-of-analysis framework can be applied to both independent

variables and dependent variables (to the former as a system for the classification of

causal variables and to the latter as a description of the units of analysis whose behavior
is to be cxplained——individual, organization, state, dyad, system) has created some con-
fusion, and scholars are not always explicit about how they are using the concept.

3, Walz (1979) is not always consistent on this matter, and one can find unam-
biguous statements abour foreign policy behavior in his work (Elman, 1996, pp. 10~
11).

)4. Steinbrunner’s (1974) “analytic paradigm” was another useful, though perhaps
less influential, effort to systematize a rational model of decision-making. .

5. An important exception was Lasswell’s (1930) study Psychopathology and Politics.

6. By the mid-1940s many scholars, reacting against Freud, argued that there was
lirtle evidence in psychology or anthropology to support the argument that war was
rooted in human nature and consequently inevitable (Allport, 1945).

7. In his comprehensive Study of Wa, for example, Quincy Wright (1942) gave far
less attention to the psychology of war than to the military, technological, economic, or
political dimensions of war. One important exception was Osgood’s (1962) influential
model of the graduated reduction in international tensions (GRIT).

8. For reviews of early social-psychological studies relating to foreign policy and
international relations see Klineberg (1950, 1965), Osgood (1962), Kelman (1965), and
DeRivera (1968).

9. For a general discussion of the psychobiographical approach see Lowenberg
(1969). For a critique see Tetdock, Crosby, and Crosby (1981). For a more general
treatment of the impact of personality on politics see Greenstein (1975).

10. For a useful review of the decision-making approach see Rosenau (1967).
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11. The organizational process model rarely stands alone, and its key features are
usually incorporated into an expanded governmental or bureaucratic politics model (Hal-
perin, 1974).

12. For a combinatigp of a political model of bureancratic politics with a social
psychological model of smaHl group dynamics, see 't Harr (1990).

13. Model II raises a difficult set of questions with regard to classification. The em-
phasis on following routines or rules rather than maximizing interests based on a careful
cost-benefit calculation may differ from the consequentialist logic of rationalist models
and may fit some aspects of a constructivist paradigm, particularly the logic of rule-
following based on social identity and social norms (Goldgeier & Tetlock, 2001, pp. 82—~
83; March & Olson, 1989). Rational choice theorists respond that the development of
these rules and rontines in the first place is a rational response to the uncerrainty and
complexity facing organizational actors.

14. George (1969, p. 195) urged analysts to focus on those beliefs that “can be in-
ferred or postulated by the investigator on the basis of the kinds of data, observational
opportunities, and methods generally available to political scientists.” Note that some
of George’s earlier work was more psychodynamic in orientation (George & George,
1956) and that some scholars emphasize George’s willingness to incorporate links be-
tween cognitive and personality elements of the operational code (Walker, 2002).

15. Images of the enemy are also central in scholarship outside of the operational
code research program (Boulding, 1959; Finlay, Holsti, & Fagen, 1967; Holsti, 1967;
White, 1968), including constructivist analyses of “self” and “other.” For a summary
and evaluation of research on images see chapter 9.

16. On schemas and seripts see Fiske and Taylor (1991) and Lau and Sears (1986).

17. See the discussion in chapter 2 of decisional heuristics that individuals vse in
their voting decisions.

18. While much of the literature on misperceptions suggests that political leaders
have a bias toward the overestimation of external threats, which leads to the escalation
of conflict spirals, another important line of research focuses on the underestimation of
threats and the sources of intelligence failure (Bar-Joseph & Kruglanski, forthcoming,
Betts, 1978; Handel, 1977; Shlaim 1976; Wohlstetter, 1962).

19. A good example is the origins of World War I, where the release of most of the
relevant diplomatic documents has fueled rather than settled ongoing debates.

20. Rational choice theories of conflict also emphasize the importance of perceptions
but sidestep the question of the accuracy of perceptions. While differences in perceptions
have profound consequences (two unitary actors with complete information cannot ra-
tionally go to war; Fearon, 1995), the question of which set of perceptions is most
accurate is basically irrelevant.

