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SUMMARY

OVERVIEW

Jordanian and American perceptions, psychological predispositions,
and priorities were assessed through an indepth comparative analysis of
their spontaneous reactions to a broad variety of topics. Some of the
specific issues covered by the analysis are: %he Jordanians.' images of
the super powers: andother-international actors, their perception of
timely political and military issues (e.g., war, the arms race, detente),
their views and attitudes on certain economic and social issues. The
assessment shows the Jordanians to be conflict-ridden arid laden with
perceived threats and fears of aggressive, expansionist intentions.
Domestic and international problems, economic, social, and pelitical
conditions, and individual and national existence are closely inter-
related in the Jordaniang" view of. the world. . P

Data from a similar assessment in 1977 made it possible to trace’
some changes in Jordanian perceptions and attitudes regarding the #ord
powers and timely issues since the Camp David peace initiative of the
U.S. Government. The past three|years have shown an increase in their
longing for a peaceful settlement, less concern With military threat,
more concern with violence and personal security, and a marked deteriora-
t#n in their image of the United States. ' - '

t

_ To place the findings on Jordanian percep;ﬁons in broader perspective,
two other samples‘of Americans and Jordanians were compared with ma ching
samples of Egyptians ®and Israelis.| The comparison encompassed, beyond
the political dimension, several other dominant characteristics of gheir
frames of reference. The results show that most of-the main diffegrences
found between the Americans and Jordanians reflect broadér-trends also
present in the.other Middle Eastern| groups as well. Egyptians were also
found to have strong group affiliatjons-and to place an even stronger ~
emphasis on family. The Israelis' national/political awareness was just
as strong as the-Jordanians'. However, the Jordanians' concern with
security .and their level of fear apd anxiety clearly outranked the.others'.
Many of the Jordanian views emerging| here---1ike the extent tp which they
feel threatened by U.S. imperialism or by Israel's nuclear cdpabilities---

. are clearly a product of ‘subjective perceptions which could-not have:

been predicted on the basis of facts lor so-called common sense.k\;

r
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These assessments were based on an. unstructured, inferéntial method
called Associative Group Analysis (AGA). AGA aims at reconstructing the
perceptions and attitudes characteristic of national/tultural group$ from
their free word associations. Each national group (N-50) used in these
studies was tested in its native language at universities in the capital
citieS of the countries conpared Major percéptual trends characteristic
of each group were charted through a computer-assisted analysis of hundreds

. of thousands of spontaneous reactions.

. In contrast to the traditional surv%y methods_ which ask for people's

. . opinions and rational judgments, this methpd of inferential assessme?

< charts perceptual trends and motivational dispositions of which people .
themselves are oftén unaware. From the angle of methodology the findings: -
bear direttly on the main problems which have surfaced inm our inquiry
with policy officials. The findings suggest that a combined use of the
opinion survey and an inferential-representational method offers a

> flexible’ research capability with a wide, potentia] app]ication in the

field of international relations.

»
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HUMAN PREDISPOSITIONS IN INTERNATIONAL REL%TIONS THE JORDANIAN, CASE

e In today s fast expanding network of comp]ex and delicate internationa]
_relations the dangers of confrontation are growing and m1litary strength ., °
offers less*security than it once did. This situation presents a )
particular- challenge to U.S. foreign po]1cy There is a pressing need
to learn more about the human dimensions, of international affairs in _
order to'communicate and cooperate effectively with foreign nations,
'+ despite often vast d1fferences in backgrounds wor]d views, and ways of
thinking U I

As 1nd1cated by the results of our brief 1nquiry, U.S. policy. off1cials .
4 are aware that people in other countries are predisposed to think and
—act differently from Am;ricans They also recognize the need to take . .
into consideratioh the perceptual and motivational predispositions of .
\ both friends and adversaries. Yet the capab1]ity to take such differ-
ences into consideration is limited. Time]y, reliable information on
. the psychdJogioa] characteristics of foreign populations is scarce, and .
its use is hampered by methodological as well as conceptual problems.

14




. B This, report‘presents extensive findings to illustrate some critical
princip]es and research methods designed to improve our understanding of
cuiturally shared psycho]ogica] predispositions, those powerful but °
" invisib]e ‘forces operating in ihternational relations. Middle Eastern .
nationa] perceptions provide an interesting and reLevant context to

; pursue this problem. 4

~

>

) Jordanians and Americans take basically different approaches to life.
As the findings show, the Jordanians tend to view prob]ems of politics, )
military powers economics, social conditions as well as‘problems of their
own personal existence in closely interdepeadent.relationships. This
predisposition is a clear contrast to the pragmatic "case partitu]arism"
of Americans, who tend to Yook at each issue ind1v1dua]u preferring
to iso]ate prob]ems and so]ve them one by one. -

3 One major reason for the Jordanians' hd?istic aoproach to 1ife comes #
_from the psychological effects.of 1iving in an acute crisis situation.

Their perceptions*of international issues as well as of most of their

domestic problels ‘are influenced by their,confrontation with Israel---
S a qkeoccupation which is central and pervasive in their thinking. Based

on the continuous reports of bombings, terrorism, and reta]iations such
7 an inténsive preoccupation is not,syurprising. The\psycho[ogica] mechanisms
operating in crisis situations--such as se]ecti&e attention, selective
perceptions, éxaggerated fears and hopes, suppressions and overreactions---
are extensively discdssed in the professional literature. While the
working of such mechanisms is well established, the actual effects of
conflict and stress on people, their views, attitudes, and frame of -
reference, are frequently unpredictable. Did Camp David generate *
exaggerated hopes?. Did the Afghanistan invasion induce exaggerated //J
fears? " Will they lead to overreactions or to suppressed feelings? Will
rumors about the'Israe]i'nuc]ear'caoabi]ities produce’a paralyzing fear
or will it be perceived as a danger to bé encountered in a holy war?

e This study shows how the Jordanians way of looking at things differs
.+ from our own, and it also demonstrates the need for new research
i.. " strategies which go beyond the traditional survey methods.
|

;s .-




Images of Important Countries )

’ 4

International relations, especially between the super powers, are
° v1ewed from a very different angle by Jordan1ans Their major 1ntere§t )
is not the ‘competition beiween the super pOWers but rather the ro]e
of ‘these and other <ountries in "the political/military confrontation
Jordan1ans feel they are facing in defense of their existence. In
this respect the Jordanians see the roles of the United ‘States and
. the Soviet Union as similarly questionable, although their fee11ngs
4 'ébout the United States are particularly ambivalent. ,

- »

What pos1t1ve1y impresses the Jordanians about ‘the Un1ted States
are its economic and industrial development, its techno]ogy;a1 advance-
ment, and its political ideals of freedom, justice, and democracy.
However, they are strongly concerned‘about U.S. misuse of.military power,
violence and killings, its collaboration with Israel, and its immorality.
and betreya1 Their image of the United States ‘is salient in their minds
and convezf strong conflicting emotions.  Sofre of the negative elements
are apparently products of recent changes since the United States was
found to have a predom1nant1y positive 1mage in 1977 in a similar test1na

The Jordan1ans 1mage of the Soviet Un1on is less $a11ent but conveys
\s1m11ar1y amb1va1ent feelings. Their main objections again relate to the
misuse of power, to oppressive, colonialist po11c1es 1mp1emented by
a great power ‘that is heavily armed and 1nvo1ved in war and k1]]1ng ? They
consider communism to be the dominant character1st1c of the: Sovﬁe¢ Union, ~
and they descr1be it as being aga1nst Islam and re11g1on On the positive -
side equality and other social-values as well as techno1ogaca1 advancement

and economic deve1opnent receive recogn1t1on . ¢ .
W
Although the Jordanians have a rather unflattering: image of the Soviet

" Union, the United States is still considered-to be the leading "imperialist"
country probably because of its close affiliation with Israel in their '
minds. The Jerganians recognize Israel as-their number one enemy and .
from their perspective Israel is only negative, characterized ae an
.aggressive, racist, Zionist oppressor and colonizer of Pa1estine.Q
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. Despite all the negative undertones, a comparison of Jordanian

3

reactions obtained #n'1980 and 1977 indicates that over the last fgw'

years their image of the enemy became less salient and less negative.

‘ In51977\§:fy were extremely pnéoccupied with thoughts of the enemy,

§ n assosiated exclusively with Israe], in 1980 their preoecupat1on with

" the-enemy had decreased. . The role of Israel became less salient,

while the Un1ted ‘States is now apparently be1ng charged with an 1ncreas1ng

* amount of the blame.

Domiﬁaq;ﬁPpAitica] Perspectives

The analysis of dominant political issues reveals certain trends
which characterize the Jordanians' general political views.

With regard to, the very issue of politics the U.S. and‘Jordanién
approaches are- thoroughly diffEreﬁt. Politics to Jordanians has littie
to do with what Americans think of as the prac;ice of party politics---
canpaigﬁing}-e]ectfons voting. In the Jordanians' world view politics
1nvo]ves the pursuit of national objectives by all available means~--
pol1t1ca], social, economggk educational. From this perspective political
leadership and decision making are geared toward effectively serving
and promoting the best interests of the’people as well as defending them
against hostile forces. In other Words, it is much less a question of
jdentifying and representing the views of the people---that is, of ,
gauging and followihg majbrity opinions--~than it is in ‘this country.

The Jordanians' predisposition to evaluate 1nternat1ona1 _and domestig
political events as they relate to Jordan1an national 1m;grests indicates

" a strong nat1onalist1c,orientat1on They se€™their fate ~as 1nd1v1dua]s

as dependent on the fate of the nation, a view which generates strong
feelings of national identification. Thus, they take a strong personal
jnterest in issues considered to be of national importance and feel ‘that
persona]léugcess and welfare can be promoted’through the achievement of
national abjectives.

/.

/
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By their repeated references to oppression, human rights, freedom, .
and .terrorism the Jordanians seem strongly preoccdbied with the misuse )
.of political and military power and with domination by host11gaforces .
‘While three years ago there was a considerably stronger expression of ¢
active anger, the present reactions convey more fear ind feelings of
being threatened. It may be pointed.out that the{terrorist activities

the Jordanians attribute to the enemy (torture, killings) are the ‘ ‘
same described as defensive. measures or reta]1atory actions by the other -
side. . ‘ - . N

r N -

From the angle of finding workable solutions to this conflict, it
is desirable to recognize the intensity of the Jordanians' anxieties. If
they had been a§ked~d1rect1& it is not likely that they would have
expressed their fears, but the Jgrdanians' reactions in the indirect

R a;seésnent used in this study ey an exceptionally high level of -
anxiety. ' )
- The. Jordanians' concern with political power and with the dangers:

and consequences of its abuse may be a natural result of repeated
frustrations and ]ossestuffered by Jordan1ans in recent wars. Or it
may reflect negat1ve exper1egpe with European colonization, big power
politics, or hunn]iations imposed by alien forces. Although the exact

"'séurce of their concern may be debated the findings cons1stent1y reflect
intense p#Eoccupat1on with the m1suse of power through oppress1on,
domination, and colonization.

The Military Threat )

In a world alarmed by the spiraling-arms race between the super

powers and the dangers of a thermo-nuclear war, the Jordanians' concerns
are not less intensive but of a different nature from the Americans'.

To the Jordanians the military issuesuexamined here, from the arms
race to disarmament, bear primarily on the Arab-Israelq cogflict. The
attention given to' the super powers is 1arge1y~in relation to how the
foreign policies and actions of the United States and the Soviet Union © °
will affect the future of Jordan or the situation in the Middle East. ‘

~
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Cons1der1ng the 1ntense confrontation and.the Jordanians' negative
1mage of Israe] as the enemy, it would be natural to expect ‘that the
existence of nuclear weapons in Israel would generate a strong concern
with nuclear threat among the Jordanians. Our data show with considerable
consistency that this is not the case. They did not show any speciaf .
concern with Israeli nuclear capabilities. This is even more remarkable.
since data in other areas have shown that Jordanigns feel intensely
threatened. They see dﬁngens of domination and”oppression in the context
of practically all the political issues explored. ’fheir lack of
attention to nuclear weapons amidst intense feeTings of political and
military threat does not appear particularly rational, following the
“common sense" of Western strategical thinking. The intensity of
Jordanian preoccupation with Israeli military power in the conventional
realm may have reached a point where additional nuclear threat
ﬁakes little difference. Actually, their lack of concern with Israel's
nuclear strength may indicate that they are dismissing the use of force -
as a solution.

The Jordanians show a clear and consistent pattern of choices.
They reject and condemn the military alternatives---war, arms race,
nuclear weapons’, proliferation---and almost unanimously favor the pedce
oriented initiatives 1like disarmament, SALT II, and detente. The con-
sistency of these preferences is particularly significant since it
indicates a rejection of military force in favor of peacefd] settlements.

Three yeérs agd war was viewed as involving two main alternatives,
defeat or victony{ in 1980 the Jordanians ‘made almost no references to
victory and their ov ding concern appears to be protection-against
power---safety, security. The'intensity with which the Jordanians
condemn the misuse of power and the passion with which peace is sought
suggest the same anxious peace orientation obsgrved in the context of
timely political issues.

-
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Social and Economic Premises - v /

-

The social domain apparently serves as.the connecéing Tink between
the Jordanians' personal and national goals and interests. The con-
vergence of individual and group perspectives was a-consistent finding
in our earlier, more exténsive.study'Of the Jordanian cultural frame
of reference.* Their self image, for instahce, involves strong group
idéntificatigns; the Jordanian tends to perceive himself as a member of
his fanﬁ]y;_of the Arab race, or of his nation. Jdérdanian moral and
religious beliefs underline the importance of such social values as
equality, justice, brotherhood, love, and cooperation, which app]y
to both 1nterpersona1 and 1nternat1ona1 re]at1ons.

) >

Similarly, peace emerged as'an important personé] as well as
national objective. -In view of the Jordanians' general desire for «
peace, if their.security needs could be met, their inc]ination.toward-
a peaceful settlement could possibly be strengthened into a significant
po1itica] force. Such a possibility désgrves consideration in the
present $ituation where Sadat's attempts to come to terms with Israel
cou]dgetan1nportant boost if Jordan were’ to follow his e§amp1e

The Jordanians al3o see a close reTEf?hnsh1p betwe n the 1nd1v1dua1
and nation in regard to economic-interests. - In their view of economy, the
welfare of the individual is dependent on econom1c development, which
is seen as a collective task for- the ent1re nation. The Jordanians
have a very strong economic or1entat1on Backwardness, lack of resources,
.and poverty are cqnsxdergd important national problems. In response

to the 1ssng of "world problems," economy was the most frequently
- mentioned one by the Jordanians. They see economic developmenf as a
massiveé change from a state oflbgckwardness and poverty to a state of _
economig and social well being. .

* L.B. Szalay, A. Hilal, J. P Masor’, R. Goodison, and J.B. Strohl,
U.S.-Arabic Communication Lexicon of Cultural Meanings Interpersonal
and Social Relations (Washington, D.C.: Institute of Comparative
Social and Cultural Studies, Inc., 1978). "
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_ That the Jordanjans' perceptions are closely interrelated is once Y,
again conveied by their view that peace is a prerequisite to economic B ey
development, a view which “in turn is likely to reinforce their longing

for peace. - i ’ . . Y
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JORDANIANS COMPARED TO EGYPTIANS AND ISRAELIS -

The global comparison.of four countries---U.S., Jordan, Egypt, and
Israel---helps to place the previous findings in broader perspéctives.
The results show that in some ways the Jordanians are unique and in many
others they are typjca]]y Arab and Middle Eastern. - '

.

fn dealing with problems of international relations the Jordanians'
tendency to view actors and events from a highly sgbjective ang1e'is¢f
in no way exceptional. Together with Egypt and Isrée] they turn mlch
more of their attention to the Umited States than to the Soy%et Union
and blame the U.S. for oppression, imperialism, irrorality, and betrayal.

The Jordanian political frame of reference may not be less conflict-
ridden than the Israeli but it is much more so than the Egyptian.
However, the fundamental alﬁernati&es in which Jordanians and Israelis
think are different. While the Israelis view peace or war as the main _
options, the’Jordanians are intensely preoccupiedgﬁith occupation,
domination, oppression, tyranny, viewed as an intermediary state that
s neither war nor peace.

v %

The Jordanian frame of reference is highly politicized. This may ’
be attributed to soméﬂsituational as. well as psychocultural factors. ‘
While the military confrontatioﬁ is a situational factor, the Jordanians
shbw strong national and ethnic identifications; which come close to - )
the IsraePis and certainly excegd the Egyptians. Ffrom the Jordanian
perspective, more than from- that of any of the other groups, the individual
is seen as a subordinate part of the‘Jd?gé)Zocia], ethnic/national
collective. ' ‘ ' )
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' Simi]ar1y, the Jordanians' v1ews of economy and human conditions
are more oriented toward national deve1opment and influenced by
political priorities than the Israe)1 or Egypt1an views. From the
Jordanian perspective the fate of the individual, his economic welfare ,
as.well as his personal happiness, is more intimately dependent on ..
the fate and future of the national/cultural collective than it appears -
in the eyes of the two other Middle Eastern groups. ’ -~

Interestingly, this does not lead to a position of fatalism. Work
and coopeyation, apparent]y as individual efforts, are also emphas1zed
by tie Jordanians, while the Israe]1s and Egypt1ans along with the .

E}cans emphasize the financial and business d1nens1ons of econom1c
life. A |

ﬁhi]e the Is?aefis ténd to note the inherently positive and
negativé characteristics of ‘issues and events, the Jordanians stress high
ideals such as justice, equa11ty, and freedom* Laws, and customs ~
seem to regulate the behavior of the Israelis, whereas the Jordanians
appear to’'be motivated by a sense of duty énd,ob]ibatién anq_strés§
1oyélty and fidelity “as personal values. The Egyptians express a
general contern.with problems and difficulties, while the Jordanians:
express” intense feelings of fear and anxiety.

v

-

o~

SYSTEMIC\?@FLUENCES ON PERCEPTIONS

The %indings presented here offer many specifics afout thé similarities
and differences between Jordanians andAmehicahsjn,their perception§ of . A
yimeJ§IWOr]d p%ob]emsm At the same timé'they show some of the important
attributes of national perceptions.and the subjective représentationa] s
system they form, which go beyond the Jordanian case and beyond their

implications for the Middle East,__ . .
) ’ ‘e n
Shared experiences set common perspectives which predispose pgop]e

to view the world in certain ways. The Jofdanians' system of perceptua1
_ representation is in many ways predeterm1ned by their background, their
nationalistic traditions, their re11g1ous be11efs, and other shared

~




- elements of direct and vicarious experiences (fears, depri&ations,
sufferings). It has a high degree of internal organization in which
issues, actors, and events are closely interrelated. L.

~

! ‘ Some of the critical characteristics in the Jordanians' system of
perceptual representation were nationalism, high level of politicization,
strong fears and tensions resulting from a prolonged crisis situation,
and strong personal interests in such national objectivéﬁ as peace and
economic development. These dimensions are evident in the salient
componengs of the Jordanians' perceptions common to many issues, yet *°
they become most apparent through comparison with American perceptions.

:  Although these culturally conditioned predispositions consistently
influence perception, people do not realize that they are projecting their
own sense of reality into situations based on their internal system of
perceptual representation. When responding in this study the Jordanians
could not have known how deeply their conflict-ridden ﬁbtiona1i$tic Arab
perspective would influence their po]itﬁca] and military views as well - -

as\lheir perceptions of issues in other domdins “(economic, social, mordl, V-
etc.). Their view of disarmament, for example, clearly tied in with 2

. tﬁeiﬁ‘views of the super powers as aiggressive and expansionistic. . It ‘:"
afso tied in with their view of Israel as the enemy and mafor external i
threat. This threat is apparently unrelated to Israe1's nuclear . '.gﬁ

'capab111t1es but is based on a. perce1ved intent to overtake others through

the use of conventional forces. . \

The system of perceptions which deve1ops’in a parficular nation
_ p ov1des their sense of reality and determines the way they re1ate
o igsues. People.are typically unaware of the extent to wh1ch their views
reinforce each other and influence what they observe (e.g., negative 5 .7
acts Jordanians attribdte to Israe]), what they ignore (e.g., the Israelis’
concerns with their own secur1ty), and how they organize these elements -
“in an internally consistent way tattributing negative characteristics- ‘
;o th% U.S., for example, because of *its association with Israel).

1]
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J Dominant priorities predispose what people are 1ikely to do.
Knowing the subjective dominance of issues is also of considerable
practical impo}tance. In thelUnited States the issue of nuclear weapons - - L
commands a great deal of attention and can be the mainspning,for extreme ‘
actions ranging from protest strikes to demands for unconditional Ny -
" surrender. As we found, this issue receives minimal attention from the |
Jordanians and does not prOV1de a sufficient impetus for concerted '
political actions.

A famfliarity with these priorities and relationships can offer
the key for understanding the way other peoples think and behave. The
influence that the. perceptual representatione] system éxerts on political
behavior calls for more systematic recognition and careful assessment. -

' L ad

/
ADVANTAGES AND LIMITATIONS OF THE REPRESENTATIONAL -APRROACH

A meaningful and‘ef?eqtive use of the perceptual information
presented in'this repd?t requires a recognition of the characteristics. -
which distinguish_these data from those produced by traditional attitude
and opinionjsurVeys It may help to see more clearly the advantages and
11m1tat1ons of this new approach and how the two strategies may be
effectively combined.

‘u

In oontrast to traditional public optnion surveys, the association-
based representational approach does not call for the respondents to make
rational decisions, or judgments -Associations show Yerely what s uppermost
in peop1e s m1nds in .the ‘context of se]ec d topics. Their spontaneous *
react1ons are used to infer how 1deas, 1s:§es, and events are representedl
and ongan1zed-1n their minds. -

Treditional survey researoh relies predominantly on people'svjudgnents y
. and positions .expressed by a choice between two or-more alternatives - '
offered. A survey may ask, for instance: “What economic system has the
most. promise to-solve the most pressing economic problems?s (a) freé
enterprise system, (b) economy subsidized .and regulated, by the state, or
( - {e) do. not Know, undec1ded " Since the a]ternat1ves are c]ear, any

\
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ch01ce offers an apparently unanblguous p1ece of Tnformatlon. Free

assoc1at1ons are usually less definite, more amblguous

Furthermore, survey questions can ask\peop]e about the past or Q}
future. They may-ask people's opinions about contingencies, probabi]ities:
hypothetlca] 51tuatlons, etc. Free associations convey only psép]e S
subjectlve representatlon of reality as it exists for them here and now.
They are ot rationally chosen,il'edited" statements of opinions.

The association-based method s not an appropriate instrument for—
assessing the objective fhcts of a_given s1tuat1on, such as -the effects
of a tax cu#xon the econ The aim of the representat1ona} approach
behind the AGA method is to assess how national/cultural background and
shared experiences lead people to see the world in their own way,
setting their prlor1t1es and perceptions, 1ndependent of togical reason-
ing, and setting their patterns of behavior. -

wh11e,peop1e S exp11c1t statements of choices and, preferences’ are
usually more definite and unequivoca] the psychology of motivations ]eaves

no doggt that -human behav1or tends to follow subjective priorities, amblguous )

as they frequent]y are because of their changing constellations.

How these two maih research strategies can complement each other
and bear on the practical problems facing the policy official 1s e]aborated
brieffy in ‘the methodo]og1ca1 conclusions of this repoct.

© e
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INTRODUCTION ~

PSYCHOCULTURAL fBISPOSITIONS, THEIR Rous IN.

INTERNATIONAL RELATIONS AND IN SHAPING POLI.TchLQEVENTs
- ' . R ‘- AN ) ‘. )

« ¥

= BV

/

Behind the extensive data presented on Jordaman nationalpe perceptmns
the fundamental question to be addressed here 1§‘hovrtd‘1mprove

our capability to understand how parti cu1ar forelgn popu]ations internret
. the world as they experience it in contexts re]evant to JU.S. foreign
policy. How can we take into account such 1nv1s1b1e psychologma]
) reah't1es as priorities, images, value orientations, and’ yvays of thinking?
More specifically, hofr; can we apply the methods and concepts of the social
sciences to provide practical assistance in the comp1ex and danoerous

Y- E .field of international relations? °
. -

. Our discussion focuses on the shared perceptions which are
accumulated over time and which form an invisible bond among’gmenbers of
a particular nation or culture. These shared perceptigng constitute ) \
frames of reference which 1ead people of the same background to look at I
the world in particular ways and to bring similar information to bear .-
on part\1cu1 ar issues or situations. This is why knowledge’ of nat1ona1
) patterns-of perception is so cr1t1ca1 for unders'tanding,and ant1c1\at1ng
o K * behavior relevant to foreign policy and international relations.

.. An extensive review of the technical.literature on perception
was performed previously to identify key variables _affecting dominant o]
'perceptua] tendencies and their significance in shapipg national. S A M
- behavior patterns. The findings were presented in the Tec hpical Report
ent1t1ed National Perceptions Cr‘l«cﬂ Dinens'lons PoH y Relevance,

"ia." and Use {April 1980). N #

\




] A subsequent inquiry conduttéd with b]iEy officials 1n8icated

o that the maaom‘ty recognize systematic’ daﬂa on, culturally shared
psychological disposit1ons as potentially useful and valuable. The.
inquiry considered such things as the. potent1aﬁ advantages of information
on dominant nat1ona1 perceptions, the ava1]ab1]ity of such 1nformat1on,
~and the problems of using perceptual and motivationa] information in
foreign policy p1anning. .

-

v The literature review and the_suﬁsequéni inquiry with policy
officials have similar implications. The general indication is that
the United States has growing, difficulty in coping with the intejgib1é

psycho1og1ea] dimensions of foreign affairs despite their influential . -
role. , S '

This.situation contrasts with some significant experiences of the
u.s. policy=making commun1ty,1n the 1940s and 1950s. In ‘the second

o wor]d war cultural expert1se was applied to provide strategic gujdance
and to. ameTiorate ‘the conditions of conflict in both the Asian and '
European theatres. A particularly innovative and Useful set of studies |
on Japan was «arried out by the.Office of War.Information. Later, during
theaCo]d War, cultural and, psychological analyses were épﬁTTEd in order
40 assist U.S. poljcy-makers in anticipating Soy}et reactions, as an,

-add in negotiations and in reducing the chances for unnecessary mis-
perception vis-a-vis the Soviet Union.

ta
-

@ 3 * This report isolates the critical psychocultural variables operating
in international settings and\iﬁéntifies some false assumptions that
,are deeply rooted in our own experiences and cultural, predispositions.
The main body of the report presents policy relevant %indings on
. .. national perceptions in Jordan and the Middle East. It ngs special
attention to the subjecgive se]eciivity of perceptions, to the illusion
. that perceptual representations reflect objective, universally shared '
viefis of reality, and to the close connections between perceptions,
decisionmaking and behavior. It addresses ?1ve critical choices for
obtaining foreign po]1cy relevant data on nat1onaﬁ paxceptions. The )
focus s here on new and insightful information which helps to overcome '

Y
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expectations based on our own national perceptions and thCh enables
U.S. foreign.policy off1c1als to understand and ant1c1pate 1nternat1ona1

deveTopments and events in ‘their human d1mens1ons.' The data presentation

serves to introduce the problems at a practical working 1eve1 supported
by new methodo]og1ca1 capab111t1es. ~

¢
v’

[
)
v
1
1
|
)

L.




THE POLICY PROBLEM

o HOW TO RECOGNIZE' AND DEAL WITH THE CRITICAL
HUMAN/ CULTURAL ‘FACTORS AFFECTING INTERNATIONAL RELATIONS

POPULATION CHARACTERISTICS - POWERFUL .BUT HIDDEN PREDISPOSITIONS

<

In recent years suéh international events as" he sudden collapse
of the South Vietnamese military in 1975 and the ‘crurrbh‘ng of the
Shah's govergment in Iran have taken U.S. foreign policy experts by
surprise. The South Vietnamese forces caved in' not just because the
North Vietnan;ese were stronger in terms of weaponlr,y, equipment, or -
‘trainedimanpower but because they lost faith in the belief that they
had a fighting g¢hance; they felt abandoned and so became disorganized.

= The Shah lost'his throne, and the U.S. one of its most powerful allies

in the Mid‘dlje East, despite the fact that the Iranian military force was-
one of the .largest and.best equipped in the world. Within less than
a year of President Chrter's compliment to the Shah that Iran was an
-"island for progress and stability," opposition forces managed to
dethrong, the Shah  and smash the monarchy. They did it by cashing in on
the alienation and hatred of many people who ;aw Western {Eonomié,
technical, and social modernization as threatening to their culture,
religion, and personal identities. President Carter admitted that

. he was caught by surprise and as’'an exp]anat‘i‘on he complained that he

did not receive information in time about the Iranian pseop'les' views

= . and sentinlents. : ) - )

These are just\two well known examples of recent political
developments whose outcomes were vital to our nattonal interest and
» which took lines dramatically different from our own expectations.
U.S. foreign policy planning was based rather narrowly-on such material
factors as the GNP, standard of 1iving indicators, and m'H‘TQy strenath

-
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in manpower, weaponry,.equipment, etc. It virtually ignored #he human
e1emenf;'that is, the role of psychological factors.

These experiences dnd others have dramatically demonstrated the

v need to make U.S. foreign policy sensitive fo such hiddeg_but power-
ful psychological realities as national perceptions. The reason is
not so much a matter of tesfing'our pérception of realfty against ofhers"'
or*of abandoning our ovm views in order to accorodate or appease others.
The real va1gg'of such knowledge is that it can reveal those bui1tfin
trends and limitations that national/cultural dispositions set for
people's actidns, including ourselves,. our allies, and our potential
adversaries. | ‘ ) .

In examin1ng hqw these information needs are actually trans1ated '
into reality we find an 1nnense gap between what is stated as desirable *
and what is actually being done « Analysts of recent U.S. foreign po11cy

- Failures concur that U.S. policy makers have di fficulty taking-into

cdns1derat1on the psychological characteristics of people whose .
background, cu1ture, and’ nat1ona1 identity differ from our oWn.

SIGNS OF .DECLINING U.S. CAPABILITIES4I { INTERNATIONAL RELATIONS

In face .of increasing need for deeper international understanding,
-as accentuated by recent world.events, our efforts to take foreign
‘psychocul tural dispositions into accoqft deserve spec1a1 attention.
The trends appear rather alarming in h1storica1 bpective. Such
leading social scientists as Ruth Benedict, Margaret Mead, George
Taylor, and Alexander George helped shape our no1icies‘tOWard Japan
in the forties, and Kluckhohn, Inkeles, and Bauer provided an empirically-
based foundatien for our knowledge of Soviet society in the fifties.

PN . ‘
Ce s During the 1as¢ twenty. years the scope of opinion surveys has

‘\expanded overseas, but social science input that could placg the
findings in the appropriate cultural context h“s shown 1ittle increase.
This lag is hard to explain in the present h1§zorica1 period of broad
international 1nvo1venenfs, when power relations are shifting and '

~ challenges and frustrations are at a peak. \
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In our open demt;cratic society foreign policy issshaped by the | }
Amer'ican public as well as by the federal govemment, and millions of |
Ameri can businessmen and tourists now travel extenswe]y overseas.
. ‘ Thus, 'it is essential that. both the people and government can improve
their understandmg of people overseas.

The dramatic consequences of not ha{'iing an a,defquate uniieKrs;aﬁddiﬂg
of foreign perceptions -and behavmr often’ eff.ect fore1 gn pplicy most

directly. Blames for‘faﬂures in the field of fore'ign policy are

usually on the Department of State or on the various intelligence
. agencies. Yet it would be a dangerous simplification to conclude ~
" that information on the- perceptwns and frames of reference of fore1gn
populatibns is’ i matter of concern only for the government.

wd




THE BLIND SPOT .

In an drticle entitled "The Blind Spot of U.S. Foreign Intelligence,"*
Anthony Marc Lewis supports with several concrete examples his centfal
thesis that lack. of sensitivity to Vietnamese cu]turalxpred1sposit1ons
was a source of repeated miscalculations -in°U.S. foreign policy:

"Vietnam case studies, based in part on newly declassified evidence,

_suggest that hidden cu]tural.assumptions crippled the- CIA's ability

to perform its advisory function" (p. 44). Based on his long years

of service in the CIA, LeW1s concludes that there is a rather universal
problem affecting policy re]evant reports on foreign countries. '"The
writer's cultural- biases tend especially to distort their presentatiops

" of the very kinds of ¥0cal psychological factors which decision-makers

*and. executers® of policy need most urgently” (p. 45). Summarizing his
experiences regarding our inyolvement in South'Vietnam from President
Diem's days up to the North Vietnamese victony, Lewis documents a
general trend whereby administrative pressures, "group think," and
narrow bureaucratic views interfered with and suppressed the insights
of authentic cultural experts. v

Based on Lewis's inside account, it becomes apparent that this

. substitution of domestic views for massive externa] rea11ties is an

unintentional but systematic process which proceeds without awareness

or malicious intent. ‘ y

To il1lustrate this problem in the context of Iran we may turn to
a summany assessment presepted in a Staff Report of the Permangnt
Select Committee on Intelligence, U.S. House of Representatives
(January 1979), entitled "Iran: Evaluation of U.s. Intelligence

‘. Performance Prior to November 1978." The report was the result of

an inquiry conducted folloW1ng President Carter's ‘dissatisfaction with

* KM, Lewis, “The Blind Spot of U.S. Foreign Inteﬁl#éeace,
Journal of Communication, 1976 (Winter), 26:1. '
.~ \ \ - 4
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the quality Qf information available to him and after press reports
began to refer to intelligence failure, concluding that "the inadequacy
of intelligence had ngrrdwedAAmerican policy choices." ' The report
concludes: ‘ .

