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Introduction

Sociologists who study disarmament are at a double disadvantage: both
the contributions of sociology as a discipline and the investment of the
society as a whole in this field are so small that the study of disarmament
is a prime “underdeveloped” area. In the early 1960’s the United States
government spent about $7 billion a year on defense research and devel-
opment, but only about $6 million a year on disarmament and arms con-
trol research. Senators openly questioned the need for such research.! The
exact amount of money spent by private foundations and universities on
disarmament research is unknown, but the best estimates suggest that in
proportion to their total expenditures it is even lower than government
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spending. Still, the United States seems to spend more on disarmament
research than any other country. The United States is also one of the few
nations that have a special government agency (the Arms Control and Dis-
armament Agency), privately endowed foundations (for example, the
Camnegie Endowment for International Peace, the Institute for Interna-
tional Order), and academic research institutes (such as the Center for
Conflict Resolution at the University of Michigan, the Center for Conflict
and Integration at Stanford University, and the Institute of War and Peace
Studies at Columbia University ) devoted to these problems.

Sociological contributions to this field, though growing, are still minor.
There are probably not more than twenty sociologists who regularly de-
vote part of their research time to the study of disarmament and arms
control (hereafter referred to simply as “disarmament”). Only a very few
sociology departments conduct classes or seminars in this field or other-
wise provide training for future sociologists who wish to specialize in this
area. It was only in the early sixties that a section devoted to disarmament
began to appear with some regularity at the annual meetings of the Amer-
ican Sociological Association and at some regional meetings. Considerably
more sociological work is conducted in areas closely related to disarma-
ment, especially international relations; but this, too, is a new and devel-
oping field. To survey the use of sociology in this field is therefore to study
pioncering efforts, new beginnings, infantile diseases, and the potential
value of contributions as yet unmade.

Sociological contributions take four basic forms: facts, theorems, meth-
ods, and perspectives. Differences among the four reflect the substance of
the sociology applied, rather than the sociological context in which it op-
erates. Although no data are available, we have the impression that the four
approaches are not employed equally in the study of disarmament. Few
facts are available; theorems may be used somewhat more often, but still
inadequately; methods are more popular; and perspectives probably re-
ceive more attention and have more impact than the other three categories
combined. Each of the four kinds of sociological contributions creates
some special problems. We shall present some illustrations for each of the
categories and bricfly review the questions raised by its use. No attempt
will be made here to survey the field. Unless otherwise specified, state-
ments refer to the United States.

Sociological Facts

Every discipline commands a store of facts with which its practitioners are
familiar and which are potentially useful to members of other disciplines
as well as to decision makers. There are ditficult methodological problems
involved in the definition of sociological facts, their independence from a
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theoretical framework that defines concepts, and the difference between
sociological and historical or psychological facts. Without going into these
questions here, we observe that there is a body of information with which
sociologists are more likely to be familiar than members of other disci-
plines, and some of these facts have a bearing on questions of disarma-
ment,

Like most international problems, disarmament is closely related to do-
mestic dynamics, Changes in international relations are affected by
changes in foreign policy, and these, in turn, are affected by intrasocietal
processes. This is true for all countries, but particularly for mass democra-
cies. In this context a sociologist might mention the fact that there is a
secular trend in the United States, even in peacetime, for a growing pro-
portion of voters to consider foreign policy more important than domestic
concerns in deciding how to vote. Survey data show that when asked
about the most important issues facing the American people, the percent-
age of those who answered that foreign policy, world affairs, and defense
are most important has grown significantly larger over the years, despite
temporary reversals. In the period hetween November, 1935, and January,
1939, this figure ranged between 11 and 26 per cent, with the highest
percentage obtaining at the onthreak of the Spanish Civil War, In the
period between February, 1948, and October, 1959, those who felt that
such issues were most important never fell below 30 per cent, and in all
but one survey (October, 1949) were at least 40 per cent of those polled.
Flactuations can be seen in the figures presented in Table 30-1, but most
of them can be linked to a specific world event, and each such event scems
to contribute to a growth in forcign policy concern.®

When decision makers—for example, the President of the United States
and his advisers—consider a change in foreign policy that wonld be con-
ducive to peace, such as the one initiated by President Kennedy in his
“Strategy for Peace” speech on June 10, 1963, the adaptability of public
opinion is a major question. While the President can act without public
support, or even against it, stuch acts have a p()]i(icul price. United States
recognition of Communist China, for instance, was considered too costly
by most politicians in the fifties, It was not a simple task for Roosevelt to
prepare the American public for his declaration of war. Thus, a decision
maker secks to know, before he launches a major change in the course of
forcign policy, how casy it will be to convinee the public that the change is
needed and how rigidly the public will adhere to carlier policies—in short,
how great the political cost is likely to be. If the cost is expected to be high
and the change is not vital, it is likely that it will not he carried out at
all.

The sociological storeroom inclirdes some relevant facts for such deci-
sions. For instance, a sociologist might point out that the public generally
accepted the Eisenhower space policy with little resistance. In 1957, the
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TABLE 30-1.

PERCENTAGE NAMING FOREIGN

YEAR PROBLEMS MOST VITAL
November, 1935 11%
December, 1936 26%
December, 1937 23%
January, 1939 14%
Febriary, 1948 33%
April, 1948 73%
June, 1948 50%
October, 1949 34%
May, 1950 46%
1951 Foreign policy was most salient issue
1953 Korean Policy was most salient issue
June, 1954 52%
September, 1956 46%
September, 1957 43%
March, 1958 64%
September, 1958 44%
February, 1959 40%
May, 1959 44%
October, 1959 51%

majority of the American people did not know what a satellite was,? con-
sidered the Soviet Union backward in general and in scientific and techno-
logical matters in particular, and was hence unprepared for the launching
of a Soviet Sputnik on October 5, 19574 Though much pressure from
Congress followed, demanding that we match the Soviet deed, and the
Democrats threatened to make a campaign issue out of the “neglect” of
space, President Eisenhower preferred not to enter a space race with the
USSR for a number. of reasons, especially his devotion to balancing the
budget. He belittled the Soviet achievements by referring to the satellite
as “this small ball,” which, he said, was no cause for alarm since it was
“certainly not going to drop on their [the public’s] heads.” Sherman
Adams, Special Assistant to the President, referred to the orbiting of satel-
lites as an “international basketball game.” ® Samuel Lubell, who studied
public reaction to the space problem in the following weeks, found that by
and large it accepted both the President’s explanation and his policy; peo-
ple often even used the very same phrases Lisenhower did to account for
their position.®

Space, it might be argued, was a new, undefined, “unspecified” issue in
1957, so that whoever first “imprinted” it faced little resistance. The Presi-
dent was first, and thus won public approval. But one might question if
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such ready followship could be gained on matters about which the public
had already formed a dcfinite opinion. How readily can one change an
imprint once made, and at what cost?

Here a sociologist can cite several facts. In 1961, when President Ken-
nedy decided to transform the space race into a major issue, in sharp con-
trast to Eiscnhower, he encountered little difficulty in recruiting public
support. In a major speech he defined putting an American on the moon
as the “most important decision we can make as a nation.” 7 After this
speech and several similar ones, the public mood shifted considerably. An
even more dramatic shift was achieved on a policy question that had been
imprinted much more than the space race, namely, the nuclear test-han
treaty.

Public opinion played a more significant role in shaping the test-ban
treaty than is common in foreign policy issues. The treaty was negotiated
after mid-1963, as the country approached an clection year, a period dur-
ing which political leaders traditionally approach controversial issues with
more uneasiness than usual. Morcover, a ban of thermonuclear tests, Ken-
nedy had promised, was to be in the form of a treaty, which required
ratification by the Senate. But Senate support for the treaty was lacking.
Kennedy and his staff were concerned about the international and domes-
tic costs that would be incurred by signing a treaty the Senate refused to
ratify. Favorable public opinion had to be generated to gain the support
of wavering senators. 1f this could not be done, the signing of the treaty
might have to be avoided.