21. We can judge the accuracy of weather forecasts, for example, by examining the
frequency of rain as a function of various forecasts of the likelihood of rain. If it rains
abour 70 percent of the time a forecast calls for a 70 percent chance of rain (and similarly
for other estimates), we can conclude that forecasts are accurate.

22. Whether political decision-makers do in fact treat their perceptions of adversary
capabilities and intentions as something comparable to a subjective probability distri-
bution over possible outcomes is an interesting research question. There is some evidence
that people downplay or deny the probabilistic nature of their estimates of adversary
capabilities and intentions, because of tendencies toward overconfidence, bolstering to
avoid value-tradeoffs, and other psychological mechanisms (Kahneman, Slovic, & Tver-
sky, 1982; Nisbetr and Ross, 1980).
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23. For an integrated model of “motivated reasoning” that includes both cogpition
and affect, see Redlawsk (2002).

24, While most scholars interpret these various manifestations of theory-driven ob-
servation as nonmotivated, it is also possible to incorporate them into a framework of
motivated biases. In cognitive dissonance theory (Festinger, 1957), for example, the
discomfort of maintaining a belief system composed of inconsistent elements motivates
people to reduce or climinate those inconsistencies or to prevent them from arising.
Selective atrention, belief perseverance, and the principle of least resistance are each
useful in chis regard (Janis & Mann, 1977). 1 thank David Sears for raising this issue.

25. See the discussion in chapter 9 of enemy stercotypes-

26. For an application of attribution theory to the role of reputation in international
politcs, see Mercer (1996).

27. Tt is sometimes said that people learn more from failure than from success (Stein,
1994, p. 173). This may be true, but this pattern may reflect a bias toward emphasizing
lessons that lead to policy change and hence are more observable and salient than lessons
of success that reinforce existing policy.

28. The wishful thinking effect is exacerbated if decision-makers have an “illusion of
control” (Langer, 1975) and exaggerate the degree of influence they have over the course
of events. Students of crisis escalation and crisis management have explored beliefs and
feelings about the “loss of control” and their often self-fulfilling character (George, 1991,
pp- 545-566; Lebow, 1987, chs. 2-3).

29. For an alternative research design for studying perceptions see Herrmann (1988).

30. See O'Neill (2001) for a critique of common conceptions of risk propensity in
international relations.

31. One of the more interesting exceptions is a stdy of the dynamics of foreign
policy strategy selection that uses computer-based “process tracer” (Mintz, Geva, Redd,
& Carnes, 1997). For a study of the dynamics of voter decision-making in election
campaigns using a similar methodology, see Lau and Redlawsk (1997).

32. The literature on intelligence failure includes some discussion of the role of stra-
tegic deception (Shlaim, 1976; Whaley, 1962).

33. Jervis's (1970) study of how states project images gave some attention to the
symbolic and psychological dimensions of signaling but was primarily rationalist in
orientation. lt anticipated the logic of signaling games before the analytic tools for
specifying and solving those games had been developed, and it preceded the emerging
literature on heuristics and biases (Tversky & Kahneman, 1974) and on the psychology
of threat perception (Jervis, 1976).

34. Signaling models are sequential games in which an uninformed player A, who is
uncertain abont her adversary B’s “type” (hawk or dove, for example), makes inferences
about B by observing B’s behavior and then updating her prior probabilities about B’s
type. B understands this and behaves in such a way as to influence A’s perceptions of
B. Each understands that the other is behaving strategically to maximize its utility. Bach
understands also that the ouly behavior that is informarive is that which is costly to the
sender (“costly signals,” as opposed to “cheap talle™), so that there are certain behaviors
that one type but not the other would be willing to adopt. For a conceptually useful
application of a signaling game model to an important historical case, see Wagner's
(1989) analysis of the Cuban missile crisis.

35. See the discussion in chapter 9 of the limitations of rational models of signaling
and deterrence.



278

INTERNATIONAL RELATIONS

B References

Allison, G. T. (1971). Essence of decision: Explaining the Cuban missile crisis. Boston:
Licde, Brown. -«

Allport, G. W. (1945) Human nature and the peace. Psychological Bulletin, 42, 376~
78. h

Almond, G. A. (1950). The American pegple and foreign policy. New York: Harcourt
Brace.