The intelligence and policy making communities must each

carry part of the blame for insensitivity to deep-rooted

problems in Iran. More importantly, intelligence and

policy failings were intertwined. (p. 1).

In the words of the Committee, "intelligence field reporting from
Iran provided a narrow and cloudy window through which to observe ‘the
sweeping social and bo]itica] changes underway.....What was missing---
and is still weak---was insight into the goals and éxpectations of
opposition elements, and popular attitudes toward tﬁem“,(p._2-3).

\A

The report further states that neithér the CIA nor the Embassy
political section was very responsive to requests for information on
the "less tangible influences:" '

, One problem is that information on social groups and trends
- tends to be-considered overly academic by field personnel,

since it is usually not fast-changing, and its relationship

to policy issues and users' requirements is not readily apoarent,

Another is that collection on these intangible subjects is

difficult and unréwarding to any but an "Iranophile," and in

too many cases field personnel lack the background, language

fluency, or inclination to, pursue them effectively. (p. 3).

This example suggesis that in effect the intelligence agencies have
not given adequate priority to information human psychocultural
predispositions. The main reasons givengarg at this subject is less
tangible, that it is pcademiq, and that it is not fast-changing. These
may appear to be sound bureaucratic reasons, but what is being rejected
here is information vital in shaping U.S. international relations at
both governmental and private levels.

&

. [ 3
The apparently erratic Iranian reactions are a case in point.

They have caused bewilderment and raised emotions in the American public -

during the past two years. They have seriously affected U.S. forefgn
policy. The Carter ddministration has been repeatedly blamed for making

*.

| 29
h




I

commitments to a situation vhich. could amount to a deadly trap. Without
knowing the basic framework of Iranian perceptions, U.S. foreign policy
makers have no map which could provide orientation on the strange

,t . texrain of the Iranian psychocultural landscape. In searching for-

jon we use our.domestic maps---i.e., our own experiences, our

-and priorities, our own rationa]e. These domestic maps offer

uidance in app]ication to.a population as different and distant e

e Iranians. Yet as an Iranian ‘expert, William Beeman has observed, ‘

there is a reﬁ?rkab1e reluctance to use authentic area expertise. Beeman,
a we11 knqwn cultural anthropologist, expressed his views 1h‘a“Tetent\\l

- *New York Times article, "Devaluing Experts on Irant"*

’

-?

Negotiations and dealing with Iran in the hostage crisis, have .
been delicate andrgggg1ex.“.Paradox1ca11y, since the crisis :
began, i Novembe®3™individuals best equipped to deal with its N
intricacies---American experts on Iran---have not been used {

»

effectively by our Government....Consultation.with specialists
on Iran was Severely reduced, and their few invited memorandums
were large]y ignored. This sh1ft resulted in ongoing mis- . .
1nterpretat1ons misreadings and mistakes in day-tq‘day deaT1ngs
) with Iranian officials....Thus, /to look at the hostage crisis and
. the degree to which our expert are being under-used is to be
saddened. We want to develop more experts to deal with crises,
but we don't know how to use prof1tab1y the’ ones we have.

In his 1980 election debate with Governor Rona]d Reagan President
) Carter referred to the dilemma he onstant]y was facing. As he put it,
on some of the most critical questions experts are usually sp1it right

in the middle, 50/50, in camps of conflicting opinions. WhiTe this
problem is not new, it now appears to¢/ be exceptiona1]y critical.

The United States no longer enjoys the massive advantages in
.- economic and military superiority whhch prevailed after Vior1d War II. . L
e The- contemporary world situation makes it 1ncreas1ng1y desirable that
the United States promotes peacé and.1nternationa1 cooperation through
policies backed by genuine -cultural understanding. Under the conditions
: | S 3 s

*W. Beeman, "Devaluing Experts on Iran," New York Times, Friday,
October 11, 1980 .
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of strategic ba]ance and keen ‘ecqnomic compet1t1on world ]eadersh1p 1
and the preservation of peace require an 1ncreased capability in the - j
*®  jyman- -psychological dimension ta anticipate and influence events.

These are the abilities Strobe Talbott p]eads for-with special

. regard to the Middle East -in Time (October.20; 1980): o~
Even before the outbreak of the Persian Gulf crisis, the U.S. i
ib was widely perceived, both at home and abroad, to be losing . ‘
its ability to anticipate and influence events that jeopardize |
Western 1nterests and world peace. For the U.S. to find itself
> on the sideTines‘of the current trouble is part1cu1ar]y
. "~ frustrating and ominous. This"marks the first time in the long
and variegated history of modern Middle Eastern warfare that the -
-U.S. has neither diplomatic relations with, nor political
leverage on, either of the combatants. Commented Saudi Arabia's
Foreign Affairs Minister, Prince Saud al Faisal: "The almost :
total absence of any U.S. sway with.the parties directly involved -
in such a dangerous situation is sobering to. say the least."




| - OBJECTIVE - ,
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TO IMPROVE OUR. CAPABILITIES IN ASSESSING FOREIGN
PSYCHOLOGICAL CHARACTERISTICS AND IN USING THE RELEVANT INFORMATION
“ ~ | FOR POLICY PLANNING

.o

The central objective of this study is to assist policy planning
, and decision-making in the field of international relatjons by
facilitating a wider and more systematic use of behavioral science

information, particularly data on national percept1ons..,

In support of this long-range objective, we have pursved some more
,.speci fic "interrelated aims: ) ' . .

g=

~ First, as a point of departure we have underteken a modest effort
to identify how policy officials view the usefulness of perceptual/-
motivational information in re]ation to their own. 1nformation needs and
requirements. . ’ , S

1

_ The second aim was to 1dent1fy some of the main, factors respons1b]e

for the limited use of perceptual information, ranging from skepticism

and misconceptions to serious lim]tations and shortages of the . -\ .
information available. : N \\\\\

A third“related aip was -to demonstrate that_g*gart1a1 so]ut1on to
what we haye identified as' the "high need, low use- paradox" may- s1mpl¥ —
be to provide the policy officia] with more and better informat1on on

- national perceptions.

TFimely perceptual data obtained on Jordanians and othey Midd]e
- Eastern samples are used to i1lustrate several characteristics of L
‘perceptual information that are of particular relevance and practical ’
" valve to policy-related applications. - : ;




- GENERAL APPROACH - .

~ . / ‘ N »

A COORDINATED USE OF THREE SOURCES: POLICY OFFICIALS,
TECHNICAL LITERATURE, AND RESEARCH ON NATIONAL PERCEPTIONS

» ‘ To identify user needs ‘and requirements we first conducted an
inquiry with po]iéy‘officia]s, inc]uding'sgnior\menbers of the Department
of Defense and to a ]esser extent the Department of State, in three
general areas. First, we asked about the1r views on the role of human
psychocultural factors in international ‘relations and the.value of
perceptual information in understand1ng a\g predicting policy-relevant
national behavior. Second, we asked them about the information avail- ‘
able on national perceptions and about its quality and utility. Third,
we asked for their opinions and rgconnendationé on how foreign policy
“planning could-be assisted through perceptual ipfqrmation. ,

L

'We then éxamined the réactions obtained from policy officials in
combination with the resu]ts of our previous survey of the ]1terature
. The problems raised by p011cy officials and the blind spots, m1s-
conceptions, and def1c1enc1es identified in the literature rev1ew appeared
to be interrelated. We were particularly interested in how the prob]ens
raised by the po]icy officials could be resdlvqﬁ based on findings in
the scientif1c 11terature and on conclusions we drew from our selective
" réview of the literature. In th1s_context the.crit1CaJ parareters”of .
percept1on5'1dent1fied in the previous technical report on ‘national
'perceptions were found to have considérable relevance and explanatory
value. .

4

Finally, we useJ empirically based research findings to illustrate

how some of the most fundamental shortcomings of perceptual assessments
} could be .overcome. The focus here is- the key factors responsible for
~ the present state of disorientation and skepticism and thelstrikingly

—
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low-ase of peréeptua] data---all of which stand in sharp pontraét to ~

a broadly recognized need for information on foreign perceptions. This

‘ last step is based on an analysis of JQrdagjan and American national .

y . perceptions. Also included are some additional gata on Middle Eastern
countries which were accumu]ated in the context gf other"studies under-

taken recent]y by scholars of American and Arab backgﬁound We used:
these data because of their t1me11ness and their potential to 111ustrate
some basic principles -in the context of one of -the world's contemporany
trouble spots, characterized by high:political tensions and widely
divergent perceptions)k . - .




"PART 1 ’

NEEDS AND PROBLEMS INDICATED BY PoLicy OFFICIALS

REVIEW OF POLICY OFFICIALS' VIEWS OF NATIONAL PERCEPTIONS

As a point of departure it wa# desirable to estebT?Eh how Qo]iqy
officials view the need to know the perceptual and motivational human
fdcters underlying political events. In other words, is there a - U

. rea]1iat1on that knowledge of W1de1y shared national/cultural perceptions )
could he]p U.S. policy officials avoid be1ng taken by surprise? It ;f%
~could have helped, for instance, to develop less costly and less ‘ L
dange;ous foreign policy alternatives in encountering the Iranian .
situation (e.g., if we had known ear11er of the Iranian people's - "m,
rejection of the Shah's monarchy 1n favor of a repub11can form of ~;i”ﬁ
government).

We were also interested in assessing what type of information policy
offftia]s have avaﬁ]ab]e on the human dtmensiah' especia]]y on
perceptua]-mot1vationa] pred1spos1t1ons in the context of their major -

. areas of concern and-their practica] work ass1gnments R Th1s §1ne of

;& . = inquiry was taken to estab11sh whether the ‘1imited attention given to -

_fqre1gn pred1spos1tions is due mainly to a lack of interest or lack . ’
of information. What.are really the min reasons for the Tow and AW
apparently declining use of information on the psychoTogica]

- characteristics -of people in otﬁE?'netions? N Rl
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Fiﬁal]y, we asked policy officials what are ‘the major*obstacles'
to the use of timely information on ‘h?s human dimension\in policy
planning and decision making. ’

Although we had a clear set of questions in mind our inquiry was
kept unstructured: and informal. Our research reports on national
perceptions and on Iraﬁan and Arab perceptions anddframes of reference

offered a natural context’ for eliciting comments.- It was’ desirable to

have a concrete framework so that po]icy officials did not feel that
their opinions were being examined individua]]y but rather that they
" were being called upon to evaluate some materia] and its. under]ying

propositions along their area of expertise and intere§t. Policy officials .

might have been réluctfnt to respond if they had felt that they weoe,
the target of the assdssment and had to articulate .their opinions in
an entirely open ended situation. As it was they had spec1fic
information to read, and,their-task was mainly to review it critica]ly

While this framework did facilitate interaction, the documents -
" we have offered as "context" may have influenced in a certain sense
" the responses elicited from the policy officials. Most of the policy
‘people we included had previously expressed interest in this ‘subject
matter. As.a result, the views of offic1als with specialized focus
on technical (techno]ogica] economic financia] military) factors
may be underrepresented here. ‘

-

'\ «

Policy Relevance of Psychocultural Population Characteristics

Practically everyone agreed that we should pay attentton to deeply
'ingrained psychoiogica] predispositions that are cuitura]]y shared
among the people of a particu]ar country

~

_ While the policy officials and experts-agreed ggodt the general
need for taking certain foreign population characteristics intd
consideration, they showed consiqerabie diversity of opinions with l

s regard to what these characteristics actﬁelly are, what FOnstitutes

~
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truly ‘useful information, and how such information may be-obtained. It
became clear, for instance, that po]1cy officials are ]1tt1e prepared
to draw distinctions among such terms as att1tudes be11efs, percept1ons,
and op1n1ons. Some were more used to speak1ng of attitudes, others -
of'perceptions and images, and many have used these concepts: inter-
changeably. They were apparently bothered by the diversity of iabels

and definitions in the secial and behavioral science literature. They
prefer to leave the choice of terms to the professionals of the~’
particular field. What is really essential is that the information

on people in other nations provides a solid foundation for understand1ng
and ant1c1pat1ng their policy ‘relevant behavior. - )

Almost all the pelicy officials/experts. with whom we discussed
these questions haﬂ read the original report on "National Percepticn"
or at least the Executive Summary of it. No one questioned the
“literature oy our ‘conclusions about the practical uti]%ty of perceftual
_data to bear on policy. We found, for example, a rather wide acceptance
of the principle of subjective‘selectinity operating in people's ’f\v//'
perceptions. Policy officials generally agreed that shared experiences,
backgrounds, and cultural assumptions predfspose people to see things
and events in the world in & particular way and that these shared

percept1ons will influence peop]e s behavior.

&

The’ consensus, ]oud and clear at a verbal ‘level, stands in vivid
contrast to actual pract1ces, in governmental as well as private spheres,
'whicn\1nd1cate that in effect swch policy relevant factors are systematic-
ally ignored. The1r acceptance of our-premises does not automatically
mean that they WOuld follow through in concrete 1ife situations. _
This problem area'characteristicaNy suffers from gaps which separate

the acceptance of principles at a verbal/theoretical level from the
actual practical implementation of these principles.

-~
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Reasons for Low Use of Perceptual Information

o

The main thrust of our further inquiry was %o identify the causes )

and reasons for the rather consistent neglect of foreign people's - \\\\

n _ predisp9§itions which actively interfere with their political choices '
1 and behavior.

There was a general consensus that decision makers are usually

%]1 prepared to take the human element into consideration. They would

not deny in the context of intellectual deliberations 't at foreign

nations view and approach protilems of international relations differently.

Nor did anyone seriously question that these views influence their - N,

choices or that by knowing their perceptions we can better anticipate L

their behavior. ‘Yet in actually dealing with foreign ngtjons, whether

I'ranians, Russians, or Chiﬁese, aFter a formal recognition of some

important differences,. our foreign policy decisions'are likely to be
. . based on the assumptioﬁ that the foreign powers will follow our own
common sense in a universal way. Even‘;he high]y'experfenced po]icy' :
officials who have seen at first hand how Soviet leaders for over i
-sixty  years have subordfnated economic interests to political objectives
areytempted again, and again to read ‘into new policy statemenis that the _
Soviets now recogniye that po}iiics has to be subordinated to natural °
econow}c‘priothies, opulation needs,'cqpsumer demands . |

The inclination to accept the idea of differences between various’
nations at an intellectual level and to ignore them at the practiéq]
working level is strong and univen;aﬁ. Since the contradiction is .
now frequen;]y recognized, there 1§/a*thance for 1qprovenent. Yet € e
dominant practice of ignoring the reality of;foreign population
characteristics-1s;supported by several related factors.

Most 1mportaht1y, the decision makers usually have extensive
information on the various material factors which bear on a particular
. ﬁo]icy dgcision. The economic, financial, military, technoTogica] ' \
data dre, not only available, they are also usually solidly founqgg\in }
observable facts and sources of information the decision makers are
familiar with as a matter of their professional traifing as businessmen,
~ scientists, etc.- '

N T -
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‘In contrast, information on the relevant psychological predispositions
is usually meager. It is rare]y based on verifiable facts and is
frequently qualitative rather than quantitative Frequently it involves
expert opinions which are often conflicting. A resolution of the contra-

) dictions would require that the decision maker: possess a fémi]iarity
and expertise superior to that of his own experts expressing the con~
flicting views. In reality, this is naturally seldom the:case; it is
more likely that the decision maker becomes frustrated and reverts to
his good American Connnn_sénse. That this common sense is not likely
to be followed by Russians, Arabs, Koreans- or others is usually ignored
at this point.

~ With relatively solid data on tangible material factors and with

little, or questionable, information on the human psychocultural
, factors, the decision maker is Tikely-to rely on what he feelg fo have

solidly in hand and give up ambitions to accéunt for .the intangib]e

human dimensions which do not fit readily into the world he is ‘'familiar ..
with. It is understandable that many people’ dismiss or avoid foreign '
‘psychological predispositions which fall outside their expertise and

with which they have little familiarity.

L




FIVE CRITICAL CHOICES IN THE USE OF POLICY RELEVANT SOCIAL SCIENEE
INFORMATION '

In the decision-making process one solution may appear attractive
based on the fore?éa policy official's domestic experiences and common
sense, while another may also seem appropriate but unconventional by -
domestic standards and would require more justification. Since. the
policy official cannot be expected.to be an expert in-all areas, he
must often seek the advice of professionals who are specialists in
their fields. Based gn our discussions with policy officials, we
have/identified five Mhdamental decisions which appear to be parficu«
larly. tr0ub1esone 1n cdn51der1ng information on psychocul tura} factors:

1. The proper variab]e Which characteristics of the foreign"

. population shou]d receive primary attention as being most informative

for understanding and predicting policy relevant behavior?

2. Proper information sod;ée Wh1ch d1scip]1ne or profe551on is
best prepared to provide the 1nformat1on needed? s it opinion research,
psycho]ogy, anthropo]ogy, political science, area expert1se or some
other field? ’ .

. 3. The proper expertise: How does one decide which expert is'
right when encounteringcontradictony,conf]icting expert opinions? é

4. The;pr_per;pApuIation to study: Which-group or groups
shou]d serve as the primary basis for assessments {elite, proféssiona]s, )

) genera] popuIation)?

5. 'Lﬁstingyishing biased from valid information: In a situation
where outdated and timely, valid and biased information about burselves
as well as other peoples coexist inm éxcessive quantities, in various
mi xtures, how can one differentiate.the valid information from that
which is useless and mis]eading7

\ ‘,

t

What are the Variab]es Practica]ly Most Useful?

What .type-of information heIps us the most to. understand other.

people? What do we have to kn€W'about others in order to anticipate

o b
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with reasonable accuracy what they will do? In many ways members of
‘several professions (psychologists, opinion researchers, market
researchers, etc.) do agree that people's attitudes and opinions that matter
most. While in the context of our domestic e'xperi ences this seems to
be a well founded conclusion, there are some reasons to believe that

s attitude and opinion data alone may not be sufficiently informative
for understanding foreign nat’uons and predicting their pohcy re]evant

- bghavwr. oo . L . ]
) In our own environment we are generally famﬂlar with people's "

world v1ews and the attitudes which accompany them. If we know that a
person is for the ratification of the SALT II agreement, for example, we
& can make certain assymptions about his general way of thinking.since,

in our own environment we are familiar with the most widely he]d views

on this subject. At the sam@ tie, knowmg a spec1f'ic attltude would

not be sufficient infor'matlon to draw conc1u519ns about the accompanymg

v1ews of a person with a foreign cultural background

- N In the U.S. cultural env1ronment people are more used to making
’ chou:es and acting on separate matters independently of each other,
and the1r behavior is likely to be con51stent with their atg‘t,gdes on
specific issues. In traditional and espec1a11y in more controlled j
societies, people are more Timited in thei® choices and they make
fewer independent choices in line with single isolated attitudes. ,

.

'Ihe shar;ed backgrounds "and experiences of people brought up in
/ the same national/cultural envi ro'nment set certain patterns of N
perception which determine how they view the world and react to it.
They create some relatively stable predispositions which characterize -
the people d’f a particular nation. In contrast to those stable - .
predispositions,the main focus of our donestic interest is more on
- changing attitudes, opinions, their variations depending on changing

situations, fluctuating moods, events, etc.

"&?‘ 5y » -
. .

-

To understand people from different cultural backgrounds we have
to know what in their minds a®e the truly dominant concerns ‘and issues.
. . We then need to know what are, the sa]ient/ﬁements in their perceptions
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of those concerns. By knowing their ﬁ'riorities and thei'rr},percebtions

we can gain insights into the factors which are most Tikely to mﬂuence
their behavior. ' -

The main thrust of our domestic interest is in the barometric
changes of attitudes and opinions which bear closely on domestic
politics, consumerism, social style, etc. When dealing with other »

" nations, which Tive under different conditions, i cultural enyironments
frequently vastly different from ours, it is essential to have at first
a basic understandingiof the-main perceptual and motivational trends
reflected by people's way of thinking. This provides the necessary
backdrop agéinst which to evaluate more specific information on
« particular attitudes and opinions. ~—

Which Source Offers the Information Most Needed?

In domgstic contexts attitﬁde and opinion surveys are useful ana
‘informative. We are familiar with the main alterative views and -
opinioqs, for example, on SALT II or foreign aid. Neﬁgnow the general —
opinions 9f those, for instance, who are for or against fbreign—aiqf
What the surveys can tell us is the actua] proportions of those who
opt for one or the other alternative position or how these proportions
\change. ‘ ) ' ' )

When used overseas, however, survey research encounters several
difficult problems. In discussing the methodological pr_'oblems
associated with international survey research, Buchanan and Cantril* '
in their seminal work place at the tc;p of the 1ist the biasés resu]tirig
from differences in meaning. These problems are discussed extensively
by leading international relations and communications experts who explore
”.‘. various ways to overcome differences in meaningé and_problems in translation.**

R * W. Bychanan and H. Cantril, How Nations See Each Other {Urbana:
- University ¢f I11inois Press, 1953)" '

** | . Radvanyi, "Problems of International Opinion Surveys," Inter-
national Journal of Opinion and Attitude Research, 1947, 1, 43-51;
D. Wallace, et al., "Experience in the Iime International Survey," Public
Opinion Quarterly, 1949, 7, 708-721; D. Bobrow, "Transfer of Meaning Across

National Boundaries," in R. Merritt (ed.), Communication in_International
Politics (Chicago: University of T11linois Press, 1972);R.W: Brislin,
"Back-Translation for Ciross-cultural Research," Journal ‘of Cross-Cultural
Psychology, 1970, 1, 185-216. ' .
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" According to Cantril the major objective of international

survey research would requive "to get an overall picture of the reality
worlds in which peop1e dive," which requires that they have the free-
doﬂ'to express themselves using their own terms * As he observes:
"Clearly, an accurate "appraisal of an 1nd1v1dua1 's rea11ty world can
never be obtained if he is forced,;o make choices or selections between
categories, a1ternat1ves, symbols or s1tuat1ons as these are posed 1n
the -usual type of questionnaire."

-

The applicability of survey methods in various societies represents
another problem. Direct approaches, such as used in attitude and op1n1on
surveys, have almost unlimited applicability 1n open, democratic

-societies where people are used to social science research free of

government control. However, the utility of these djrecx'approaches
is limited in societies where the political systems are controlled,
where people with oppositional views are po11t1ca11y persecuted or
where peop1e have little experiencewr desire to state freely their-own -~
candid opinions. .

While our domestic assessments of people's views and attitudes show
a strong natural reliance on opinion surveys, in international cqntexts'
such surveys. may be unavailable, unreliable, or both. Here the con-
ventional methods have to be adapted and complemented by other sourles
of information 1ike those offered by the fields of cultural anthropology
and social psychology.

Particularly relevant and.useful in this context are the expétriences
and methods accumulated and developed by anthropologists who are specially
trained to recognize‘anh,assess psychocultural dispositions as character-
istic of people of.different background and culture. The anthropo1og1ca1
approach is characterized by Bennet and Thaiss** as "intensive" '
as opposed to "extensive" approaches such as the highly structured

* |\, Buchanan and H. Cantril, How Nations Sée Fach Other (Urbana:
Un1vers1ty of I11inois Press, 1953)

** ], Bennet and-G. Thaiss, "Sociocultural Anthropo1ogy and Survey
Research," insesY. Glock (ed.), Survey Research in the Social Sciences

(NewYork: Sage Foundation, 19677. T -\

#
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survey methods-thaf foéﬁé on single specific issues. As anthropologists
- ' _aréue, the structured, narrow]y~focused'questioné typically used in
exiensive survey approaches take only a single element into consider-
ation and therefore cannot offer suff1c1ent cultural insights and under-
standing. )

who Are the Authentic, Reliable Experts?

In the field of sinternational relations or foreign policy,
decision makers have to consider a number of diverse factors---economic, -
military, soc1a] psychological.. Since no one person-has the necessary
knowledge of all these diverse elements, decision makers usually call on
experts in the various fields. - r

The identification and use of'eipertise in the “péychocu]tura]"
. field reqﬁire separate considération. Expertise on humaﬁ'predigbosit§ons,
' attitudéé, perceptions, and rotivations of people of different cultural -
background'presents some special problems:

¢ Expert opinions are frequently contradictory, with few ways
. of checking which position is right.

,® Cultural éxpertise on a pérticu]ér foreign group is usually
contaminated with the experts' .own underlying .cultural perépectives
o and predispositions. o ' ) '
P . C ot % Fo
SN - o A consensus among experts from the same cultural bdckground

(e.g., U.S.) who make observations and pass judgments on a particu]ér
foreigﬁ‘aﬂbup (e.g.,.Iranians) is no proof of validity. Their consensus, Ll
sl can well be the result of their similar perspect1ves rather than the '
! product of genuine, 1ndependent observations.

>

Area experts who have extensive first-hand experiences ‘with
people of a given country and who have the flexibility to shift to
t fo;eign cultural perspectives.often find themselves at odds with the
views.of the majority. To sedect truly competent éxberts is hardly
" possible fpr pokicy officials or anyone else unless there are some -
independent data available on the perceptions and motivations of .

i
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members of the particular population which can be used in validation,

documentation, and e]abohatton of authentic expert opinions.

The various problems associated with the selection and use of
authentic expert opinions have been elaborated in our previous report |
o National Perceptions.* '

o N —
-

gse Views, Percep,twns Moti vations Should .be Assessed?

A question frequent]y posed by policy officials is what particular
group or social strata should be given: primary attent1on This quest1on
acquires special 1mportance because the approach we are inclined- to
take based on our national experience would ]ead natura]]y to the
representat1ve polling of entire nations. The app11cat1on of such a -
broad approach s hampered 1in international contexts, however, both
because of the Timited -access to people “and because of the prohibitive
costs 1nvo]ved - As is d1scussed later, it is widely argued that in
controlled societies the only group worthwhile to study is the e11te
the national leadership. In contrast to the U.S. experlenCe where the
public op1n1on is an extreme]y powerful force, in many developing ’
countries” and in countries under authoritarian rule or totalitarian
control, the opinions of the general popu]at1on have negligible effects.

These two lines of- reasoning have cngatedttwo distinct research
trends, one stressing public opinion research, the other stressing
leagefghip studies.‘%These are generally considered to be either-or
alternatives, and ocbaeionally both options are ignored, as was the
case with Iran. The unexpected Iranian developments illustrate the

' serious consequences of allowing this fallacious dichotomy to paralyze
research efforts. e :
As elaborated in our previous report on nationa]’perceptions,**

an assessment of broadly shared perceptual trends is

e,

* |,B, Szalay and J.B. Strohl, National Perceptions ~-Critical
Dimensions, Policy Relevance and Use {Washington, D.C.: 1ICS, 1980).

**x | B, Szalay and J B. Stroh] National Percept1ons. (see above)
-Appendix VI. . o
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feasible without reiying on 1ar9e sampies of national represéntation.

‘A contrasting scientific approach comes from cultural anthropology, which
draws conc1usions from studying 1e1ative1y small numbers of cultural
repre entati ves in depth. Furthermore, there are indications that by
using strategically selected native representatives---e g., students---it
is possib1e to chart the critical psychocuitura] predispositions which are
genera11y characteristlc of the peopla.living in that country. As
i1llustrated by a recent comparative study of American and Iranian student
samples,* in the process of assess1ng psycho]ogicai predispositions this
strategy simuitaneousiy captures timely poiiticai attitudes as well. The
Jordanian p011t1ca1 perceptions explored in the present study are
expected to shed additional light on this problem.

3
9 z'l/

. How-DUES_One Differentiate the Biased and Misleading from the Vaiid

and Usefu1 Information?

The information avaiiabie to policy officials on-a particuiar foreign
population is usually extensive but often of questionable value. There
are several reasons for this, but the most crucial one is that the _'
inescapable influence of one's native culture interferes subconsciously
with the capability to analyze other people's perceptions and motivations.

Almost everyone who has spent at least a few days in a foreign
country is inclined to draw some general conclusions about the people
there, and there 1& the well 5nown phenomenon of 'the "instant expert"---
the tendency to present one 's personai impressions as statements of
fact, uninhibited by the potentia1 harm that could result from biased \
misleading-conclusions. In contrast to such instant expertise,
professional, clinical, and personal experience tells us what a
demanding and time-serving task it can be to try to understand just one
particular individual. To draw conc1usions which can be generalized
with reasonable accuracy to thousands, even millions, of peop1e is
hardly poss1b1e without special training and. careflitly deveioped methods .

Because everyone has his ided® and impressions about how others
think and feel, misconceptions abound. Much of the infbrmation ava11ab1e
on the psychocultural characteristics of fbreign peoples ¥s based on
superficial inpressions, much of it-is unintentiona11y biased and

*L.B. Szalay, E. Mir—Djaiaii, H. Moftakhar, and J. Bryson Strohl,
Iranian and. American Perceptions and Cultural Framés of Reference

(Nashington, D.C.: "Instftute of. ComparatiVe chiéTf& Cultural Studies, 1979).
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distorted by the writer's?u]tura] viewpoint, and an unknown borti on o
: of the material is outdated, no longer of timely relevance. - N N

© The extensive works produced by competent anthropologists and cultural
experts on foreign populations could fill-1ibraries. One major
prob]em with the/]iteratune however, is that we are in an age of rapid
_societa] change where people's percept ns, attitudes, and values change
as well. Frequently just how much of prior observations has contemporary
applicability remains unanswered, Or the anggem produced by di fferegt
authorities contradict each other : . ~ -

- This .field is plagued not on]y by frequent disagreement among
authorities but also by expert consensus resulting from simﬂar biases
and culturally based assumptions.

H

While the. validity of information is readily.testable in the natural
sciences, there are no.fully'standardized testsl or-procedures for
validating information on the psychological characteristics of peop]e
in other nations of the world.

%

To reproduce other people's perceptions and motivations is not a
question of intelligence or professional corrpe.Knce it is largely a '
matter of combining rich and close personal experiences with the abﬂity -
to shift from one's own cultural perspective to the perspective

racteristic of the nation in question. For those of us living in
a'‘pluralistic society with its open competition, free enterprise system, -
and derhocratic insiitutions, it is very hard.to sort out in what ways

. members of other societies---Soviet Chinese;’ Iranian---]ook at the

world differently from ourselves \ - '

While we cannot see the world through their eyes, if we can accumulate
data which allow to reconstruct how the world appears to them and compare
this with how it app'ears to us, eventually an objective way can be
found to make the transition from our subJective. world into theirs
and vice versa.

.
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APART IT "
R STRATEGIES FOR SocIAL' SCIENCE RESEARCH

* oN FOREIGN POPULATIONS

. , Y
The. strategy used in~oyérseas‘research is-primarily determined by

e choice of population sample as well as by the social and political
' constraints to social science research'in the country under consideration.

€

A ' - .
STUDIES AIHING AT A BROAD REPRESENTATIVE SAMPLING OF OPINIONS - !

The most popu]ar approach is the pub11c opinion survey It is
deeply rooted in democratic value$ and procedures built around the '
maJor1ty principle. This approach relies on sophisticated, scientific

sampling methods, takes advantage of modern computer techno]ogy, and
effectively serves numerous domestic political and business 1nterests
Public .opinion polls have become very much a part’ of the contemporary: . .
American cultural scene, an integraljgirt of our way of thinking, our
world view. If we want to know how .the people are thinking, or.how their
views have changed, we consult the polls. These domestic experiengés
~ create a strong and natural predisposition to follow the same procedures
to learn ®out people's views abroad. - ’

Since nat1ona1/cu1¢ura1 groups often encompass tens, even hundreds,
of millions of ‘people with.some obvious differences within them, it is )
natural to ask how to select representative samples so that the assess-
ment will produce valid results generalizable for the entire population. .
This question is the-same encountered. in donfs:ij.survey research---

Nt
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for jnspance,.how to sample voters so that the responses of a few
) } thousand people will faithfuf1y represent the actual proportion of
( -preferences held by many nﬁ]1jonslof voters. ' Even those who recognize
that there are some views which are particularly characteristic of
. Americans feel that a systematic, statistical sampling of the American
population is necessary in order-to draw any valid conclusions.