Initially, public opinion was not very favorahle. The negotiations be-
tween the United States and the USSR began barely seven months after
the Cuban missile crisis and after the USSR had arbitrarily and abruptly
resumed testing in 1961, thus ending a three-year moratorium on testing
that had been observed by both sides. Suspicions of the Soviets” offer to
ban tests in 1963 were high; The New York Times, for instance, wondered
if this was not a “Soviet trap.” ¥ But, when the Senate convened to ratify
the treaty, public-opinion polls showed that 81 per cent of those polled
gave “unqualified” support to the treaty, as compared to 52 per cent two
months carlier.? Kennedy succeeded in gaining public support.

Many other such facts about trends and shifts in public opinion are
valuable to a decision maker who wants to support disarmament measures
actively and thereby comes into conflict with the policy that prevailed in
carlier periods. The exact lesson to be drawn from such facts is much more
difficult to spell out. There are the usnal problems of secondary analysis:
the data on the reception of Kennedy's space policy are not exactly paral-
Iel to those collected in the Eisenhower era; LubelFs data are mainly qual-
itative, Morcover, interpretation of the facts is hazardous, While it scems
obvious that an ultrarigid image of public opinion is not justified, the
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speed with which one can move on various issues is a more difficult ques-
tion. What range of policies is the President free to follow within the limit
of a given political cost? How rapidly can he shift courses withont losing,
let us say, more than a quarter of the public? How much explaining must
he do before or after the fact? How important is bipartisan support? And
the support of mass media?

Two questions remain largely unanswered after a tour of the existing
store of facts—questions which are almost unresearched: first, what are
the dynamics involved in changing the Gestalt of a foreign policy, rather
than a specific item of policy? Kennedy represented the test-ban treaty
largely as a measure that would improve United States security and even
its military might, while he played down its role as a step toward disarma-
ment.' That is, he put a new policy measure into an old, accepted Gestalt,
the cold-war perspective. He introduced in a similar fashion the sale of
American wheat to the USSR, to which conscrvatives objected. This raises
the following question: Could he have introduced other tension-reducing
and disarmament measures, increased commitments to the United Nations,
and so on, within the old frame of reference? At what point, if any, would
the contradiction hetween a strategy for peace and the cold-war framework
become evident? 1" Would a backlash be triggered? And under what con-
ditions, at what cost, could a new frame of reference be successfully intro-
duced?

Second, is it true—and one has the unsubstantiated impression that it
is—that the public can more easily be moved up on a hate-the-enemy
scale than down, even—perhaps especially—when the public is alrcady
“high” on such a scale and one would normally expect a “ceiling” effect to
set in? It was apparently much easier for Kennedy to elicit support in his
1961 “call to the flag” speech (following a Berlin crisis) than in his 1963
call for a “strategy for peace.” The Soviet Union, an estranged ally during
World War II, became an archenemy in the few short months between
late 1946 and carly 1947. How long did it take France to accept Germany
as an ally after World War IT and for Roosevelt to alter American feelings
about Germany in the pre-World War 11 ycars? 1f the sociological store
included more facts on these questions, they would be of use for a Presi-
dent and staff faced with the need for a broad change of foreign policy,
especially changes of the magnitude of effective pursuit of disarmament.

Besides being relevant to national policy-making processes, sociological
facts are also valuable for international research and its consumers, from
the United World Federalists to Peace Corps consultants. One of the
propositions most widely espoused in the literature of international rela-
tions by the designers of the International Cooperation Years and by sup-
porters of joint American-Soviet scientific efforts, of student and leader
exchanges, and so forth, is that more contacts between members of differ-
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“

ent societies lead to greater understanding and affinity between them.!? As
on many other issues, the case in favor of this proposition can he argued
on COmmon-sensce gmunds as ])()t(mt]y as the case against it,

Two studies provide some facts that have a direet bearing on this ques-
tion. Daniel Lerner reports that French businessmen are more likely to
favor increased contact with other Europeans, in the form of a close alli-
ance, if they have had some exposure to foreiguers than if they have been
isolated. ITe measured this exposure first by using the amount of export
business as an indicator; he then found that this was highly correlated
with travel to forcign countries, the reading of foreign publications, and
familiarity with Enropean culture.

Lerner made this finding after having tried to differentiate between
those who favored increased contact and those who favored less contact
on the basis of more traditional sociological variables such as age, birth-
place, domicile, and size of firm, When correlated with attitudes toward
increased contact, none of these variables accounted for a significant vari-
ation in the sample’s attitudes, which favored increased contact by a ratio
of 2.8 to 1. However, when previous exposure was considered, those with
the lcast such exposure favored contact by a ratio of only 2 to 1, while
those with the most ¢xposure favored contact by a ratio of 6 to 1.13

Sociologists played a comparatively important role in correcting one
major misconception about the effects of nuclear war. The central ques-
tion considered was whether or not a society could survive such a war.
Assumptions about the postattack state are one important factor affecting
not only the decision makers who contemplate triggering a nuclear war
and evaluate tactics that might lead to war (such as the initiation of lim-
ited warfare) but also those who deal with other considerations, such as
the relative investment in peace efforts, civil defense, and the like.

As with most estimates, some normative factors enter these delibera-
tions (such as how much one values 100,000 lives or one’s commitment to
a small ally). Next, it is extremely difficult to obtain all the relevant and
valid information. The addition of any relevant fact can alter the picture.
Farly studies of the recovery period tended to be highly statistical in their
approach, in that they counted the number of dead as compared to surviv-
ors and the number of GNP wnits lost versus those remaining.™ These
caleulations almost completely ignored, among other considerations, the
structure of society; that is, the loss of people in strategic roles and key
facilities would have a much greater retarding effect on recovery than the
loss of others. Sociologists showed, by using facts from their storeroom,
that such crucial people and facilities were more likely to be lost than less
vital elements of the socicty, given the attack conditions assumed by the
initial studies.

These studies assumed attacks to be concentrated on cities, Dentler and
Cutright considered the affects of a comparatively small (2,000 megaton)
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nuclear attack on scventy urban areas. These areas are almost exactly the
same locations chosen by the Office of Civil and Defense Mobilization in
1959 as the most likely targets in-a nuclear war. They used census figures
on the percentages of urban populations employed in key occupations and
arrived at the following results: while 46 per cent of the total population
would be lost in the projected nuclear attack, this would include 73 per
cent of all accountants and architects, 62 per cent of all physicians, 79 per
cent of all salaried managers in the transportation equipment industry, 71
per cent of all foremen in the metals industry, and 76 per cent of all tool-
and-die makers.

Dentler and Cutright also projected a composite picture of the United
States Congress after such a nuclear attack on urban areas. Based on the
elections of 1956 and 1938, they predicted the loss of almost half the 435
existing congressional districts. Because of population densities in certain
areas of the United States, notably the industrial Northeast, they projected
a Congress (if elections could be held) that would be dominated by Re-
publicans and southern Democrats.'?

The problems raised by these facts are not peculiar to sociological con-
tributions in this ficld, although they may be somewhat more accentuated.
First, there are not enough facts; almost cach fact we have now immedi-
ately raises additional factual questions we must have answered before we
can use the original fact responsibly. Second, the facts we do have are not
necessarily available when necded. There is no “storeroom” of the type we
have alluded to metaphorically; facts exist in discrete, dispersed units. As a
rule we rely on the memory of one man with a small, high-turnover staff to
provide facts. Of course, there are various indices, catalogues, and ab-
stracts, but generally those which serve the peace regearcher are less well
codified, developed, and systematized than those in most other fields.'®

Finally, giving advice on the basis of “facts” without any theoretical
analysis raises further problems. As long as the underlying dynamics arc
unknown, it is impossible to know the conditions under which a “fact”—for
example, a statistical regularity—will hold true. Suppose that a sociologist
had predicted in 1950, on the basis of past and present knowledyge, that
at least one-third of all patients entering mental hospitals would remain
hospitalized until their death, (If discharged, they would have to be read-
mitted after a short period of time.) Then, rather suddenly, tranquilizers
were introdueed and, in addition, many senile patients were transferred to
homes for the aged. The readmission figure would be drastically reduced.
This sort of problem is particularly severe in the study of international
relations, because onr knowledge of the “emergent” properties involved is
limited and their effects are particularly difficnlt either to discount or to
include.'?