Art, R. ]. (1973). Bureaucratic politics and American foreign policy: A critique. Policy
Sciences, 4, 467-90.

Banks, . S. (1991) Signaling games in political science. New York: Routledge.

Bar-Joseph, U. & Kruglanski, A. W. (forthcoming). Intelligence failure and the need
for cognitive closure: On the psychology of the Yom Kippur surprise. Political
Psychology.

Bendor, J. & Hammond, T. H. (1992). Rethinking Allison’s models. American Politi-
cal Science Review, 86, 301-22.

Betts, R. K. (1978). Analysis, war and decision: Why intelligence failures are inevita-
ble. Warld Politics, 31, 61-89.

Boulding, K. (1959). National images and international systems. Journal of Conflict

«  Resolution, 3, 120-131.

Brecher, M. & Geist, B. (1980). Decisions in crises: Lrael, 1967 and 1973. Berkeley:
University of California Press.

Campbell, D. T., & LeVine, R. A. (1961). A proposal for cooperative cross-cultural
research on ethnocentrism. Jowrnal of Conflict Resolution, 5, 82—108.

Cantril, H. (1950). Tensions that cause wars. Urbana: University of lllinois Press.

Caporaso, J. A, & Levine, D. B. (1992). Theories of ‘political economy. New York:
Cambridge University Press.

Crawford, N. C. (2000). The passion of world politics: Propositions on emotion and
emotional relationships. [nternational Security, 24, 116-56.

Davis, J. Wi, Jr. (2000). Threass and promises. Baltimore: Johns Hopkins University
Press.

DeRivera, J. H. (1968). Psychological dimension of foreign policy. Columbus, OH: Mer-
mll.

Droba, D. D. (1931) Effect of various factors on militarism-pacifism. Journal of Ab-
normal and Social Psychology 26, 141-53.

Durbin, E. E M., & Bowlby, J. (1939) Personal aggressiveness and war. London: Kegan
Paul.

Finstein, A., & Freud, S. (1932) Why war? Paris: International Institute of Intellectual
Cooperation.

Elman, C. (1996). Why not neorealist theories of foreign policy? Security Studies, 6, 7—
53.

Erikson, E. H. (1958). Young man Luther: A study in psychoanalysis and bistory. New
York: Norton.

Etheridge, L. (1978). A world of men: The private sources of American foreign policy.
Cambridge, MA: MIT Press.

Farnham, B. (1994). Taking risks/avoiding losses. Ann Arbor: University of Michigan
Press.

Fearon, J. D. (1994). Signaling versus the balance of power and interests: An empiri-

Political Psychology and Foreign Policy

cal test of a crisis bargaining model. Journal of Conflict Resoluzion, 38, 236-
69.

Fearon, J. D. (1995). Rationalist explanations for war. International Organization. 49,
379-414.

Festinger, L. (1957). A theory of cognitive dissonance. Stanford, CA: Stanford Univer-
sity Press.

Finlay, D., Holsti, O. R., & Fagen, R. (1967). Enemies in politics. Chicago: Rand
McNally.

Fischer, B (1988). The miscalculation of English neutrality. In S. Wank, (Eds.), The
mirror of history (pp. 364-393) Santa Barbara, CA: ABC-Clio.

Fiske, S. T, & Taylor, S. E. (1991). Social cognition. 2nd ed. New York: McGraw-

Hill.
Fudenberg, D., & Levine, D. K. (1998). The theory of learning in games. Cambridge:
MIT Press.

George, A. L. (1969). The “operational code”: A neglected approach to the study of
political leaders and decisionmaking. International Studies Quarterly, 13, 190—
222.

George, A. L. (1979). The causal nexus between cognitive beliefs and decision-
making behavior: The “operational code belief system.” In L. S. Falkowski
(Ed.), Pychological models in international politics (pp. 95-124). Boulder, CO:
Westview.

