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many salient respects. The author seri- 
ously underestimates the impact of the 
Vietnam war, and he neglects the influ- 
encc of post-World War I I  prosperity 
and the confidence it engendered in 

economy. Will Mansfield’s cool cucum- 
ber liberals remain cool when faced 
with a disastrous decline in production 
and concomitant unemployment? Will 
they remain so indifferent to their own 

government’s ability to manage the defense if  
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International politics and psychology 
are theoretically wed by the premise 
that both are determined by principles 
of human behavior. Daniel Heradstveit 
eKects this wedding in The Arab-lsrae- 
li Conflict-Psychological Obstacles IO, 

Peace. 
To the psychologist this book offers a 

system for studying adversarial think- 
ing. Heradstveit analyzes responses to 
standardized questions made by the 
“elites” of the Middle East conflict: 
politicians, foreign affairs bureaucrats, 
guerrilla leaders on the Arab side, aca- 
demics, and journalists. In  this data he 
searches for their “cognitive invar- 
iants”-the basic beliefs they fall back 
on in uncertain situations. 

To the political scientist the study 
offers a conceptualization of the bases 
of conflict. Heradstveit unearths funda- 
mentals of adversarial psychology that 
are frequently unstated in the political 
debates on the Mideast. For instance, 
the study describes psychological gyra- 
tions that the respondents perform to 
maintain a devil-image of their oppo- 
nents. When the opponent makes a con- 
ciliatory or moderating move, the je- 
spondent interprets this as being forced 
by peculiar circumstances. When the 
opponent is hostile and aggressive. the 
respondent interprets this as true to 
character. Heradstveil argues that “Hu- 
man beings as information processors 
generally tend to be conservative, and 
we may say that this is a rational way of 
dealing with information. But in situa- 
tions of intense international conflict, i t  
may be irrational.” I n  any case, this 
conservatism helps to maintain the 
“cognitive invariants.” 

faced with unremitting ter- 

to Peace 

Heradstveit maneuvers analytically 
through a finite field of concepts. He 
sketches bold, simplistic belief patterns 
without finer shadings to tone them. 
For example, religion as a psychological 
factor is not. mentioned in the study. 
Personal outlooks are classified as either 
optimistic or pessimistic, either plural- 
istic or unitary. On the basis of such 
dualistic appraisals people are rated as 
purely consistent, moderately consis- 
tent, or inconsistent. 

On the basis of these appraisals, Her- 
adstveit cites cognitive conservatism as 
the major obstacle to peace. To resolve 
the conflict, he maintains, the actors 
must be willing to shed stereotypes and 
recognize the plurality of their oppo- 
nents’ viewpoints: .“Being able to see 
conflictual as well as moderating forces 
in the opponent’s camp sensitized one to 
the possibility that one’s own policies 
may interact with these tendencies, and 
that policies of one’s own side may be 
influential in bringing about change.” 
Another problem with the unitary out- 
look is the rationalization that one’s own 
side has no choice but to adopt the hard 
line. Heradstveit found the elites taking 
this attitude while blaming opponents 
for choosing the most hostile of the per- 
ceived alternatives. 

But the most intriguing problem ad- 
dressed seems to undercut Heradstveit’s 
own effort. He criticizes participants for 
“over-psychologizing” the conflict, for 
dwelling on the changing of their oppo- 
nents’ attitudes as the solution while 
ignoring the nuts and bolts of politics. 
Too much time is spent listening to 
opponents’ rhetoric, too little on observ- 
ing their actions. Heradstveit implies 

rorism or ecocatastrophe? Perhaps re- 
laxed liberalism is a product of the 
absence of a vigorous challenge to liber- 
alism. The New Left was weak, and 
most liberals, unlike the author, knew 
it. 

that the degree of abstract thinking 
aboui future peace betrays a lack of “ar- 
ticulate thinking.” 

The author gathered his data from 
respondents in Israel, Egypt, Jordan, 
Lebanon, and Syria (only three from 
Syria) in two-year intervals from 1970 
to 1976. Thus he was able to correlate 
changes in beliefs before and after the 
1973 Yom Kippur War, although the 
same people were not interviewed in  all 
the samples. After the war, which rat- 
tled the notion of Israeli military invin- 
cibility. Arab respondents perceived 

“ ‘Human beings as in forma- 
tione-processors . . . I II tend to 
be conservative. . . 

themselves as more belligerent. They 
saw the Israelis as less expansionist or 
less militarily powerful. Israeli attitudes 
were more stable, but tended to become 
less optimistic about prospects for 
peace. (The study could not, of course, 
take into account the impact of the Sa- 
dat-Begin diplomacy beginning i n  
1977.) 

Heradstveit’s analyses are useful in  
rcvealing belief patterns that are often 
assumed but seldom articulated. How- 
ever, he falls short of his stated goal of 
identifying processes that could lead to 
conflict resolution. His narrow theoreti- 
cal framework misses both the element 
of emotion and the unpredictable inter- 
vention of people who are capahle of 
transcending stereotypes. 