A professional often warns his client that the facts on which he is basing
his advice or prediction are expected to “hold” only “if all other conditions
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are equal.” These conditions he cannot specify, as a rule, when facts are
used, partly because they are unknown. He is thus exposed to a backlash
of disappointment when the advice fails to work. Ilis carly warning is
almost always disregarded.”™ While this is true in general, it particularly
haunts the sociologist who studies disarmament, because the number of
variables involved is especially large, information is, in part, classified,
cross-cultural data are often of poor quality, and the stakes are the
highest.

Theorems

Some of the problems involved in using “naked” facts are reduced, while
other problems emerge, when theorems are cmployed. A theorem is a
statement about the relationship between two or more variables which is
supported by some data. (A proposition is an unsupported theorem.) The
distinction between sociological and nonsociological theorems is much
easier to draw than that between sociological and nonsociological facts.
Only statements dealing with the relations between sociological concepts
as independent and dependent variables (although intervening variables
need not be sociological) concern us.

Theorems are transferable from one hody of data to another and there-
fore can be “used” for the interpretation of data other than those with
which they were initially tested and applied in a situation other than the
one in which they were first “found” or supnorted. One routinely transfers
theorems hetween hodies of data with similar configurations of relevant
variables. “Transferring” a statement about the effect of informal commu-
nication on the acceptance of formal communication—for instance, from
reports on readers of bus advertisements to an examination of those who
watch television programs—is an example. (It is always possible that a
new variable will be triggered by such a transfer; for example, the emo-
tional involvement in tclevision watching might be smaller, and hence
willingness to accept formal communication without informal backing
greater. But the more generally similar the two bodies of data are, the less
likely this is to happen.)

Sccond, theorems can be transferred from one subficld to another, using
quite different data. This requires considerable reinterpretation of indi-
cators, hut involves the same basic variables. Let us take, for instance, the
transfer of a theorem from the field of industrial relations to the study of
the military establishiment. The process involves first abstraction and then
respecification. To save space, let us be content with a trivial example, We
find that to the extent that workers view their foreman as a father-figure,
they are likely to view the profit making of the factory they work in as just.
We abstract this and state that the stronger the identification of low-
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ranking members of a complex organization with those higher in rank, the
more likely they are to view the organization’s goals as legitimate. We
then respecify and apply this proposition to the army, for instance, and
state that we expect that the more soldiers view their officers as father-
figures, the more likely they are to view the war effort as just,

Finally, the most difficult task is that of moving theorems from one level
of abstraction to another. In addition to abstraction and respecification,
which involve a reformulation of the indicators, new variables must be
added—the emergent properties of the system to which the theorem is
extended. For example, statements about the effects of interaction on con-
flict, when transferred from intrasocietal studies to international ones,
must be revised to take into account that the most important regulatory
machinery for intrasocietal conflict—the state—is absent on the interna-
tional level. On hoth levels there are processes of escalation due to incre-
mental growth of hostilities (A responds with increased aggression to a
random increase in B’s aggression, to which B responds with an additional
increase in aggression, and so on). But on the societal level, this tends to
bring to the activation “third party” mechanisms (for example, the po-
lice and the courts ), which limit the conflict and return it to a lower level
of aggression. On the international level, by and large, regulation must be
self-imposed. (An interesting exception occurs when a Big Power acts as a
policeman, as in the Middle East during the Sinai campaign.)

On all levels, but particularly on this one, the transfer of a theorem
weakens it; it must be retested in the new context. But it should not be
ignored that such transfers are regularly made and that we tend to give
more credence to statements thus transferred than to those that have no
systematic support at all, even though neither statement has been con-
firmed. The art of theoretical extrapolation is in urgent need of study and
improvement; it is futile to expect that professionals can convince their
client not to use the theorems transferred until their validity is reconfirmed
and thus until the extent of their applicability in a new context is deter-
mined.

Many theorems are loosely transferred, as when one personifies a nation
and expects it to act on the basis of guilt, defensiveness, and so on, in
essence forecasting reactions on the basis of an implicit anthropomor-
phism. Osgood used an interpersonal image to build his theory on ways
and means to reduce international tensions. “John and Ivan—who stand
facing each other, near the middle but on oppusite sides, of a long, rigid,
neatly balanced seesaw . . . John and Ivan gradually work their ways
back to safety by a series of self-initiated, but reciprocated, steps—very
much as they had originally moved out against each other.” '* Such appli-
cations tend to ignore the shift from one context to another, the special
characteristics of each context, and the procedures for systematically tak-
ing such differences into account. But several applications have been more
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carefully carried out and successfully completed, as the following examples
illustrate.

Sociologists studying consumer behavior and voting patterns have
shown that mass media have much less direct effeet on the voter or the
consumer than has often been claimed. For example, among those who
reported a change of brand when they last bought food, Katz and Lazars-
feld report that 37.6 per cent of those who changed brands mentioned
personal influence, 30.3 per cent radio advertising, 30 per cent newspaper
advertising, 24.8 per cent magazine advertising, and 20.9 per cent sales-
people (these figures add up to more than 100 per cent because of multi-
ple answers, but within each gronp the salience of the factors was found to
decrease in the same order).® To transfer this finding abstractly, we
might say that choices between political and cconomic altermatives are
affected more by primary-group contacts (and psychological predisposi-
tions ) than by impersonal, formal communication.

The theorem was respecified to apply to attitudes toward the United
Nations. During the late forties, a civie group in Cincinnati decided to
mount a campaign to increase support for the UN. The group sponsored
traditional advertising in newspapers and on the radio, as well as discus-
sions, dehates, lectures, and so forth, conceiving of their job as informa-
tional, not motivational. Two sociologists who were interested in the prob-
Iem of the effect of adult education on attitudes toward international
issues studied this campaign, They carried out a “before and after” survey,
which enabled them to discover that many people were “reached” by the
program (12,863 through the P.T.A., all school children, and 14,000
Weekday Church Schiool children; 59,588 picces of literature were distrib-
uted, 2500 clubs were supplied with speakers, and so on). After the
sccond survey wave, the authors wrote:

It is the interested, rather than the informed, who are more accessible. And,
at each level of information, the interested are more likely to hold the de-
sired attitudes of internationalism and belief in the United Nations. In a
sense, then, interest is prior for an informational campaign. . . . The con-
clusion is that the people reached by the campaign were those least in need
of it, and that the people missed by it were the new audience the plan hoped
to gain *1

The extent of application is small in these cases; attitudes toward the
United Nations scem, on the relevant variables, to be not analytically
much different from those previonsly studied. More “interesting,” in terms
of theoretical pay-off, is the application of sociological theoreins concern-
ing interpersonal relations at the interstate level. One such theorem—one
that scems to be valid—is the theorem of homophyly, As developed by
Lazarsfeld and Merton, the theorem states that people whose sociological
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characteristics are similar are more likely to become friends than those
whose characteristics differ.*? Since many nonsociologists consider this
statement obvious and therefore trivial, it should be pointed out that the
contrary statement, “opposites attract,” is just as “obvious.” Although “op-
posites attract” is true for magnets in an electric field and perhaps for some
psychological characteristics of people, similarities in economic status, level
of education, religion, and the like seem to be more conducive than differ-
ences to friendship, mating, and formation of cohesive groups.

The same is possibly true on the international level. That is, if one sets
out to join nations into communities, those that are similar to each other,
on certain structural variables, will be more cohesive than those that are
different, all other things being equal. In terms of economic status, the fed-
erations, common markets, and similar forms of interstate unions that have
been initiated in the last decades have, so far, encompassed countries that
were either developed or underdeveloped, but not both. There is a Central
American common market, one evolving in South America, some in Africa,
and one in western Europe, but none was initiated as a mixture of “devel-
oped” and “underdeveloped” countries. This, one might feel, could be due
to geographical proximity, rather than sociological similarity. But Mexico
joined the South American Free Trade Area, rather than one in North
America; North African countries, despite their greater proximity to Eu-
rope than to many of their African affiliates, have entered African customs
unions, not the European Economic Community (EEC).