George, A. L. (1980). Presidential decisionmaking in foreign policy: The effective use of
information and advice. Boulder, CO: Westview.

George, A. L. (Ed.). (1991). Avoiding inadvertent war: Problems of crisis management.
Boulder, CO: Westview.

George, A. L., & George, J. L. (1956). Woodrow Wilson and Colonel House: A person-
ality study. New York: John Day.

Gilpin, R. (2001). Global political economy. Princeton: Princeton University Press.

Goldgeier, J. M. (1997). Psychology and security. Security Studies, 6, 137-66.

Goldgeier, J. M., & Tetlock, 2. E. (2001). Psychology and international relations the-
ory. Annual Review of Political Science, 4, 67-92.

Goldstein, J. & Keohane, R. O. (Eds.). (1993). Ideas and foreign policy: Beliefs, institu-
tions, and political change. Ithaca, NY: Cornell University Press.

Greenstein, E 1. (1975). Personality and politics. New York: Norton.

Halperin, M. (1974). Bureaucrasic politics and foreign policy. Washington, DC: Brook-
ings.

Handel, M. L. (1977). The Yom Kippur War and the inevitability of surprise. Interna-
tional Studies Quarterly, 21, 461-502.

Hermann, C. B (Bd.). (1972). International crises: Insights from bebavioral research.
New York: Free Press.

Hermann, M. G. (1978). Effects of personal characteristics of political leaders on for-
eign policy. In M. A. East, S. A. Salmore, & C. E Hermann (Eds.), Why
nations act (pp. 49-68). Beverly Hills, CA: Sage.

Hermann, M. G. (2002). Political psychology as a perspective on the study of politics.
In K. R. Monroe (Ed.), Political psychology (pp. 43—63). Mahwah, NJ: Erl-
baum.

Herrmann, R. K. (1988). The empirical challenge of the cognitive revolution: A strat-
egy for drawing inferences about perceptions. Jnsernational Studies Quarterly,
32, 175-203.

279



280

INTERNATIONAL RELATIONS

Herrmann, R. K., & Fischerkeller, M. (1995). Beyond the enemy image and spiral
model: Cognitive-strategic research after the Cold War. Insernational Organiza-
tion, 49, 415-50.

Herwig, H. (1987). Clio deceived: Pattiotic self-censorship in Germany after che
Great War, Interftatignal Securizy, 12, 5-44.

Hirshleifer, J., & Riley, J. G. (1992). The analytics of uncertainty and information.
New York: Cambridge Universicy Press.

Holsti, O. R. (1967). Cognitive dynamics and images of the enemy. Journal of Inter-
national Affairs, 21, 16-29.

Holsti, O. R. (1970). The “operational code” approach to the study of political lead-
ers: John Foster Dulles’ philosophical and instrumental beliefs. Canadian Jour-
nal of Political Science, 3, 123-57.

Holst, O. R. (197?,). Crisis, escalation, war. Montreal: McGill-Queens University
Press.

Holsti, O. R. (1976). Foreign policy formation viewed cognitively. In R. Axelrod
(Bd.), The structure of decision: The cognitive maps of political elites (pp. 18-54).
Princeton: Princeton University Press.

Holsti, O. R. (1977). The “operational code™ as an approach to the analysis of belief sys-
tems. Final Report to the National Science Foundation, Grant No. SOC 75-
15368. Duke University.

Hglsti, O.R. (1989). Crisis decision making. In P E. Tetlock, J. L. Husbands, R. Jer-

« vis, B C. Stern, & C. Tilly, (Eds.), Behavior, society and nuclear war (Vol. 1,
pp. 8-84). New York: Oxford University Press.

Holsti, O. R, & George,, A. L. (1975). The effects of stress on the performance of
foreign policy-makers. In C. R Cotter (Ed.), Political Science Annual (pp. 255—
319). Indianapolis: Bobbs-Merill.

Huntington, S. P (1961). The common defense. New York: Columbia University Press.

Janis, L. L. (1982). Groupthink. (2nd rev. ed.) Boston: Houghton Mifflin.

