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THE GESTALTS OF WAR 
by Sue Mansfield 
(Dial Prcss; 274 pp.; $16.95) 

THE WAR TRAP 
by Bruce Bueno de Mequita 
(Yale University Press; 223 pp.; $24.00) 

War. notably the imminent prospect o f  
a “final” war. is bcginning to dominate 
public discussion, as well i t  might. De- 
bates and demonstrations, ecclesiastical 
pronouncements and other statements 
from on high have given voice to a dccp 
concern that, until recently. seems lo 
have been repressed. Any contributions 
t o  a better understirnding o f  these 
issues by compctcnt social scicntisls are 
to be welcomed. and this applies to the 
two volumes under review. 

Mansfield’s subtitle describcs hers as 
“an inquiry” into the origins and n u n -  
ings o f  war as a social institution-a 
modest statcmcnt o f  purpose and, con- 
sidering the rangc o f  subject matter in- 
dicated, descrvcdly so. Mesquita goes a 
step bcyond this to offer “a general 
theory o f  war and foreign conflict initia- 
tion and escalation.” I f  both fall short, 
as I believe they do, both also deserve 
credit for the imagination and initiative 
they display. 

Although Sue Mansfield’s principal 
focus is psychological, she shows a good 
grasp o f  the contributions made by 
cultural anthropology and comparative 
religion. Her discussion o f  war and 
human nature i s  fairly standard stuff, 
but shc does provide somc valuable in- 
sights into the part ascribed to warfare 
in ancient myths and primitive religion. 
The introduction of the “gestalt” frame 
of refcrcnce. not to mention the some- 
times intrusive terminology. is less 
compelling than the author obviously 
believes i t  to be. The gestalt approach 
works well whcn applied to the be- 
havior o f  individuals in situations o f  
conflict and war, but the mechanism 
accounting for what is, in effect, a con- 
tagion or duplication o f  such gestalts 
among whole populations in wartime 
needs morc careful dcvelopmcnt; 
otherwise we are left with the dubious 
notion o f  a rcificd ,society operating 
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through a kind o f  “collective gesliilt.” 
Had the author omitted the gestalt for- 
mulation altogcthcr. i t  would not have 
lcsscncd the valuc o f  her inquiry to any 
significant degree. 

Mansfield’s writing style makes the 
book cminently rcadablc, something 
thiit only the spccialist is likcly to say o f  
Mesquita’s. Thc latter’s chapter titles 
and introductory paragraphs offcr con- 
siderable promise, but the promise is 
dashcd almost immediately as the 
author plunges in to  his elaborate 
niathcmatical models and calculations. 
This rcader confcsscs to being intimi- 
dated at the start and soon giving way 
to somcthing verging on resentment. 

The key to Mesquita’s general theo- 
ry and the propositions he derives from 
i t  is the assumption that wars are initi- 
ated (or evaded) by decision-makers on 
thc basis o f  “expected utility.” The idea 
that lcadcrs start wars if they expect to 
come out ahead and avoid wars they ex- 
pcct to lose seems rcasonable enough. 
cvcn without pages of mathematical 
equations and diagrams to support it. 
And whcn wc add the author’s well-ad- 
vised reservations that every situation 
must take into account special con- 
t i ngc n cics , pcrso n a I i t y Tac to rs , and 
other imponderables. one must admire 
h is  cont inued confidence in the 
“gencrality” o f  his theory. Mansfield. I 
suspect, would have much to say about 
the operative gestalt o f  such decision- 
makers as a factor in their delcrmina- 
lions o f  expected utility. 

Mcsquita’s “cxpectcd ulility niax- 
imizer” is, in his terms, “a particular 
type o f  rational actor” - but be warned 
that his interpretation o f  “rationality” 
relates to that which is calculated or cal- 
culable. Thus to him Adolf Hitler was 
an eminently “rational” leader. Still. if 
one accepts the terms, limitations. and 
approach, thc theory works. One might 
quibble over the hint o f  circularity in 
his empirical validation, which indi- 
cates that initiators o f  war (presumably 
thc most likely “expected utility max- 
imizers”) do come out ahead more 
often than not. Some military thcorisls 
might ascribe this more to the advan- 
tages o f  advance preparation and 
surprise. Rcaders who have kept in 
good repair their facility for morc ad- 

vanccd mathcmatics may find the book 
well worth struggling through. 