Of greater interest is the development of the European E.conomic Com-
munity itself. There have been at least a half-dozen different efforts to form
European regional organizations since World War I1, including the West-
ern European Union, the Organization of European Economic Coopera-
tion, and the North Atlantic Treaty Organization. Though all these
organizations tried to provide a basis for European integration that ex-
tended into the social, political, and economic spheres, not one of them was
able to do so. These organizations differ from the more successful EEC
primarily in the degree of their heterogeneity. First, their membership is
at least twice as large as that of the EEC. They have between fourteen and
twenty-two members, while the EEC has only six. This is consonant with
rescarch which shows that groups are more cohesive if they include fewer,
rather than more, people.2

More important is the fact that EEC membership is much more homo-
geneous than that of the other organizations. Whereas the latter include
countries with social-democratic governments, such as Norway, there is no
such member of the EEC. Whereas they include authoritarian countries
like Portugal, the European Economic Community does not. Whereas
many of the unsuccessful Europeun organizations included both neutralist
and NATO members, the EEC was initiated by only NATO members.
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Whereas other European organizations have hoth countries that are
largely Protestant and countries that are largely Catholie, the F1C has no
predominantly Protestant members.®

It is important to emphasize that homogeneity in itscll is not a sufficient
condition for the successful initiation of an international community. The
Arab countries, for instance, are highly similar to one another, but despite
this all efforts have so far failed to form a common market, an interna-
tional bloc, or any other form of international community. Note also that
the six western European countries were highly “similar” to one another
long before they initiated a community in 1958,

Nor is homogencity a necessary condition. Many nation-states, the
United States, for example, are communities despite a high degree of inter-
nal differentiation, both among the founding units and the present member-
states. This, of course, does and did exact a price in terms of social solidar-
ity—a price that in the casc of the United States included a civil war—but
it did not prevent the ultimate evolution of one community. [Tomogeneity
isthusa predisposing or auxiliary condition, but it is neither necessary nor
suflicient. But this does not invalidate the transfer of the proposition; on the
contrary, homophyly among persons has the same status. Not every two
people who are similar in background form a friendship, even if they
come to know each other. But they are more likely to become friends than
people whose backgrounds are dissimilar in the ways discussed above for
nations.

What can be learncd from the theorem of homophyly about the possi-
bility of a world-wide community? Does it not suggest that it will be im-
possible to form one, since lack of homogeneity is most manifest on this
level? In part, the answer is affected by one’s estimate of the pace of proc-
esses that alter global homogeneity. While the degree of homogeneity is a
given at any point in time, it ch;mg('s over time. Several processes contrib-
uting to homogencity are at work, including the development of the
underdeveloped nations (though, so far, the gap between the “have” and
the “have not” coumtries has increased rather than decreased ),*s the devel-
opment of world-wide communication systems (though the effect of these
has often been exaggerated), and finally the evolution of regional commu-
nitics,

The evolution of regional communitics is of special interest because it
illustrates both the merits of transferring sociological propositions from
intrasocietal to intersocietal analysis and the possibility of “stringing” to-
gether theorems derived from various sources to form a set of propositions
pertaining to international systems. (The relevance of this to disarmament
is that many authorities believe disarmament cannot be achieved and that,
if achicved, it could not be maintained unless some form of world authority
were established; such an anthority requires, as a basis of policy forma-
tion, the evolution of an international community. )
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To create a world community, some agrecment must exist among the
countries involved, The formation of a world government in one step is an
unrealistic goal because of the lack of world consensus. By looking at Fhe
ways in which consensus is obtained within a society and then transferring
the abstracted model to the international level, we may make some sug-
gestions about more realistic roads to international con‘)munity.

Since, as we have noted, smaller groups are more likely to be? horfloge-
neous than larger ones, one process that often occurs within nations is t?le
formation of subgroups, which are able to reach co‘nsensus more easily
than larger, more diverse groups. Within the Uni%cd §tatcs, the' process of
political decision making proceeds from state primaries to national party
conventions to interaction between parties within Congress. In a multi-
party system, the process includes factional decisions within a party a;nd
party decisions within a coalition. Described abstractl_y, the process can he
seen as operating on two levels: first, subgroups wl_nch are relatively ho-‘
mogencous and can reach consensus relatively easily; then these groups
send representatives to the next level, where consensus can now be
reached because diversity has been reduced on a lower level.

At the international level we can see similar examples of this process.
Within the Organization of American States two smaller 'ecom)mi'c group-
ings are emerging: South American and Central Amerlcan.. Within tl}e
United Nations, there are several voting blocs, each repre_sentmg a cerhtal'n
regional group. Given our understanding of consensus f'()rm;mon within

national societies, this process of regional group formation tends to be,
though it is not necessarily, a useful step on the road to a world commu-

it .‘.!ﬂ
" Knother transfer of levels of analysis is seen in the work of Cn]hmg.
Working with a theory of aggression that can be relevant at both the indi-

vidual and national levels, he suggests that

Aggression is most likely to arise in social positions in fank-fiisequilibriumé
In a system of individuals it may take the form of a crime, in a syst;:mlo
groups the form of revolutions, and in a systel.n of nations the form of war.
But these extreme forms of aggression are unlikely to oceur u.nless 1) other
means of equilibration towards a complete topdog conhgurnh(.m }.1.;1ve been
tried, and 2) the culture has some practice in violent aggression.®

Sociological Methods

There are no methods that are intrinsically sociological, but sociologists
have developed and used research techniques a.bo.ut which they are fre-
quently consulted by practitioners of other disciplines as erlI as nonaca-
demic consumers, One such technique is the survey, by which we system-
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atically explore what other people think, know, feel, or believe. One early
use of this method is of much interest here. Tt was developed in ]Cngl;m(]
when the urban, industrial middle class wanted to know what the working
class thought.** Similar surveys have served as a communication device
for corporations, churches, armies, socictics—and now international or-
ganizations—to chamnel "upward” what lower units or subunits see and
feel.

The lay person is inclined, when acting without reflcetion, to assume
that since all men are similar, lie can use his knowledge of himself and of
his acquaintances to understand the motivation and behavior of others.
But onc’s knowledge of one’s mind and body is rather fragmented and is
distorted by emotions and stereotypes. And, because of culture-bound so-
cialization, most persons uninitiated in the social sciences are unable to
empathize with members of other classes, nations, or cultures. The device
of “interviewing” taxi drivers or cleaning women compares poorly with
survey methods as a source of information about “what people think.” Dip-
lomatic reports, often based on impressions gained at a cocktail party or a
local pub, are much inferior to cross-cultural surveys, despite all the lat-
ter’s shortcomings.

One such survey, carried out among a represcntative sample in the
United States, probed the dimensions of the cold war, as the “man in the
street” sees it. The report of this study suggests that:

The Cold War might he seen in the perspective of polaritics—Communism
versus capitalism, democracy versus totalitarianism, a Russian world versus
an American world—but virtually no one sees the Cold War in these dimen-
sions!

Russia is seen either as simply making a power play for extended and
perhaps global control or she is seen as trying to spread Communism. In “op-
position” to this, the United States is seen, most broadly, as trying to keep the
peace.

Only one Amcrican in five sees the United States as trying to spread
dcm()('mcy as a national purpose in our relations with Russia, Virtuu]ly 1o-
body mentions eapitalism. The contest is usually posed as Russian expansion
versus U8, maintaining the peace, or the spread of Russian Communism
versus the ULS. keeping the peace. The majority of the American public,
therefore, sees the Cold War as a threat of force, with the threat of war as
the ultimate possibility.

But Anmiericans do not necessarily see global war or a nuclear exchange
between the great powers as the inevitable outcome. The population is abont
evenly split (one-third to one-third) in estimating that a big war is likely
or unlikely. This balance is apparently slowly tipping toward those who
think it will not happen. . ., . .

Althongh few peaple volunteered a policy of disarmament, when the broad
spectrum of possible policies including arms control, test bans, progressive
reduction in arms, disurmament, elc., was raised, more than hall the popn-
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lation thought that such steps should certainly be tried and continued. Be-
tween one-fourth and one-third thought that such steps would be worthwhile,
and one-fourth, although skeptical over their worth, still thought that the U.S.
should continue a strong policy of interest in these measures. . . .