Janis, I L., & Mann, L. (1977). Decision making: A psychological analysis of conflict,
choice, and commitment. New York: Free Press.

Jervis, R. (1970). The logic of images in international relations. Princeton: Princeton
University Press.

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

Jervis, R. (1985). Perceiving and coping with threat. In R. Jervis, R. N. Lebow, &

J. G. Stein, Psychology and deterrence (pp. 13—33). Baltimore: Johns Hopkins
University Press.

Jervis, R. (1988). War and misperception. Journal of Interdisciplinary History, 18, 675~
700.

Jervis, R. {1992). Political implications of loss aversion. Political Psychology, 13, 87—
204.

Jervis, R. (2002). Signaling and perception: Drawing inferences and projecting images.
In K. R. Monroe (Ed.), Political psychology {pp. 293—312). Mahwah, NJ: Erl-
baum.

Jones, B. D. (1999). Bounded rationality. Annual Review of Political Science, 2, 297~
321.

Kahneman, D., Knetsch, J. L, & Thaler, R. H. (1990). Experimental tests of the en-
dowment effect and the Coase theorem. Journal of Political Economy, 98, 1325
48.

Political Psychology and Foreign Policy

Kahneman, D., Slovic, B, & Tvewsky, A. (Eds.). (1982). Judgment under uncertainty:
Heuristics and biases. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Kahneman, D., & Tversky, A. (1979). Prospect theory: An analysis of decision under
risk. Econometrica, 47, 263-91.

Kaufiman, C. D. (1994). Out of the lab and into the archives: A method for testing
psychological explanations of political decision making. International Studies
Quarterly, 38, 557-86.

Kelman, H. C. (1965). Social-psychological approaches to the study of international
relations: Definition of scope. In H. C. Kelman (Ed.), International bebavior: A
social-psychological analysis (pp. 3-39). New York: Holt, Rinehart and Winston.

Khong, Y. B (1992). Analogies at war. Princeton: Princeton University Press.

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

Klineberg, O. (1965). The human dimension in international relations. New York:
Holt, Rinehart and Winston.

Kowert, B, & Legro, J. (1996). Norms, identity, and their limits: a theoretical reprise.
1n P ]. Kawenstein (Ed.), The culsure of national security: Norms and identity in
world politics (pp. 451-497). New York: Columbia University Press.

Langer, E. ]. (1975). The illusion of control. Journal of Personality and Social Psychol-
ogy 32, 311-28.

Larson, D. W. (1985). Origins of containment: A psychological explanation. Princeton:
Princeton University Press.

Lasswell, H. D. (1930). Pychopathology and politics. Chicago: University of Chicago
Press.

Lau, R. R., & Redlawsk, D. P (1997). Voting correctly. American Political Science Re-
view, 91, 585-98.

Lau, R.R., & Sears, D. O. (Eds.). (1986). Political cognition. Hillsdale, NJ: Erlbaum.

Lebow, R. N. (1981). Between peace and war. Baltimore: Johns Hopkins University
Press.

Lebow, R. N. (1987). Nuclear crisis management. Ithaca, NY: Cornell University Press.

Leites, N. (1951). The operational code of the Politburo. New York: McGraw-Hill.

Leites, N. (1953). 4 study of Bolshevism. New York: Free Press.

Levi, A. S., & Whyte, G. (1997). A cross-cultural exploration of the reference depen-
dence of crucial group decisions under risk. Journal of Conflict Resolution, 41,
792-813.

LeVine, R. A., & Campbell, D. T. (1972). Ethnocentrism: Theories of conflict, ethnic
attitudes, and bebavior. New York: Wiley.

Levy, J. S. (1983). Misperception and the causes of war. World Politics, 36, 76-99.

Levy, J. S. (1989). The diversionary theory of war: A critique. In M. L Midlarsky,
(Bd.), Handbook of war studies (pp. 259-288). London: Unwin-Hyman.

Levy, ]. S. (1994). Learning and foreign policy: Sweeping a conceptual minefield. /n-
ternational Organization, 48, 279-312.

Levy, J. S. (1997). Prospect theory, rational choice, and international relations. fnter-
navional Studies Quarterly, 41, 87-112.