As for me, perhaps my bias in favor 
o f  “classical sociology” is at fault, but I 
found both books overshadowed by W. 
I .  Thomas’s “definition o f  the situa- 
tion” concept as. well as the famous 
“theorem” derived from it. I f  men 
define a situation as real. i t  is rcal in its 
consequences. This says i t  all and says 
i t  better. What we need from the social 
scientist that is not provided by either 
o f  these studies is a clcarcr and morc 
cohcrent identification of the naturc 
and sources o f  the “definitidns” (the 
gestalts. if you will, of the leaders and 
thc led, along with the “expcctcd 
utility” calculations of both) that domi- 
nate international relations today. With 
this we could begin to develop a deeper 
awarcncss o f  the dreadful conse- 
quences that are almost certain to rcsult 
if thosc definitions are not broadened to 
include the moral consideralions that 
arc too often lacking-and quite im- 
possible to express in  mathematical 
terms. [WV 

COMMUNICATION AND SOCIAL 
CHANGE IN DEVELOPING 
NATIONS 

by Qoran Hedebro 
(Iowa State University Press; viii+142 
PP.; $7.95 [paper]) 

Arnold &illin 

With the Development Decade o f  the 
‘60s came the conviction among educa- 
tors, developers, and communicators 
that i t  was only necessary to deliver the 
gospel o f  development and the people 
o f  the underdeveloped world would see 
the light and find their way. Transistor 
radios and infant television systems 
carried the message by sdund and pic- 
ture. From the seminar rooms o f  the 
Third World sprang a new breed of 
development journalists. As Goran 
Hedebro recalls the thinking o f  this 
period: “The key to national develop- 
ment was seen as a rapid increase in 
economic productivity. The role of the 
media was to mobilize human resources 
by substituting new norms, attitudes 
and behaviors for earlier ones in order 
to stimulate increased productivity.” 
But, he concludes sadly: “Socioecon- 
omic gaps between developed and 
developing countries arc increasing in- 
stead of decreasing; the number o f  il- 



literates in the Third World is growing; 
health facilities in the Third World d o  
not meet even the most basic needs; 
famine and malnutrition are still prev- 
alent.” Obviously something has gone 
wrong, not only with the spread of the 
development gospel but with every- 
thing else. 

Hedebro, an economist who teaches 
journalism in Sweden, blames t h e  
failure on the “whole development 
philosophy of which the communica- 
tion model is a part.” That sweeping 
conclusion is the spine around which 
IIedcbro has wrapped his I&dd-page 
thesis. He has made a little book that is 
more dangerous in its innocence than 
in its cunning and insinuations. 

What really was wrong with the idea 
of development through the media, 
Hedebro suggests, was the insistence on 
retaining the freedoms of speech, press, 
and information flow. What really is 
needed is some form of government 
manipulation of the media to advance 
economic and social development. 

“The dominant philosophy of de- 
velopment explicitly presumed that the 
press would be privately owned with lit- 
tle or  no interference from the govcrn- 
ment,” Hedebro writes. “This Western 
tradition of long standing is implicit in 
the hallowed principle of ‘freedom of 
the press.’ In the development perspec- 
tive, however, the drawbacks are ob- 
vious. Since the chief purpose of a pri- 
vately owned press is to produce a 
profit for the owners, development sub- 
jects are taken up only if they are con- 
sidered profitable .... Coverage of  de- 
velopment problems has been only 
slight and sporadic ....” 

And that is not all, Hedebro insists. 
Because news organizations are preoc- 
cupied with the profit motive, their 
news reporting is called into question 
by a significant issue: The  Western in- 
dustrialized countries, with their enor- 
mous appetites for the raw materials of .. 
their former colonies, actually promote 
world poverty by preventing newly in- 
dependent lands from using their re- 
sources for their own benefit. Hedebro 
then proceeds to devote an approving 
chapter to the use of the media for de- 
velopment in China, Tanzania, and 
Cuba, countries where the media are 
tightly controlled-and where develop- 
ment results have been less than spar- 
kling. It is enough to stimulate specula- 
tion about what might happen in a de- 
veloping country if, in fact, a free media 
were operating. 