To probe further into the broad perspective under which the Cold War
might be seen by the U.S. publie, five ways of looking at U.S.-U.S.S.R. rela-
tions were posed. These five are by no means exhaustive of perspectives but
they do range over the scale of viewpoints and they provide a check on the
more spontaneously expressed opinions already reported and encountered early
in the interview. The five in the order of their acceptance are as follows:

“The cold war with Russia is a fight between two very different ways of
life with different values and ideas.” 89 per cent agree.

“Our problems with Russia are just like having trouble with a ‘bad guy’ or
a delinquent who won’t behave.” 63 per cent agree.

“We have a Cold War with Russia because the United States and Russia
are cach trying to do what they want and their interests interfere with each
other.” 55 per cent agree.

“Our troubles with Russia are just a question of which country is going to
survive as a powerful nation.” 49 per cent agree.

“We have a Cold War with Russia because the United States and Russia
don’t really try to work together and undcrstand one another.” 29 per cent
agree.®?

On the other hand, the findings of surveys have often been used to show
how uninformed people are. A survey carried out by the Survey Research
Center in 1964 indicated that 28 per cent of the sample interviewed did
not know that there was a Communist government in China. Thirty-nine
per cent had never heard of the Nationalist Chinese government, and an
astonishing 25 per cent answered “No” when asked, “Have you happened
to hear anything about the fighting in Viet Nam?”%® These findings are
used to demand greater investment in education, including adult educa-
tion, and more sharing of information with the public, ranging from de-
mands for more presidential press conferences to demands for more public
information programs on TV.

The United States is constantly taking surveys of what people in other
countries think about this country, the U.S.S.R,, China, and 5o on in general
terms as well as with regard to specific policies. For instance, when asked
in 1958 about their willingness to allow NATO missile bases with Ameri-
can equipment in their countries, parliamentarians were found to favor
the idea in Great Britain, Italy, and France (by margins of 73, 28, and 22
per cent, respectively) but to oppose the idea in Germany and Japan (by
12 per cent and 75 per cent—in the latter casc NATO was, of course, not
mentioned )."

Almond reported small changes in western European public-opinion
support for the United States after the Jaunching of Sputnik. Some people
expressed sentiments of neutrality after Sputnik, although they had previ-
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ously favored a strongly pro-United States position by their respective
conntries. For example, the pereentage claiming that Great Britain should
side with the West declined from 53 per cent in May, 1957, to 49 per cent
in October, 1958, while those fuvoring ncutralism increased from 29 to 38

per cent during the same period.** These results call into question the

widely held belicf that the effect of Sputnik was dramatic. Shifts for all
countries studied are below 10 per cent, many considerably smaller.

Although cxcessive concern with our “image” and crude cfforts to manip-
ulate it are correctly criticized, one might note that these surveys provide
one of the few avenues for the United States to systematically learn what
other nations think about it. Such surveys serve to counteract some of the
influence of domestic public-opinion polls. In this sense, they make United
States foreign policy somewhat less nationalistic. The units of interna-
tional action in the nuclear age are often blocs of nations, not individual
states. Each bloc has one or more elite states or superpowers. As there are
neither bloc parliaments nor international elections, public-opinion polls
conducted in other countries by the superpower help to increase the re-
sponsiveness of the clite state to other members of its world.

The impact is obviously small, since foreign policy is affected by many
more salient factors than public opinion. Moreover, most of the influence
attributed to public opinion is conceded to the domestic public opinion of
the superpower itself. Yet “foreign” public opinion does play a role. When
the United States employed nonlethal gas in Vietnam early in 1965, there
was a strong public reaction. To explain the President’s carefully worded
statement on this issue, a staff writer for the Washington Post said that
“officials favoring the promotion of the gases appear to view these same
statements as a diplomatic retreat in the face of the sharp public reaction
around the world.” 33

During the Cuban crisis of October, 1962, the influence of foreign pub-
lic opinion was recognized by Attorney-General Robert Kennedy, who ar-
gued against a bombing of the Soviet missile sites. He reminded the group
of Pear] Harbor. “For the United States to attack a small country like
Cuba without warning,” he said, “would irreparably hurt our reputation in
the world—and our own conscience.” ** A leading news service described
the ending of the United States airlift operation in the Congo, during No-
vember, 1964, as a step taken in part as a response to adverse foreign
opinion, especially among African, Asian, and Latin American countries *®

It is relevant to point out here why public opinion in third countries
surveyed by sociological techniques and interpreted by persons with socio-
logical training tends to have a moderating effect on the foreign policy of
the superpower. This is not always the case; West Germany has often
demanded and achieved a “tougher” line against the USSR, and so have
the Nationalistic Chinese against the mainland government. But by and
large, the effect tends to be moderating. One reason is that the United

Am—
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States has multifaceted involvements on many fronts. When it faces an
escalation of tensions in one theater, its allies and friends in the others are
likely to be less engaged and less concerned than the United States. Thus,
for instance, the European allies tended to counsel moderation during the
Cuban missile crisis of 1962 and favor negotiations in Vietnam in 1965,
Allies in the Far East and South Asia were urging restraint during various
Berlin crises. The net result, since confrontations tend to be limited to one
front at a time, has been a generalized pressure toward moderation,

A study of the general cffect of voting by nonaligned countries in the
General Assembly of the United Nations indicates similar findings for bloc
behavior there. The study covered eighty of the most important roll-call
votes in the Fifteenth and Sixteenth General Assemblies. Included are key
votes in both plenary and committee sessions. In those instances where the
United States and the Soviet Union voted differently, 26.1 per cent of
the votes cast by the fifty nonaligned countries coincided with those of the
United States, and 29.2 per cent with those of the Soviet Union. The au-
thor then isolates seven countries which have consistently voted more fre-
quently with the United States than with the Soviet Union (Austria, Fin-
land, Ireland, Sweden, Yugoslavia, Cyprus, and Israel). This is balanced
by eleven Arab countries, which have voted more frequently with the
Soviet Union than with the United States at a ratio very similar to that of
the seven countries which tended to vote with the United States.?®

Sociologists have used survey methods to show that people in many
countries are more favorable to world government than is often claimed. A
public-opinion survey in the United States, Great Britain, France, India,
West Germany, and Japan asked respondents: “Would you favor or op-
pose setting up a world-wide organization which would make sure—by
regular inspection—that no nation, inclnding Russia and the United
States, makes atom bombs, hydrogen bombs, and missiles?” The respond-
ents in cach country favored such an organization by at least 70 per cent,
with West Germany and Japan having 92 and 91 per cent in favor, respec-
tively. When each respondent was asked if he would personally report any
knowledge of illegal weapons manufacture to such an organization, those
in all but one nation (Great Britain) answered alfirmatively by more than
63 per cent.*” In Great Britain, 50 per cent agreed.

In a similar vein, the European Coordination Centre for Rescarch and
Documentation in Social Scicnees carried out a survey in Norway, Poland,
and France during January, 1965. The study, sociopsychological in nature,
attempted to discover what conceptions of a disarmed world were held by
persons living in societies with different social structures. The answers
are not used to draw a picture of such a world, but to explore the factors
relevant to the formation of such concepts.

The use of these methods raises several technical as well as ethical ques-
tions.* Technically, multinational surveys are likely to be less accurate
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than national ones becausc the ambiguity present in any survey question-
nairc is multiplied not only by scveral different contexts but by several
languages as well. The reliability of the data will also vary frf)m country to
country, depending on the sophistication of the collcc'(urs in each: Until
linguistics is developed as a science, the parallel pln'us.mg of. questions to
elicit the same response, both cognitively and normatively, is a doubtful
art 19

Ethically, government by public-opinion polls is similar t.o government
by referendumy; it involves direct interaction between a null(mu].c]ltc z.md
the citizenry, with little blending of diverse intcr.csls and viewpoints
through the representative-democratic process. Sentiments often have no
chance to be dissipated, compromises no chance to be worked out. But as
long as the importance of public-opinion polls is not e)fagg('rzlte(l, so that
they serve as one additional channel of public expression and do not re-
place others, they are desirable additions to the democratic process, mak-
ing governments more responsive without making tl}cm excesswe]y re-‘
sponsive.*! In the international community, where lch other chann.el.s
exist, public-opinion polls supply one of the few me.ch'umsms that provide
some responsiveness, often substandard, rarely excessive, of a superpower
to the peoples of other countries.