Levy, J. S. (2000). Loss aversion, framing effects, and international conflict. In M. 1.
Midlarsky (Bd.), Handbook of war studies 1L (pp. 193-221). Ann Arbor: Uni-
versity of Michigan Press.

Lowenberg, P (1969). Decoding the past: The psychohistorical approach. Berkeley: Uni-
versity of California Press.

281



282

INTERNATIONAL RELATIONS

March, J. G. (1978). Bounded rationality, ambiguity, and the engineering of choice.
Bell Journal of Economic Management Science, 9, 587-608.

March, J. G. & Olson, J. B. (1989). Rediscovering institutions: The organizational basis
of politics. New York: Free Press.

Marcus, G. E. (2000). qutions in politics. Annual Review of Political Science, 3, 221—
50.

May, E. R. (1973). Lessons 9f the past. London: Oxford University Press.

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

McDermott, R. (1998). Risk-taking in international politics: Prospect theory in American
foreign policy. Ann Arbor: University of Michigan Press.

McGuire, W. J. (1985). Artitudes and attitude change. In G. Lindzey & E. Aronson
(Eds.), The handbook of social psychology (Vol. 2, pp. 233-346). New York:
McGraw-Hill.

Mearsheimer, J. (2001). The tragedy of great power politics. New York: Norton.

Mercer, J. (1996). Reputation and international politics. Tthaca, NY: Cornell University
Press.

Mintz, A., Geva, N., Redd, S. B., & Carnes, A. (1997). The effect of dynamic and
static choice sets on political decision making: An analysis using the decision
board platform. American Political Science Review, 91, 553~66.

Neustadt, R. (1960). Presidential power. New York: Wiley.

Nisbett, R., & Ross, L. (1980). Human inference: Strategies and shortcomings of social
Judgment. Englewood Cliffs, NJ: Prentice-Hall.

North, R., C. (1967). Pexception and action in the 1914 crisis. journal of Interna-
tional Affairs, 21, 103-22.

O'Neill, B. (1999). Honor, symbols, and war. Ann Arbor: University of Michigan
Press.

O’Neill, B. (2001). Risk aversion in international relations theory. International Stud-
ies Quarterly, 45, 617—40.

Osgood, C. E. (1962). Alternative to war or surrender. Urbana: University of Illinois
Press.

Redlawsk, D. P. (2002). Hot cognition or cool consideration: Testing the role of moti-
vated reasoning in political decision making. Journal of Politics, 64, 1021-1044.

Rosenau, J. N. (1966). Pre-theories and theories of foreign policy. In R. B. Farrell
(Ed.), Approaches to comparative and international politics (pp. 27-92). Evans-
ton, IL: Northwestern University Press.

Rosenau, J. N. (1967). The premises and promises of decision-making analysis. In
J. C. Charlesworth (Ed.), Contemporary political analysis (pp. 189-211). New
York: Free Press.

Schilling, W., Hammond, P, & Snyder, G. (Eds.). (1962). Strategy, politics and defense
budgess. New York: Columbia University Press.

Shlaim, A. (1976). Failures in national intelligence estimates: The case of the Yom
Kippur War. World Politics, 28, 348-80.

Simon, H. A. (1957). Models of man. New York: Wiley.

Snyder, J. (1984). The ideology of the offensive: Military decision-making and the disas-
ters of 1914. Ithaca, NY: Comell University Press.

Snyder, J. (1991). Myths of empire: Domestic politics and international ambition. Ithaca,
NY: Cornell University Press.

Political Psychology and Foreign Policy

Snyder, R. C., Bruck, H. W., & Sapin, B. (Eds.). (1962). Decision-making as an ap-
proach to the study of international politics. New York: Free Press.

Stagner, R. (1942). Some factors related to attitude toward war, 1938. Journal of So-
cial Psychology, 16, 131-42.

Stein, J. G. (1985). Calculation, miscalculation, and convenrtional deterrence, II: The
view from Jerusalem. In R. Jervis, R. N. Lebow, & J. G. Stein (Eds.), Psychol-
ogy and deterrence (pp. 60-88). Baltimore: Johns Hopkins University Press.