. ( This rationale is solidly founded on our exberiences with the
diversity of opinions existing'in our open democf%tic society. It is
further supported by the f]ourishing practice of pub]ic opinion -surveys
an@ polls. Since in the history of polling,wrong predictiOns could
bé frequently traced bac 0a biased nonrepresentative sampling of
the popu]at&ona gt s understandab]e that a representative samp]ing of

. . entire nationsgappears to be a fundamental prerequisite to policy"

officials trained in the tradition of domestic public opinion surveys - =

~

and communica%ion research.

-

Several problems are encountéred in atiempts to implement this
domestic rationale in research overseas.

- I ' ‘ ot’In most developing codntﬁies statistics on demodraphic and other
pbﬁulation characteristics as well as the organizational resources
necessary. for representative sambling and surveying of oﬁinions are
lacking. / ' _ 1{

o Foreign populations are generally not familiar with the practice
of public op4§1on surveys. They-have 1ittle experience with social

science research pursued indepenﬂent]y of government interests.

L

‘e There is generally less freedom of thought, less tolerance for
diversity of opinions. The people are mare afraid-or reluctant to
express opinions particularly when they disagree with or are critical
of the central authority, political leadership, government, etc. The
interference and control of a centralized gévernment is naturally a
prohibitive factor in the conduct of opinion surveys in countries under '
absolutist monarchies and totalitarian governments.

.l; "
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ey solid, scientific way to obtain timely information needed for inter-
« 7 .national understanding. Such a reasoning anchored in the rationale of

ho ¥

Additional problems hampering the use of pub]ic opinion surveys in
most countries overseas are discussed in our previous report.* These
sampling and testing problems are bound to produce biased opinioh surrey
results in many foreign countries and prevent opinion research alto-
gether in some. '

As annoying or prohibitive as these problems may be, there is a
dangerous tendency -to.assume that opinion"surveys constitute the only

our domestic opinion surveys is leaning toward the view that large-scale
representative sampling is an indispen§ab1e-prerequiéite for obfaining
valid, generalizable information. That reasoning excludes a very large’
portion of the world which we badly need to know about and understand.
It leads to a dangerous pessimism and inertia with regard to searching
for alternative wayé of arriving at psychocultural assessments and
behavioral predictions. T

STUDIES FOCUSING ON POLITICAL LEADERSHIP

~ The limitations of testing and sampling in the public opinion

strategy have contributed to the development of a contrasting strategy -

with interest focused specifically on the elites ‘and political leaders.

It is applied primairily in research on countries under tight political
control. Under these conditions there is a tendency to ignore the views

of broad population strata and to focus a;tention on the national™leader-
ship. A narrow concern with the leaders is justified by the reasoning

that in controlled societies the broad pobu]ation has 1ittle or no influence
" and is not easily accessible; so the only_thing that matters is what '
the leaders think and want. Thisxnarrow elitist pragmatism, which ténds

to be inSens1tive to the needs and dispositions of the genera] popu]ation,

has directed interest to such generally untestable factors as the leaders
. * L B. Szalay and J.B. Strohl, Nationa] Perceptions - Critical-

Dimensions, Policy Relevance and Use (washington D.C.: Institute of. . .
Comparative Social and Cultural Studies, ‘Inc., 1980) ' :




personality traits and to psythoana]ytic'interpretations of their
character and motives. The ﬁésuit is a mixture of specuiations,
gossip, and confldentiai information about the individual members and
the, dynamics of decision making in the top leadership circles. Most
of our attention to the Soviet Union, for instance, is absgrbed in

¢ second-guessing the Soviet leaders in the Kremlin, developing elaborate
attempts to reconstruct‘power relations, dominant patterns of deeision
making in the. Kremlin, a field loosely labelled as "Kremlinology." While
the perceptions and motivations of the national leadership certaini}
deserve close attention this approach has severai weaknesses

o The poiiticai leadership is usually a small select group of
political activists who are rarely accessible to objective systematic
assessnent

. Aithough the policy statements of officiais do refiect on -
perceptions and motivations, it would be impossible to differentiate
between their genuine perceptions and statements produced for propaganda‘
and other manipulative purposes)(e.g., Do Brezhnev's statements on '
Afghanistan represent his own perceptions or are they products prepared

for public consumption’) ,

o There is an even greater danger-in'attempting to infer nationa]
perceptions (e.g., of the Soviet or Iranian people) from the statements
of the national leaders (Brezhmev, the Shah, Khomeini).

< . e By ignoring the views of the population and dismissing the.
opposition this approach does not facilitate anticipation—of political
deveiopnents such as uprisings which may be critical to U.S. foreign-
’ policy planning.

7/ Thus, energy and talents spent in the often speculative endeavor'
of studying elites draws attention away from the shared psychological
'y characteristics of the bfoad population which are likely to be much
' more stable determinants of poiicy relevant outcomes than contemporany
leadership or existing patterns of poiiticai affiliations.  People who
do not live in modern democratic systems are by far the majority of the

) . C—~_
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world's population.. They represent wing political forces in our time
and yet are not reached effective]y y eithér of our most popular methods: (
‘public op1nion surveys and po]it1ca1 leadership analysis.

3

THE INFORMATION GAP RESULTING FROM BYPAS§ING LINES OF INQUIRY °

The }eTationship of the two main information sources deserves
attention since it explains a great deal about the critical shortage
- of relevant data on foreign perceptions. aﬁach approach is firmly
anchored in our cultural éxperiences and assumptions, leaving little
- ' éﬁangi¢:or recogniZing the need for an approach that considers the actual
charatteristics and reguirements of the international setting.

The empiricé]]y based, scientifically oriented public opinion
research offers reasonably reliable, information when it is performed
within democratic Western societies whose populations are used to -

> polling practices. Even her€ the information shows primarily how the
population is divided in its attitudes on topics that are important to
the pnllster but not necessarily to those being polled. Polls...
frequently fail to concentrate on what is truly important to the peop]p

or what salient perceptions in their subjective view of their world |
are likely to motivate their behavior. T ,

-~ . ' i -

The public opinion phﬂosopny is frequently used to reject “on - '
scientific grounds" assessment s;rategies that do not follow the
sampling and procedural requirements derived from the distributional

. \ characteristics_of attitudes and their free expression in a democratic | .
environment .

H ' '

~ The- focus on national 1eadersh1p by experts of controlled po]1t1caf
systems usually 1nvo]ves some vague assumptions about the people:-but

attention to their actual views and way of thinking is frequently minimaj.

This approach is based on a narrow political pragmatism which asserts that

the \political decisions depend on the leaders and the party bosses rathef

than the people.

The leadership analysis strategy is.quite reconcilable with the
public opinion approach. Public opinion researchers more or less °l -
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willingly 1imit their interest to accegsib]e, democratic societies,
and the leadership experts (Soviet, Chinese, etc.) have no interest in
geqeralizing their conclusions to entirecountries and nations.

Actua]]y, the two contrast1ng approaches are so far apart that they
do not even 1ntgrfere with each other. The gap separating them is
broéﬂ‘enough to encompass the majority of the peoples of the world---
from Eastein .Europe to Asia, from Latin America to Africa---people wh
cannot be reached by our surveys and who fall outside the interest
of léadership studies. While little attention is usually given to
the perceptions and motivations of these people, their influence on the
future of the worid is hardly questionable. . '

' ’ The contempo?any social and political conditions of fhe world
are given facts which set clear limitations for the use of the opinion
survey method. In view of their successful and widespread use in this
country, these limitations for other settings are poorly recognized:
In- overgeas application generally more is expected from public -opinion
research than it can actually deliver. Furthermore, the pr%ncip]es

" and procedures of domestic public opinion research have come to be
taken as universal criteria and standards. These misplaced criteria
fréquent]y hamper the use of other research methods in social and cultural
se%tings which call for the adaptation of our‘methods and procedures.

This is probably a main reason.that anthropology, the discipline
most competent to provide an understanding of our own and other cu]tures{'
] has such a small and declining impact on the thinking and training of
policy officia]s and experts dea]ing with international relations.

Margaret Mead identified internatlonal relations as a major
vesponsibility of cultural anthropo]ogy )

A primary task of midwtwentieth century is the increasing

, . of understanding, understanding of our own culture and ‘of that
of other countries. On our capacity to develop new forms of such
wunderstanding may well depend the survival of our civilization
which has placed its faith in science and reason but has not yét
succeeded in developing a science of human behavior which gives
men a decent measure of control over their own fate.* .

* Margaret Mead, Soviet Att1tudes Toward Author;;y (New York:
McGraw-Hi11, 1951), p. 1. -~
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She was a leading advocate of "interdisciplinary research within an
anthropological framework as a principal exp]bratony method of \
increasing. our understaﬁding of the world we live in, including the
extrere dangers to which we are exposéd, so that we may the better
learn to live in the world we have made."* Coh
THE NEED FOR PRIMARY DATA o oo 8

"Previously we argued that in order to anticipate po]icy-re]evant
developments. overseas and to plan on-a realistic solid foundation
what a particular foreign population will or will not do in dealing
with contemporary issues such as peace, war;*a]]iances,'and other matters
involving international relations, it is necessary to know their nétional
perceptions and motivations. Eurthermore, we have argued that acquiring .
such knowledge is hampered by:-

e an extensive amount of biased and nﬁs]ead1ng 1nform@t1on that

is contaminated by ouw own pr1or1t1es and cultural perspébt1ves : -
' 1 ’ -
. an,accumu]at1on of information which has become -ouitdated to

various extents

-

|
‘
® an adherencé.to information-categories which meet our domestic
research interests but offer limited opportunities for understanding :
'people with backgrounds different from=urs ~ ’
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
|

° frequently conflicting views of expérts who appear. to be 'y
equally authentic by their formal credentla]s

W LT
o the lack of criteria for separating the valid from the biased
information and for distipguishing the competent experts from the less

authentic ones N

© AN the ambiguities inherent in this situation “call for systematic
, re]iance on\rjmary data. Only information obtained directly from the»
4 . s

.
*Margaret Mead, Sovxet Attitudes Toward Authority (New York: . .
|
|
|

—

McGraw-Hi1T, 1951).
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perceivers will enable us to reconstruct with the necessary certainty
what they see and how they see it. If available even to a limited
extent, it could make a big difference. Primary data could be used to
determine which expért is more insightful. They could peovide the
criteria necessary for separating the vahdqtime]_y 1nformation from the
biased and outdated: ‘And the characteristic psychocu]t”"ura] d1spos1tions
they reveal could he]p knowledgeable cuTtural experts to interpret ,
~and explain-specific events and likely actions. Most importantly, basic
psychocultural knowledge of other peoples could bolster U.S. capabilities

to influence 1nternatj‘ona] relations towdrd the development of a more
stable and secure world.

LS

%

In the fo]]owing we present some findings on Jordanian and other
Middle Eastern perceptions. The data were obtained by using a research
~ strategy designed to minimize the influence of the- investigator and to

" maximize eéach respondent $ spontaneous expnesswn of his viek in regard .
to a number of specific issues. - ‘"“A

Y
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\ *" PART 111

JORDANIAN AND MIDDLE EASTERN NATIONAL PERCEPTIONS:
AN ILLUSTRATION' OF PoLIicy RELEVANT INSIGHTS AND
RESEARCH PRINCIPLES

P -
The' following empirical findings come primarily from a recent-
comparative study of U.S. and Jordanian student samples-(N=50) tested ‘
in Washington, D.C., and in Amman, Jordan in\the summer of 1880. To
provide a broader perspective the presentation will be supp]emented
with results from similar studies involving Egyotian and
Israeli student samp]es

-

Broaden'ing the presentat'ion is desirable for severa] reasons.
First of all, while the U.S.-Jordanian compar:son was focused on
"contemporary world problems," the other studies were less politically

' oriented and involved an indepth analysis of a broad number of domains

of life. Through this extension it was poSSible to examine~how the
timely policy relevant §pecifics tie in with the overall Jordanian
way of thinking.'. ’ \ “

Second, the broadened scope also allows,to explore how these various
Middle Eastern groups compare in their global’ frames of reference with
each other and with ‘the~-American.

Thi rd in light of the theoretical and pract‘ica] ques;ions raised
. ear]ier, it he]ps to examine how factors like geogreph'ac region (M1dd1e
East), and alliances (V.S -Israe'li) influence- the similarities or

differences between these groups N
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The data collection was based on the Associative Group Analysis (AGA)
method. A description-6f the AGA method is offered in Append1x I1. Briefly,
in contrast to thé conventional surwey techniques wh'1 ch rely on interviews

’, _ ' and questionaires, AGA does not réquire the responden‘t to express his .
opinions or judgments. - To allow the respondent rather than the researcher
to define the Timits o_f__ the #6bic, no specific questions or miﬂtip]e-che'ice
answers are provided. The respondents are presented with a topic
and asked to write down in their native language whatever thoughtS*it
brings to mind. 1t is an entirely open-ended, unstructured task in which
free word associations are elicited to selected timely.issues from members
of selected sample groups.

' The samp]e/bf themes to 'which the U.S. and Jordanian groups gave

reactions is shown in Figure 1. From the distribution of their many

_Tesponses_the ana'l.xsis (descnbed in Appendix II) reconstructs the #Main - |

perceptual conponents by groupmg related responses together. 'The scores ‘ \

accumulated by each response cluster indicates how much attention they "’ ‘

received from each group. - The perceptual componentson which the U.S.

and Jordanian groups different most are presented in the following bar
- .graphs as &' percentage of the total respons°e score. The reader interested

in the underlying data is encouraged to refer to Appendix I for the actual

responses given by each group. ‘ . o L

‘\

The findings on Jordaman and other Middle Eastern national . o
perceptions s1mu]taneous]y he]p to demonstrate some of the pr1nc1p1es

Figure 1.
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Iss‘%u"éﬁ;",' World Problems Used in the Test Administered in 1980.

. previous]y discussed. X -
’
) *
“ koY
* world problems enemy free ‘enterprise poverty
super powers war ) economic planning unemployment
United 'States disarmament inflation hunger
Soviet Unfon arms race energy shortage disease
imperialism nuclear weapons socfal problems overpopulation
politics SALT 11 Justice -abortion
capitalism detente equality’ mandatory sterilization
communism proliferation peace birth control
socialism economy education J environment *
human rights explofitation lliteracy - pollution-
oppression underdevelopment understanding crime
freedom -~ . . foreign aid conflict violence
terrorism T :




. JORDANIAN NATIONAL PERCEPTIONS
The following ana]ysis’gggpmpasses American ang Jordanian views of
particular nations, including their own, and a comparison of how the
U.S. and Jordanian-respondents perceive a number’ of contemporary
political, military, and econom1c 1ssues T

THE POLITICAL ACTORS: IMAGES OF SUPERPOWERS,
NATIONS FRIENDLY AND H0§‘{ILE

International relations have a strong human component. They dé:;
_pend a great deal on how various nations, including leaders and the.
‘peob1e, view each other and how they feel about each other. OQur study
was done to learn about these views and feelings from the imaqes and
perceptions hé1d by Jordanians and Americans. While the official
oos1t1ons and foreign policy of Jordan are a matter of historical
record ~how well they reflect the perceptions and att1tudes of the
Jordanian peop1e at 1arge is often left to an educated guess

In a world characterized by stiff compétition between two super
powers, it is of particular interest how otﬁérs---in this case, the
Jordanians--~-perceive the Un1ted States and the Soviet Union. How dd :
they view their competition? What characteristics and motives do they

attribute to the Un1ted States and the Sovzet Union? How do they view

these giants in re1at1onsh1p to their bwn nat1ona1 secur1ty and A\'
mtérests? ' . - = . -

Political realities and h1stor1ca1 alliances and host111t1es in
_the explosive atmosphere in the M1dd1e East make 1t sim11ar1y relevant




to explore hoW the Jordanians view some of their important neighbors,
such as Israel and Egypt, and how they perceive the problem of
Palestine. .

. &

~
3

While these questions make good common sense based on one of our
previous studies involving Middle Eastern countries, we can expect
additional"questions to emergE which are more closely related to

- prob]ems as they exist in the Jordanians® representat1ve view of
1nternat1ona1 relations. '

The Super Powers---Who They Are, What They Do -

B

~ Of the nations of the world the Jordanians focus on the two
giantsf the United States and the Soviet Union. While their attention
is about equally split between these two nations, Americans have more
emphaiica11§‘their own country in mind. Furthermore, Amgricans per-
ceive China as a world power almost equal with the Soviet Union, while
‘the Jordan1ans give little attention to Ch1na In the eyes. of the
Jordanians Eng]and and France colnt more, wh11e they are not mentioned
at all by Amer1gans In thinking of super powers the Jordanians alsd
include the spiritual world (God, Islam), actually giving it more‘.
attention thdan the United States or the Soviet Union. Their interest
in supernatural forces does not seem to detract from their practical
concerp with certain very worldly characteristics attributed to super

. powers. They are most concerned with the poteptial‘miSUSe of power

"resulting in exploitation and injustice, particularly through
domination and colonization. Yet.the Jordanians are also quite
art1cu1ate in relating super powers with positive objectives. In the

' more tangible material realm the super powers are viewed as sources of
deve]opment, industry, and technology. . In the context of the less
tangible ideals, the Jordanian expectations are focysed on justice and
law. '

Americans in their percept1on of super powers are more pre-
occupied with confrontation and war, particularly in regard to the arms

- ,‘~' 3
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race and nuclear weapons. The Jordanians do not ignore\the militery
and do mention weapons, but they do not show any explicit concern with
d‘ﬁToba%-confrontation or with unconventional weapons and nuclear war.

.

P ¢

SUPER PONéRS

-

e Main Differences in U.S. & Jordanian Perceptions "
-‘ . v.s.J
. . ' Jordanfan £ -
m Components of Perception perosntage of total response %

- IS S N R A

S., America R
“Russia, U.S.S.R.
. God, Islam
Colonization, Domination
Rights, Justice, Equality
Development, Technology

7
"NOTE: For complete presentation of main perceptual components and
all U.S. and Jordanian responses, see Appendix I p. 2.

.

) . Figure 2.

There is naturE11y a major difference in perspectives here.
While Americans are primarily concerned with how the super powers re-
late to each other in a competitive context of military power and
pover balance, what really matters to the Jordanians is haw the super

powers may promote or frustrate the national interests of Jordan

[

While the above perceptions reflect our respondents' view of the
super powers in general, their 1mages of two specific super powers the
United States and the U $.S.R., will beKExplored next.

The United States---Our National Image _ . -

The United States represents one of the most dominant topics of
concern to the Jordanians. In fact the Jordanians have more to say, about
the United States than the, Americans think1ng,of their own country. .
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. UNITED STATES
Main Differences in U.S. & Jordanian Perceptions -

= th.[:j '

Components of Perception perosntage of total . Jordanian £

g 16 B 3 0w

Main

Power, Control

Freedom, Justice
Technology, Progress
Colonization, Oppréssion
Immoral, Unjust

‘Weapons, Killing

-

"NOTE: For complete presentation of main pe?ceptua] components and
all U.S. and_Jordanian responses, See Appendix I, p. 3.

1

Figure 3 '
. . . 3

The Jordanians are strongly impressed by tﬁe political/military
and industrial/technological might of the United States. Beyond
genBral references to the strength, power, and influence of the U.S.,
the Jordanians' references to war, weapons and killing-are less
weighty but sti1l significant. The Jordanians express some negative
feelings about U.S. influence and misuse of political power. They are
particilarly concerned about possible U.S. oppression and colonization.
Their asSocia;ion of the U.S. with Israel and Zionism could account
for a sizable part of their negative feelings toward the United States.
Still, other reactions suggesting critical attitudes toward the V.S.
carry social and moral connotations. The dominant characterizations’
of the U.S. include "bad morals," “betrayal," "taking advantage,"
"racism," etc.
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*  Freedom, justice, democracy, and several other world acclaimed
features of the United States get relatively little attention from the
Jordanians. Capitalism 1s considered a salient character1st1c, but,
as will be shown later, this has both positive and negative
connotations for Jordanians. ta -

In a later section we present some comparative data which will
show that’ over the past three years the Jordanians have become more
neéative and criticai\t%gthe United States. This may be at least
partially due to an active.role assumed by the U.S. to engineer a
Middle Eastern settlement, as introducéd at Camp David. This U.S. role
has been repeatedly questioned and criticized by the Jordanian
government. .

’ . B ) .
The Soviet Union---Imaqes of the Red Giant

. Both Americans and Jordanians describe the Soviet Union as being - - -
Communist or "red," but 'beyond this their images of the Soviet Union - “
are quite different. American attention is captured by geographic
areas with strong historical undertones -(e.g., Russia, Siberia, Moscow, -

Leningrad), details by and large ignored by the Jordanians. _"_7 .

The Jordanians’ image of the Soviet Union is more contemporary
and political. Interestingly, there is more Jordanian concern witﬁ
Soviet military power, weapons, and killing, whereas the Americans <"
. stress the danger ©f war and specifically mention Afghanistan. The *

Jardanians see the Soviet Union as a strong country and great power

interested in domination and a]so(express st¥ong concerns with the o
oppressive colonialist nature of Soyiet power. Yet they also speak of

equality and unity, which,indicatevgome positive evaluations. Also on

the.positivé side, Jordanians view the Soviet Union as a highly
advanced country and seem to be imbre}sed bylits scientific achieve-

. .
ments,  organization, and self sufficiency: "*~ . ! ‘

Compared to, the rather apolitical view of the Soviet Union he]d

. « by the American students, the Jos view reflects more pre-
occupation with the oppressive us military and organizational power.

4
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SOVIET UNION

Main Differences in U.S. & Jordanian Perceptions

Main Components of Perception

perosntage of total response

-

v.s.[]

Jordanfanii

v
3 10 15 P - 35 /@

Russié, Moscow IR}

Leaders: Lenin, Stalin

Oppression, Colonization
Advancement, Technology

Powerful, Big

War, Wéapoﬁs, Killing

{

NOTE: For comp]ete presentation of main ‘perceptual componénis and
all U.S. and Jordanian responges, ‘see Appendix I, p. 4.

Figure 4

' Siﬁce.the'éﬁa;;E;:ive perceptions of. the United States and Soviet

Union represent a particularly interesting question, in the follpwing

we explore a topic which may facilitate understanding‘and clarification. .

Imperialism---Who is the Villian?

Expansion of power and influence through' colonialism and military
and economic meanszrepresents a set of attributes frequently identified
as imperialism. Since the Jérdanian images of super powers and
specifically of thé United States are strongly endowed with these
attributes, it is interesting to explore how Jordanians perceive
imperialism in relation: to the two leading world powers,

The countries Americans identify as impéria1istic are the same

they identified as super powers.’ The only exception is Japan, which
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ranks ahead of the Soviet Union. It woﬁid come as a surprise in many. . N
_ parts of the world that Americans would place the United States at the .

topof their 1ist of supér powers as wel] as of imperialists.. It is
vsimi]arly‘unexpected to sé:pthat the Jorganjans percé;ye the United

States as much more imperialistic than thgﬁgoviet Union and that Israel

ranks above the Soviet Union on their list of imperia]istic powers.

e

~
IMPERIALISM
Main Differences in U.S. & Jordanian Perceptions

| ' ) us.[J

« . . . . JordanianiF

Main Components of Perceptiom . percentage of total response .

5 Jo 20 . %5 X
U.S., Japan, Russia R\
Oppression, Exploitation § : et » )
Colonization, Zionmism [
) " Injustice, Inhumanity
War, Violence
NOTE: 'For complete presentafion of main perceptual components and A
all U.S. & Jordanian responses, see Appendix I, p. 5. -
L , . :
7 ™ .
Figure 5
/ As can be seen in the detailed table of results in Appendix I (p. 5),
imperialism is most closely related to capitalism for both Americans )
N and Jordanians; communism takes a comfortable second place in the eyes M

of the Americans but is not even mentioned by the Jordanians. In the
Jordanian rank list of imperialistic.isms Zionism takes the lead, ‘ |
followed clos?ly by.colonia}ism. ) oo - o

As we will see later, the Jordanians' negat}ve evaluation of the
United States apﬁeafs to be a re]ativélggrecgnt development. It could
be a consequence of the.U.S. support to {srae]z Such an impression is .
reinforced by the obsgrvation that the three main clusters of negative
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&
;ttributes and activities had no direct relationship to the U.S. in
the 1977 testing: (1) war, violence, hostility (enmity), killing,
destruction; (2) oppression and taking advantage, along the idea of

exploitation; and (3) inhumanity, injustice, betrayal,‘greed, etc.

These Jordanian views a]s& have 1ittle in common with the American.
. Imperialism has generally a more limited meaning for Americans than for
Jordanians. Ignoring the timely ideological undertones, Americans
associate imperjalism more with the rule of traditional monarchs, kings,
queens. .

Israel---Image of the Arch-Enemy

Americans identﬁfy Israel as the country of Jews and show a strong
) awareness of the conflict between the Jews and Arabs. For Americans
Israel is associated with other Middle Eastern countries, with '~
Palestine, and the Holy Land. Israel also has a strong -religious
connotation, involving elements of Christianity. Americans generally
view Israel as a small but strong nation striving for independence.

In contrast to the benevolent fﬁiend]y pos%ure of the Americans,
the Jordanians display/;xtremely negative, hostile attitudes toward
Israel. They think of Israel in té}mé of war and aggression, the
displacement of Palestinians from their home]gnd, and as the initiator
of four wars. They des¢ribe Israel as the enemy, an assailant, an
aggressor and racist characterized by such negative qualities-and
practices as unfairness, discriminatidn,'and deceit.

Whether we look at‘their image of Israel or their general
i image of the enemy, we find thatIEhe‘Jordanfgns stress similar,
characteristics: exploitation, imperialism, colonization, Zionism,
and oqcupétfbn of theié land. For those familiar with the tone of
statements made by the Jordanian government and in phe press, the -
negativeness of their image of Israel does not come as a surprise.
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Thére i% aggtrong feeling of threat.

From the angle of searchihqafor 4

constructive so]ut1ons these psychological pred1spos1t1ons deserve
more attent1on :

ISRAEL e‘ -
Ma1n Differences in U.S. & Jordanian Perceptions

¢

Main Co;npqnents of Perception -.

v.s. [J

: et Jordanian 5
percentage of total response

o 15 . 20 25 0

People: Jews, Arabs

1

Small, Foreign

: ’ War, Aggression
Racism, Zionism
Colonialism, Occupation

\
v

NOTE: For complete presentation of main perceptua1 compohents. and

all u. S & Jordanian responses, see Append1x I, p. 6.
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-

Figure 6

¢

Palestine---The Center Point of D1sagreement

\ .
War, guer111as te rorists, and fighting come most immediately to . -
‘ mind for the Americans i th1nk1ng of Palestine. They assoc1ate Arabs

-and Jews with Palestine bu¥ the Jordanians think only of Arabs

Ancient history and religio part1cu1ar1y .Christianity, are 1mportant
elements of thé Amer1cans percept1on of Palestine. The contemporary
situation is of more immediate )mportance to the Jordanians. The

- "Jordan1ans -emphasize that Palestine is a country, a nation, and that it
is Eﬁglg country, suggest1ng that many' of the respondents were

Both the Jordanians and Americans closely associate

, but from different perspectives.

Palestinians.

Pa]estine‘with Israel _ For Americdns




Palestine has predominantly historical, religious significance; in
contemporary context they think rather of Israel.

] ! ~
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- PALESTINE )
‘ Main Differences™n U.S. & Jordanian Perceptions
. - ' ' ' " uws.J
Jord;ni %

Main Components of Perception peroentage of total response
) S 5 o s 2 X

— War, Guerillas
' Colonization, Banishment
Country, Nation

Rights, Erégﬁbm-

« Love, Hope

- 13

| NOTE: For complete gresentation of main perceptua] components and ’
all u.S. and Jordan1an responses, 'see Appendix I, p. 7

“ Figure 7

) To the Jordanians Palestine is an occupied land, dep;ived of its
national in&epeﬁdénce and transforﬁéd into a Jewish/Zionist state. In
the1r view m1]1tary occupation resu]ted in forc1b]e d1sp]acement of
thousands of peop]e ‘into refugee camps Jordan1ans see th1s as i
co]on1zat1on and condemn it as~unjust. They emphasize rights, libera-
t1on and 1ndepehdence Despite thé fear and threat the Jordaﬁvans
experience’ they seem to have hope for peace and detente.\- L

.
-

Egypt---lmage of Another Arab Nation

After considering the image of the super powers and such important’
neighbors as Israel or Palestine, which involve emotion-laden relation-
.. ships, it is 1nterest1ng to explore the image of another Arab country
" with which ge]at1ons are more neutral, less emotional. As an example .

L4
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we may cons1der Egypt,- based on data collected prior to the Cam‘p David
" dgreement. The introductwn of this new reference point may help:to

show, for instance, how 1mportant ethnic, po]it1ca] or economic ‘&,\ .
- dimensions are for the Jojdan1ans“1nfs ng their. relatioh%hips to
other Arab countries. . . _ . ’ N 'Y
. S EGYPT |
Main Differences in U.S. & Jordanian Perceptions : N
L < -, o v.s.[]
. ' Jordan'lan?%?:
of Perception : perosntage of total response -

5 1., B B ®
) Pyram1ds, Pharoahs R ' |
‘Desert, Hot ‘
! Peop]e Arabs, Egyptians
N11e Cairo B

Nat1on Country pssds

— A

NOTE: For complete presentation of main perceptua] components and
’ all U,S. and Jordanian responses, see Appendix I, p. 8.
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In the Americans' image of Egypt, the historical and cultural
details are particularly vivid and salient: the pharaohs, pyramids,
sphynx, mummie$. The climatic, geographical elements of the scenery
also appeal to the American imagination hot, dry, desert, "sand: LA -~
Jordanians paynegligible attention to'these deta1]e spects, -but the &
Nile, the Suez Canal, the Sinai, and other items of ‘geopolitical
relevance are more sa11ent in their image of Egypt.. IR

.

i

- , The most salient attribute of Egypt from the Jordan1an viewpo1nt e
'is that 1t is an Arab country.. They identify the people as brothers

and also show a strong interest in Eqypt's past and present national
' Vant e
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leaders (Nasser, Sadaf). Nh1]e Jordan1ans see Edypt as a sister
country, a nat1oébw1th the same’ or1g1n, 1cans 1dent1fy it as both =« .
an African and Middle Eastern country The main context of U.S. )
interest in Egibt 1s 1n relation’ to Israe] To Jordan1ans the reiation-. -
sh1p .of. Egypt to Jordan and other Arab countr1es like Syr1a,-Lebanon» AR,
and’ Saud1 Arabra is the ma1n¢zontext of the1r 1nterest . - '

Compared to these ethh1ca11y or1ented pol1t1ca] 1dentsf1cat1ons,.

the more tangf%ﬂe social, econom1c or,sc1ent1f1c dimensions attract
: relatively ]1tt1e interest. Howevér, progress, 1ndustry, sc1ence as
~well'as the arts are recogn1zed as Egyptian contrfbut1ons ‘on the
positive side: On the negat1ye side econom1c and moral prob]ans—-—
poverty, crowding, corrupt1on theft---are of some.-concern. Wh11e the H%; i
. “prevalence of ethn1c nat1ona]1st1c cons1derat1ons is e\plgc1t1y clear,
there are re]at1ve]y few d1rect references to Islamaand religion. How- ‘
ever, since Arab_ nat1ona]qsm and}Is]am1c re]1g1ous 1dent1f1cat1on are )
«1nt1mate1y 1ntertW1ned, it would be a mistake to conclude that re11g1ous
1dent1f1cat1ons doé not,play an 1mportant ‘role here.

[}
o

.
=1

" The Jordan1ans comm1tment to Arab/Palestinian solidarity, founded
-on their own ethnic/racial or re11o1ous/eth1ca1 1dent1f1cat1ons, calls
for-a closerzlook at how their views are 1nf]uenced by their
nationalistic perspective. . “ s -

N

Nat1on--~Nat1ona]1sm ‘as a Dynamic Source of - Cohes1on and Confrontat1on

Nation is a. part1cu1ar1y central and popular subJect for . .-
-Jordanians . At is an emot1on laden. top1c involving strong feelings of v
personal identification. In _general, Amer1cans prefer to think of oo
“country rather tha#t the more emotive, romantic ides,of nation.. - . %; )
Americans think' not- only of. their own natign but also of a number of

other.countr1es, in vivid contrast t6" the Jordanians who think
éxclusively of Arab nations.- ) , . : v

i

’ B
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| 'NATION -
Main Differences in U.S. & Jordanian Péjcepif%ns"w. )
> x r’ . - u.SoD
) ‘ Jordanhng@

Main Components of Perception percentage of total response

N IS I 25 EY

-------------------

. Countries: U.S., Egypt

R

Goygrnment, Politics
War, Sacrifice

, Love, Patriotism
People, Family
Freedom, Progfess B

S » “

NOTE: For complete presentat on of main perceptual ‘components and |
all U.S. & Jordanian responses, see Appendix I, p. 9.
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Figure 9 .