Sociological Perspectives

Probably the most important contribution sociology has mgde s0 far to the
study of war and peace, and the one most difficult for 1ts: chent§ to ac-
knowledge, is the addition of a special perspective on guestions of 1'nterna-
tional relations. When attending various meetings of sociologists \Yltll pol-
icy makers, I have found again and again that the .main virtue of
specific sociological recommendations was the expression of a view-
point, a way of Jooking at things, that would otherwise have been neg-
lected. As Shils has said of sociology,

Its rigorously scientifically established general truths are -stiu very few, and
they are not at the center of sociological thought.. The :\cl_ncvmncnls of so-
ciology in concrete descriptive research are, ]ikcw:s(.:, more important for the
general orientation which they exemplify in increasingly nuanced form, than
for the particular details that convey it, which are themselves (.)ften.only of
transient interest. The general orientation is not the goal of .soc1olog1cal the-
ory; but it is its most important by-product and precondition. 12

Together with other social scientists, particularly psychologists, sociolo-
gists have pointed out the need for a margin of safety in international
systems to act as a safeguard against the dangers of unintentional and
irrational behavior.
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Military command and communications systems that control the use of
nuclear weapons are designed by engineers who are experts in operations
analysis and systems development. They tend to worry about problems
such as the transmission of powerful signals, the prevention of decoding by
enemy agents, and the speed of communication. Being preoceupied with
perfecting the technical aspects of communications systems, they tend to
have a “trained incapacity” to deal with others. Social scientists, in the late
fifties and early sixtics, focused attention on the special dangers posed by
the human components in these systems. They warned that a nuclear force
might be triggered by unauthorized action, by misunderstood communica-
tions, by misinterpretation of the acts of the enemy, by psychological dis-
tortion under the pressures of a crisis.** These criticisms were followed by
some corrections in the system, such as the introduction of electronic locks
on missiles that can be opened only from a command position, the introduc-
tion of double-key systems on other missiles, and tougher psychological
screening of pcrsonnel with access to command positions.

An example of this interaction might be found in the following letter the
author sent to The New York Times:

The events of the last few days make the question of the reliability of the
“fail-safe” system all too vital, The Times Oct. 21 report states that Pentagon
officials feel that accidental nuclear war is most unlikely to oceur because’
of a mechanical failure, as suggested in the novel by Burdick and Wheeler,
since the Strategic Air Command bombers wait in their alert positions for
a positive signal to go ahead. A mechanical failure could produce garbled
communication or fail to provide any, but is quite unlikely inadvertently to
produce the specific code signal required. . . |

Therc is no way to select the personnel who have access to nuclear trig-
gers or communication commands, or who feed information to the decision-
makers in a way that will prevent a mentally disturbed individual from
initiating a nuclear war sooncr or later. As the number of triggers grows,
the probability that one such person will be found also grows. As the inter-
national tension grows, the potentially mentally disturbed are more likely
to act out.

The military, which has invested millions in preventing mechanical acci-
dents, has done less toward preventing a human failure 44

A month later, following a letter from the White House to the author of
The New York Times’s letter, and surely many other developments, the
following item appeared in the same newspaper:

The Defense Department is ordering precautions in all the military services
against the possibility that emotionally unstable persons may somehow get
near nuclear weapons and set them off. . . .

Thiese regulations will require strict screening of military personnel who
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may be assigned to positions of control and handling of nuclear weapons or

nuclear devices. . ]
The regulations also will provide for screening of persons who merely

have access to the weapons. 48

Another danger to which sociologists and anthropologists h'ave called
attention is the possible lack of communication between the sides rather
than between “broadcasters” and “recipients” on one side or the other ow-
ing to cultural differences. Thus, it has been pointed out that “the Russ:‘a‘n
word mir means peace; however, it does not carry over the full English
connotation, Peace in English means both the absence of wa'r'anfl the
existence of a condition of ‘tranquility.” The condition of tranqull.lty is n(')t
included in the concept mir. The word ‘compromise’ has no equivalent in
Russian, to cite another example.” ¢ . .

These considerations point to dangers from within, but sociologists have
also raised severe questions about the rationality of the wh9le strategy
called the “balance of terror.” The concept most often used, either explic-
itly or implicitly, is Weber’s “irrational rationality.” 7 Weber sugg('e#ed
that the perfection of means can lead simultaneously to the: undermlmr?g
of goals, until a formidable combination of means fstfmds like a pyrflml f
without a king to glorify. He analyzed Puritan ascehcls‘m, whoSt.a de.rmal o
gratification lost its rationale, once secularism had ab.ohshed behef. in Qod.
Similarly, the asceticism of capitalism loses its meaning, once saving is n(;
longer necessary to provide the basis for the devel‘oprfment. of the means o
production. More broadly, he saw the same ritualization in the adheren'ce
to bureaucratic rules (the means) even when this endangers the service
offered to the client (the goal). Still more generally, he show?d 'that the
rational approach to life, which is necessary‘to the age (?f capitalism, bui
reaucracy, and scicnce, undermines nonrational commitments t9 mora
goals and normative limitations on the selection of‘ means. Socxol.oglits
have applied these general observations to the continual increase in the
potency of modern armaments. o N

The construction of the vast, complex, intricate military apparat.us
which deterrence requires demands high-speed computers to ca.lculate.lts
moves, teams of experts and electronic brains to think through its tactl.cs,
and hundreds of millions of dollars per year to keep it going. The machin-
ery of dcterrence is rational; that is, the parts are all interdependent, and
each one is “justified” by the others. If one has bombers, for example, they
are uscless unless runways are supplied; if there are runways, they must be
protected from bombs; both the bombers and their defenses need some-
one to command them, hence the need to protect the bcadquarters and
maintain “jam-free” communications networks at all times. Thus, each
item “makes sense” because of its contribution to the others.

The proponents of deterrence point out that the whole deterrence ma-
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chine breaks down unless every onc of its parts is present and functioning.
There is simply no getting away with partial measures. In fact, half-
deterrence is more dangerous than full deterrence, because it gives iltusory
strength and security, One becomes aggressive or complacent while
actually being highly vulnerable. Once the enemy discovers his opponent’s
weak spot, he can paralyze him.

The crucial question, then, is not whether one or another item on the
deterrence list is necessary; for given the deterrence strategy, they are all
necessary, and there is little point in asking, “Could we do without a
nuclear bomber? Do we really need more Polaris subs?” The question is:
Assuming that we spend the many hundreds of millions of dollurs each
year that this machinery requires; assuming we build all the weapons,
weapons systems, flying commands, underwater bombs, antimissile mis-
siles, radiation counters, and what not—what will it give us? If this enor-
mous, ultracomplex system, this investment of resources, of human energy,
and of ingenuity, would yield a relatively assured peace—or at least a sub-
stitute for nuclear warfare—many of us might seriously consider buying it.
In the bargain we might have to give up a large part of our income and
reduce our investment in schools, medical research, and economic devel-
opment, not to mention private consumption. We might even have to turn
our society into something resembling an immense fortress, live in con-
crete-walled bunkers, put our sons into trenches, subordinate many of our
basic freedoms to security regulations. Again, if this state would keep us
from nuclear war, it might be worth the price.

But like any supercomplex mechanism, in this apparatus of automats
and explosives, human commanders and computers, electronic beams and
buck privates, something—something basic—might go wrong. 1t is impos-
sible to have any assurance that such a system will function reliably. Let
us suppose that the Russians invent a device to neutralize the American
radar system (“fooling” the radar with decoys has been suggested) or de-
velop a drug that neutralizes fallout the way a base neutralizes an acid; for
that matter, let us imagine any other Russian technological break-through
of the magnitude of their invention of high-thrust missiles, or a major
security leak that reveals to the Russians our main defense gap. What is
there in the strategy of deterrence to stop them from exploiting their ad-
vantage to the hilt?