Stein, J. G. (1993). Building politics into psychology: The misperception of threat. In
N. J. Kressel (Ed.), Political psychology (pp. 367-392). New York: Paragon.

Stein, J. G. (1994). Political learning by doing: Gotbachev as uncommitted thinker
and motivated learner. International Organization, 48, 155-84.

Stein, J. G., & Pauly, L. (Eds.). (1992). Choosing to cooperate: How states avoid loss.
Baltimore: Johns Hopkins University Press.

Stein, J. G., & Tanter, R. (1980). Rational decision-making: Israel’s security choices,
1967. Columbus: Ohio State University Press.

Steinbrunner, J. D. (1974). The cybernetic theory of decision. Princeton: Princeton Uni-
versity Press.

Tetlock, P E. (1991). Learning in U.S. and Soviet foreign policy. In G. W. Breslauer
& P E. Tedock (Eds.), Learning in U.S. and Soviet foreign policy (pp. 20-61).
Boulder: Westview.

Tetlock, P E. (1992). The impact of accountability on judgment and choice: Toward
a social contingency model. In M. B. Zanna (Ed.), Advances in experimental so-
cial psychology (Vol. 25, pp. 331-76). New York: Academic Press.

Tetlock, B E. (1998). Social psychology and world politics. In D. Gilbert, S. Fiske, &
G. Lindzey (Eds.), Handbook of social psychology (4th ed., pp. 868-912). New
York: McGraw-Hill.

Tetlock, P. E., Crosby, E, & Crosby, T. L. (1981). Political psychobiography. Micropol-
aties, 1, 191-213

’t Hart, P. (1990). Groupthink in government: A study of small groups and policy failure.
Amsterdam: Swets and Zeidinger.

Thurstone, L. L., & Chave, E. . (1929). The measurement of astitude. Chicago: Uni-
versity of Chicago Press.

Tversky, A., & Kahneman, D. (1974). Judgment under uncettainty: Heuristics and
biases. Science, 185, 1124-31.

Vertzberger, Y. Y. 1. (1990). The world in their minds. Stanford, CA: Stanford Univer-
sity Press.

Wagner, R. H. (1989). Uncertainty, rational learning, and bargaining in the Cuban
missile crisis. In P. C. Ordeshook (Ed.), Models of strategic choice in politics
(pp- 177-205). Ann Arbor: University of Michigan Press.

Wagner, R. H. (1992). Rationality and misperception in deterrence theory. Journal of
Theoretical Politics, 42, 115-141.

Walker, S. G. (1977). The interface berween beliefs and behavior: Henry Kissinger’s
operational code and the Vietnam War. Journal of Conflict Resolution, 21, 129—
68.

Walker, S. G. (1995). Psychodynamic processes and framing effects in foreign policy
decision-making: Woodrow Wilson’s operational code. Pofitical Psychology, 16,
697-717.

Walker, S. G. (2003). A cautionary tale: Operational code analysis as a scientific re-

283



284

INTERNATIONAL RELATIONS

search program. In C. Elman & M. E Elman (Eds.), Progress in international
relations theory. Cambridge, MA: MIT Press.

Waltz, K. N. (1959). Man, the state, and war. New York: Columbia University Press.

Walez, K. N. (1979). 77 heory of international politics. Reading, MA: Addison-Wesley.

Wendt, A. E. (1999)4Social theory of international politics. New York: Cambridge Uni-
versity Press. -

Whaley, B. (1962). Codeword Barbarossa. Cambridge, MA: MIT Press.

White, R. (1968). Nobody wanted war. New York: Doubleday.

Winter, D. G. (2002). An intellectual agenda for political psychology. In K. R. Mon-
roe (Ed.), Political psychelogy (pp. 385-398). Mahwah, NJ: Erlbaum.

Wohlstetter, R. (1962)x Pearl Harbor: Warning and decision. Stanford, CA: Stanford
University Press.

Wright, Q. (1942). 4 study of war. Chicago: Univessity of Chicago Press.