In contrast to.the American perspective’ in which tﬁe nation is

represented by government and involves ﬁ%litica] organization and

‘ po]it}cai power, Jordanians view nation primar?ly as people and
secondarily as their land. To Jordanians natien is ndt so much an
aggregate of independent individuals but a national collective of
people unified by common ancestry and by closé personal ties with
relatives, friends, family. The image emerging here is that_of a
large extended family---something like the anthropological notion of
tribe. This nation/geop]e/fami]y ]ink partiq]]y eip]ains the strong
_emotional attachment to nation, which inspires patriotic feelings of
Tove, loyalty; and duty. ~

In what ways does this notioﬁ impact on éveryday 1ife and in-
fluence the political choices and behavior of Jordanians? An
indication that it does have an immediate impact may be found in their

Y B . T @ %
= 62 : .
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references to sacrifices and defense of their n%tion. While soie of the

— " Jordanians spoke more sbeéifica]]y'of military defense;rthe fundamental - . !
thrust was security and protection of the nation. The Jordanians ‘ ’

e also mentioned. freedom, liberation, and progress apparently as dominant

”~ national objectives. That nation is'a central idea jnvdfving personal

commitment an‘gidentification for Jordanians will become even more

apparent in a later section on the main.parameters of the Jordanian

political framé of reference

"

£ £

The-Balance of the Competitors---From Jordanien(Perspectives -~
N - )

o What emerges here are some highly subjective national images as

seen from the Jordanians' perspectives and world view. To bring these

images into 3 clearer-relief, we have contrasted them with ‘the Americans'

_ images, which are natU?a]]y also based on their experiences and per-
spectives. * -

LE
-

"In general, the, Jordanians show 1ittle concern with the |-
competition of the super “powers, 1nc1ud1ng such mattgrs as nutlear '
armament or the power\ba]ance St1]1, a comparat1ve analysis of the
Jorednian views of the two super powers, ‘the United States and the “

% : - Soviet Union,. offer some rath® conclusive insights.

The richness of their reabtions (as reflected by the dominance
scores*) leaves no doubt that the Jordanians have a more vivid picture - .
of the United States. than of the Soviet Union. Their iﬁage of the
United States is also more emotiop-laden and ambi!g]ent. Whatever
the power balance may be onsan objective basis, the Jordanians seem to .
be more concerned with the U.S.' s~power and 1ts miguse in political-
military contexts. - . o

<. While powei could be a source of respect, the Joréenians,are'
presently both impressed and frustrated by U.S. political power and its

- %mpact on their immediate gituation. This creates a strong ambivalence L
about the U.S. Which;appeegs\Io/be the embodiment of several of their
own frustrations and sufferings. This strong prebccupation with the >

4 iy
g ~
*See Appendix II, p. 9. -
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U.'S: power-and influence in the Middle East pushes, at least tempor-
arily, the sympathies and affinities they felt a few years ago into the

" background. The predominant cdntemporary mood is disappointment and

accusation for supporting political oppr@séion and domination )

a

The Umted States is viewed more. negatwely or JUSt as negatively
as the Soviet Union in- several 1nportant contexts, Fyrom the Jordanian
perspective the tUnited States appears to be the greater power and to

' pose a gregter threat in regard to colonization. That they view the

U.S. as more "imperialistic" ‘than~the Soviet bnion just a few months. ’
after the Soviet invasi\fm of Afghanistan is, to s’ay the -least, puzzling.

In search for some explanation we find that while the U.S. and the :

‘Soviet Union are both criticized in somewhat similar terms for

colonization, oppressipn, aggression, and misuse of power,_ane distinct
category of reactions which distingm’shes the_' U.S. from the Soviet
Union deals with Israel and Zionism. That the U.S.-Isragﬁ alliance
may be a major source‘qf the deterioration of the U.S. image is
suggested by ar "enéimy":syndrome," which the United States Ian_d Israel
share in the eyes of the Jordanians: This syndrome involves (a) the -~
reliange on and misuse of power; (b) domination and co]onizatwn,

(¢) racism, Zionism, and (d)..immorality, deceptiveness. While the
Soviet Union #s perceived as having at least two of these character-
istics in'i?-“rather excessive form, the U.S. is perteived as sharing
all four of them. Yet, as we have seen, this,a]i&;nment of the U.S.
with the enemy is not total but merely a part of an Antensive
ambivalence. : Furthermore, as we will see, this repreSents a rather

recent development. -
- ‘ ¢ :
The Jordamans images of Egypt and Palestine illustrates, on

. the other hand, how they view their fr'len , emphasizing (a) Arab-
‘national identity, (b) protectwn from oppression and exploitation,

and (c) the need for. freedom and deve]opment This suggests a .more or

fess tacit 1deo'logy of nationalism. Central to this ideology s their

concept of na‘J{on Their national 1dent1f1cat1on provides a fundamental

ke,y' to 1.:he1r rception and understanding of the world.
- h . .

o
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DOMIN%NE,POLITICAL CONCERNS TERRORISM, CAPITALISM, FREEDOM

:" The 1mages of political actors examined c]ear]y 1nd1cate that our -
= Jordanian respondents live in their own political world which they:
" organize according to their own subjective priorities. -

-

In their world nationalism occupies a particularly dominant>
position; it heavily influences. their approach to intemational re-
lations, their relationship to the "éuper: powers as well as to: thei.'r‘
neighbors: Furthermore, political issues 1ike freedom, op‘pression,
and terrorism were found to be particularly sahent to Jordan1an5a

&

- , . In hght of these findings, itis 1nterest1ng to explore how then’
fore1gn pohcy v1ews tie in with their overa]] frame, f reference. “In
this. respect we may consider their view of. poht1c§ how it bears
on.their approach to international relations, and how it -is. likely; to,
'pred1cate their future political orientation. By -exploring their
perceptions of the major political ideologies,s'uch as capitalism

. and/Communism we expect to gain some insights into their overall

~ / or1entat1ons---e g., how strong their doctrlrka'l\omentah on,is and how

much 1t coincides with the ﬁract1ca1 fore1 gn thc,y considerations
we have ‘just examined in the context of the leadmg world powers.

B
Ree

A sinultaneous ana]ys1s of these international and domest1c .
domains. of the Jordanians/- po]1t1ca] frame of reference wﬂ] be used
* to explore their position on war and peace and their Tikely posture
toward such timely subjects as: ‘the arms race or d'isarmament




-

4

. Politics---From a Nationalistic Perspective e

The main oveirriding difference in the Amerjcan and Jordanian -
perceptions of po]itics is that wﬂiie’Americans View politics:
predominantly ‘as a domestic ‘concern, the Jordanians see it primari]y _
as national. and international. A closer ana]ysis reveals that with
respect to their actualﬁpo11tica1 conce?ns the~two groups have .
re]at1ve1y little in common. K

~

-

»

e,
.

POLITICS
"Main Differences jn U.S. & Jordanih:‘bepeptions

" Main Components of Pez"ceptigtz

A

©

!
vs.ld

. JordanfanSE

.

3

. perosntage of total n{panu
' 15 20

25z 30

Elections, Campaign;
Corruption, Decéit

Countries, U.S., IErae]

Goals, Deve]opment,'Economy
‘Problems, War, Colonization
Political Sgierice, Diplomacy..

-

14

For comp]eté presentation of main perceptual components and
all U.S. & Jordanian.requnses, see Appendix I, p. 10.
< .

NOTE:

»
-
s

_ Figure 10

The Jordanians‘ view of politics ties in with fhejr inclination
~to’106k at world problems from an angle of nationa1%s€§é‘priorities.

. From them politics principally involves the inter¥e1atioﬁship of
nttiohs Affinities and host111t1es are more predeterm1ned by past
h1story and generations, often on the basis of b]oodAAJes and ‘racial
ident1f1cat1ons---a social characteristic which fol]ows from,th1s ten-
dency to stress famidy arid "tribal/clannish" re1at1onsh1ps In 3
«<ontrast, Americansg s 19ﬁ§ as countries with,po15t1ca1 %

A




* and po]1t1c1ans or- to government

¢ LA

orgaﬁizatibns which operate more on an ad hoc, situational basis 1ittle
influenced by tradifiona] or racial based alliances. The Jordanians, <
focys on 1n19rnatrona1 actors contrasts markedly with the American—vigw -
that political part1es and polit cians are the main actors. In their '
view of -politics Jordannans pay almost no attention to p011t1ca1 parties
They emphas1ze nat1onal goals and

issues Bf broad natienal interest such as order, development, advance-
ment, economy, planning. It-is consistent with this perspective that

_Jordanians also stress the importance of wisdom ‘and diplomacy. These

LA

" attention from Americans as details of the domestic and political \

¢ . o /’

classic attributes of statésmﬁnship éreicomplementary to the Jordanian
preoécupafion with external thhegt-(war, colonization, oppressionf. .
This at least partially explains their strong nationalistic focus

underlining their preoccupation with largé-scale national pfqb]ems.

In this case the-feeling of threat is collectively shared yet gffects

" people individqa]]yf" Collective threat, imagined or real, has been

repeatedly identified as the most potent force promotiﬁﬁ‘napionalism.*'

A3

These considerations do not form any identifiable part of the U.S.
approach td politics. International considerations receive as little

process. do from Jordanians. The most salient difference here is the
Americans!| emphasis on the political Brocess---eTect%ons, campaigning, .
competitio R cand1dates, parties-<-which stitute the very substance

of pol1t1cs to them put are a]most comp]e::i? ignored by Jordanians.

In view of these clear]y bypassing approaches to po]itics, it is

< not particularly surpr1s1nq that we frequent]y fail to ant1c1pate

political events -in the Middle East. Surprfse and confusion detract
-from our ¢apability to have an active and pos1t1ve‘1nfluence on future

devel t . :
evelopments there . -
% : .
*p, S1gmund Jr., (ed.), The Ideologies of the Deve]gp1ng Nations
(New York: Freder1ck A Praeger, 1967).
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Capital ism---A Sa]ien% Issue of Emotional Ambivalence

b

Just as the Jordanians' image of the Unitéd States included
"“capitalism as a salient élement, in the Jordanians' view of capitalism -
“the United States is-by far the single most éignificant representative, .
. identified also as the leader of the "western camp." No othgr'couﬁtry
- .is‘mentioned, except Euvope in general. '

.

- CAPITALISM ,
Main Differences in U.S. & Jordanian PeréeptionS'
’ v.s. [J
] . . Jordanfan £
Main Components of Perception " peroentage of total response >

. 5 10 s 25 )
- Economy, Money, Profit S

' :Business, Indhstry
' Government, Politics

Freedom;, Rights
Society, Classes

-
Y. . - L4
NOTE: For complete presentation of main perceptual components and
!' all U.S. and Jordanian responses, see Appendix I, p. 11. -
Figure 1 '
:fi; In the U.S. view capitalism refers primarily to economic and

~financial and business activities. The economjc, financial dimension
is Tess dominant for Jordanians;in fact they give equal consideration
to the social and societal aspects of capitalism. In §hort, capitalism
- is an gcohgmic and financial system to Americans and a social sysjcem to@?

Jordanians.

-

b

The Jordanians' positive as well as negatjve evaluations rﬁflecg{ P
‘feelings of ‘intensive ambivalence toward capita]ismi A partiirlar]y

o
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sa]ient positive attribute is freedom, .which along with rights and
drincip]es, involves social and political considerations as well. On
the negative side _the Jordanians show coricern with the misuse of power
in a capitalistic _system---e.g. > oppression, co]onization revo]ution,
hosti]ity, lack of equality, etc

s
-

- Nhi]e the positive and neqative eialhations reflect strong con-
f]icting feelings, they convey a sense of strong 1n;erest in capitalism
(the extent of their intérest is altso conveyed by a dominance score
that -is clearly above average---see Appendix I, p. 11). -

These general findings indicate that the Jordanians;ettath strong
importance to the socioeconomic system of capita]ism which they
identify near]y exc1u51ve1y with the United States and which elicits
mixed feeiings of. admiration for its freedom and suspiCion of misuse of

power . Q@ . N
~ » e A . . . ’

- ~

Communisﬁ---An Evil of Little Concern -

The attention Jordanians give to communism is far below their *
interest shown in capitalism. This parallels the prev#eus observation
that their attention to the United States was substantially stronger

“than- that given to the Soviet Union---that is, to the main representa-.

tives of the two competing- systems of capitalism and communism.* The
Jordanians' perceptions of these systems para]ie] in many ways their ’

images of the countries. ) -t

Americans and Jordanians have simiiar:perceptions of coqmunism.
In addition to Russia and China,the two major representative countries
mentioned Americans think of a greater dibersity of countries with~
Cannun?st systems, while to Jordanians the Soviet Union is practically
the on]y actual representative. \

ot

-
Americans stress ideology---Marxism, socialism---more than the

‘Jordanians. The groups are simi.lar in thei?;gggera]_criticism and

rejection of communism. Americans are opposed maifily. to the lack of
freedom and to the evil and unfair nature of the Communist system;‘
. /

69 - - . . /
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whi]e_the\Jordénians stress more the corrupt and immoral nature of the
system. Furthermore, the Jordanians are particularly articulate in ,
Islamic countries. fhgy also.blame comunism for war and aggression, e

not too intensively but more so than the Americans.

¥« 'S

|
J
|
condemning communismwon‘religious grounds as an enemy of Islam and of . |
|
|
\
i
|

Socialism---The Better Face of the Soviet Union

. . /\;cjmumsm
' Main Differences in U:S. & Jordanian Perceptions . )
. v us.[J.
: . Jdrdanu‘n?é@‘;z w
Main Compoments of Perception peroentage of total response N
) ' , E 5 B P 0
Marxism, Socialism e ‘
Atheism, Enemyjof Islam 5
Corruption, Ophression ¥
War, Destruction ,j
. ) //
NOTE: For ‘complete presentation of main perceptual components” and
all U.S. & Jordanian respopses, see Appendix I, p. 12.
o p Figure 12 “ ‘ ‘ s ..

¢

* Compared tp the Jordanians' 1mage of the Soviet Union, the1r71maqe
of communism is apparent]y more neqat1ve One ‘reason for the d1fference
may be that the Soviet Un1on is 1denx1f1ed not only in terms of a nega- -
tive system1c label (commun15m) but also in terms of a more positive

label (soc1a11sm).-

While to many Americans socialism means totalitarian communism,




"1ke Sweden or England. To Jordanians socialism means nearly ex-
clusively the Soviet system, apparently a packaée more attractive than
communiism. . ; .

- .

‘

w

'Main Components of Perception

) . ) Jordanian®:

‘ ’ LIS

SOCIALISM

Main Differences 1n u.s. & Jordanian Percept1ons "

r'e

v.s.[)

-

percentage of total response

¥

~ 2 10___ ¥ 0 25 X
" Comunism, Marxism E3 “*

Countries, Russia,-Sweden
Work, Help, Share
Equality, Freedom

. ) i»

"NOTE: For comb]ete presentation of main perceptual components and .
. all U.S.” & Jordanian responses, see Appendix I, p.13.

»

, ‘ Figure 13
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i~ . !
For both groups.socialism has a close.affinity with communism
« and Marxism, although this connection receives much Tgrg_interest from
Americans than from.Jordanians.” At the same time'both groups view

socialism as a system in which government plays an impePtant role.

.

The Jordanians deviate clearly from the Americans in stressing
more positive attributes of socialism. To Jordanians socialism stands
for such social values as e&ha]ity, freedom and justice. Furthermore,
it implies more intensively mutual he]b participation, that is,
attitudes and behavior reflecting soc1a1 respons1b111ty and commitment.
F1na11y, all these are consistent W1th the observation that to
Jordanians socialism implies emphasis on the people, social class,
that is, on society in general. This emphasis represents a more

7 S
79,
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collective, group orientation whlich is consistent with the previously . -
observed emphasis on nation, on the national collective as the main
~ basis of social identification. , ‘ '

D;spite this natural affinity between socialism and the Jordanians’
collective-nationalistic group_orientatidn,~the subjective importance
. of socialism is relatively Tow. Thi§ may be due to itsﬂstrong T
associat{on with communism and its relatively abstract nature.

»

Human Right;---Protectioﬁ'Agains% the Misuse of Power

,The issue of humép'righfs is being debated as one of today's most

timely subjects. As We‘have observed throughout the analysis-so far,

the Jordanians show an intense preoccupation with the misuse of

political power---injustice, oppression, &omination. "It somewhat

logically follows that their concerns with.unjust, inhuman treatment

could be subsymed under the label of "human riqﬁ;s." Such a conclusion

is generally valid but it requires some important qualifications. R .

" HUMAN RIGHTS

" Main Differences id U.S. & Jordanian Perceptions

v.s. [

ﬁ ' orere”

. .. Jordanian 3

, |, Main Components of Perception peroentage of total response ‘

| 10 15 0 25 X
; People, Blacks, Women -k ] .
, o . - Equality L ) P .
\ h . ’ Freedom it C ] ‘ ; o
Justice, Religion 3
Oppression, Restraint

NOTE: 'For complete presentation of main perceptual components and
all U.S. and Jordanian responses, see Appendix I, p. 14, _ LI
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The dominance of human righté (as indicated by the"1ower dominance
score, Appendix I, p-14) falls in the Jordanian mind distinctly below
its place in the American way of thinking. This finding would indicate
that the human rights problem is not as dominant an issue for the
Jordanians as' we may have anticipated from other trends. A closer
analysis suggests, however, a different explanation. The most salient
human- right for the Jordanians involves justice and religion, This is
in contrast with the U.S. view which stresses individual rights---
particularly of minorities, Blacks, women---and the rights of people in
general. The rights Americans consider primarily involve such specific
concerns as the right to 1ife, abortion, pursuit of happiness, dignity;
and others protected by the constitution and its various amendments.
Focus is on the individual and protection of his/her rights against
adverse forces represented by the state or other individuals.

The Jordanians show 1ittle concern with the rights of the
individual, at least ngt airectly. Human rights for them involve
primarily ethical considerations wﬁich have either religious foun$ation
in Islam or involve the status of Islam in the world in general. -
Furthermore, they are intensively preoccupied. with wrongdoing, dppres-
sion, colonialism, racism, ;nd persecution at a level which appi§is to
be national/collective rather than individual. Such conclusions about

the Jordaniang are “supported by the lack of references to individual 2.

concerns such as freedom and equality and by their attention to =
religion, nation and Palestine. The na;iona]istic/co]lectivistic
overtone of the Jordanian responses as well as their explicit refer-
ences to oppression and persecution-suggest that beygnd the protection
of the individual, they are more concerned with large-scale problems

of nationalv security. \

As was also observed in the context of human rights, Americans are
concerné& about the oppression of minorities, Blacks, Jews, as well as

Oppréssion---The Misuse of Power

Sl gt
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of women and the poor. The Jordanians are not so specific, speaking of °

people and the weak in general. <
OPPRESSION
v ] .
Main Differences in U.S. & Jordanian Perceptions

' vs. O

Jordanﬂrr?»:ﬁ.

Main Components of Perception peroentage of total response o

£ 20 25 30

Held Back, Suppressed, Depressed J
Colonization, Domination
Rights, Justice

War, - Killing, Crue1ty‘
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NOTE: For complete presentation of main perceptual components an
all u.S. & Jordanian responses, see Appendix I, p. 15,

- Figure 15 ’ A -
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Americans view th vio1a;ioh.of the individual's inter§7é/as g
economic (e.g., in depréssiohs) as well as social and politjcal (e.q.,
slavery, prejudice, discrimination). In the Jordanian perspective
oppression has motre political and religious connotations./ The source
of it is ppwer,'tyranny/dictdtorship, the’governing pow?%s. " It-is
large-scale and violent---involving war, revo]utjdn, ki1ling,
terrorism, cruelty---and is coﬁgidered-crimina1 and corrupt. In its
large-scale practice it involves colonié1i§m, domina jon, Zionism.
Those primarily blamed as being responsible for oppression aré Israel

and the Unijted States, with Palestine as the main
\ .

The Americadn view of oppression has an elemgnt.of this political
tyranny and.ens1avement as well, but it is attributed primarily to

/
¢
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| Russ{a and to a, Tesser extent to China and Cuba. The political systems =~ s
blamed for it are communism and to a lesser.extert capitalism.

Despiée this &ua1 domestic.and‘internationa] implication, oppres-
sion s nst a particularly meaningful. concept for Americans, especially -
. compared to Jordanians. (The large difference in the dominance scores
ref1ects the stronger Jordanian concern with oppress1on---§ee Appendix
LT I p. 15). The subject is brought up by Jordanians in the coptext of. e
a var1ety of po11t1ca1 issues ranging “from human rights, tq.cap1ta11sm ' )

.When oppress1on emerged as part of the Jordan1ans 1mage of the
A United States %t was not clear whether Jordanians. were referr1ng to
_international or.to. internal problems such as the treatment ‘of domestic
. minorities in the U.S. Looking at the Jordanian view of oppression., it
is clear that the Jordanians had in m1nd the externa], 1nternat1ona1 ' Py
misuse of power, W somewhat synonymous W1th co10n1zat1pn and 1nternat1ona1

”~

., aggression. ' ST ' .-
D - y
s . . l

Freedom---A H1gh Pr1or1ty Cb11ect1ve Agprrat1on

. ' F;eedom 1s probabTy the h1ghest most attract1ve individual and

" social value in the"ﬂn1ted States. As ‘the dom1nance scores 1nd1cate,
rthe Jordan1ans do not feel less strong1y abdut freedom as an 1ssue, .
‘ but their n%t1ona1§ international foous is‘again greater than the1r -
" . concern with the individual and his rights.

The, dordan1ans show a part1cu1ar1y stro‘ﬂlconcern with rights in
" general and with Just1ce and equality 1n particular. While this is )
consistent with pfevious observations, it comes somewhat as a new and
. surprising finding that they place. such a strong emphasis on freedom of ..
’opiniBn, frengm of expression, freedom of thought.  These are usua11y ' )
’ : considered to:be uniguely characgeris:/é of ‘Western demacratic L -,
societies. Less emphatit but similarly unexpected is the 1mportence . '
Jordanians give-to certa1n economic and bysiness related d1mens1ons of

‘

“‘freedom, involving work, prodiction, and mutudl help.




, FREEDOM
" Main .Differences in U.S. & Jordanian.Perceptioﬁs -
. .o . - ' . v.s. D | R
' . . ‘ N Jordanian ~
Mair' Componente of Perception ) percentage of total response .
L - 10 B 3 0 /
. . . U.S., Democragy 1. ‘

War, Revolution
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NOTE: For complete presentatwn of maimn- perceptual componénts and
all U.S. and Jordanian - responses see Appendix I, p. 16.
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‘ " Although we found that freedorﬁwwas\ a digtinct e?ément of thej
image of the United. States\,\m the present &ext of freedom, 7o . -
. ‘explicit references are made to the United States however, freedom is
: . - c]ose1y linked td democracy, as pract1ca11y the only po11t1ca1 system
' 1dent1‘F1ed in this context. Amemcans think of” freedom in close
' connection with their own nat;ona] history, the American revolutsd
) constitution, bill of rights, s1avery,§4hﬂe Jordanians complain
“' . the lack of freedom---that it is nonex1stent _The Jordanians refer to-
women, men, peop]e, and life with the apparent 'lmphcatwn that aﬁi
shou]d have freedom and benef1t from it.

—

' In genéral, the Jordanian® view of freedom shows a .remarkable ,
dégree of similarity with the Amgrican, except that the Jordanian view .
K - " . 1s less historical and symbolic and’ shows: more’conﬂteﬁlporary emphasis ofi _

, .
¢ \ * . . .




‘ﬁ(New York: Basic Books, Inc., 1964)
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freedom as a broad national issue. In this respect Jordanians see the
freedom-of thlbindiyiduaI as practically jn@eparab1e from the freedom
of the nation. '

- . ' L s
\Terror1sm---From the Jordan1aprTeypo1nt

.

Th1s again is one of

the gverage . 7The 1mage, in concordance w1th the theory of .
mirror images, is reciprocal, gir reversed.* Although in the eyes of the
Americans Iran is cufrent]y at the top of 'the 1ist of those who prac-
tice terrorism, the PLO, the Palestinians and Arabs occupy a solid "
second position. Israel is mentioned slightly, probably more a$ a

V1ct1m -

v

In the eyes of the Jordanians the 11st is headed by Israel, the
Jews and Zionists. A]though these percept1ons may have been pre-
d1ctab1e on the basis of‘a modest fam111ar1ty with the nature of the
hostility,and the mutual ]ncr1m1nat1ons between Jordan and Israel,
other elements of the Jordaniahsj Jmage are more revealing. Both
Americans and Jordanigns associate, terrorisih with war, fighting,”and,
destruction, but Ameﬁicans show moVve EOhcern with the use of guns and

. bombs. Both speak of fears and anxieties but. the JordaQ1ans more so.

The most sa11ent4chatacter1zat1on of terror1sm by Jordan1ans---'
and one which goes almost unrecognized by Amer1cans---1s that it isa °
means of pursuing po]1t1ca1-m111tary obJect1veSzof oppression and
colonization by means of force, 1mpr1sonment and sTavery. The
qudan1ans also express strong’ concern w1th the human costs of .ter-
“rorism (killing, death), Jordanians view terrorism as & criminal act

attributed to the enemy, and there is no:indication that they consider

A

- -
%« !

* Urie. Bronfenbrenner, "The Mirror Image in Sov1et-Amer1 an
"Relations: A. Social Psychologist’s Report," Journal of Soc¢idl.Issues,

’1961” 17, 45-56. Anatol Rapoport, "Perceiving the Cold War," in

Roger F1sher (ed.), International Conflict and Behav1ora1 Science
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ose afgécitladen po]1t1ca1 issues wh1ch re-
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similar Arab or*PLO actions (e.g., bombings, hostage tak1ng) as acts

" of terrorism or that they would view them as s1m11ar1y objectionable

or criminal. In other words, there js little apparent inclination to
see hostility in terms of mutuality. . In’the present context thié i;
part1cu1ar1y 1nterest1ng because of its psycho1og1ca1 implications™
The general impression is that the Jordanians feel threatened.and are
filled with intense fears. ' .

R ~a
TERRORISM ‘
. Main Differences in U.S. & Jordanian Pgrceptions
. 1 S , Lo - v.s.[]
‘ ) . Jordanian i
Main Components of Perception ‘ percentage of t;tal respons.

. N 0. 15~ 0 . % )
\\ Iran, Israel, People E:i R4

Hostages, Victims

~ Bombing, Guns

PLO, Palestinians
Co1onization;~0ﬁpxession
Er'1emy , Crime pe
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NOTE: For complgte presentat1on of main perceptual components and
- @117 U.S. & Jordanian responses, see Append1x I, pv 17, .
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Figure 17 -

Common Trends Across Political Isms and: Issues -

<

“ Our anahysis was pursued at two different le e1s' We first,

1ssues /.
.

considerable ggreement between Americans and Jordan ,]at least

compared to the1r v1ews on specific issues 11ke oppressi¢n or terrorism.

o
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The results are consistent with findings on the super powers. The

Jordanian view of capitalism shows some agreement with their image of -

the United States but their view of capitalism is genera]]y more

positive. - The Jordan1ans are intrigued by.and attracted to cap1ta11sﬁQ\

but they are not free of some ambivalence; a distinctly more 1nteus1ve

anb1va1ence was expressed toward the United States. On the other hand,

they are more critical of commun1sm than they are of the Soviet Union.
They reject communism primarily on religious grounds and because of
its oppress1ve nature They show a certain natura} “affinity toward
socialism with rigard to 1ts soC1a1 and co11ect1v1st1c orientation.

The findings on po]1t1ca1 isms support our conclusions in the

contei& of political aetors, particularly the super powers. Jordanians

are little interested in the ideological dimension qf the super power
confrontation. Their sympathies or antipathies are little influenced

‘by po?1t1ca1 or 1deolog1ca1 a11gnment Their judgments are based

primarily on their SubJect1ve perceptions of how the super powers
and their dominant adeo]og1es bear on Jordanian national interests,
how they relate to their confrontatlon with Israel and to their
struggle for advancement of .economic de¥g1opment,.étci

N

Along their interests in economic deve]opneﬁt they see potentials
"in capitalism, while in their social and re]1g1ous pr1nc1p1es they .
, stand closer to socialism and are appa11ed by commun1sm Their.world

view is dominated bynationalismand their orientation 1§ more prag-
matic. than ideological: - o

The salient cohperns'thefdordénians express in the context of
p61itica1 psms and ideologies are closely siqﬁ1ar to those notéd in
the context of political actors. Their main concern regarding both
capitalism and communism is with the misuse of political and military
power (oppression, colonization, violence}. Their nﬁmerous references
to-oppression, violence, terrorism, and rights also ref1ect a strong
preoccupation with the misuse of power.
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., The second part of /our ame

these 1ssues revolve around the 1dea of» 611 ti a]/m1lntary dbm1nat1on— *

to-politics. '

The excesses of po : misuse are viewed by Americans in
o the light of their impact’on the individyal. , Freedom and rights imply

A . the freedom and rights Zi the individual, whose interests have to be
Vﬁ%ﬂntected from other mofe powerful individuals or from the power of '
the, state or government. ,

-

*
On the misuse of power, the Jordanians' concerni goes beyond single

.indjviduals and 1nc]udes their nat1ona1 collective and the Arab wor]d

In%&h1nk1ng of oppreséion, co]on1zat1on terrorism and the violation

o " of rights and freedom, the Jordanians are not.1nsens1t1ve to individual

- ‘ tribulations and qeprivations, but in their minds these are primarily

‘collective national isSues. From their perspective the nation in
general suffers from oppression, colonization, and exploitation by
another nation: 1in other wprds, co]]ective, national consideratiors
are given top pnomty

* This v1ew is the product of both historical ghd contermporary ‘
experiencés:, the1r tribal, national .identification and 1nher1tqnce : S
of re]1g1ous-eth1ca] beliefs.lead -them to view the 1nd1v1dua] first .
and- foremost as a member of a family, tribe or nation. ThT£-v1ew has -
been clearly and consistently shown by our previous ‘results. Further-
. -rmore the atmosphere of inten&ive po]1t1ca] confrontat1on in which -
they Tive probab]y reinforces the ]1nes of d1v1s1on aioﬁg*e}hn1c/—

national differences. It may be more consequent1a] whether one’ is a .
o Arab or Jew than whether one'is "Jim" or "Joe." . '
. . . ‘ N
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The tension and group identification conveyed by the Jordanian '
responses illustrate the psycho1og1ca1 mechanisms of group conflict
e]aborated by leading social psycho1oglsts* and traced in its historical
origins by experts in nationalism and national development.** When '
people percdive a generalized collective threat, which theykfeeg thex cannot
escape individually, group or national identification can gain great
importance. The resulting nationalistic feelings can become particularly
.powerfu1 exg;os1ve forces when people come to believe that their-self
interest can be served or protected only through the strength of the
group to wh1ch they_belong.. R S~ ) . i -

wh11e Americans are concerned commonly with the protection of the

individual from abuse by other individuals in his oWN. society and hy 5 o
his own government, the Jordaniaps' reactions reflect intensive concern . 1
with the threat of external forces, against which they view thetr own %
|

group, their own nation as the main shield of protection

-

- The dom1nant psychological d1spos1t1ons and mechanisms have nat1ona1
re1evance to the tasks of crisis management and problem so1v1ng The
findings here deserve spec1a1 attention since the Jordanian perceptions.
and cultural exper1ences on this. matter of the individual’s relationship
to the group are so fundamenta11y d1fferent from the *American.

It appears, for instance, that f1nd1ng ways to reassure the »
- Jordanians_that the1r existence is not threatened could help to over-
come'a major psychological barrier. A1oqg this 1ing Roger F1she§ S
strategy of "fractionated tension reductjon" may be applicable by

separately addﬁe;sing issues which are of mutual interest.*** )

o~

* M. Sher1f The Psychology of" Soc1a] Norms (New York Harper,
1936)/ "
*% John H. Kautsky (ed.),P6litical Change in Underdeveloped
Countries (New York: John Wiley and Sons, 1962); Paul E. Sigmund, dJr.
Zed ), The Ideologies of the Deve1op1ngiNat1ons (New York: Frederick
A. Praeger, 1967). ., . -

*** Roger -Fisher (ed.), International Conf11ct and Behavioral Science

" (New York: Basic Books, 1964)
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The obviéus penetration of palitical considerations into t:he
Jordanians' individual thinking, their extreme concern with the misuse
of power, and their preoccupation with the enemy and with fco]om’zation
and oppression all suggest. that Jordanians as a people feel highly

“threatened. While their psychological state creates an existential
interest in finding reasonably reassuring political solutions, at the
same time it is 1ikely to block .others tha;‘. are\ perceived as
heightening rather than relieving the threat.