One can cite numerous cases—from France's Maginot Linc against Ger-
many to the greatly feared poison gas deployed in World War 1, from the
American defense installations at Pearl Harbor to Hitler's “ultimate”
weapon, the V-2 rocket—when all human calculations and preparations
failed. Too many times the “safe” defense provides no safety; the “ulti-
mate” weapons are lost along with those who relied on them. In carlier
wars, in which the means of destruction were primitive l)y comparison, such
failures were rarely decisive. But now a gap may cost some sixty million
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deaths beyond the sixty millions or so provided for in the neat calcula-
tions of military strategists. )

Those who place their confidence in deterrence scem unaware that in a
nuclear war one flaw may prove fatal. They are handicapped in realizing
such facts by traditional American overconfidence, based on many pu.st
victories, no major defeats, long security, and 150 years of hegemony in
the Western Hemisphere. There is the implication that the United States,
if it desires, can build a force to maintain American security while contin-
uing to realize domestic national objectives. But if this vast apparatus can-
not yield such security, especially if, as we shall sce immediately, 1ts. very
construction enhances the likelihood of nuclear war, then this machine is
not only not a rational system,; it is systematic madness. Therq is no more
safety in a stockpile of bombs, missiles, and guns than there is in one pow-
der keg. And the larger and more complex the stockpile, the more likely
this Pandora’s box will be to spring open of its own accord—and the more
awesome will be its contents. .

There were sociologists among those social scientists who, through pri-
vate meetings with the President, his aides, members of'Congress, the
press, statements on television, in paid advertisements, and in letters to the
editor, kept pressing similar perspectives. David Riesman recounts:

In July, 1961, Dr. Erich Fromm and I went to Washington to di.scuss t.he
Berlin crisis in the context of the internal politics of both the Soviet Union
and the United States with some officials in the government and a few Sen-
ators. In the case of the latter, what impressed me was thefr‘ openness to-
ward and appreciation for people like ourselves, in whose dlsx-nte;restedness
they had confidence and who could discuss with them th(f significance ‘()f
events already pre-interpreted for them by the mass 'rr-xedm or by o‘mc]ul
bricfings. For example, we could suggest the possibility that .the S()cht
Union’s by no means monolithic and fanatical support of the Ulbricht regime
was not part of an attempt to take over West Berlin, and that a settlement
of the crisis was conceivable. ' .
One perspective which I have often found helpful whether w1.th. p}lhhc
officials or college students or professional people is thnt. of phuralistic 1g.no-
rance. Many Senators themselves suffer from lack of TC(?IP!:()C(I] communica-
tion; thus one can find those who believe that their misgivings about a par-
ticular policy are perhaps shared only by another Senator and their two
legislative assistants, and T think here especially of sc'nutors wh(? are no;
on the Foreign Relations Committee or the Armed Services Com'mlttee, anc
who have not considered themselves experts. Any doubts they might express
at a briefing could readily be overridden by men f.rom the State Departinent
or the Pentagon, who might not in every case clth.er tell or knf)\fv the full
story behind a particular policy. To encourage a mindless opposition to the
“whiz kids” of the Pentagon or the government intellectuals of t?le State
Department would be the last thing T would ever want to do; to raise (ues-
tions about styles of rationality in different social strata or national culture
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might help inoculate the Senators against excessive humility and deference
toward experts in the Executive Branch.48

In sum, sociologists have suggested several perspectives:

1. They provided an institutionalized reminder of considerations ignored
because of the pressures of crises and the blind spots of “trained incapaci-
ties” even though they are known abstractly in more reflective, less action-
oriented situations.

2. They stressed the role of cultural, social, and psychological factors in
systems in which attention had been focused on those of mechanical and
electrical engincering.

3. They acted as representatives of the humanist perspective, to which
social science tends to be more sensitizing than either natural science or
political experience.

“Interaction” among the Four Categories

The four categories by which sociological knowledge has been structured
have so far been treated as independent units. ITowever, they also appear
in various combinations and thus affect each other. But this “interaction” is
more complicated than that suggested by the textbook model, where a the-
oretical statement is confronted with facts and revised according to the
discrepancies uncovered.*" Not only are facts often collected first and theo-
retical statements formulated later; the accumulation of findings to test a
theorem is still a rare phenomenon, and theorems that are tested by facts
and found inadequate are rarely discarded; but also much of the interac-
tion that takes place is between perspectives and theorems and between
perspectives and facts, not between theorems and facts,

Studies of the role of military institutions in democratic societies illus-
trate this point. Few, if any, of the studies conducted by sociologists in this
area are normatively neutral. Some of the authors may not have deliber-
ately planned to conduct a study which demonstrates that the military is
(or is not) distorting democratic control; some may not even be aware
that their study has a direct bearing on this question. Most readers, how-
ever, will be affected both cognitively and expressively. Cognitively, they
will find new cvidence for or against their fear of domination by the “mili-
tary-industrial” complex. Expressively, the tone, the terms, the slant, and
sometimes the findings of such a study affect their evaluation of the mili-
tary and its threat to democracy.

Probably the most widely read sociological work on this subject is basi-
cally an expression of a perspective. It makes few theoretical statements in
the technical sense used here and does not build its case on the presenta-
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tion of a body of sociological data. C. Wright Mills, in The Power Elite,™®
sces a fairly monolithic power clite in the United States, 'at the core .of
which is a military-industrial complex. This complex combines varled. in-
terests and powerful elements of socicty with an ideo}ogy, a state of mind.
The military establishment and the “military mind” are presented as a
direct threat to the American democratic process. In terms of our classifi-
cation, The Power Elite provides a perspective on American society, but
scarcely considers other categories of sociological kpowledge.

But our profession has contributed more than this one b(?ok to the‘study
on an issue of this magnitude. Although there are no studies tha.t _dm%'tly
submit the perspective put forward in The Power Elite. to an empirical test
—it may well be too generalized, abstract, and normative to be s.usceptlble
to such verification®—there are several studies that have a bearing on one
or more aspects of this perspective. A study by Morris Janowitz, The Profes-
sional Soldier, is one of the best in this category.’? He examines the nature
of the training system of the United States military in detail and shows
that it works to reduce the “military” orientation of the officers, thus weak-
ening Mills’s thesis. He explores the effects of chang,i’ng ne‘eds.of the
military—from “heroic leaders” to “military managers ——w}nch“ in_ turn
weaken some of the sociological bases for the concept of the mllhtary
mind” and reduce the distance between it and the civilian mentality. As
Lyons comments in reviewing the Janowitz work, the military managers
have become highly “civilianized.” #3

Another study with such characteristics is one by Lyons and Mf;sland,
which shows that the increasing demand for officers forces the mlhtar}/ to
rely increasingly on civilian institutions for their tra.ining.-"‘ ( A rapld’ly
growing body of rescarch on the role of the military in developing socie-
ties reveals similar characteristics.?®) ‘ .

An example of the interaction between theory and perspective, without
the direct benefit of any data, can be seen in the effect socxologncal. theory
has had on students of world government. There is a growing belief that
the world will not be safe from nuclear destruction until some form of
world government is established. Hans Morgenthau, know:'n for hi‘s Real-
politik approach to international problems, has stated, "I'otal dxsamTa-
ment requires as its corollary the existence of a supranational authority
capable of committing organized force to the defense of the legal order
and the political status quo.” %

For a while, ideas of how such a government might be created were
largely influenced by legal thought. Various writers argue('l th'at a world
constitutional assembly should be convened, a world constitution drafted
and submitted for ratification to all the national governments, and thus a
world government established %7 It was suggested that this‘ effort be ac-
companied by an educational campaign that would organize granfl de-
bates, in each nation and in the United Nations, to illuminate the virtues
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of such a plan."* Other authiors focused attention on the legal details of a
world constitution and government, rather than on their genesis.