Hedebro’s villain is everybody’s: the 
United States. To begin with, he  ex- 
plains, the development philosophy 
was designed according lo an American 
image: Middle-class consumer societies 
throughout the Third World. And so 
too it was the United States, in its role 
of “liberator” after World War II, that 
“proclaimed the principle of a ‘free 
flow’ of information between countries 
as  a cornerstone of its policy.” This 
“free flow,” Hedebro suggests, was ac- 
tually a device to promote the sale of 
U.S. news and entertainment media 
abroad, not the reflection of a genuine 
concern. There is no mention of the 
fact that such a conccrn is embodied in 
the First Amendment, which has been 
around since 1791-well before the end 
of World War 11. 

Hedebro lurches from misunder- 
standing to contradiction to confusion 
over the media’s role. lie accepts early 
in the tcxt the proposition “the mass 
media can teach new skills”- with no 
sign of recognition that for a teacher the 
media are but tools. Much later in his 
thesis he decides that “the medii1 can- 
not teach people everything”-without 
seeming to be aware that without good 
teachers the media arc useless. He docs 
finally concede that “there is no direct 
link between the learning of new ways 
and a heightened living standard.” but 
he never pursues the lesson. 

Nowhere does Hedebro explore the 
content of the media or the credibility 
of those who are trying to use them. In- 
stead h e  accepts such dubious or 
unproven propositions as that media 
reporting of the Third World is mis- 
shapen if not outright false. He pcr- 
petuates the myth of Third World 
helplessness before Western media. 
Consequently he does not grasp that 
the media are there to be used and that 
the Third World is filled with inventivc 
publicists. There are many presidents 
and prime ministers of inestimable 
ability capable of commanding media 
attention, but leaders of the stature of 
Leopold Senghor, Lee Kwan Yew, In- 
dira Gandhi, and Julius K. Nyercre 
have failed to use the media effectively. 
Many have hired inexperienced, fearful 
aides to deal with the press; and these 
souls explain away their failure by cry- 
ing that the media are biased against 
them. The  hirelings naturally claim that 
freedom of information works against 
them because only when they control 
the press and other media can they 
make their messages heard. 

There is certainly room for keen ex- 
amination of the role of the media in 
the development process. The issues 
Hedebro raises cry out for serious 
study. But one should never confuse, as 
Hedebro endlessly does, the content 
and integrity of the message with the 
effectiveness of the media. WVI 

FROM THE CONQO TO SOWETO: 
U.S. FOREIQN POLICY TOWARD 

by Henry F. Jackwn 
(William Morrow & Co.; 324 pp.; 
s 13.95) 

AFRICA SINCE 1960 

Ross K.  Baker 

The African continent was one area 
Gcorge Kennan omitted when he set 
forth his containment  doctrine. It 
simply was not politically relevant in 
1947. The only states wholly free of co- 
lonial control were Liberia. Ethiopia. 
and South Africa; and all three were 
counted solidly in the Western camp. It 
would bc another ten years before 
Sudan iind Ghana gained independence 
and ushered in a decade of almost con- 
tinuous decolonization. Certainly the 
Eisenhower administration cannot be 
said to have been particularly attentive 
to Africa; Lebanon probably had more 
intrinsic policy fascination for Secrc- 
taries of State Dulles and Herter than 
all of Africa. Although the term “be- 
nign ncglcct” would not be coined by 
Daniel Patrick Moynihan for another 
ten years. and then in a different con- 
text. i t  applies quitc comfortably to 
America’s Africa policy of the 1950s. 

With the ;idvent of the Kennedy ad- 
ministration, Africa became. for better 
or worse, an object of intense interest to 
U.S. policy-makers. One of John Ken- 
nedy’s few memorable utterances while 
he was in the Senate was a chiding re- 
ference to French policy in Algeria- 
hardly a tip-off to the active rolc that 
his presidential administration would 
play in Africa. 

What led Amcrican policy-makers 
to considpr Africa seriously was the re- 
alization that it held some importance 
in our ideological struggle with the 
Soviet Union. Had the USSR and China 
showed no interest in Africa, it is a safe 
bet that American activity there would 
have been limited. Had the Communist 
states indeed sought influence in Africa 
and had the former colonial powers- 
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