\ . : '




PEACE OR WAR, NUCLEAR PROLLFERATION OR DISARMAMENT

Con . The Jordanian views of the leading world powers, considered in
combination with their dom1nant political concerns., make it interesting
to explore their pos1t1on on critical 1nternat1ona1 1ssues which involve

peace and survival. ‘

Our holistic approach is\giggé'on the realization that problems of
war, disarmament, and nuclear weapons are inseparable from the overall
political* frame of reference of the people concerned. Their stand on ﬂﬁ”,
these issues can be properly understood only in such broader contexts
as their views of the-enemy and their experiences in past military
confrontat1ons, their fee11ngs -9f threat and frustrations, etc

The prev1ous]yobservedconcern of the Jordanians with the misuse of
power and with external threat makes it particularly interesting to
é&o]ore to what extent the intensity of this threat percept1on stems
from concern with the nuclear weapon_ capab1]1t1es which Israel is sus- :
pected to have. - > Y

#

Since in' the United Sfates the fear of war is seriously aggravated
by anxieties regarding the use of nuclear weapons, despite a parity,
the' nuclear weapon potent1a1 of Israe] may be expected to be a source

. of trauma to Jordapians. - ' " A
\ \

War and peace are highly emotional issues and, as Kissinger has
observed, the "unwary gutbider“ can get flooded by a "linguistic
exuberance" by asking the wrong questian about such topics.* By
avoiding direct questions we seek to bypass this verbal exuberance and
get at people's actual perceptions, at their subjective representat1on
ﬂ}‘ of what they perce1ve as real,

) ~ ! 4
o Henry Kissinger, White House Years (Boston Little, Brown
and Company, 1979).. - N ‘
. . [
l »
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The Enemy---Who is "It? - Fl

.Based on the Jordaniahs’ heavy association of the United States

with 1nper1a11sm, oppression- and host111ty, the Un1ted States could

be their number one enemy. A close look at the Jordan1ans image of

® the eneny, however, shows that this is not the case. Despite all
‘their negative feelings toward the U.S. and thqir view of the U:Si as
the embodiment of imperialism, the number one enemy in theireyes is .
undoubtedly Israel. The United-States is -onty ?,Qisxdﬁt second, and ° .
.the Soviet Union, third but insignificant. . 3

%

“!&. - P’
’ ENEMY
Main Differences in U.S. & Jordan1an‘Percept1ons ,
v.s.[J
. ) Jordanian i
Main Componenta' of Perception, " percentage of total response
' ' $ P B __p s 0
Hatred, Fear, Jealousy 3 |
) Oppression, Colonization.
Ki1ling, Destruction —
Israel ',
Sickness, Instability, \
Dislocation
A - . - Y
NOTE: For complete presentation of maiﬁ'perceptua]_components and
) all U.S. and Jordanian responses, see Appendix I, p. 18. '

-

Figure 18
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In thinkipd!ﬂ% thelenemy Americans speak first of the Soviet Union,
followed by Iran reflecting contemporary resentments due to the current
hostage situation. ) '

In general, the enemy conjurés both ‘for Americaﬁe and Jordanians
images of ‘military confrontation, war and fighting. The negative con-
sequences of confrontation with the enemy are d1st1nét1y more vivid in
the Jordanian mind, due obviously to their more recent and-direct ex-
periences in several wars and®armed involvements. With regard to
personality attributes, the Jordanians éﬁgjfiterize the enenw in
terms of deceit, cuqningness;}and betrayal. The most dominant
concerns are military threat: oppression, colonization, domination.
Genera] references to hatred and fearﬂgg Jordanians are numerous al-

though 1ess so than by Americans. Jordanians are apparent]y more pre-
occupied with contemporary problems contributed to by the enemy:
dislocation, ‘the refugee problem.

- R _
The comparatively high dominance of this subject to Jordanians
suggests that the threat of the enemy is a major preoccupation for them.

'In comparison with resu]ts‘bbtained in 1977, the Jordanians' iﬁ%ge
of the enemy shows some interesting changes, ta Be elaborated on ina
later section. The two testings three years apart show that the
Jordan1ans concern with the .enemy has not decreased, although it has
_ become more d1ffuse, including, among others; a greater concern with
the role of the Un1ted States. Compared to an Egyptian group also
tested in 1977, the Jordan1ans expressed an except1ona11y emotion-
laden and intense preoecupat1on with the enemy. | c

. | "‘t '

War---Views Influenced by the Imaqe-oﬁ the Enemy

Both to Americans and to Jordanians war refers to 1arge-sca1e
killing; bloodshed, death, and involves fighting, aggression, and \
violence. Yet due to the obvious effects of d1ffer1ng,past exper1ences
and present circumstances, the Jordan1ans view of war differs in many
important' aspects from- the American. - =R

A
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Main Differences in U.S. & Jordanian Perceptions * 1
) . v.s.[7]
[ A Jordanian £
Main Componente of Perception " peroentage of total response '
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Peace, Freedom ~ ki ]

Terror, Hunger, Displacement
Destruction, Ruin

- - Domination, Oppression
1

NOTE: For complete presentat1on of main -perceptual components and
s a U.S. and Jordanian responses, see Append1x I, p. 19.
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Figure 19
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The Jordanians have more their present immediate situation and.
their recent past in mind, while.Americans war is a much more distant
experience---the civil war, world wars---or a concern with a terrible
but ambiguous future threat (nuclear war).

. Americans think of nnr as a potential a]ternativeJto peace. The
conviction that war could be avoided and peace preserved, granted
that people are reasonable, is reflected in the: Americans' condemnat1on
N .of war as both bad and stupid. ) ‘

In contrast, the Jordanians do not look at it as-a matter of free
“choice. ‘This may be partially a matter, of their more fatalistic view
3w of 1ife and of the future. But it involves several other components
as.well. )

Probably due to repeated defeats, Jordanians sgem more concerned
with the present circumstances created by past wars than with the

-
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poss1b1e consequences of future wars. Their imagery of destruction and
ruin is particularly vivid and t1es in with their past and present
m1ser1es terror, hunger, disease. ‘ For the Jordanian respondents, \
many of them Palestinians, one of the most ‘destructive consequences of
war is d1sp1acement, being forced fto leave one s homeland and become a .

i refugee, a displaced person. ‘ ' )
3} [Not only do the Jordanians make sizable references to the enemy,
‘ & ° .j~~‘ but, they also express strong concern with dom1nat1on and oppress1on the
‘% ’ .+ same as they did in the context of their. percept1on of the enemy. This
‘; indicates that their inténse preoccupat1on with the enemy influences
ﬁ their image of war as well. ) .

! In general, the major differences in the Jordanian and American
o perceptions of war are .that Jordanians think more of the past and

- : K
. % present: compared to the Americans concern with potential horrors of a
‘ future nuclear war) and that the Jordanians' concern with unconvention-
al-war, nuclear exchange, is negligible. )
a 1.Disarmament---Rea]itjés and Hopes . . )

Al

Americans take a practical, matter-of-fact approach to the problem
of disarmament in a mixed emotional dtmosphere of high hopes and

skepticism From this perspective disarmament\ﬁs looked at-as a re-
duction -of guns, weaponry, bombs, Part1cu1ar1y unconvent1ona1 weapons
- with nuclear potential. What it involves is someth1ng Tike a SALT o .
. treaty which would reduce the dangers of World War III. Such-an

arrangement is viewed as dependent ma1n1y on the United States and the
- Soviet Union but more on., the ]atter -

N

5

Y

The Jordan1an view is qu1te d1fferent They'do'hot even mention
) weapons or nuclear bombs. They see d1sarmament as a métter of inter-
K ' ’ nat1ona1 agreement but not just between the two super powers; they t
consider the involvement of other countries as well. Jordanians make .
no specific reference.to SALT, mhioh is further indication that the

R i . 5. - M .
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Jordanians think of disarmament in a diffgrent context, more applied to
their local concerns and pr1or1t1es rather than to the U.S.-Soviet
power balance. “

DISARMAMENT

Main Differences in U.S. & Jordanian Perceptions - C
: : v.s.0
. ‘ . Jordani an¥E
Main Components of Perception percentage of total response .
i 5 1 15 20 3% -

+

‘Guns, Nuclear Weapons
Treaty, Politics, SALT
U.S., Russia

Peace, Security E:

Love, Happiness, Comfort
Freedom, Justice, Equality

<

NOTE: . For complete presentat1on of .main perceptua] components and

"ally.S. and Jordanian responses see Append1x I, p “20.
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4 - F1gure 20 - o

’ . Even more fundamenta]]y, the Jgrdan1ans g1ve much less cons1der-
‘ ation to what it requires to ‘bring about a Gieb]e 1nternat1ona] agree-
-t ““»  ment about d1sarmament The1r primary attention is fotused on all the
| highly des1rab1e consequences which disarmament could: br1ng about
They express the conv1ct1on that disarmament wou]d end wars, prevent : N
them, and stop the f1ght1ng and de$truction. It wolild tead to peaeeu--'
* their most, Lcentral be11ef---and freedom, justice,_ and equa]1ty wou]d
prevail. )

2
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The Arms Race---Foolish or Criminal?

. | » .
While the Jordanians view disarmament as a concern to all, the arms
race is viewed as the foolish business of the super powers, slightly
n mdre.of the United States than of the Soviet Union. On that fatter
there appea?s to beé a considerable agfgement between the Americans and
Jordanians, except that the Americans are more inclined to b]a@e the
. . Russians than the U.S. Both student groups view the arms race naturally
P - as'invo1ving weapons; only the emphasis on weapons and the types con-
sidered are different. Americans think more in terms of nuclear weapons .

and nuclear war; the Jordanians have morg conventional types of weapons
and fighting in mind. The Jordanians consider the arms race émphatic-
ally as competition-whiéh could lead to extremely negative consequences .’
---death, destruction, killing, terror. In their mind the arms race

S mainly serves objectives of domination, oppression, and colonization
and is generally associated with all the evils of war and imperialism.
While Americans consider the arms rac® as ridiculous, foolish, and
asteful, Jordanians view it as inhuman, criminal, backward, against
IsTam, and as serQing Zionism., )

As a way to halt the arms racé Americans think of SALT with -
relatively low salience but mention treaties and negotiations in
general. The Jordanisgg\st ongly condemn the arms race but do not
suggest any specific ways QE;EB could be used to slow, it down or L R
stop it.. In the Jordanians view it is related to technologiéa1
development.

While Americans view the arms race as a dangerous but more or , ) e
less natural product of power competition, which should and could be
stopped based on mutual iﬁteresth, the 'Jordanians see it more as a
design for domination and oppression. '

s
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ARMS RACE
Main Differences in.U.S. & Jordanian Perceptions
<t . v.s.0
- ‘ N . *  Jordanian £
Main Compor}ents of Perception . peroentage of total response

15 2 25 0

SALT, .Negotiations
# Nucfear, Atomic Weapons
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Developmént, Teehnology

NOTE: For complete presentation of main percep;gg] corponents and
all Uu.s.. and Jordanian responses, see Ap nd1x I, p. 21.
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Nuc]ear Heapons---The1r Use and Threat

0n the nature of nuclear weapons and their ,use there is more
agreement between the Americans and Jordanians than on most of the
other issues previously explored. There is agreement about their
role in war and fighting and about their main.forms of use. The
Americans do place more emphas1s on bombs and missiles, the1r 1mmense
destructive power, their un1que potent1a1 to k111, etc. In some

- details there *is a difference in emphas1s, however The Americans are .

more concerned with Soviet weapons, wh11e the Jordanians pay mdre
attention to American capabilities.’ Americans show more aQareness of
the danyerous radiation effects and pay more attention te SALT and
disarmameqt as offering potential solutions.

There are two additiopal Jordanian views here which go beyond thé.
Amerixan considerations ‘and reflect apparently their characteristic

>
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- frame of reference. The Jordanians emphasize that nuclear weapons are
the products of technology, science, and civilization. The undertohe
of these reactions conveys a certain skepticism aboyt the benefits of g

Western civilization.

-
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NUCLEAR WEAPONS

Main Differences in'U.S. & Jordanian Perceptions

. : . v.s.[]
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NOTE: For complete preéentation of pain perceptual components and
all U.S. and Jordamian responses, see Appendix I, p. 22.
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. The Jordanians,make in this context sdrprising]y little reference
.to fppression and domination than is usually the case. -

Since such references are usually ti;d to Israel and Zionism, in
thé‘present'cohtext their relative lack is rather remarkable. They
suggest that ‘rumors-about the Israeli nuclear capabilities do not

" elicit the intensive anxieties as frgquent]y assumed in-the VWest.

® . « !
. .

.7 SALT II---Its Promise of Peace . ’ . . :

.
5 s

As in the case of disarmament, the American view is narrowly

. . focused on the U.S.-Soviet nexus. Special attention is given to the
Soviet role, probably because i*_is frequently viewed as a stumbling ‘ \
. : N\ .
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b1pck to an qgreement. Along this pwactical angle may lie the reason
Jthat Americans see the role of the leaders---Carter, Brezhnev, etc.---
as particularly important. Following this p?agmat1c approach, success
is considered to be a matter of talks and negot1at1ons leading .
eventually to a treaty that would effect1ve1y limit production of arms,
missiles, weapops. Here the Amer1cans show stronger preoccupation with
nuc]ear weapons, wh11e the Jordan1ans view SALT II in less specific
terms as involving weapons in genera1 and their reduction.

4 SALT II
Ma{n.Differences in U.S. & Jordanian Perceptions
b v.s.[J
. - - Jordani anr"'
. Main Components of Perception percentage of total respons
N N . 5 10 5 20 ] ¥ .
"~ Talks, Treaty B s K

Leadersg" Carter, 'Brezhnev ]
Peace, Safety :
Development, Production P

NOTE: For complete presentation of main perceptual components and
all’U. S and Jordanian responses, see Appendix I, Pp. 23.
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As was also obterved in the context of disarmament, the Jordanians
are generally less specific, less articulate about the details in-
volved in SALT 1l---that is, about what’is actually being done; their
primary interest is in the goals and .objectives which may be served---
peace, security---and in otnFr high ideals 1ike freedom and equality.
This distribution of interest contrasts here again with the pragmatic i
Amer1can focus on what could or is being done in terms of pract1ca1 h

act1ons and solutions. Th1s may. be partially a conseguence of % i
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~situation in which SALT II depends in its details ehtihely on the two -
supeh powers but its effects and consequences cou]d'bear on the future
of all people of the worid, 1nc1ud1nq Jordan. In this context it is
part1cu1ar1y consequential that the Jordanians view SALT II as an in-
strument for promoting peace and safety. They are strongly in favor of
SALT II and apparently believe that in their own context strategic arms
limitation, if successfully achieved, would -bring peace and security.

The intensity of this belief is considereb1e and, combined with
other findings, indicates positive expectations YE;;h//}fffFﬁstrateo
could seriousiy-harm our national image abroad. sidering certain
negative elements .in the -Jordanians' image of the United States,
particularly their ¢iéw of the U.S. as a super power with imperia]istﬁc”

leanings, there may.bpe a distinct inclination on the part of Jordanians
to blame the United States, should the negotiations fail.

Detente---Filled with Hopes and Ehpectations

The views of Jordanians on oetente show a great deal of similarity
with their views on disarmament and SALT II. They reflect the same
genera] perspectives or frame of reference. The main difference is
that SALT II was viewed in close connection, to the super powers, the
outcome of peace'and safety being dependent on their a&titudes and
agreement. Detente, on the other_hang,“is viewed much more as a
‘br04d~attempt to improJe‘jnternationa1 relations. )

" While to Americans detente, like digarmanent and SALT I1, is very
much a matter of the United States coming to terms with the Soviet
Union, the Jordanians aiso think of detente in the Middle East; i.e., v
between the Arab world and Israel.

Jordanians_ V1ew detente .as the opposite of the arms race, disputes,
hostility. They see it as 1qulhg to peace and secur1ty as much desired

‘ commod1t1es Their emphasis on peace and freedom is noteworthy here
since it suggests that the Jordanians do not consider a detente between

! ”. the Arabs and Israel as incenceivablie or dgpgerous to théir national

interests.
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Ty Main Differences in U.EL,& Jordanian Perceptions i
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' ’ <! * Jordanian ?f ,
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NOTE: For complete presentation of main perceptual components and
alt U.S. and Jordanian responses, see Appendix I, p.24. C e
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T Even more encouraying is-that, against this background, the most
salient features attributed to detente are cooperation, understanding,
. love. These reactions indicate that the Jordanians not only do not .
dismiss detente in the Middle East as a hopeless dream but view it as
a viable possibility for improving relations and leading to active
cooperation.

That these pos{tive responses are not merely wishful thiﬁkiﬁg on
the part of the Jordanians is suggested by their willingness to pursue
the matter further into the economic and political consequences of
detente. Thex characterize 'detente as a practical way to promote
economic and industrial development. In regard to political implica-
tions they have openness, justice, and freedom as apparent consequences

I3
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_ In general, the Jordanians brojec% a substantially richer and more
positive content sinto detente than do the\U.S. respondents, who appear
to be more skeptical (see Appendix I, p. 28).

£

Profiferation---Lité]e Emphasis on Nuclear Arms

In our nuclear age everybody has a certain knowledge of the avail- '
ability of nuclear weapons and their destructive potential and could ‘be
expected to want to prevent their spread, that is, nuclear proliferation.

a

A}

PROLIFERATION
Main Diffe;ences in U.S. & Jordanian Perceptions
‘ : “u.s.[J
pooded
Main Cognpongnts of Perception peroentage of total response Jordenten
| | — 5 1 v 0 o »
< Weapons, Nuclear g ] ]

yar, Domination Bzl

Science, Knowledge |

Politics, International Réiations 3
Society, Country |

Freedoh, Security, Peace

-

NOTE: For Complete presentation of main perceptual components and
all U.S. and Jordanian responses, see Appendix I, p. 25.
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Figure 25

/ We intentionally avoided using this.exp1icit term because it
would easily have elicited similar hegative reactions from everyone -
and would not tel1l us whether nuclear pro]iferétion is an issue which
is-genuinely salient in people's minds. The neutral te}m""pfblifer-
ation" was considered more appropriate to ®xplore how intensive *
people's éoncerns are with the dangers_of proliferation. Although it
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ref]ects less about technical aspects, it reveais more about the degree
of prgoccupat1on_w1th this problem. The case of the U.S.-Jordanian

comparison is quite i]]ustrative in this respect. \

Pro11ferat1on is a rather mean1ng1ess issue to Americans, much
more so than "fo Jordanians (see dom1pance scores). To both groups. the
core element of proliferation is growth and spread1ng To Americans
the most serious concern is with nuclear proliferation. This nuclear
aspect occupies only a sma]] fraction of the Jordanian attention. Re-
ferences to radiation, weapons and the Geneva Conference make it clear
that the Jordanians are not unaware of the nuclear proliferation
problem; they simply pay it little attention. They are apparently more
interested in growth and spread in other areas such as political
domination, scientific knowledge, sickness, freedom, Islam, etc.

The relatively minimal attention given by Jordanians to the pro-
1iferation of nuclear weapons is consistent, however, with observations
we have made in a variety of other contexts as well, ranging from war
‘to the arms race. In all these con%exts Jordanians have shown a strong
“concern with m111tary power, weaponry, and the misuse of power in
particular. They have shown\NEVera1 signs that they feel threatened by
Israel, and the spread of nuclear arms does not seem to constztyte a

A} - , .

subject of any great concern to Jordanians.

The Military Perspective v

[

Oppre551on and domination were found to be the most dominant and
most consistent concerns of Jordanians with regard to beth political
actors and p?i;t1ca1 'issues.K A similar trend emerged here in thg
context of miMjtary issues. "The Jordanians showed 1little interest
in the relationship of the super powers to each other. Rather than
looking at issues from the perspective of a concerned world citizen,
they tend to look at world problems from a more narrow, specifically ,
Jordanian viewpoint. This viewpoint becomes clear froﬁ their reactions =
but it is based too much on the Jordanians'own personal and national
experiences to have been anticipated based only on American logic and
experiences. :
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The m1%1tary/po]1t1ca] issues of broad international importance .are
1nterpreted here aga1n from a characteristically Jordanian perspéctive. ..
"Arms race, deténte, SALT II and other similar subjects are® 11ke]y to
impress us as typical issues involving the relations of the super
powers. Jordanians relate these problems specifically to their own’
situation. For instance; in regard to disarmanent or SALT .the Jordanians-
show little interest in the Americans' main coo%ern with the status and
relative strengths of U.S.-Soviet m1'l1tary forcés and their negotiated
reduction. What the Jordanians are pr1mar1]y concerned with is how °
the arms race could be stopped and d1sarmament ach1eved in the context
of the Middle East. The Jordanians appear to favor solutions that would
bring a reduction in tensions and eventually peace in the Middle East.
The results 'indicate that the Jordanians strongly favor di armament,
arms ]1nptat1ons, as well as other measures primarily-becajise they expect
an improvement in théir own situation inworking toward peaceful ,
solutions. Their consigtent support of peace oriented solutions goes
along with other observations which suggest their interest in.a.
negotiated settlement. Similarly it offers additional,shppﬁrt to
observations that the Jordanians are little concerned with U.S:-Soviet
power relations, compared at least to their.intensive preoccupation N~
with their own situation. It also provides a sense for the degree of
mistakes we are likely to commit in international surveys when we assume
that words like detente or d1sarmaT?ht convey the same meanings we
attach to them, wh1ch we are inclined to assume are universal.

The Jordapians' view of nuclear threat is part1cu}ar]y 1nterest1ng
since it shows how it could be m1s]ead1ng to ant1c1pate‘Jordan1an
views based on our bwn rationale. Based on the American view of nuclear
weapons and of the dangers‘posed’by a stropger enemy armedlhtth nuclear
_.weapons, it is rather natural to expect the Jordanians to show great
concern with Israel's nuclear capap111t1es Our preV1ous data show1ng
that Jordanians feel intensely threatened by Israel and display strong
.preoccupatﬂon with domination and oppression.and mi&gze of power make
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. such expectat1ons only strongér and 1og1ca11y more compe111ng Yet our

findings - .indicate that this is not the .case. The Jordanidns' image of
the eneny, ref1ects a great deal.of concern with nn11tary threat but a11
the ava11ab1e 1nd1cators suggest that the weapons they have in m1nd are -
convent1ona1 S +

) r

Sinu1ar1y, war br1ngs to mind predom1nant1y images of past and

i .

. present violence and suffer1ngs with a1most no inditation that there

is an active Jordanian concern-with nuclear war, 'Th1s 1s-e1so true
about the Jordanian views. of disarmament and the arms ‘race, They show
a clear awareness of nuc]ear weapons when asked specifically but in
“that specifi¢ context the1r majn concern was with. the super powers .and
no mention was made of Israe]

A

Whﬁle the resuTts show th1s lack*of conce¥n -rather conc]usive1y,

‘ reasons that wou]d explain this apparent inconsistency remain h1dden

Experts fam111ar with Jordan suggest two complementary exp1anat1ons
They point out that there are few explicit references: in off1C1a1
“Jordanian statements or id the mass media to the deyelopment of Israe11

~ nuclear weapons. Some'see this s?Tbnce as a de11berate strategy for
] ma1nta1ning morale 1n faee of Israe1 s acquisition of unconvent1ona1

military capab111t1es that would further underscore its military
super1or1ty Such an exp1anat1on seems to over]ook that Jordan is
open to Western communicatjons and that the respondents here were
students , If there were :quigberate strategy to ignore or suppress

) 1nformat1on, it wouT/’most Tikely lead to a flood of rumors among the

1nte11ectua1s which -would be c1ear1y ref1ected in our data.

- A second explanation of why Israe1 S nuclear capab111t1es rece1ve S
little attent1on is that these capabjlities are considered to be rather’
inconsequential. They may be11eve that Israel could not serious]y
affect the power balance and that Israel would probably use nuclear

weapons only as a last resort if its total existence were at stake.
.If the Arabs do not plan such a threat,.the Israeli countermeasures -

of atomic weapons fall outside the realm of reality. Again here N
policy. plans are clearly peyond the reach of assessment, but the

s
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Jordanians' tendency to pay little attention to Israe]i nuclear capa-
bilities energes here rather conc]us1ve1y, even if the reasons for . ‘.

]

this apparent paradox remain uncerta1n ,

- L ' Another 1nterest1ng 1mp11cat1on of the findings bears on peace - : o,
' .ahd disarmament related communication policies. The results-syggest
that the formal positjon$ adopted by.the United States.and the Soviet
Union on issues sth as disarmament or detente are likely to influence
the Jordanians' images. The Jordanians show a strong predisposition
ta’ge totally positive on some-issues like 'disariament and detente and
., totally negative on others. Their limited fam1]1ar1ty with the comp]ex
substant1ve§1ssues (e.g., control) in combination W1th their strong
_ emot1ona] support of suth issues as d1sarmagfnt leads the Jordanians
- ' to see any d1sarmament proposal, regardless of its content, as a positive
move. S1m11ar]y,re3ect1ng sqchfa proposal would appear to be a pegat1ve
move in their eyes. Such dispositions lend themselves more readily to
. exploitation by propaganda campaigns which operate on the basis of
oversimplification ‘and strong emotional appeal.

5 e

.

\ |

X - ., . ,
. ° . .




.
»
’

) - oLt
ECONOMIC PROBLEMS > ,

As the findings on political issues have already cohveyed, ‘the

* Jordanians, parallel to their intensive political interests, give high. .

priority to economic objectives, particularly to problems of national
advancement and economic development. The findings-shed some light on
the question of how economic objectives and persona] interests in '
advancement and improvement of 1iving standards tie 1n with Jordanian
political views and beliefs. Their views of development and under-
development, their perception of'the advantages and disaavantages attri-.
buted to forejgn aid, %nd their views on such major concerns.as
exploitation éppear to be particularly re]evaﬁf'and conséquential.

Economy---The Developmental Perspective

4

N

The American and Jordanian views of economy differ in severall
important ways. For both group$ economy involves monetary resources
and financial status, but Americans stress the role of mohey and its
instrumentality in economic 1ife, while the Jordanians focus.on the
extreme positions of wealth and poverty.

-

Americans are véry concerned with the;state of the economy, its
instabi]ity and fluctuations, and show a strong preoccupatioﬁ'with re- -
cession and depression; Jordan1ans pay almost no attent16n to these
problems. In th1s same vein Amer1cans ‘feel beset with prob]ems
involying economic failures, poor performance, and frustrations, while
again Jordanians. show minimal concern with these negative consequénces.
Apparently failures and malfunctionings oftfbe economy are concerns for
those who 1ive in a highly developed economic system.

The-most salient dordanian concern is with Aevelopjng the economy
and with the role of ﬁuman and material resources in this national deVelop;
nent. Jordan1ans show the most interest-in agr1cu1ture, followed by
1ndustry and bu51ness These fields. of economic act1v1ty, which seem to .
be taken for granted by Amer1cans, are particularly valued by Jordan1ans
 because they contribute to national development. Americans think in
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_ terms of supply and demand and GNP; the ‘Jordanians, of ﬁehsumption'and .
trade. Foreign trade, import and export, is the focus of Jordanian
interest, while probab]y due to their greater se1f suff1c1ency, the
Americans' focus is almost exc]us1ve1y domest1c F1ﬁ$11y, Jordanians
relate economy to such social values and goals as freedom and Justice

5

While national development is the’éverr1d1ng goncern for the Jordan1ans,
for Americans it is economic troubles, present and future.

i -
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o
-

I'e

‘ ‘ ECONOMY

\ “ Main Differences in U.S. & Jordanian Perceptions .
- . ‘ : ~us.0d .
) - . Jprdanianggiéfé .
Main Components of Perception percentage of total response =
: A\ I I B !
v Recession, Depression ] 1]

Money, Wealth R - \

, Bad, Poor, Failing F& " - 1 n )
, Development, Advan;emenf 2332 w )
Agriculture, Resources

Export, Import

NOTE: For comp]ete presentation of ma1n perceptual components and
all U.S. and Jordanian responses, see Appendix I, p. 26.
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Exp101tat1on—-£A/U S '/Israeli Domination - y

0

Fxnlmfaf"*i{/1 is destene%&y—a—meée—deminane—+ssue—4n—%he~m4nds—ef-
' Jordan1ans than of Americans. To Amer1cans the-major victims of ex- ¥
- p]o1tat1on are women, Blacks m1nor1t1es and children. To Jordan1ans
Arabs and Muslims are the victims, and the main exp1o1ters are fhe\» L .
Un1fed States and Israel. T SN ﬁ. oo
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EXPLOITATION
Main Differences in U.S. & Jordanian Perceptions
, » . . v.s.[d
. ' Jordanan i |
Main Components of Perception p.m:ag'c of total rhpanu '
) . 1 0 25 0

]

People, Blacks, Women ., ps

- Wrong, Unfair, Destructive ' [oims
Cosex [ ]

Oppression, Domination 23 o2

Resources, Wealth

Advancement, Work, Production
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NOTE: For complete presentation of main perceptual components and
; all U.S. and Jordanian responses, see Appendix I, p. 27.
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Figure 27
v
To Americans exp1oita§ion means taking advantage of people
4 primarily in econpmic and soc{a1 contexts,” while Jordanians view it
mainly as a misuse of po1iticai poWer. This is only a part of the
whole picture but the most dominant part. rThe Jordanians atso sbéak of
exploitation in terms of the use and misuse of available resources---
material, human, etc. The exploitation of natural resources:like
minerals, oil and water is of greater’concern to Jordanians than to
-Americans. The resulting profits and wealth are also salient Jordanian
considerations. But these material, economic dimensions are
"‘”“*éﬁbEFéﬁtfy‘paft of a move*domiﬁantﬁissue which is—political. - o

Unlike Americans, the Jordanians view exploitation as a goal
oriented activity practiced in the economic field by monopolies and in
the political field by governments that use their strength for domina-
tion and oppression. For Jordanians exp]oitqﬁion‘is less one person
taking advantage of another or of an individual being explofted---
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whether a Black, a woman, or anyone else in a weaker position; for than
it is more a nat1ona1/co11ect1ve problem, as in thguse of force by one

Al

country against another.

Americans tend to view exploitation, economic or sexual, as a
personal act and condemn it on morél/gfsunds as wrong, bad, or unfair.
They place some blame on systems Tike communism or capitalism as being
exploitive, but these trends QO not ledd to a pr%mari]y political
approach as in the case of the Jordanians.

¢

Undérdevelopment---The Plague of the Arab World ‘ ‘

There is a broad consensus between Americans and Jordanians that
underdevelopment is a source of many human miseries: poverty, hunger,
disease, ignorance. The Jordanians use the notions of backwardness -
and s]ow-deée1opmenx quite broadly to chaﬁac;grize the situation of th§

Arabs. There is also a general agreement that Lnderdeve1opment is
characteristic of the Third World, Africa, Asia, India, etc.

Aside from these shared. v1ews, there are severa1 additional con-
siderations which deserve spec1a1 attention. Beyond agreeing that
underdevelopment is the misery of the Third World in general, the

. Jordanians identify the Arab countries and their own country of Jordan
as being the ones particularly plagued. The problem of .national
deve1opment has emerged in a variety of different contexts as a salient

of what :it means to be ynderdeveloped, including cultural backwardness
and 1ow thinking. HoWéver, the.main deficiency, in their view, is in
lack of “industry, tecfno1ogy, planning, etc. Beyond these economic, -
material reasons there is a certain tendency to relate underdevelopment
to the pd1itiéa1 conditions created by colonization, oppression,
exploitation.

While the American perception includes physip1ogica1 underdevel op-
ment---smal Iness, weakness of body, body parts, breasts, brain, etc.---°*

from the Jordanians' perspective underdevelopment is primarily
. P
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Jordanian preoccupation. They have a quite realistic, unflattering view )

'
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jndustrial, technological, and economic backwardness, a state which

cannot be isolated from political-conditions, and-which, though highly
undesirable, is characteristic of their.own country and other Arab

countries as well. ‘ L
o ' UNDERDEVELOPMENT
Main Differamees in U.S. & Jordanian Perceptions
) . o . ' v.s:[]
, ' h : ' Jordanian¥
Main Companents of Percepﬁon peroentage of total response

15 2 0

" Poverty

Body, Immature, Small

Arab Countries, Middle East
' Téchno1ogy,'Ecoﬁbmy
Colonization, Oppression
Low Thinking, No Principles

d\ >~ o ~ ‘..
NOTE: For complete presentation of main perceptual components and
all U.S.Zand Jor@anian responses, see Appendix I, p. 28.