Sociologists have introduced important correctives to this view by stress-
ing the links sociological theory has articulated between legal institutions
and their social bases. They have suggested that if a government is to be
formed and remain viable, consensus is required on both its form and its
policy. This consensus is found only when differences among the various
social groups that make up the unit to be governed collectively are limited
or declining and when basic values as well as procedural ones are shared.%
However, the world community is at present lacking in these qualities,
and they can be built up only gradually.”" The effect of such sociological
statements has been to create a slow and far from complete revision of
expectations concerning the time at which a world government will be
feasible and the pace at which it will proceced.®?

Sociologists and Peace Action

While individual sociologists have played prominent roles in the peace
movement, the large majority of sociologists have not been involved.*® The
American Sociological Association has studiously avoided taking a position
on this question, as it has on other matters of social action. One member
has referred to the Association’s “long-standing policy” of apoliticism.%
When attempts were made to circumvent this situation, numerous voices
were raised to stress and re-emphasize the notion of the ASA as a “scien-
tific society” and hence to object strenuously against any implication of
social action. However, other social-science associations have tended to
take a more flexible view. For example, the American Psychological Associ-
ation adopted a statement on social and political action which says, “The
Association should speak for the psychological profession on social and po-
litical issues only when psychologists have a professional expertise which
is clearly relevant to the issues involved, and when there is a substantial
convergence of judgment among psychologists on the nature and implica-
tions of relevant scientific data.,” While couched in cautious language, this
statement opens the door for a responsible role for psychologists as a
group in American society. A president of the American Psychological
Association, Charles 1. Osgood, published a popular book outlining a pol-
icy leading toward peace in the year of his election® and used his office to
interact with decision makers in Washington, including Senator Ilubert
Humphrey and members of the United States Information Agency, the
Department of Defense, and the Senate Arms Control and Disarmament
Agency, among many others, to bring attention to a view that he and

many other, though by no means all or even most, psychologists are
known to share.
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Several issucs are involved. One is a fear complex regarding macroanal-
ysis, which the application of sociology to international problems cntuil?'.
A hardly novel historical approach to sociology scrves to cmphasize this
point. We started with grand social theories, formulated in emotion-laden
terms (such as progress), covering no more and no less than all of history
and all of mankind; we began by flying so high on the verbal trapeze that
most of our propositions could not be pinned down, and those that coulfll
be often did not withstand empirical tests. The grand designs collapsed.
Then we chose to advance step by step.t™ Research tools were developed
by studying the radio listening of housewives, and concepts were sharp-
ened by analyzing small groups of college sophomores. Such a conct'entru-
tion was essential for a transitional period; but work that is quite snitable
for a transitional stage is inadequate, even inhibiting, if it remains the
prevailing focus. Sociological theory is to be further extended and meth-
ods of collecting and analyzing data improved, but sociology is now ready
for the study of macro-units.

Another reason sociology, as a profession, has shied away from macro-
analysis is the fear of value judgments, which seem to be more rampant in
macro- than in microanalysis. Weber’s bequest is the separation of under-
standing from criticism, which is the basis of all rational, and hence s'cien-
tific, analysis. But Weber carefully distinguished between a .wert-fret and
a wert-los approach (between one free of values and one without values,
or literally valueless). A wert-frei sociologist holds his values in abeyance
while he follows the guidelines his data reveal, allowing them t(? s“pcak,:
rather than imposing on the data the findings he prefers. Thus, he is “free
from values while engaging in the procedural act of science. But this is not
to imply that the work of the very same sociologist nceds to be wert-los,
either in his professional or his citizen role. o

In his professional role, the sociologist, like any other scmnhst," must
choose his research topic by nonscientific, normative criteria, “Must”"—be-
cause there are no intrinsically scientific criteria for this sclection. One
might say one ought to fill in the lacunae of sociological theory, But as
there are more unknown than known spots, how is one to tell, on what
scientific consideration, which to Bl first? Moreover, since so much of our
theoretical work is tentative, rechecking the known is as important as ex-
ploring the unknown. Hence, the list of topics a soc?olugist can legi'ti-
mately choose from for his study is inexhaustive. Selection is thus invaria-
bly determined by intellectual curiosity, aesthetie values, fads, career in-
terests, availability of funds, leadership of senior colleagues, and so0 on. But
there is nothing intrinsic in sociology as a discipline that mz\kcs th'e study

of macroscopic units less respectable than the study of microscopic ones,
now that it is cquipped with the basic skills and tools necessary to study
both kinds of units. ‘

Finally, sociological scientism is revealed in the research attitude to-
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ward social action of many members of the profession, This is a severe
case of the inroads that the professional role of the sociologist has made
into his role as a mewmber of the commumity’s educated elite. This is a
question not just of being a poor citizen but of not living up to a special
social obligation that we have as persons who know socicty expertly. To
indicate more clearly what I have in mind, let me point to a term that is
helpful for social as well as sociological analysis: role pairs. Role pairs are
roles that frequently appear together in a society, in the sense that they
are played by the same actor. The importance of such combinations is that
they provide the most effective means of communication known between
two roles: personal union. They also allow economy of resources, such as
that found in the housewife-mother, watchman-elevator-boy, teacher-
researcher, doctor-medical professor.

The role pair of sociologist-intellectual is a particularly effective one.
Not that all sociologists have ever been intellectuals, or all intellectuals
sociologists, but there seems to have been a much higher degree of overlap
in earlier generations. The growing tendency to disassociate the two roles
is particularly dysfunctional because the effectiveness of such a role com-
bination is greater now than it was in the duays when it was more common,
for now sociology commands a body of theory and methodology as well as
a store of validated knowledge about man in society which can provide a
much-needed background for speculation about society.®® The social anal-
ysis of Danicl Bell, Lewis Coser, Nathan Glazer, David Riesman, Denis
Wrong, and other contemporary sociologists who fulfill this role pair is
much more hardheaded, soundly based, and politically sophisticated than
that provided by earlier generations of social analysts or that of their for-
mer college mates who majored in English literature and still interpret the
American scene in the light of moods revealed in Moby Dick or “under-
stand” the Soviet Union because they have suffered with Dostocvsky and
Pasternak.

As a discipline, sociology does not encourage, or at least does not train
for, the sociologist-intellectual pairing of roles. In earlier days the clergy
and radical movements provided the sparks that fused sociological train-
ing with policy concern. Today, in the age of specialization, more and
more sociologists feel that what is proper behavior in their role as scien-
tists is proper behavior in their community role as well; the only way they
face a policy problem is through the lenses of theory and methodology.
Civil defense, for example, becomes a subject for a study of attitudes
(“people who fear war more are also more in favor of fallont shelters”) or
an occuasion to try out a new computer program in mass dynumics. The
sociologist’s scientific role is pre-empting time, energy, and resources that
belong to his role as intellectual, as one who is committed to the study of
policy. Thus not only is he against nuclear war; he applies his knowledge
of society to understand why nations become inflexible in the face of such
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a danger, “freezing” rather than acting, and he shares his analysis with
those who seek to reduce the danger by political action, but lack the bene-
fits of the sociologist’s training and expertise.

Most of these considerations would apply to social action in other mat-
ters, let us say civil rights, just as much as to questions of peace and disar-
mament. [Towever, there is one special consideration. Many of us who
work in this arca have a sense of urgency, of crisis. While such a sense is
common among those committed to most action courses—civil-rights
leaders, for instance, feel that now is the time for all men to speak up and
work for realization of the American dream—the emergency created by
the threat to the very survival of civilization seems more total, immediate,
and definitive than any other; the danger of nuclear war seems at least as
imminent as Nazi rule in Germany did in the late twenties. Is this not the
kind of occasion when special dispensation has to be given from norms of
professional purism that seem absolute in less extreme situations? Jews are
sometimes entitled not to fast on the Day of Atonement, Catholics to eat
meat on Friday in an emergency. Could not the ASA’s official stand against
social action be more loosely interpreted, given the circumstances? Would
members who hold these norms as standards to judge their more action-
oriented colleagues not do better to be more tolerant in this situation?
Whatever the answer, it will have much bearing on the usefulness of soci-
ology for the advancement of peace and disarmament.
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