£igure 28

“s Foreign Aid-<-An Instrument of Political Domination

Jordanians and AmerTans agree that foreign aid involves financial
“suppdbrt as well as ‘food and industrial and military products, but again
the perspectives are rather different.
B ATe

Americans view foreign aid primarily as help given to needy’
countries, ranging from.Cambodia to Iran. The Jordanians pay more
attention to who the donors are---United States, Russia, Saudi Arabia
--and to a much lesser extent to the recipients---Israel and'Pa1estine;

Although Jordanians recognize poverty, hunger, and other needs
which aid programs seek to alleviate, nonetheless, their feelings are

!




mixed, contaminated by suspicions about the self-serving interests of
the donors, particularly the United States. They tend to view foreign
aid as a political wegpon, an instrument of colénization and oppression.
Both Americans and Jordanians show awareness of the military dimensions
gt foreign aid.

| FOREIGN AID _

. Main Differences in U.S. & Jordanian Perceptions .
: o s [J
‘1 Jordanian £%
N : » - \
A Main, Companents of Pgrceptzon percentage of total response
s . . 5 10 5 - 20 f 2 EY

' Help, Assisf
. Domination, ColoniZation
‘ Needy," Poor
Development, Interests

’

NOTE: For complete présentétion of - main perceptual'cemponehts and
*all U.S. and Jordanian responses, see Appendix I, p. 29..
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Figure 29 e )

While Americans are divided between two opposing views,.that
?oreign aid is good and needed or that it iy a waste, Jordanians con-
sider it td,haQe the potential to promote national development as’ well
as foreign interest§: The Jordanian ‘view of foreign aid as an in- .
strument of political domination is consistent with their perception

of the main donor, the United States, as a power seeking political
domination.

r
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Economic Development, A hink Between Personal and Group Interests
h - L

The findings on economic issues reveal several common tre;ds which
dominate the Jordanians' views in this domain. Most of these foﬁ1ow
from the Jordanians' view of economy which presents a clear contrast
to the U.S. view.

From our U.S. perspective economy is a complex system built around

. the idea of business. Central attention is given to.the role of money
as the life blood of the system. The complexity of the system probably
C ' J] explains why Americans are particularly preoccupied with how well it
g functions and especially with the dangers of failure---recession,
inflation. .

The Jordanians.1ook individually at agriculture, industry, and
technology as the essential elements of a well functioning econ
They are -particularly concerned with the general stage of development

- ' barriers to progress and human welfare. ¢

Nat1ona1 development and advancement represent the single most \' A
centra1 issue at the core of the Jordanian frame of reference. In
their view what the economy needs most is deve1opment Instability,

. -recessions, and inflation are the pains of the  developed economic

:,syé%ems. An underdeveloped economy, as the Jordanians identify their

' own, has little chance of\héhieving prosperity and affluence uniess
it can reach higher stages of development. This is naturally a common
goal of the national collecti%e, which must be achieved in order for
the people to benefit from it individually. This dependence of the
individual™y economic welfare on the fate of ‘the national economy, as
perceived by Jordanians as well as by many peoples of the Thﬁrd‘wor1d;
is a strong and deep cond1t1on wh1ch exp1a1ns a great deal’ of their
way of thinking. : : - *

-

First of all, it creates a strong interest in collective, national
issues as a part of‘indivigua1 self interest. On the negative side .~
‘ " it produces a feeling of debendence, which can lead in its extreme to

\ ) - ‘ .
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of the economit system and with specific elements which may be presenting .




disabling feelings of helplessness, according to Frederic Frey and

other experts gf national and economic development.* On the positive

side it creates a tendency toward united efforts, a tendency for °

" joining and undertaking co]]ective‘actions along shared national

interests. Such plans and actions are inherently political in nature

even 1f they also serve economic objectives: The result can be a‘close,
- pract1ca1]y inseparable fusion of economic and political issues, as is
evident from the results of this study. In all the economic issues
examined, considerations given to political power, its use and misuse,
are pervasive. The evidence indicates-a sort of intensive politici-
zation of economic issues, from economy to underdevefopment.

These factors help explain the strong emotional ambivalence which
we observe in all these contexts. Economic development is good and
foreign aid and the super powers are consiglered as potentially useful,

: but their appeal is somewhat counteracted by suspicions and fears of

N exploitation and colonization. The-Jordanians' perception.of under-
development in itself reveals a great dea] of self cr1t1c1sm an:a
recognition of .their backward status, not only-economically Qyt
educationally as well. They see a close 1nterre1atiohsh1p be?ween

' backwardness and the possibility of colonization and oppression
The intensive infusion of political perSpect1ves 1nto\the econom1c
sphere is best illustrated here by the fact that all the econom1c
issues examined reveal a concern\w1th the misuse of power through

. (/ . oppression and domination. ‘

In the economic’context the United States appears to be botft the
most attractive country as well as the one viewed with greatest
anxieties and suspicions.

.

.

* Frederic W. Frey, '‘Statement before ‘the Subcommi ttee on Inter-
national Organizations and Movements.. Modern Communications and Fore1gn

Policy, February 9, 1967, p. 135; John H. Kautsky, Political Change in

Underdeveloped Countries (New York: John Wiley and Sons, Inc., 1962);
Rupert Emerson, "Nationalism and Political Development," in Jason L.
Finkle and Richard W. Gable (eds.), Political Development and Soc1a1
Change -(New. York: John J. Wiley and Sons, 1966).
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/ THE SOClQ} FRAME OF REFERENCE

Previous studies have shown a strong influence of social and
moral values on the interpersonal relations in the Arab world.*
Social and moral considerations were found tp be extensive in
Jordanian th1nk1ng as well, and they help to understand po11t1ca11y
relevant choices and behavior. . . .

. . The dominant values developed in interpersonal relations within
small social units such as the family are receiving greater )
recogfition for their role in shaping peoples' relations to larges
social units, even to the extent of setting the main patterns for how
one paﬁti¢h1ar country or nation will relate to another. Ega1itarian
and democratic va1ues, for example, produce certain patterns for
1nteract1ng with other nations while authoritarian values produce others.
Nationalistic ideologies differentiate between friends and foes more on
historical grounds, while mercantile philosophies stress the role of

{ .
economic interests.

In a previous study we have explored more extensively. the . s
relationship between the Jordanians' (as well as Egyptians‘f social
‘values and political orientation.** Here we examine a few issues
which were found to be closely related to the Jordanians' view of
peace and which are likely -to iﬂf]uencé their political views, present .
and future. * '

Social Problems-~-Divorce, Low Morals .

- The dominant social prob1§;: as perceived by the Jordanians show
only part1a1 overlap with the ricans'. Jordanians appear to be : ’o
part1cu1ar1y concerned W1th a ser1es of problems related to family and
marr1age, such as d1vorce, adu1tery, 1nstab111ty, etc. To Americans,
_these are either less important or nﬁy\bg cons1dered to be personal . (
“rather than soc1a1

L]

* ], Berque The Arabs, Their-History and .Future (New York: Holt,
R1nehart and Winston, 1958); S. Hamady, Temggrament and Character of the
Arabs (New-York: Twayne Publishers, 1960§ . Patai, The Arab Mind
[New York: Charles Scribner*s Sons, 1973

~ ** | B, Szalay et al.sy U.S.-Arabic Communication Lexicon of Cultural

Meanings (Washington, D. ilf Institute of Comparat1ve Social & Cultural Studies,
1978 . .
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C SOCIAL PROBLEMS
' Main Differences in U.S. & Jordanian Perceptions
v . ‘ U-SoD
. .. ) ~ : Jordaniangfg? .
Main Components‘of Perception perosntage qrtgﬁﬁ response
‘ 5 1B 2 (4 £

\ Hea]tq, Disease, Hunger
Society, Class, Race -
: Marriage, Divorce

* .Crime, Theft

Low Morals, Bad Customs e e 4
. : /

NOTE: For complete presentation of main perceptual components an@f
all U.S. and Jordanian responses, see Appendix I, p. 30.

Figure 30

A second major social. problem in the Jordaﬁiané‘ view is low ~ 7 . ‘
morals, bad habits, lying, envy, hatred. Another is poverty, un-

_ employment, welfare, and a variety of other problems related to
deprivation and lack of material resources. Jordanians-are also . 3
concerned about devianf behavior, cfime, theft, killing, etc. Nhf]é e
Americans Hnd Jordani ans reéognize hunger as an important social
problem, Americans showtdistinc31y more ‘concemn with other health
problems. The Jordanians pay a surﬁiising“amount of attention to

e

.cigarette smoking as a social problem, much more so than to alcohol :

or drugs. “a

~

The differing attention given to these various social probTems
by Americans and Jordanians reflects priorities influenced by ’

contemporary domestic concerns and locdl conditions. A
<

Americans emphasize'social, racial, and other intergroup relations
involving inequalities, tensions, and problems in American urban society. .

.. l

.
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Finally, as a rather consistent trend, Jor&gnjans show
particularly strong concern with problems resultimg from the misuse of
pdwer: war, v1o]ence, 1nvas1on oppress1on slavery, etc.

While the attent1on given to spec1f1c prob]ens may vary because
of differences in the obJect1ve s1tuat1ons, ‘another source of var1at1on
is in the differing frames of reference in wh1ch some problems loom
large and others go unnoticed. : "

. ;‘i/\t ‘_ ]
Justice---Morality Over Legality

P N

.

From the American perspective justice is a hi”ﬁ/vaIUe involving | -
legal and moral considerations to about the same extent. In a very ///
practical context Just1ce 1s the proper 1mp1ementat1on of the law
through the courts, Judges and the po]1ce As a moral pr1nc1p]e it
involves faimess, equality, and rights. TN,

. . NS
Jordanians are preoccupied with moral principles and pay little

attention to the legal aspects of justice. Their most salient SN
considerations are equality and rights, which in their view are ~ '
moral values closely tied in with affectlladen’idea]s and Islamic
religious beliefs. While Americans think of law, Jordanians think of
love, brotherhood, and mutual hefp. Is]am,‘GGﬁ;’and religion are - b
important elements in the Jordanians' idea‘of justice.

-

Furthermore, as in the case of equa]1ty, Jordan1ans view justice
in relation to political institutions, the nat1on, government, and
democracy as well as to society in genéral. The Jordanians are ‘
particularly articulate in.stressing the reJatid%ship between govern-
) ment and people, conveying the view that justice and the political
s . system are related. Along.the previously outlined di fferences;, while
crime represents the antithesis of Just1ce to Americans, the Jordan1ans
think of s]a%ery and Palestinian camps- _ | e
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. Main Differences in U.S. & Jordanian Perceptions @
1 . T s
. Jordani an%
Nain Components of Perception : peroentage of total res
! ) 5 10 1520 - % £
! Courts, Judge, Lawyers Fioe - 1
| “Law “‘“~\ :

Rights: Equality, Fairness..
" Love, Brotherhood
Peace, Security

God, Islam
. ” »
NOTE: For complete presentatwn of main perceptual components and.
a]] U.S. and Jordanian responses, see, Append1x I, p. 31. @
i . = ‘ il
| ' figure 31
v . ' N - ) ’ v

_Equality---A High Ideal with Religious Connotations

Equality is a particularly important social value to the Jordanians
(as shown by the high dominance score, Appendix I, p. 32). Unlike the
Americans, théy stress general humanistic, religious principles and
the relati onship of man and woman. The Americans expressed concern N
d with the equality of peop]e—--p’articu]ér]y minorities, Blacks, women---

that is, with those who fail to receive their equal share in life. ~

For Americans equality ties in primarily with a sense of faimess,
. while for Jordanians just'icg, rights, and Islam are the main value
considerations.

«

Americans consider equality as a value often i:ompeting -
with freeHom, but to the Jordanians equality is more synonymous with 1
freedom. ¢ From the Jordanian perspective both equality and freedom

are dependent on justice and rights. Their views have their roots in

the Islamic ethical réh‘jgio‘us traditions. Consistent with this

perspective they stress love, brotherhood, mutuality, and sharing.

111 ' !
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Americans view equality"hs a matter of fairness, equal rights, even -
chances , sameness, that is, from an individual-centered perspective“bui]t
on the nnra] .principle of equity, but frequent]y violated by d1s- -

cr1m1nat1on and prejudice. .

To Jordanians equality is a part of their idea of ideal ?nter-
persona] relations as characteristic of religious communities’ bu11t~
on the love of one's neighbor. Those who violate these ideal precepts
are the racists and the qpﬁ}qssors who perpetrate econopic and
po]itica1,inequa1i;ies,on others. ‘Thg unequal distribut%on of jobs
and meney is apparently a more salient concermn to. Jordanians™than
to Ameficans and‘différeﬁtial levels of development, industrialization,
and product1on af%g receive more recogn1t1on as well. ’

EQUALITY
Main Differences in U.S. & Jordanian Perceptions
v.s.[J
/ : Jordani an
Main Components of Perception percentage of total respomse

LA 3

5 15 20 25 X
People, Men & Women, Blacks :

Rights, Justice, Freedom
' Love, Security
Religion, Islam
Prejudice, Discrimination E
Democracy, Socialism g

O
...........

!

NOTE: For cqu1ete presentat1on of main perceptual components and -
all u and Jordanian responses, see Appendix I, p. 32.

Figure 32
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' It is rather consistent with these perspectives that the

Jordanians pay a]sé more attention to political systems like denncrapy
and socialism as presenting human conditions which favor or hamper
, equality. ' / . -

~
-

Peace---A State of Security and Freedom

To Americans peace is a state of love and habpiness, the Sppogite
of war. These are a part of the Jordanian view of peace as well, but
their main thrust is somewhat different. ' The most important difference
is that Jordanians view peace as a function of international relations,

_which depends on a number of important actors---nations, statesmen,
ﬁgiionil leaders, etc. The Jordanians have particularly in mind '
Israel and Begin, Egypt and Sadat, the United States, Palestine, and

- ' ‘ the Arabs“in general. While the Jordanians refer to Israel in
numerous other contexts as the enemy, the attention they give to
Egypt and Sadat here seems to indicate that the Jordanians see Sadat's

« diplomatic efforts in close reTatiopship to peace.

\
PEACE
‘Main Differencés in U.S. & Jordanian Perceptions ,
~ ' v.s.[
JordanfandE | -
Main Components of Pemeptia;x: perosntage of total response

, ¢ o 1 p 35 . 0P
-~ Love, Happiness : i
" World, Nations
] Rights, Freedom

Safety, Stability

Development, Advancement

[ ' ’

NOTE: For complete presentation of main perce tual components and
211 U.S. and Jordanian responses, Appendix I, p. 33.

[y

Figure 33
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. The most desired conditions associated with peace in the Jordaniap
mind -are freedom, justice, and equality on the one hand, and'securitj
and stability on the other. As we have previously observed,these soc1a1
and political values stand h1gh ©on the Jordanian list of asp1rat1ons
and priorities. These desiderata receive very little attention from

. Americans, who think of peace more as a happy state, threatened by

the possiblity of war. , - o

« The Jordanians are more concerned how peace could be achieved.
‘ anle Amer1cana speak of peace treaties in general, the Jordanians
‘show ‘a.-distinct awareness of the Camp David agreement and peace talks.
™1t is also interesting and encouraging to observe that the Jordanians
see‘a'dist¢ﬁct connection between peace and development, economic
) advancement and production. In genera], Americans view peace as a
state they are eager 'to maintain, and Jordanians see it more as a state
associated with freedom and jusﬁice which they would like to achieve.

ld “

Peace and the Jordanians' Social Frame of Refepence , .

The social domain constitutes an important 1ink between seyeral
.domains of the Jordanian fr&me\pf'refepence. '

) . In contrast with the American approach in wh1ch the individual is
the major péint of reference, soc1a] con51derat1ons of broad perSona]
as well as collective/national nature are more primary and centra] to .
Jordanians. The Jordanians seem to be part1cu1ar]y concerned with

‘ problems of soc1a] and po11t1ca] ébnsequence d1vorces crimes, social
deviance, bad morals, war, violence. Americans show more concern with
how adverse social cqnditidhs,spch as hunger, poverty, disease, ‘and
addiciion,affect the individual. While Americans focus on material
dimensions (e.q., ecénomic\and physical well being), to the Jordanians .
social issugs have stronger moral, religious imp]ications They
perceive a c]ose, intrinsic re}at1onsh1p between social cond1t1ons and
peace as a part of their moral ph1losophy




It is not accidental that all the social issues examined here had
styong re]igious and mora]istic undertones for the Jordanians. They
- express a strong, exp]icit concern with morality in general as well as
with religion and Is]am “Religious and moral con51derations{1n the’
Jordanian and Arabic context reflect’an ]ntenS}ye<§?eoccupation with
proper interpersoné] relations between people. ‘

From the Jordanian viewpoint “of rorality and conscience human actions
are evaluated primarily on the basis of their social 1mp11cation$ This
exp]ains why for Jordanians justice, equality, and peace involve strong
.enwtiona] ties such as love and brotherhood. Furthermore, the '
Jordanians concern with just and equal human relations transcends the

1nterpersona] to the 1nternationa] realm. '

The Q%cial issues examined here are nearly exc]usive]y dOﬂESt]C
considerations to Americans. They involve fewer internationa] con-
siderations like war and violence, racism and oppression than they do
from the Jordanian ‘viewpoint. - In the American context morality and religion
are considered to be a matter of individual choice, and each 6erson acts
in accordance with his own principles and conscience

Peace natura]ly has international’ implications to Americans as well,
but the Jordanians' emphasis on peace as an internationa] issue is partié-
ularly strong. They see some of their most dominant national objectives,
such as deve]opment safety, and freedom,as dependent on peace. The
Jordanians' emphasis on safety and-stability, on work. and development,

- together with their overall emphasis on peace, disarmament and detente,.
also indicates that peace is a dominant timely issue. This suggests that
Camp David did create some hopes and expectations in Jordan.

One may ask how these general dispositions translate into actions >

and developments actually promoting peace. Since the Jordanians were
repeatedly defeated in past military conflicts, they are_ presently
1imited in their potential fonoméking peace initiatives. Perhaps
more attention could be directed to the p0551bi]ity of the Jordanians
Joining the Egyptians in their peace efforts. ng the countries
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mentioned in the context of:peace, Egypt held a leading position in the ‘
~ .eyes of the Jordanians. Similarly, Anwar Sadat---the chief engineer

of Camp David---was one of ghe §tatesngn most frequently mentioned.

While the Jordanians made few direct references to Camp David, probably

because of the Jordanian government's formal opposition,' connections

berceived by Jordanians between peace and-those representing this peace
. “initiative are close. This seems to indicate that as private citizens

Jordanians do attach distinct hope to this option.

-

-~
»
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CHANGES IN JORDANIAN NATIONAL PERCEPTIONS SINCE CAMP DAVID

In 1977 a data collection similar to the one used in the present
study was performéd at the University of Jordan in Amman on a comparable
student population. The availability of these comparable data acquired
three years before the Camp David accords makes it possible to explore
possible changes which may have taken place in this important period.

Jordan is not.a participant but haﬁ‘frequent]yobeen a critic of
these peace initiatives. This makes the comparison particularly in-
‘teresting for two reasons. First, Jordan could-be considered more or
less representative of the numerous other Arab states that did not join
in the peace initiative but:ﬁfff? participation may be‘possible despite

-frequent official criticisms. Furthermore, our earlier assessment

indicated that the Jordanians were haunted by the threat of an enemy.
Their strongly emotion-laden image of the enemy had obviously
Jnfluenced their entire frame of reference. Had their imace of the
enemy changed or lost its intensity? There are some indications in-the
present study that Camp David and the role of §adat are connected in
the Jordanjan minds with peace. .

Since the two studies were not designed to be interrelated and
thus overlap only on a few relevant issues, we cannot draw inferences
across all potentially relevant topics but must work within a more

limited area qf findings_which offer less oppoftunity for testing internal

. consistency. Keeping these limitations in mind, we will explore a
" few more or less specific topics 1ike the Jordanians' image of the

United States,.iheir,image of the enemy, of war, oppression, etc. We.f
will try to trace to what extent Jordanian perceptions and priorities
have changed during these few critical years which separate our two
comparative assessments. |

United States---Changes in the Jordanians' Image

A comparison of the Jordanian pefbeptions of the United States in
1977 and in 1980 indicates that a few characteristics have attracted_

’ )
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growing attention. The Jordanians became much more conscious of and * °
concerned about the super power status of the United States, stressing

the characteristics of bowér and strength. This repreéented the most
‘s‘

sizable increase. One source of their increased €oncern appears to be
with the U.S.'s technolégical and economic potential. A more important
soufée of their concern, however, appears to be poMitical. Coloniza-

tion and oppression becéme much more strongly attributed to the United
States. While reférenqes to war decreased, there were other references

“to vio1encé, killing, weapons, destruction of Islam, indicating negative

feelings towafd‘%hé‘U.St_ They also expressed/greater moral condemnation
in acCﬁZan the U.S. of having bad morals, taking advantage of the

world, and betraying other’ nations. \

Main Components of Perception ) percentage. of total response 1980 W

-

UNITED STATES

Main Differences in-Jordanian Pérceptions-——1977 to 1980
o O /

/ - , ' 1977 D

, 5 10° 15 20 25 £
Power, Control [Ecimaiars s

Technology, Pragress [t
Co1onizatiop,,0pprg$§ on |
Weapons, Killing FErian ,
o . Immoral, Unjlst [ESoondbsisssss ' .

Freedom, Justice

OTE: For comp1e§e presentation of main perceptual components and
all Jordanian responses, see Appendix I, p. 34, i o

X

|

!

r
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Figure 34

Parallel to this érowing concern wifh the ggrength and misuse of
power by the U.S., some of the more human, social elements of the U.S.
image have faded. In_ihe human dimension the U.S. as a country, a ,
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- people, a cu1ture,'attracted less interest. The political, organization- .

al dimensions a1so appear to be less important now to Jordanians,
including the ro]e of specific national 1eaders, like Presidents

~ Carter and Nixon and Henry K1ss1nger and the importance of the Un1ted

Nations.

While three years before the United States was seen.in closer »
relationship to a variety of othér nations, the Jordanians now mention
ties:on1y with Israel, and although direct references to Israel also
decreased, Zionism received more attention.

Another noticeable change is the lack of references to America,

" which is due to the fact that the Jordanians responded to "U.S."

earlier, then to "America" in the present study. This semantic faEtor
would partially account for the decrease in the dominance score (see
Appendix I, p. 34),wh1ch would usua]]y indicate a drop in interest in
the U.S. by the Jordanians.

Politics---A Growing Concern with U.S. Foreign Policy

The U.S.-Jordanian comparison has shown some fundamehta]_dif—
ferences in their approaches to’politics and some of these differences
have become accentuated in the last few years.

The siné]e most outstanding contrast is that politics is nearly
exclusively a domestic issue for Amer1cans, while 1t has a particularly
strong intérnational and fore1gn policy dimension to Jordan1ans The
1mportance of this 1nternat1ona1 d1mens1on ‘showed the strongest 1ncrease
over the 1ast few years, W1th the U.S. assuming a particularly centra]
and dom1nant position. Similarly, Israel and the U.S.5.R. are seen as
playing a grow1ng role as well. ‘

-A second dimension 1nvo1ves a grow1ng emphas1s on\soc1oeconom1c
‘ development. From the Jordanian perspect1ves, these goals appear in
political contexts, while in our U.S. frame of reference, ;hese are
typically economic in nature. =




t.

The most sizeable decreaseoccurred in the political scjence,
diplomacy, planning aspects of politics which three years earlier
indicated a rather sophisticated concern with politics as a field of
scientific inqu%ny, or profession: These more theMmetical and- technical -
Eonsiderations have given way to more immediate considerations in
addressing pressing timely needs in the second assessment. - Considering
the above immediate priorities, there was also somewhat less attention
given to political 1ead3rsh§p and influence, to government and law.-

. ' ; poLITICS -,
Main Differences in Jordanian Perceptions—1977 to 1980 _
' 19723

- Countries, U.S., Israel, EEiEss:
Goals, Development, Economy
Political Science, Diplomacy..
e Leadership, Power
Laws, Constitution
Government, Democracy

2 .15 20 3 X

-~

NOTE: For complete bresentat1on of main perceptba1 components and
all U.S. and Jordanian responses, see Appendix I, p: 35.

PR Figure 35

Cap1ta11sm---More American, Less Negative

Wh11e capitalism was found in 1977 to be strongly associated w1th
the United States and to be’ rather neqat1ve in, connotation, the results
of the new assessment are surprising.in two ways.

Capitalism, is now more strongly identified with freedom and
human rights and with the economic process of free enterprise. Another
positive change is that a]thougﬁ/Jordan1ans earlier viewed capitalism




-~

" as very c]oseTy connected with’ oppression, exploitation, and
colonialism, some of these connectiors have weakened. Capitalism has
lost much of its previously negative connotation.

CAPITALISM

Main Differences in Jordanian Perceptions—1977 to 1980

1977 ]

: . 1980
Main Components of Perception peroentage of total response 80 s

5 10 5 20 .2 X

U.S., Western Camp
‘Freedom, Rights

Free Enterprise, Ownership -
Imperialism, Oppression
Economy, Money, Profit

NQTE: For complete presentation of‘main perceptual components and

v all U.S. and Jordanian responses, see Appendix I, p. 36.

o
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Figure 36

) These changes suggest a pos1t1ve developmént invview of the strong
- identification of capitalism w1th the American way of life. “ This f——
finding may appear to be 1ncons1stent however, with, our. observation
that during. “the last few years the United States has lost some of its
popularity. with the Jordan1ans and its 1mage has become more negative.

To reconcile this apparent contradiction we ‘need to consider U.S.
foreign policy, in relation to Israel, which seems to be at the very
core of the Jordanians' negafivism. The negative feelings which were
deepenéajguring the most recent few years,since Camp David, seem to be
centered on this foreign policy context and apparently are not
genera]1zed automatically to all aspects of the U.S., its way of ]1fe,
its economic and social system, its techﬂa]ogica]i sc1en§lj1j\

3

L 4

A 129




achievements: These other aspects of American 1ife are not ignored but
simply overshadowed in a‘*period when U.S. foreign policy affecting the Middle
East appears of utmost importance to the Jordanians.* .

The Enemy---Less Dominant, Less Negative Image, But More American

The Jordanians' intensive preoccupation with the enemy, found to be
a most salient pharécter{stic"in~the Jordanian -frame of reference in

1977, has decreased somewhat (see dominance scores). -
, )

¢

ENEMY A .

)

Main Djifferences in Jordanian Perceptions—1977 to 1980

. ' -t 1977 D,-

Main Components of Pérception P.,:,.,,tag.' of total ‘x;aéanu

[ R Y TE N

.._‘

Sickness, Instability, Di#location 'Eag?

Killing, Destruction E&

lBad, Despicable, Deceitful .
Israel, Jews

NOTE: For complete presentation of main perceptual components and
- all U.S. and Jordanian responses, see Append1x I, p. 37, °

w .
-,Figure 37

While there is similar concern with large-scale military actions ﬁ\\
(wars, battles), there is nowmore .concern with violence directed '
against single individuals, particularly with killings and other acts
of violence such as torture and terrorwsm This suggests a great deal
of internal tension-as wel] as fee11ngs ‘of external threat. Explicit |
references to hatred and fear. of the enemy have.decreased somewhat and
attention has turned more towafd describing tribulations---sickness,

122 .
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1nstaoility, dislocation---perpetrated by the enemy. ]so, accusing .
the enemy of colonization and oppression has decreased somewhat, at i
least compared, to the extremely strong reactions obtained in 1977.

The enemy in 1977 was identified almost exclusively as Israel .and -
the Jews, but this-rather unequivocal identification has decreased -~
someﬁhat. From the angle of U.S. involvement it is revealing that
exb]icit references to the United States have increased, suggesting
that the U.S. is presently viewed more as a party directly involved in
the 'situation as an active”a]]y of Israel. This perception may
partially explain the deterioratioh of the U.S. image in the eyes ’
of the Jordanians. ;

! c.
F

—

War---Less Conventional Military Actions, More Civilian Sufferinos- :§ ' ¢
——y g
As previously observed, the Jordaniaps fee] that their situation is

neither one of peace nor war, at least in. the traditional sense. This -
same 1mpress1on is reinforced by look1ng at the changes in their v1ew of war )
during the three year per1od < ’

In contrast to Americans who view war as a. frightening a]ternatxve

to peace, Jordanians do not see two mutua]]y exclusive a]ternat1ves -}_.
in the sense that the existence of one would preclude the other Th1s )
is probably due to the fact that half of our respondents are of . y»
Pa]est1n1an origin. They left their homeland in the context of war and
consider their dislocation as continuing an existence that is too un- '

stab]e ‘and violent to be viewed as peace. o S

ﬁhi]e in 1977 the Jordanians .have viewed the Arabs and .
Palestinians as active participants together with®Israel and the Un1ted;
States, by 1980 they came to see only the latter two as associated
with war.

. .
- -
- -

In general, in'their image of war the military e]enents--;a )
fighting, battles, weapons, bombs, soldiers, armies, etc.---lost some
of their previous salience because their memories of large-scale
military confrontations“are fading away.‘ Yet their concern with death

R



ed since qahsa]i jes continue to he suffered
Some of these concerns may be

and killing has not dimi
fromgqueyrrilla and terrorisf éctif{ties.
based on first hand personal experience and others from the accounts of
friends and retatives in Jordan or in Ii{ael Finally, there is also
extensive pyess coverage g1ven to -guerri la actzv1t1es and retali-
atory measures which have re]ent]esé\y continued over the years.

Ty

WAR \
. Ma}n D1fférences in Jordan1an Percept1ons-—-1977 to 1980 - '
~ . 1977 D

: : 1980 :

Main Componente of Perception percentage of total response

1’ 2 2 X

Terror, Hun ger -
Domination, Oppression
Peace, Freedom
Nations, People

Fighting, Battle

J

NOTE :

For complete presenfafion of main perceptual components and

all U.S. and Jordanian responses, see Appendix

i
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I, p. 38.

figure 38 . ,

_To Jordanians terror, hunger, 'and other hufman sufferfngs are
conséqueﬁces'of a war pnppqced by political intents of domination
énd oppression. The attention given to these human consequences has
increased dramatically. _While memories of large-scale military- con-
frontations have faded, fhé human sufferings which-persist give ‘the
Jordanians a view of war as an extended exper1ence wh1ch gains weight
* and intensity in its t1me11ness :

»
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// Peace---Less an Abstract Ideal; More an Immediate Need - e

Consi&ered in cdnjunction with changes in the Jordanians' xs‘ubjective/ X
view of war, the same ob%ervations'appear to be applicable to peace and .
- explain.most changes as well. Although the changes are somewhat
smaller, they similarly.characterize experiences in a "no war, no
peace” situation. oL

. £

g

" PEACE ’ :
Main Differences in Jordanian Perceptions—1977 to 1§80'L.\;. ; :

ST e[ -

Main Componente of Perception peroentage of total response 1980 3

’-!-

\

. 5 o - 18 _20 2 £ g
orld, Nations - : i B

Rights » Freedom
. ‘ +  War, Disarmament
. "Religion
Love, Happiness

NOTE: For compfete presentation of main perceptual components and
all U.S. and Jordanian responses, see Appendix I, p. 39.

Figure 39 ¢
™~ ‘ \ ) | . ) .
. In 1977 re1igious and moral considerations played an important ‘
part in shap1ng the Jordanians' expectat1ons regard1ng peace Love -
e , and brotherhood were also seen as positive moral’ forces. Dur1ng the .
last three years those hopées and beliefs have apparently lost some of .

their strength.

s ' In contrast, there is a growing concern with freedom and particu-
‘larly with rights and equality. As the various other contexts have
( revealed, these issues are not simply abstract. ideals to Jordangan‘ﬁ
L
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in their mind they are practical needs and protection against domination
and oppression which are their most dominant concerns.

The intehnationa] dimension of peace also became more prominent.
Their mentioning of Egypt and Sadat reflects interest in a new practical
alternative associated with peace. There is some growing awareness of
the roles of Israel, Begin, and the U.S. A1l of these spontaneous”
reactions suggest that the peace initative associated with Camp David
has attracted considerable attehzion from the Jordanians. >They do not
dismiss it as readily as the Jordanian government spokesmen or voices
in the media may suggest. In view of the predominantly negative nature
of the official criticism, it does come as some surprise that the
‘direction ‘taken at Camp David is viewed by Jordan1ans as a practical
move which could serve peace.

. -

. Changés'Cou]d ﬁromote-Rapproachment

Within the limited scoﬂe of this comparat1ve analysis, of changes
} - since the Camp David agreements, our 1nterest was focused on the
Jordan1ans perception of theU.S. role and 1ts~1mp]1cat1ons for the
future. ' A rather consistent picture emerges here. There are several
welcome changes which suggest a certain decrease in the intensity of
- \ confrontation. The memories of .war seem to be fading, their preoccupa-
tion with the enemy also has decreased, and there are fewer references to
hatred and deceptiveneés.' These changes suggest that Jordanians do not
feel as intensely threatened, at least not in a strict military sense, .
and they may be psychoh/g+ta]1y ‘more willing to conS1der a compromise.

. Their concern with human suffer1ng---death torture, terror,
hunger---has greatly increased and they p]ace the blame for these
sufferings on political intentions of domination, oppression and

. colonization. While Israel was viewed earlier as the number one enemy,
' the §o]e'power reeponsib]e for this violence and suffering, presently
the U.S. is seen as a major contributor. The U.S. image shows con-
. siderable deterioration and a certain refocusing and reordering along .
\ these samellinesQ This could mean a considerable 1oss jn the U.S.'s
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potential to exert a positive influence from a neutral mediating
poeition on Jordanian behavior. Yet there are some positive indications
that the Jordanians'views offer some opportunities as well.

The findtngs that Jordanians view Egypt's role and the leadersﬁip
of Sadat in close relationship to peace, along with other findings
such as their longing for peace and their readiness to work toward
regiona1 detente and disarmament, suggest that there are strong popular
dispositions- to welcome a Camp David type of tompromise, granted
réasonable assurances that it could work.

Jordanians' deep despair over the violence and human shffering which
they attribute to oppression and colonization could make them also more
receptive to a compromise solution, particularly if act1ve u. S “involve-
ment can be shown to produce a just and viable settlement -

Fygthermore, th are numerous indications throughout this study’
that the Jordaniané-, motivated by strong individual as well as national
self 1n/£rest, recognize the 1mportance of economic development and
view peace as the prerequisite for ach1ev1ng such a development. If
Camp David can be shown to work, there seem to be strong enough popular
sentiments to press for joining in a compromise solution with Israel,
even if extremist elements in positions of political influence do maintain
less conciliatory attifudes.
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perceptions of specific issues revealed sgne consistent trends. ?

SOME SALIENT CHARACTERISTICS OF U.S.,
JORDANIAN EGYRTIAN AND ISRAELI FRAMES OF REFERENCE .

The fo]]ow1ng ana1ysis expands upon the u.s. -Jordanian;ggmpar1son
in. two ways. In add1t1on to American and .Jordanian samples it also
includes go other national/cultural samp]es Egyptians and Israelis.

A11 these, groups were -made up of matching studegh*samples (N=59) from

diverse fields of study and included males and femaTes who were

comparable in age. The American sample was made up of students in

the Washington, DiE., area. The <Jordanian sample was tested at the
University of Jordan ir Aﬁman, and the Egyptian sample, at the

Americap Univesity in Cairo. Data from these three groups were *obtained * .
in 1977. Adhe Israeli sample was tested in 1979 at the Hebrew Un1versity

in Jerusa]em as part of a study conducted by Rutgers University:

As a second line of extension the ana]ysis has a broader stope.
The comparisons: are based on results obtained in ten domains-of 1ife,
each represented by e?ght relevant issues.

While the previous analysis used the perééptions of selected
specific issues as a point of departure, the following analysis relies
on general perceptual and motivational trends. These trends emerge
across several issues and domains and reflect broad general pre-
dispositions affecting each national/cultural group's views and
attitudes in many spec1f1c contexts. |

The comparison of Jordanlans and Americans with regard to their

Americans tend to perceive several of the issues in the framewprk - of
the super power confrontation, giving special attention to the dangers
created 'by nuclear weapons. ‘The Jordanians, on the other hand, tend
to ‘view the international issues in relation to their confrontation
with. Israel and thereby disregard or ignore the threat of nuclear
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ho]ocaust Americans were also found to look at social issues from
. thF viewpoint of the individua] while the Jordanians considered the
societal viewpoint or that of Arab nations.

' 3 To trace such general trends which reflect the perceptua] pre- ‘
) , - dispositions characteristic of particular groups, a computerized analysis -
= . was performed on all reactions produced by, the four groups to 80 isSues ‘ |
) representing ten major domains of life (see Appendix°I, p. 40).% The Lo
procedure is briefly outlined in Appendix II (p. 8), and the results of
this analysis aré presented in the following tables. The score values
reflect how much weight a pz;r.ticular‘perceptual or motivational trend
accumulated from each group in the context of the same large sample of
. issues. Since all four groups responded to then same issues, score ’
differences may be interpreted as ref]eéting genuine differences in
their perceptual and motivational predispositions.

Nithin group differences are somewhat less readily inter-
pretable since the topics and issues included in the study do not
pro\/ide a complete, balanced representation of all domains of life. For. . |
instance, there were no themes representing thie ®nteftainment domain, '
so it would be wrong to conclude from their lack o:F references to |
entértainment that' this domain of life is 'uni‘mportant to them. For
domains that were not represented at all in the sampling of themes used
in the study,“tﬁe reactions are Tikely to underrepresent those areas .
compared to domains well represented (e.g., intemational re]ations ‘ -
and po]itics)

The focus of the analysis' is clearly on broad-brush character- ) |
izations of the groups based on the culturally shared psychological |
predispositions of their members. The groups are characterized by |
such broad terms as individualism, nationalism, and economic motivation, . . |

~yet as we have seen in the previous ana]ysis some of these issues;,\ |

 like _the concept of economy, are seen from a drast1 cally different °
perspective by Americans and Jordanians. Since it would be ‘tedious

" to repeat these findings, we- Wil ke only occasional r'eferences to

. m‘m/roﬁ}mind the reader of these differences. ,

. @ B
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I‘ntsamationa'l Relations---The Dominance of the Arab-Israeli- Conflict

The addition of two other countries to the U.S.-Jordanian-
comparison helps place our findings in- broadereperspectives.

' Dy - e A Tgbjleéu -
- DOMAIN: INTERNATIONAL RELATIONS
) Total Group Score
Response Clusters® ‘ American | Jordanian | Egyptian | Israeli
U.S., America ~ 1295 3% 450 880
Jordan , ‘ 23 202 7 52 .
Egypt . 189 m 1008 376 -
Israel 497 . 247 + 359 2641
Russia, U.S.S.R. 153 83 54 376
Other Countries, Nations | 270 62 33 .. 166
Arabs, Palestinians 492 996 618 1282 v
Jews, Habrews 539 186 316 1021
Country, Mation 913 1339 1251 1565
Race, Origin 421 276 - 350 425
International : 411 191 159 245
Places, Regions 246 52 30 210

The Americans, Israelis and Egyptians show a natural focusing of
interest on their own countries. :This national interest is particularly’
strong among the Israelis along three points: (a) their country ™
(Israel), (b) their ethnic identity (Jews, Hebrews), and (c) their

- general emphasis on country and nation as important concepts. Among

Americans national identification (U.S., America, American) is
important but not a separate racial identification.

The Jordanians rank first in identifying themselves as Arabs.
Althiough they stand in last place in speaking of their own country

. 130

138




| (Jordan) ; they show the strongest tendency to $tress nation and

A national i&entity. These trends suggest"" a Jordanian predisposition
to stress ‘common Arab, ethnic ties rather than te'rr'itorial'ity in
defining their‘nationg) identity. . . ) . ¢

~ In regard to the level of international awareness and involve-
o ment, the Americans, as a leading world power, show a widely spréad
interest in various countries, continents, international organizations, s

etc. The Israelis' concern is mainly with their adversaries, Arabs
as well as Russians. ’ . .

—

Our previous ffnding that fhe Jordanians show much greatér interest
in the role of the U.S. than the U.S.S.R. is reinforced here and the
same seems to be true about the two other Middle Eastern countries
as well. I

Politics and Government---Procedural vs. Leadership Perspectives

There is a rather clear-cut split of interest here between i

political process and po]iticai systems. The political process-~-- s ,‘
& political parties, elections, voting---has high salience to Amerjcans,

while the various political systems---democracy, socialism, communism---
are of more interest to the Jordanians as well as the Israelis. The
Jordanians are especially interested in capitalism, particularly
compared with communism. RS

A second dimension in which Jordanians and Americans differ is
leadership. The American focus is on government and governmental
organization, while the Jordanians think primarily of national leader-
'ship and hi gh offices. It is quite consistent with their focus on
leadership and high office that our Arab samples show more intensive
interest in duthority and ‘other qualities of leaders and rulers..
The Jordanians "and Egyptians also appear‘to be more concerned about
problems related to power and control. Jhe Israelis and the
Americans are strongly impressed by the role and performance of
ﬁe*ciﬁc leaders, famous historical figures, statesmen. It is \

9%
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interesting to note that the Israelis expressed about equal 1nterest
in Sadat and Begnn while Nasser captured more Egypt1an interest
than Sadat. ‘ . .

. . " Table 2 , ‘ .
DOMAIN: POLITICS AND GOVERNMENT |
ol — : -
, . T . Total Group Score
. Response Clusters .- AﬁéFTEEnﬁkﬂondanjgg Egyptian | Israeli
Politics, Parties, T ' .
Electmns'* 624 361 476 520 -
Political Systems, Tsms | 726 - 132 . 594 T8
Government, Qrganization- 867 345 > 53 . 464
\ 'Leadership;'High Office 468 . 894 . 414 311
' Famous Presidents, , | '
Statesmen . 1026 180 655 1394
Authority, Rule 194" 306 680 216
Power, Contrg] 1152 147N 1608 1062

Genera]]y speak1ng, Amer1cans are pr1mar11y 1nterested in the
" sources and organ1zation of political power, while the Arab groups
appear to be more impresséd by leadership and leadership qualities.

War, Military---Peace or Oppression

War and peace. appear to be pervasive issues in the Israelis’
thinking. Theyaseeﬁ especially preoccupied with war and other
military considerations. The Jordanians also express a great deal
of concern W1th the war/peace a]ternat1ves Compared to the other
groups, the. Jordan1ans show the most concern with the enemy and with
the possibility of defeat, losses, and failure, which is under-
standable in light.of'the repeated defeats they have suffered in past
military coﬁfﬁbntatﬁons. These pastiexperiences may also account for \
the Jordanians' extreme preoccupation with other ggnsequences‘ofh

1 . ' * '
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military defeat: namely, occupation and domination as well as
oppression and tyranny " The Egyptians share these views to some extent,
a]though their concern with the enemy and their feelings of threat, -
danger, and fear are more moderate.

i

Table 3
DOMAIN: WAR, MILITARY

Total Group Score

Response Clusters American | Jordanian EQthian “Israeli
Wars, Military 1303 1556 1237 3053
_Enemy J 235 218 - 101
Killing, Violence - ) 799 676 830 769
Victory, Defeat 219 321 286 . 95

" Occupation, Domination 14 1050, 254 20
Oppression, Tyranny 132 925 - 636 114

. ‘Peace 521 1317 865 . 1913

These indicators suggest that the Egyptians take a generally more
relaxed posture in regard to nﬁ]itary confrontations than dd,the
Jordanians.. The Egyptians' attitude seems to‘be consistent with the
position taken by Presigent Anwar Sadat in his foreign p011cy (i.e.,
his w1111ngness to enter into peace negotiations with Israel, which

" led to the Camp DaV1d agreements The results suggest that, -aside -

from Sadat's statesmanship, the public sentiments facj]itated such a
rapproachment. A :

Our asse;smen% was informative in showing that some of our most

pressing concerns are actually not important concerns of the Jordanians. -

Such military issues as SALT II, proliferation, and nuclear weapons
were found to have low priority for the Jordanians. This conclusion
is reinforceq here by the fact that the military issues which bear -
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primarily on the U.S.-U.S.StR; super pdher confrontation did not
emerge toany noticeable extent in the present comparative analysis.

Self and Societx;r-lndivi&ualism vs. Primary Grdqp Identification

Thf!a~pattekns of social orientation emerge here. . They each bear
on how people Ynteract with their social environment. The American
emphasis is clearly on the self. The individual receives less attEntion
from the Israelis and even less from-the two Arab groups. The American
sees himself in interaction with two major human components fn‘his
social environment. One is the general aggregate of individuals to
be dea]t;with on a one-to-one basis, and the other is the family,
probably the only social unit truly recognized in American society.
Americans do recognize sotial classes but oply as categories helpful
in making distinctions between people according to status, 1iving
conditions,'incomé,‘etc. Society receives the least attention from
Americans because to them it is such an abstract concept with little.
practical value. ' ‘

Table 4
DOMAIN: SELF AND SOCIETY

1
A L

P . Total Group Score

Response Clusters o American | Jordanian Egyptién Israeli
“Society, Groups, Neighbors 316 868 431 420
Social Classes, Social .

Status , 646 163 A4 334
Self, Me, Individual 1645 347 627 960
People, Human Beings 1525 1421 1713 1848
Man, Woman, Sex 432 366 . 691 -701
Masses, Crowds . , 278 - 204 234 214
Family, Relatives 1246 - 1375 2083 1530
Love, Friendship - 2143 1938 2673 2393
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This pattern is almost reversed for the Arab groups; partjcularly
the Jordanians. AJordanians pay 1ittle attention to the individual or
his class positi¢n, Family is very important to both Arab groups and
not only because &f the role of the individual family members. Finally,
in the eyes of the Jordanians, sociefi\is a véry important concept, ‘

closely related to nation. The social interest of Jordanians and

of Arébs in general is primarily oriented toward the group rather than
the individual; they*tend to think of themselves as memebers of their
family, their community, and their nation. The Israelis seem to
represent a combination of €¢§‘American individual orientation and the
Arab social Qroup orientation. . :

A11 four groups stress the importance of affective ties such as.
love, friendship, and brotherhood. The Egyptians speak more of love,.
the Israelis of friendship, and the Jordanians, of brotherhood. - The

~ extent to which the cultural meanings of love varies---whether the

emphasis is on sexual rapport, individual needs, or social commitment---

‘becomes apparent from the resutts of a more inclusive study of American

and Arab groups.*

™~

Money, Economy, Work---The U.S.-Arab Contrast

-

On economic and work related themes considerable similarities can
be seen in the U.S. and Israeli views, on the one hand, and the Egyptian
and Jordanian views.on the other. The split is between countries that

- are more developed and less -developed economically. Money, buﬁiness,

economy, and inflatiéﬁ\have high dominance for the U.S.. and 'Israelj

groups; they reflect the importance given to financial cénsiderations
as the driving forces of an advanced economy. The priofiyy‘givén to
energy and oil is part of this same syndrome. ‘

’

~

* L.B. Szalay, A. Hilal, J.P. Mason, R. Goodison, and J.B. Strohl,
U.S.-Arabic Communication Lexicon of Cultural Meanings: Interpersonal

and Social Relations (Washington, D.C.: Institute of Comparative
Social and Cultural Studies, Inc., 1978). A )
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. Table 5 /
DOMAIN: MONEY, ECONOMY, WORK
Total Group Score

hesponse Clusters American | Jordanian | Egyptian |- Israeli
Money, Business 1535 726 . 130 1438
Economy, Inflation ] sa2 210 192 554
Wealth; Prosperity 1 329 a9 " nz 382

Development, Progress, ) '

Change n . 552 1299 848 552"
Achievement, Accomplishment 292 574 311 - 160
Industry, Production, Trade. 72 4394 32 25
Work, Effort | 90 - 2002 1569 - .875
Action, Doing ""59 279 - 3 51
Energy, 01 . 710 174 211 654
Cooperation, Help 138 1089 416 305 |
Poverty, Sickness, Hunger ~ 444 563 918 474

The contrasting syndrome characterizing the two Arab groups is
formed of priorities given to jssues essential to econamic develop-
ment. The leading factors are development, progress, achievement, work,
industry, and produéfion. These stress the mobilization of manpower
resources and production.. “Both Arab groups pay consistently more
attention to these factors than do the Americans or Israelis. Further-
more, the Jordanians pay more attention to these factors than do the
Egyptians. The Jordanians' emphasis on development, work, and
cooperation conveys an exéeptiona]iy strong motivation for national
development. The pattern is clear and in good agreement.with other
findings which show a strong Jordanian interest in advancement and
economic development. o

The comparative ‘data ‘here alsq underscore the previous findings
which show some classic differences in the American and Jordanian

.
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approaches to economy: the Jordanian position which epitomizes:the - ~~
developmental philosophy of an underdeveloped country and the American

position which reflects the perspective of a highly developed 'céuntr'_y;_‘
concerned with dangers lof recession, inflation, depression, etg._ :

v,

Dominant Aspirations-~-Justice, Freedom, Happiness

The emphasis placed on goals, needs, and wishés generally reflects

the intensity of people's motivation to meet their desires and interests.

While hopes and wishes are more vague ‘goals and aims imply more

specificity and planning. The four groups compared do not show any -

striking differences; their motivational levels appear to be. simﬂar}y

hzl,gh -3 .
" Table 6

‘f" - L

oy,

A DOMAIN: DOMINANT ASPIRATIONS

Total Group Score ' . .
‘Response Clusters American | Jordanian | Egyptian | Israeli
Goals, Aims 124 214 33 e 44
* Important, Needed 655 751 999 . - 990"
Hopes, Wishes ] 243 419 408 400
Justice, Equality 964 1482 me U
Freedom, Independence, Liberty 962 1107 m7 ... 704,
Togetherness, Unity 899 277 393 .. 356 -
Happiness, Joy 441 858 551 - - 680 -

-

. Justice and equality are emphasized parti cu1?ﬂy b¥~thg§?§0'!‘daniéﬁ5-

Freedom and independence are also stressed by the Jordanians, while
liberty is emphasized more by Americans than by any of the other groups
Happiness is an objective stressed somewhat more by the Jordanians

and Israelis than by thesother two groups.

>
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~ and knowledge is of some relevance here.

Interestingly, togéthérness appears here, as 1n‘many othef cross-
cultural comparisons, to represent a salient American need. It convéys .
the need of the individial to associate with others on a free '
voluntary basis to avoid the feeling of loneliness.*

e .

Edd&ation and Knowﬂedgé:-iThe fafluence of Developmental Perspectives

, This domain was not included in our detailed discussion of U.S.-
Jordanian findings, but since thg’respondents were students, a
comparison. of the four groups' interest in issues involving education

“Table 7
DOMAIN: EDUCATION, KNOWLEDGE -

I

. Total Group Score

- >,
Response Clusters -American | Jordanian | Eqyptian | Israeld '

Education, School * - | - 851 550 905 1106 °
Science, Knowledge ... |.. 306 556 472 ' 295
Thought, Ability,

Intelligence - 323 874 911 316
Opinions, Communication’, Y

Decisions 400 594 434 142

' Unknown, Nonexistent 198 122 . 285 160

Education as a process and the role of the teacher are particularly
salient tothe Israelis, Americans emphasize the role of the schools,.
and the Arab groups &mphasize studying and learning. The Arab groups
also stress knowledge as the purpose of studying. Somewhat unexpectedly
they a]so stress science rather heavi]y. This may be a part of their
concern W1th national deve]opment which stresses the need to work
and to develop human resources. ,

* D, Riesman, The Lone]xﬁCrowd (New Haven Yale University
Press, ]950) :

138 : | ‘ .
| 146




13

v

There is a qgnsistent]y higher Arm);?phasis on thought, abilities,
and intelligence.. Since we found in the Specific context of under-
development that Jordanians made refErences to educationa] backwardness,

™ " this emphas1s on mental abilities could be a part of their-general
concern to catch up with the -developed nations. :

The c]uster of reactions involving op1n10ns, communications, and°
! decis1ons refers predominant]y to the political communication process--- .
s d1plomaqy, negot1at1ons, the press. .This again illustrates the more { (
. po]1t1ca11y oriented Arab frame of reference, how timely political, ‘
. national: conterns spill over into seemingly apolitical, 1nte11ectua] - ¢
dpmains. \

3

Law, Customs, Duty~--Internalized Law or Exterﬁa] Obligations

‘ These three response trends reflect internal mechanisms which
requlate how peop]eﬂlnteract with others. Certain habits and customs
represent universal regulatory mechanisms; they prescribe what people {

should or should not do. A1l four groups‘show a strong awareness
o
: of the role of customs and culture.

~-

Table 8
/
’ DOMAIN: LAW, CUSTOMS, DUTY
) - Total Group Score
Response Clusters American | Jordanian | Egyptian | Israeli
Law, Constitution 1172 _ 800 675 1015
Customs, Culture ,1630 1352 1661 1148
) Duty, Obligation 481 © 1444 1488 307 .

Laws and constitution represent more formal and more explicit
regulations passed down .from legislative authorities. ' The U.S. and
the Israeli groups place greater emphasis on these than do the Arab
groups. ' A sense gf\duty and obligation regulates behavior toward

|
|
|
|
|
|
\
|
: ‘ |
|
|
|
|
|
|
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other fh&ividua]s or groups to whom a person feels commitments; or
jdentifications. This is the mechanism dominant in "other-oriented"
groups (rather than inner-oriented ones, according to Rotter)*and in
- “shame" cultures (rather than guilt cu]tures as defined by Benedict).* *
Our’ Arab respondents stress the inportance of thése inner controls of
"duty and ob11gation

Religion, God---Modest Differences in the Focus of Attention -

This domain also falls beyond the scope of our original inquiry.
Religion as a subject receives the least attention from the Jordanians,
although both Arab groups stress the importance of faith and religious
belief, the role of Allah, and the 1mportance of religious identities:
Christian, Muslim, Jew.

: Table 9 /
§
DOMAIN: RELIGION, GOD
Total Group Score

Response Clusters American | Jordanian | Egyptian | Israeli
‘Religion 919 531 956 802
God, Allah 989 1030 1315 ° 526
Faith, Beliefs 509 957 786 624
Soul, Spirit ‘ 210 515 620 * 417
Christian, Muslim, Jew | 392 819 846 _ 608
Church, Temple, Mosque 733 732 716 472
Priests, Prophets 250 381 430 396
Biple, Koran 315 388 147 433
" Holy Places, Pilgrimage - 143 6 259 206

* J.B. Rotter, "Generalized Expectancies for Internal Vs. External
Control of Reinforcement," __ycho]ogjca] Monographs , 1966, 80, 609.

** R. Benedict, The Chrysanthemum and the Sword (Boston: " Houghton
Mifflin, 1946).
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To Americans the church, both as an organized religious affiliation
and as a building, has high salience, while the soul and spirit receive
the least attention, at least compared with the other groups. The )

|
|
2 related key notion is truth. » o
. Personality Chéracteristics---Se]f vs. Other Orientation : .
. The personality attributes stressed by the four~nata;ﬁﬁ7¢ ‘ \ .

cultural groups reflect different views and priorities in inter-
personal relations.

had Table 10-
- DOMAIN:\ PERSONALITY CHARACTERISTICS

- Total Group Score -
Response C]usters/ American | Jordanian | Edyptian | Israeli

Good, Kind ' 1156 _ 1070 909 2218
Honest, Sincere 1188 803 802 673
Proud, Courageous - 472 722 454 139
Loyalty, Fidelity 140 512 521 110
Bad, Evil ¢ 720 332 739 1123

' Deceptive, Corrupt ‘479 617 553 231

/ Misc. Characteristics 101 329 421 152

~

o

L4 -~

The cﬂ%racteristics most va]uediby‘Amgricans are honesty and
tfuthfu]ness. This is fundamentally in line with the inner-directed,
individualistic persoﬁa]fty type dominant in Andri can society.

Courage and priae are particularly va]hed by the Jordanians.
4 Loyalty and fidelity, which represent other-directed personality’
. characteristics, are also important to both Arab groups. Of the
) negative personality charactersitics, deception and corruption were
considered the worst by the two Arab groups. They tend to stress
attributes implying social commitment, which is in agreement with v

-
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their emphasis on the family and nation as major'sources of
c, identification. | : ' \

The Israelis tend to evaluate people, issues, or situations as
: good or bad. They show an even stronger téndency to use gva’lyative terms

g

than the Americansy who are usually the strongest on thi; predisposition. -
? h Whether the Israelis' evaluations are made from the angle of theg ' |
individual or the grdup cannot be determined on the basis of the above : e

results, but the findings on individual, and group orientation (see data
on self and society) suggest that the Israe]js try to combine both. _ .

O

Existence---Problems, Anxieties

’ '4
Beyond general’ concerns with 1ife and existence, each group's
interests are focused on different problems. Problems in general ‘
*  receive more attention from the Arab groups. .

Table 11
DOMAIN: EXISTENCE

. Total Group Scove.
.Résponse Clusters - American | Jordanian .Egypfian Israeli
Life Existence - - | 1413 1203 1538 M . :
Problems, Difficulties 257 - 584 n9 299
~ Age, 01d and Young 958 294 292 622
Hatred, Discrimination 213 470 661 427
. Fear, Anxiety =~ - ' 233 508 "289 - 198 “
Sadness, Sorrow 227 124 118 ‘ 97 -

0f the specifi® problems, Americans see aging as particularly
© Jmportant. By contrasting young and old and by their many references to -
the disadvantages of aging, there appears to be a cultural sensitivity . ‘ "o
1ittle shared by the Arab ‘groups. Other reactions show indeed that Arabs |
do not regarqéage as a special disadvantage. The unquestionable physical

¥
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"~ The negative feelings EXpressed -are the strongest

they involve hatred, bigotry, racism, and -

* discrimination---that is, conp]a1nts Wwith distinct rac1a1 and political «
undertones. Exp11c1t react1ons of fear and-anxiety are strongest from

. the‘Jordanians. Although in their minds fear and cowardice are closely

- related and courage and pride are highly valued virtues, we still-find
explicit Jordanian references to fear, danger, anxieties, and worries. )
Thesevexplicit references agree' with our previous observations that the ‘
Jordanians' concern with .domination, oppression, and threat is intehsive -
and suggests a high leve] of anxiety. ‘

Miscellaneous Issues, Concerns o ¢ .

-
\ . e
This last category of response trends has Tittle re1etance to
international relations but we include them here to'provide a comp]ete
presentation of all the sa11ent elements that atiawned a score oﬁ 30
*or higher by one or more of the four groups compared

%

.
« W . . s

—— S ~ Thb1e 12
DOMAIN: MISCELLANEQOUS ISSUES, CONCERNS -

. ~ _ ' Total Group Score
c Response’Clusters \\\\ American | Jordanian Egyptian Israeli
L . ‘Nature, Environment 538 185 444 ‘178 L
. | Appearance, kooks . 590 476 747 566 ’
t Phy;iCal Attributes © 1851 214 37N 914
_Fun, Sports, Travel © 694 «‘.447“' | 526 333
Things, Places : 765 103 597 . 448
Time, Duration 1033 1830 723 1126
. Symbolic Reactions 374 158 224 241
% Miscellaneous | 675 403 . 200 518 )
) . : A : . .
IR o | | | ﬁi!!§ , o
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Traditional public.opinion -surveys focus on issues thé investigator

feels are important; they may or may not cover jissues that are actually .
'1mportant ;o the group studied. The approach presented here allows for

a more inclusive reconstruction of the system of perceptua] representation ).;
cﬁarécteristic of the group studied. The results emerge across a broad

var1ety of key issues and important domains of 1ife. The differential

priorities and concerns resulting from the comparison offer broad-based L i
Jinférencés on what is important to one group or the other.

.

The Main Contrast . .

The gomparatHvepresentation of the main perceptual and motivational . K
JE— trends is brief enough to-make a summary superfluous. Yet there is one
~ trend which deseryes some additonal attention here because of its €
broad importance and exp]anatory value and its hidden nature. It ‘.' é?
bears on the much discussed character1st1cs of individualism. Although
a great deal has been written about this topic in view of its relevance : -~
to the American psyche, it still remains controversial.-partially because
of divergent views But mainly because of the §Eqrcity of clear-cut
empirical dvidence. ‘ o

In Tight of the results justreviewed, the reactions of the U.S.: 0
group indicate a clear preference for the individuaTt®tic alternative
in all social contexts. In the context of social units the American
score highest on "me" and "ego'" in the context of personality
{ characteristics they score h1ghest on attributes discribing a person with
indivjdua] autonomy, honesty, integrity; and in the context of human
values the Americans placed the strongest emphasis on freedom.

The Jordanians and the Egthians show a contrasfing tendency
toward group identification or group affiliation. In the context of_’
social units they score the h1ghest on primary groups, family. " In the

¢ context of persona11ty attributes they stress socially relevant ones -
such as loyalty and fidelity. They a]so emphasize social commitment: |
duty and ob]igation The va]ues and aspirations most frequently ‘ﬂ : .j
mentioned by the Jordanians convey social undertones to Just1ce and ‘
equality. A ' _ .1

! . ‘ o
Q | . . ‘ - /152 e ‘“/,;L




B e . .

These broad contra\s:ting trénds are important both for their
- political implications as weﬂ as for the insights they convey about the
very nature of cu1tura1'ly based psychological/behavioral dispos1 tions.
The, political implications are clear when we consider how our individu- -
alism ties in with our pragmatic, process-oriented approach to political
problems, wpich tacitly assumes that in the final analysis politics
is, or should be, an aggregate expression of individual self interest.
How the Jordanians'-group-oriented approach to 1ife leads to nat'i’onah'sm
-  and to political perspectives fundamentally different from.ours
becomes appaf‘e\rft in the previous analysis.

These two main‘pattems.of interpersonal relations tell us a
great deal about the nature-of nati'onaﬂy shared psychological
dispositions. The findings suggest that the realm of interpersonal
relations may.be the fone most critically affected by cultiural background.

- How people relate to themselves and to each other varies a great deal -\
from country to country The cultural background, social env1ronment ' .&i
and experiences that people hvmg in a part'acu]ar country share
affect most s1gmf1 cantly how they percewe and interact with others---
including themselves, their immediate social env1ro‘nﬁnent (family,
friends, coworkers) and soc}a] organizations, close and distant.

These naturally include all the peop1e and social institutions essential -

to the1r political views and behavior.
-

, Our recent comparative study of Anglo and Hispanic Americans,
systematically sampled to represent different sex, age, and income
groups, produced similar fipdings: namely, that divergent patterns of
interpersona] relations are at the core of cultural differences.

~

Although we have elaborated here only on the Jordanians, the four
group comparison indicates across most of the domains Studied that
~Egyptians and Jordanians show - gerﬁ'any simﬂar' trends. The Israelis
- occupy a positi on sonewhere between the Arabs and the Americans. ‘

= . -
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- METHODOLOGICAL CONCLUSIONS

L} : * N *
" As stated at the outset, the AGA method used in this study}f? not

a survey technique. As a method of indepth assessment it suggests a
useful technyque to complement opinion surveys, particularly in overseas

applications.
o Although social science research methodology is not his major field,
Henry Kissinger made the fo]low1ng observat1on about ask1ng delicate

Jjudgmental quest1ons in the Middle East:* ' .

Whether in the Israelis' Talmudic exegesis or the Arabs'
. tendency toward epic poetry, the line is easily crossed
’ . beyond what the pragmatic West would consider empirical
reality into the sphere of passionate rhetoric and the
realm of human inspiration, Woe to the unwary outsider
who takes this linguistic .exuberance literally and seeks
; to find a §o]ut1on by asking adversaries what they - real]y
meant.

Whetheér Kissiuger had a specific case in mind is uhEertain, but
.Joan Peters' analysis in Commentary (Summer 1975) provides a relevant .
“example. In interviews w1th members of Egypt's po]1t1ca] elite she *ﬁ_afii:;>
asked questions using affect-]aden issues 1ike Zionism and in turn
- rece1ved highly emotional react1ons in the "passionate rhetor1c
Kissinger alludes to. She m1stook theni for the Egypt1ans actua] views.
and concluded that the Egypt1ans are deep]y hostile toward Israet w1th
1ittle hope in sight" for ‘normalization. Her article, "{n Search of

&

*Henry Kissinger, White House Years (BOSEP": Little, Brown, and
Company, 1979), pp. 342-343. '
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Egyptian Moderates," ended with a pessimistic conclusion to be refuted
by the Egyptian position at Camp David. &

The difficulties of assessing people's percebtibns and opinions are
not limited naturally to the Middle East. An extensive review of the
literature on national® perceptions has shown the various types of concerns
scholars have with how to adapt opinion surveys to provide useful
information on foreign popu]ations;* As Cantril has pointed out,

_ an accurate assessment of foreign perceptions is practically impossible

if we force.ﬁeop]e to make choices between ‘our' categories, alternatives,

symbols or situations as this is done by the wusual type of questionnaire. ** e
we have advocated a “representational” approach which aims to reconstruct

.people's perceptions and motivations in the context of their view of

the world. / )
' &
The U.S. and Jordanian findings provided the subjective representa- \
tions of selected topics and issues as they are generally perceived by

these two national groups. The findings demonstrate the  need for

representational assessments in at least two important ways.

First, the differences found in the American and Jordanian perceptions
of specific issues, from development to economy, made it abundantly -
clear that unless these differences are known, the findings of Jordanian
survey results on similar issues are 1ikely to be misuﬁderstood. Jordanians
responding ‘to a question involving economy will respond with their idea
of economy in mind, while Americans will interpret §he Jprdaqian reactions

along their own view of gjpnomys -

Secondly, as is shown again and again in the findings, thewdordanian,
perception of individual issues 1ike politics, economy, Or peace are
closely interrelated. They form a network of interdependent perceptions--- =

*_. B. Szalay and J. Bryson Strohl, Nstionél PerceptibnS: Critical
Dimensions, Policy Relevance and Use (Washington, D.C.: Institute of )
Comparative Social and Cultural Studies, Inc., 1980). Lo

*%. Buchanan and H. Canfril, How Nations See Each Other (Urbana: .
University of I11inois Press 1953).
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" what we have hlabe;ﬂed their system of perceptual nep,resentation,'or
what is simply their world view. The Jordanians' perceptions of single
_issues are influenced by such factors as the acute political-military . i~
confrontation, their feelings of threat,and striving for national
~ déve]bpment These emerge as perspectives which are built into their view
. of the world and which affect their perceptions of mlany\speci fic issues
. and events. - ‘ :

The Jordanians, 1ike everyone else, are unaware that their perceptions
are not shared universa)]y Nor do they realize the extent to which their -
thinking is influenced by their system of perceptual representation.

This lack of awareness explains why questions aiming at judgments and

opinions, even if they are candidly answered, have only limited chance*
- to reproduce people’'s perceptual and motivatioan‘ dispositions built

into their system of representation. . b

The representational approach, as illustrated here with the Jordanian
data, does reproduce perceptual and motivational components in their
subjective intensity and reveal perceptual trends that are below awareness.

The need to complement opinion data with representationa] data !

>increases as a direct function of "cultural distance." In our own cultural

environment we have .generally the same ideas of .what economy-or government

is although our judgments about what form they should take or what

actions are needed frequently vary (e.g., do the i11s of our economy come

from too much or too little control?). Since in domestic contexts we

are clear about what thelmp]ications of each option are, opinion data

on how many people share one or the other position are very informative.

) In dealing with countries where the hackgrouﬁd's/ and experiences
of the people may be very different from the American, many of the

- dominant issues will not represent the same thing that they do to
Americans; the greater the differences, the greater the need to complement
opinion data with representational data.

This: conclusion naturally has implications in regard to the five
v methodological problems we identified in our inquiry.with policy officials.
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“principle has two main implications. ﬁirst, indepth familiarity with

<«

4

With regard to the most useful policy relevant variables, ‘the answer
is not simple but is inherent in our preceding conclusion. It suggests
that the choice depends on the chéracteristics.of the country under
consideration. If the populations are culturally close---e.g., the
democratic societies of Canada, Australia or Western Europe--~traditional
pub]ic opinion surveys can offer informative, readily interpretabte data.
When dea11ng with countries from Asia or Africa where the cultures are
vastly d1fferent from ours, op1n1on data need to be used in combination
with representational data. Representational data are indispensable for
deciding what issues dre truly dominant in the minds of the people in
question. Similarly, they are critical in showing how their perceptions
and meanings of the relevant issues\ are different from ours. Such

1ns1ghts are essential to gain fu]] bene fit from opinion results.

W1th regard to the most usefu1 information source, the above research

_principle suggests that we should rely on opinion survey research

capabilities wﬁsrever they are available. Furthermore, representational
information as offered by cultural anthropology, ethno-science, social
psychology, and intercultural communicdation research should be sought

for countries that are culturally more distant and not readily open or ;
accessible to attitude and opinion surveys.

It is imporfant to recognize that there is a great deal of variation
within contemporary opinion survéys with regard to their potential to
shift from purely judgmental toward more representational modes of 1nqu1ny
H1gh1y structured multiple-choice strategies, for instance, are genera11y
judgmental and constrained, while open-ended questions and indepth
interviews can provide broader qnd better representational insights.

With regard to the effective use of authentic experts, the abovg

the foreign group is essential. This requires first-hand experience
involving ]iving among them, a$ is usually a part of anthropological = . ' %
training. Second, area expertise in the human dimension should be '
evaluated by some empirically based indepergg?t criterion data.




With regard to the question of whose views should be assessed, a
representational focus simplifies the dilemma. Perceptual/representational
di fferences wi;hin the same nation/culture are much narrower than

judgmental dif erenceé that could be expected to exist in various

segmnts of the‘societj. This is because shared native backaround and

experience produces a certain homogeneity across the social classes and

strata. Some leading anthropologists 1ike Margaret Mead suggest that

a cultura]ly representative sampling can be based on simpler sampling

strategies than those posed“by public opinion research which calls

for statistically representative sampling of broad national populations.

Recent research findings show that representational differences within

the same country are distinctly smaller than between different countries.*

This implies that by testing groups of comparable educational and ’ (
*  .socioeconomic Qackgroupd (e g., students), it is poss1b]e to assess

national/cultural perceptua] trends which are genera]1zab1e “to the

people at large and to a certain extent to the elite as well.
s ) ‘ ®
With regard to the last and most practical question of how to

différentiate valid from biased‘informatidn, primary datg suggest .
our only natural resource. .Since our cultural perceptions prevent us
from seeing the world the way Jordanians do, and since they are unaware
of how their own perceptions differ from ours, primary data derived from
arallel tests may be the only way to identify differences objectively
along their natural dimensions and in their actual proportioné. The
spontaneous’, free Jordanian reactions reveal, indeed, perceptions and
motivations which could hardly have been provided by an outsider, just
as the U.S. reactions reflect character1st1c psychological and behavioral
d1spos1t1ons which could not have been pred1cted by someone unfamiliar

"~ with the American culture.

[
“w %

The simplicity and directness of opin%on survey data and the depih
- and inferential nature of the percéptua]-representatiOnél data offer a

*Lorand B. Szalay, Won T. Moon, and Jean A. Bryson,- Communication.
Lexicon on Three South Korean Audiences: Domains Family, Education, and
. International Relations {Kensington, Md.: American Ihstitutes for
Research, 1973). .
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powerful combination when used together. In the field of international -
relations a combined and coordinated use of these two research strategies
promises a much desired fﬁexibi]ity. To obtain maximum benefit the
components of th1§ two-pronged approach have to be planned together,

but the data should be collected separately to provide for two independent

data sets which can be compared and cross-va]idatecL//t

Opinion assessments are required more frequently because of the
frequent changes in peoples' attitudes and judgments. Within a single
presidential term, for instance, opinions regarding the president’s
social, economic, and foreign policies go through considerable fluctua- °
tion, as does his popularity. The perceptual-representational assessment
does not have to be performed as often since people's basic patterns of
thinking do not change fast. The basic differences between how Americans

and Jordan1ans perce1ve economy, for example, reflect much more stable

pred1spos1t1ons These fundamenta] differences in cultural views require
recognition in the 1nterpretat1on of any new public op)n1on results which
involves U.S.-Jordanian comparisons.

~ The opinion survey can be focused very specifically on single is%ues
(e.g., "supply economy" or tax cut). .The perceptual-representational
strategy, on the other hand, has to be more holistic; it has to encompass

the dominant priorities of the foreign culture group to be truly informa--

tive about their way of thinking. For instance, without covering the
issues of national development, the Jordanians' frame of reference
would probably not be clearly understood.

' To offer generalizable, useful information the opinion surveys have-
to meet the requirements of statistical representativeness;- this requires
the use of large samp]es and elaborate sampling procedures. To be valid
and informative a nepresentafipna] assessment can be performed on
matching samples of relatively small size (N = 50). For example, three
foreign samples (siudents, workers, ﬁarmers) from a foreign country,
compared with U.S,_sénp]es matching in age, sex, and educational
compositioh, ¢an provide timely information on basic cultural differences
in perceptions. They can also inform on the nature and scope of domest1c
perceptual differences with1n the countries c0mpared

-
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The advantage of.guéh a Ewb-pronged approach is that' the complementary
qualities---depth and width, ﬁermanence,and timeliness--~can combine
in a way which is both informative and economical. By using the
representational approach; finally we can extend the scope of inquiry
to populations who do not feel free to express -a particular position
in response to direct ihquirié;.

What we have tried to illustrate throughout this report is how
our characteristically American preferentes result in choices and
solutions---the choice of variables (attitudes and opinions), of
population (the statistically representative sample of the entire
population), and of method (direct questioning, preferably with simple,
multiple-choice answérs)---which well suit our domestic conditions but '
have Timited applicability overseas. As a result of these 1ogiga11y
consistent, interlocking choices, we unintentionally decreasé our
capability to recognize the shared views and priorities of foreign
national/cultural collectives which influence their behavior.

The choices are interlocking because they result from similar
experiences and reinforce the same rationale. Much of the problem, stems
from the natural but false assumption that the various nations o?ﬂthe
world follow a sort of universal rationale, the same as our own. -This
Tine Bf_thinking leads one to overlook important-views and priorities
that contribute to a different representation of the world and that
lead (in other predictable ways) to different choices and different
behavior. Our logically consistent, mutually reinforcing pétterns of
thinking and behavior provide a protective shield against experiences
and views which are inconsistent with ours. This shell could crack
under the continuous pressure of adverse realities working from the
dutside’. A safer and more constructive alternative would be to open the
shell from the inside by introducing elements of external realities to ) °j
promote the realization that the shell is more a trap than a protection
- in dealing with our intermational environment. A nation that is so
deeply committed to freedom in every walk of life---political, social,
economic---would not .knowingly accept the limitations-of a shell. ’

*
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However, in order to work toward removing this invisible barrier, its
existence must first be recognized. Presently, alternative views are
rather systematically screened out and eliminated due to a combination of

processes and choices promoted by our own cultural dispositions.

Empirical evidence is needed to demonstrate the existence of .
différent psychological predispositions as characteristic of other
nations. This seems to promise the critical force needed to remove
the shell which hinders our effectiveness in the field of international

-
]

relations.




APPENDIX I ' '

14

Tve U.S. AND JORDANIAN GROuUP RESPONSE LisTs .

1)

, Included here are the original response lists with all the actual
reactions produced by the U.S. and Jordanian groups. These reactions
are the empirical foundation for the results presented in this volunme.

While we have used nontechnical language in the main body of this -
work, several of our terms have technical definitions. which have assured
consistent treatment of the data over many years of intercultural
investigation. In the text, the "salience" of a particular idea or N
subjéct is frequently mentioned. This term refers to the magnitude of
a particular response score. A "perceptual component" is the cluster
-y of semantically related responses characterized by a score value, which

is the sum of the individual response scores included in the cluster.
We speak in the text of the "dominance" of a particular theme. This )
is defined as the total score accumulated by all the responses from
a group which are elicited by a ‘particular theme.

The fo11ow1ng tables show all the responses elicited by each theme.
The responses in each list are arranged in semantically related clusters-
identified through content analysis. The score for each response is
based on the frequency with which that response was made. The scores
are summed within each cluster to reflect the salience of each perceptua1
component in the group's cultural images. Each of the response lists
is presented with a percentage table which summarizes the relative
contributions of each of the semanti¢ clusters. At the bottom of
each percentage table, the "total dominance score” of all responses -
is/presented. This score is analogous to Clyde Noble's (1952§ measure
of "meaningfulness," and shows the subjective importance of a particular
subject to the culture groups studied based on solid empirical foundation.

- The last table on page 40 provides a 1ist of the eighty themes used

in the response trend analysis of the U.S., Jordanian, Egypt1an, and o
Israeli group comparisons., The procedure is described in Appendix II, s
* page 8. - ’
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and Responses us J

US, AMERICA 168 105
U.S., America 168 105

OTHER, COUNTRIES 119 109
countries 8 23
China 7 13
Europe - 7
nations 14 -
England - 23
Germany - 9
gov't 14 -
France - - 19
Iran - 8
Japan 6 -
world 6 -
Arabs - 7

RUSSIA, USSR 105 102
Russia, USSR,

Soviet Union 105 102

WAR, CONFLICT 72 55
war 12
cold war 7 -
military 6 -
fighting 5 8
conflict 10 -
destruction -
danger ‘10 -
terror,ism - 9
death - 7
killing,er - "6

POMER, AUTHORITY 67
influence - 8
strength ' 15 28
strong 12 -
power , ful 20 -
big 15 -
the authority - 15
ruler 5 13

WEAPONS ,

’ NUCLEAR PONER 55 31
arms race 10 -
nuclear-power

-weapons 33 -
weapons 6 31

. bomb,atomjc- 6 -

SUPERMAN, BATMAN 48 -
Superman 37 -
Batman 5 -
super heroes 6 -

I

Mt

SUPER POWERS

PERCEPTIONS ANb EVALUATIONS BY
U.S. AND JORDANIAN STUDENT GROUPS

Perceﬁfage of
Total Score

Main Perceptual Components US J
U.S., America 23 11
Other Countries 16 11
Russia, 4.S.S.R. 14 11
War, Conflict 9. 6
Power, Authority 9 7
Weapons, Nuclear Power 8 3
Superman, Batman - 6 - -
God, Islam ' 3 17
Colonization, Domination 1 14 |
Rights, Justice, Equality 2 9
Development, Technology 2 7
Miscellaneous ~ 6 4

Total Dominance Score

740 934

a

Main Components
and Responses us

GOD, ISLAM 22
God .
Istam -

creed -

religion,stick to- -

COLONIZATION,
DOMINATION .

colonization ,
oppression
dictatorship
overpowering
taking possession
domination
control

RIGHTS, JUSTICE, ~
EQUALITY

L s |

[

85

rights
Justice
Taws/Justice
liberation
unity .
holding together
equality, no-
peace. .
love

good

detente

DEVELOPMENT,
TECHNOLOGY
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e
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development
technology
economy ,
rich
inventions
industry .
getting to moon
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PIES

W

MISCELLANEOUS
. greed
ESP
interests
game
president
ofl
politics
capitalism
commun{sm
humanity
e don't
perceive it
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< . 50 7 - U.S. AND JORDANIAN STUDENT GROUPS great powers - 4;
, USA , 8. - . - . . big 1
California 8 - . NS . large 5 -
. , ' - great 16 -
GOVERNMENT, - . / - strong,strength 10 71 -
POLITICS 129 72 : rich 2 .- .
governnent e : -~ Percentage of sty ey P
' tics . ‘ $ greatest country -
g?l‘my Carter 10 - ¢ ' Total Score . largest country - 10
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e and Responses s J - ) . ADVANCEMENT,
- ' ‘ TECHNOLOGY - 148
msls,ggi MoSc 32; = T - s:mﬁgt - sg
. . e ) advancemen -
huss 12 B SOVIET UNION g .ty tomon - 8
‘- . resources -
P A R * : , : mterfal \ -2
. . - X . organiz -
3?;;1“ Z - - PERCEPTIONS AND EVALUATIONS - BY . industry . - 7
paitet. g - U.S. AND JORDANIAN STUDENT GROUPS  Heeetifie -1
pU - . . - [
. . . i 1f sufficiency - W
government 6 - . PIES) se A
, red ¥ . F( Percentage of - dieatorsiTy-— 8 -
' party .. 58 Total Score o reeston e %
politics - 4 " \ - g;e::pow:ring - 10
. 1 i § Ut nation -- 28
. ASI%t.’uEltJi:(y)PE n_u Main Perceptual Components s . . restraineof  de
Afghanistan ~ 22 13 . . 1:5:23?“« N g
" Stberta - le - Russia, Moscow - - ] 36 - " no_equalfty - 8
Palestine -9 Communism, Red 19 ° 17 - colonization - %
Asia, Europe . 9 4 o opportunist -
LEADERS: . > ? . # pportunis
LENIN, STALIN _ \ 77 9 ~ Leaders: Lenin, S$talin 9 1 )
ar ~—— 6 - s N POWERFUL, BT 76 118
o Neeshnev B .. - .Bad Morals, Evil K 4. 3 superpower [
Kruschev 6 - Advancement, Technology q - 16 . Mrge,territ. 8 9
wenin 2 9 Qppression, Golonization 4% 16 , power.ful % -
Stalin 19 - » Powerful, Big . .9 14 " oshow . - -
L D MRMS, EVIL 35 27 War, Weapons, Killing 5 10 Jreat coumty - &
eneny £ - Socialism, Marxism ' . 1 . 8 , oo
hate 5 - Peace, Equality, Unity -2 8 WA NEAPOKS.» " ®
:";Nn;t-m'"& - Miscellaneous - -1 4 ar e
- - competition -
‘ bad morals ~ - . -
i . aggressive 6 -
degeneration - 12 Total Dominance Score . 840 907 . weapons - .o
« Cancer — revolutionary <1
enemy of Islam 11 ‘) . . - - terrorism - 6
' * enemy,-1ike N |
v . © &i1Ving , -2
MISCELLAN . . - military forces - 7
/ ge“e’_EOUS 13 {% - : against US - 10 ;
, i - , ,
g::\o}::::;n - 2 s ) SOCIALISM,
people 6 - MARX1SM 11 n
disease 5 - ) b socialism,t 1163
. interest - 8 . Marxism - 14
renegaticn - 7 . - . o PEACE .
) » : A : ' : CEQUALTTY, UNITY 1571
- . peace
E SALT,-I,-talks 8 -
: ” ' S | inited - 3
S gy . . - i ‘ clean . - 8
| b7 .o . y ‘ ‘beauty, ful -1
. : . - ( Justice -

EMC : * o I - lf\’\
: . , - . | e .

u : . )



//
w“ Min Components .
\ /' and Msponses ¢ us
S, M,
. RUSSIA 269 183
) \ 80 106
- America | 12 -
’ Russia, USSR % M
. China, Chinese 29 -
Japin,ese M -
Europe,an 8 -
o England 20 10
- Britain,sh F{
France 5 -
Third World § -
Africa,n 6 -
countries 13 -
nations 1 -
Western countries - )
. l::.f‘ - 26
' intefmatiom) / - 22
- Ny
KING, QUEEN 1 -
king L
queen 14 -
. royal ty 10 -
crown 9 -
' emperor 3 -
! kingdom 6 -
o empire . 12 -
. . imperiad 6 -
. CAPITALISM,
. COMMUNISHM 56 10
v ¢ : communism,t 13 -
’ dictatorship 8 -
v capitalism,t 30 10
N GOVERWNENT,
- POLITICS [T )
\ government & -
politics,al 20 20
rule,type of - 13
. slogans - 2,
MISCELLANEOUS 18 48
rich 13 -
nmk\ 7 -
t acting - 6
. Margyrt 6 -
opinions -7y
fright - 6
{riterests - 9
term,word . - 12
¢ industrial \ 6
[} . N N
, N\

IMPERIALISH

PERCEPTIONS AND EVALUATIONS BY
U.S. AND JORDANIANTSTUDENT GROUPS
. . . . -
L3 '. .

-

=y, | Percentage of
- Total Score

Maiw Perceptual Components - ° us J
'U.S., JapanJRussia- | . 38 22
King, Queep®™ - 16 -
Capitalism, Communism 8 1
Government, Politics ‘ 6 5
Oppression, Exploitation 6 17
Colonization, Zionism ) 7 14
Power, Domination _ - L 10 13
Injustice, Ihhumanity 3 11
War, Violence . 3 10
Miscellaneous 2 6

B Total Dominaﬁce Score ', ~697 830

\!qucgno'mt;
“ and ponses J

OPPRESSION,

EXPLOITATION
take over i
overpowering
exploitation
slave,ry
oppression
taking advantageof -
subduing -
possession -
tyranny -
weskness -
depriving of rights-

COLONLZATION, ¢

3

cne 138 &

ZIONISM 47 115

colonization;

colonfalism 25 55
Zionism - .60
colonfes e L I
expansion,ism > 8 -

PONER, DOMIMATION .73 111 -

power .
control 8
domination 12
rule,r 18
supreme
strength
influence
authority

INJUSTICE,
INHUMANITY
) WY
savageness -
bad -

|

:gslll!

-

8 t 1O
2

~N
OO IRhONI

wrong

injustice
{nhumanity

crime

betrayal -
backwardness
not equalizing
racism :

WAR, VIOLENCE 19 8
war .
aggression
enmity
killing
destruction
violence
terrorism .
military . -
reactfonary forces -

[ I I N B IR B - Y N ]
-

o

|

' Y
nennenS ¢

s
"

RRaaa B8 8,
¢

©




capacity |

. 17,

S . % ,
> ° . ‘ * ‘ A ] l he
" ¢ i - " »
. Min Components : L . : ’
. - Mein Components ]
and Responses vsoJ . ) : and Responses us )
PEORLE, ) .
JEWS, ARABS 299 73 \ . WAR, AGGRESSION 129 314
people - s ??ﬁ 13 . . e . ¢ . ;,ﬂght'ing . 23 -
- ﬂe.;srews wg 3? ' ) >~ N struction - - ¥
Arabs 65 - oo ’ ki 11ing, er ‘e 19
Golda Mefer - 5 - v ISRAEL . . terrorists A A
Segin ’ - 13 J ; N - _ weapons - 7
N Deyan - 3 - J “l)ks ;
. - ‘ - arvy
, _ blacks 1o PERCEPTIONS AND EVALUARIONS BY .+ attcking - 1
' SLL. FOREIH 15 20 . “U.S. AND JOBDANIAN STUDENTY GROUPS \ et - -
unﬁi??o_g - [ - _ . ;
% COLONIALISM
small 1 - *
+  OCCUPATION - 22
Sirength, pover 1214 Percentage of R
:‘1':” e 8 : Total Score bunishment 4
exploiters -
trediton o - : stealing .- 3%
Fitbuts I Main Perceptual Components us w J prisons - 2
desert uE - . ] .
. N : DISCRIMINATION,
toavel 5 People: Jews, Arabs 32 7 DECEIT - 8
:2"90 22 : Srpa]] ’ Forei gn R - - 17 4 discrimination » 56
Middle East, America . 8 3 race hatred ;
MIDOLE EAST, I Nation, Country s ' 6 4 unfairness . &
Pt 2 Freedom, Peace 6 6 Corruption, N
g;rn‘i:n ) 3 - War, Aggression ) 14 29 . deceft N
Middle East 0 T Racism, Zionism 1 20 o unfaithful - -7
America - ¥ Colonialism, Occupation - 19 < s, e
MTION, CmNTRT 61 45 , Palestine, ‘Jeruselu 7 7 Falestine T (]
Rountry 2 Religion : I 1 Tel Aviv T
Jand i Miscellaneous 1 2 Bethlehem 0 -
1 N i holyland 8 -
homeland 1 - .
i ‘ 1122
FREEDOM, PEACE 53 68 , Total Dominance Score 927 1 ReLIGIoN oMt 65 %
Tndependence I : " belief 6 -
freedom 12 - Christ 13 -
rights .~ 18 * Jesus 12 -
. insistence - 13 religion 13 -
ov:e lé - N * star 5 -
Fesoe § A C T
respect - “ -
‘ safe - . mosque ot
promise - .
development - 8 : ,"ISCEL;*:E%M 3 27
movement - 6 . coward o - 4.
-8 abnormal ) - 3




.
~»

v

Main 'C;wonents

and Responses J

WAR, GUERRILLAS 327 126
war 2 1
fight . 49. 11
stiyggle - 6
confyfct 18 4
battle 9 -
guerrillas 50 -

* terrorists 20 -
ki1l 9 -
weapons -2
tank | °8 -
bombs 6 -
gun 16 -
PLF 15 -
troubles -, 9
problem < 10
defense - 8
PLO - 7
revolution - 18
rough - 4

PEOPLE, ARABS,

JEMS - 176 148
people 2 6
Arab,ian 69 96
Jews n
Palestinfan 14 9

*FOREIGN, BEAUTIFUL

93 42

beautTfu] | 7

PALESTINE

PERCEPTIONS AND EVALUATIONS BY
U.S. AND JORDANIAN STUDENT GROUPS

»C

*

- N
Y

Percentage of

Total Scored *

mountain ¢ - 5
desert 10 -
sand 6 -
ofl 18 2
oranges - 20
history 8 -
ancient 10 -
unknown 17 -
foreign - 24 -

RELIGION 71 41
religion 11 -
8ible 39 -
Jesus 14 -
Muslim 7 -
church - 6
Islam - 4
Mosque -2

MIDDLE EAST,

AMERICA 47 24
Egypt 21 -
Jordan 10 12
Middle East 16 -
America - 12

GOVERNMENT 30 -
government 9 5=
king - 9 -
news 12 -

Main Perceptual Cemponents us J
War, Guerrillas 33 . 12
People: Arabs, Jews 18 14
Foreign, Beautiful 10 4
Religion 7 4
Middle East, America . 5 2
Polities, Government 3 -
Colonization, Banishment 1 18
Country, Nation 4 17
Israel n 12
Rights,- Freedom 7 - 11
Love, Hope T 6
Miscellaneous ) 1- 2

Total DomInance Score 977 1095%1

-3

Mein Components
and _Responses s J
COLONIZATION, - -
BANISHMENT 7196
occupied - 9
banishment - 45
refugees,-camps, 7 -
' {mmigrants - 12
. lost - 6
prisons - 6
stealing LRI V4
unfair - 16
weakness - 2
COUNTRY, NATION 41 186
country kLN
nation 0 10 95—
land 7 40
my country - 17
region - 3
ISRAEL 106 132
Tsrael % 50
Jeruselum =, ¥
holy city 7. -
Palestine - 9

RIGHTS, FREEDOM 66 117
rigﬁfs 22

1iberation 43 37
freedom - 13 9
independence - 21
cause R |1 B
future - 7
succeed - 8
victory - 11
movement 2 2

LOVE, HOPE - 61
G008 - 7
love - 27
hope . - 1
promise . 3
courage - 3
unity - 4
power - 6

MISCELLANEQUS 13 22
mother ) -
citation - 1
hate Yy -
open 6




%
#

‘ Main Cosponents
\\‘ . and Responses U 9
N, ' . . PEOPLE, ARABS,
: - . 9 296
" Main Components - w9 / ) 5%"3—,9—22
Aand Responses R ’ ) Arab,fan, ic ig 123
0S, PHAROANS 23] .97 - ' __Egypthan -
%““__33_” . EGYPT ) Grkokin . 8 .-
R ~ Tut 7 - 10 -
sphinx \ 20 11 ) :aohamd 10 45
tosb 2 - . sser 58 .
pyrawids n PERCEPTIONS AND EVALUATlougoggs . 20 s
- U.S. AND JORDANIAN STUDENT G brother .1 B
s — 14— : : . NILE, CAIRO 123 188
. —alro % 7
S % Aexindrie -2
hor 2 B . Percentage of Nile 7 10
sun g . Total Score Svez,-canal a 4
camels - high dam - 8
EAST J
- CONTRIES §1_% Main Perceptual Components Us : %ﬁ%—r't:—‘ﬂ?m
; TWdRst A - 5
. Africa 2 . - 9 country 9
5:?;1 24 " Pyramids, Pharoahs %g - 1 republic -
n s N -
Lebsnon ~ - - Desert, Hot ) 7 9 " sister country / 2'
'l":";“ - 6. 0 Middle East Countries ¢ 6 2 : POVERTY. AR s 8
- oM i1, Industry ~war/confrontation 31 26
Syria T 0il, - 12 28 ! fight -n -
et P - 8 People, Arabs, "Egyptians , 14 18 poverty -5
© Sudan - 17 Nﬂ(?, CaEY‘O ‘;‘.Y‘ . v 2 13 gmev'ligc - 2
L uypesm g Poverty, War 58 Cgmeml o
—3‘{1——"51:)_:; Poverty, War . 8 7 " revolution . 17
o S AR History, Tradition ‘ 3 e -
» , - b. .
‘ Love, Fun 2 ) .
LOVE, Fun -8 Miscellaneous . : 1 MisToRY, TRADITION 75 71
~ Yove ; - rg 1061 —mgféry_.lc_,—g_—
beaut1fu - . 893 ol :
fon . " R ' Total Dominance Score © ot
> MISCELLANEOUS 12, 20 ) c}eopatrl lg. -
Tfr 1@ - , slaves - -
' s::nlml - g . ' snakes g -
‘ sha -9 Y ‘ F jewels e -
university - . sr:_:ets R . n
" arts -
A - -‘
books -
wovie - ‘{g
~ . ! : sciences .
/ -
. :

S K




.Main Components

NATION

PERCEPTIONS AND EVALUATIONS BY
U.S. AND JORDANIAN STUDENT GRQUPS

.

Percentage of
Total. Score

lllllull’jl

and Resporises us

COUNTRIES:

U.S., EGYPT 473
national -
state 34
Spain 11
land 16
world 16
country,my- 112
Poland 7
Israel 11
Arab -
Jordan -
Palestine .
America, U.S.A. 127
Mexico 6
England k)
Canada, 21
boundaries ,border 6
China - 6
France 20
Germany 18
Italy 6
Russia, U.S.S.R. 22

UNITEO,

TOGETHERNESS 136 6
united 83 -
unity 19 6
one . 15 -
togetherness 19 -

. GOVERNMENT,'

POLITICS 99
government LE)
sovereignty 9

~. leader 7
king -
politics 14
rule 6
U.N. 14

POWER, STRENGTH 62 3
power, force 27 3
big 12 -

“strong 23 -

CULTURE, HISTORY 47
culture 15 -
customs 5 -

. history 7 4
tradition ° 4 -
language 5 -
views 6 -
society 5 16

FLAG,-CAPITOL 41 -
anthem [ -
flag 14 -
capitol 13 -
Washington + 8 -

Q

17

Y

Main. Perceptual Components - 1N .J
_Countries: U.S., Egypt 46 26
United, Togetherness 13 -
Government, Politics 10 3.
Power, Strength 6 -
Culture, History 4 2
Flag, Capitol 4 -
War, Sacrifice =2 19
Love,, Patriotism 2 14
People, Family 6 12
Freedom, Progress - 2 11
Origin, Belonging 2 6
MisceI]aneou§S7 3 6
. Total Dominance Score 1034 . 1167
Main Components
and Responses us J
MISCELLANEOUS 29 72 ~ .
believer - 9 e,
principle - 4
accomplish - 5
citation - 7
many 13 -
separate 6 -
division 10 -
knowledge - 10,
life - 9 g
existence - 12
dust - 16

Main Components

and Responses s J
WAR, SACRIFICE 22 2371
war 13 5
.Army 9 15
weapon - 6
stolen - 4
sacrifice - 43
dbecupied - R
ransom - U
stability - 4
security -
X protection - 22
defending it - 23
struggle - 15
enemy - 10
LO!%, PATRIOTISM 22 176
- % Qve -
affection - 18
‘ duty - 9
. faith,fulness - 22
patriot 9 -
importance - 8
nationalism 13 -
™ respectful - 8
service - 6
attachment - 3
happiness - 1
dear - 10
courage - 5
noble - 17
PEOPLE, FAMILY 65 158
people 65 58
fellow - 8
« friends - 10,
mother - 13
relatives A ! ]
relation - 16
group - 9
FREEDOM, PROGRESS 21 143
Treeaom PR
independent,ce 8 11
liberation . - 16
hope - 6
progress -. 13
goal -6 -
development - 16
economy '} 7 -
work - 19
cooperation - 1
help - 5
benefit - 4
right - 11
peace - 6
L]

\ ORIGIN, BELONGING 17 77
origin, descent Y
5 ours 17 -
return - 13
- ¥

residence,t




o

.~ °s -
N Mn onents
Main Components
R and Responses us J
.. ELECTIONS,
“CAMPAIGNS 203 -
elections v 51 -
. campaign,ing 18 -
candidate 10 -
. vote, ing ‘8 -
re-election 6 -
$ convention . 6 -
‘ competition 8 -
debates 6 -
~ . Democrats 26 .-
Republican 32 -
party 16 -
‘- promises 8 -
- , deals . .8 -
PRESIDENTS,
POLITICIANS 168 28
« president 44 -
cpoliticiang 37 -
governor .~ 1
tf senators 9 -
. Jimmy Carter 39 5
Kennedy 10 -
.  Nixon - . 8 -
. ‘ Anderson . 5 -
Reagan N 16 -
King Hussein - 6
— CORRUPTION sDECEIT 152 28
o corruption L
- . cheat,ing ~27 -
dishonest,y 10 -
1ies,lying 9 -
dirty 5 -
. , pay of fs (5 -
scandal ~ 6 -
Watergate 14 -
Abscam 6 -
. bull - 6 -
. crooked * )2 -
$ 7 greedyy 6 -
deceiving - 23
failure , - 5
, GOVERNMENT, DEMOCRACY
DEMOCRACY 150 82
< goverrment 86 29-
order - 3
democracy.tic 20 -
Congress,men 30 -
Senate . 6 -
House | 8 -
politics - 10
' party,- system - - 12
LEADERSH1P,
> POWER - 46 35
Teader,ship 6 -
power, fyl 30 -
»+ rule,ing 10 -
_ responsibility - 8
duties - 9
X * great’:powers, - 8
‘strong - 10 -
prRic 173
. v~

- -

iy

¢
POLITICS |
*° PERCEPTIONS AND EVALUATIONS BY .
U.S. AND JORDANIAN STUDENT GROUPS ' .
: — Percenfage'of
: . - . Total Score
Main Perceptual Components us - J
- Elections, Campaign . 24 . - )
- Presidents, Politicians - ¥ 20 4
Corruption, Deceit . , 18 4.

.~ Government, Democracy - 18 11
Leadership, Power ' _ 5 4

. Countries, U.S.,.Israel . 4 36 ?

"~ Goals, Deve]opment Economy 2 11
Problems, War, Colonization w’ - 12 -
Political Science, Diplomacy, Plans ' 11 .
Rights, Freedom, Laws .3 4

"« . Miscellaneous - - 4 3
Total Dominance Score 853 Z§2
S A 2
¢« Main Components f R
and i:espt:nses us 9 " N ( . :
MISCELLANEOUS 39 23 ; . - f ot
N boring 7 - .
fun e 6 - 2 ., .
ideology 6 - . -
money 20. -~ .
ground - 6 ~
, general - 13 v L
weqk - 4 \:‘ [ -
. ‘ / . J. . s s Lo .

interests

P~
<

Main Components .
and Responses us J
COUNTRIES, U.S.,

ISRAEL 37 277
country,s - 34
nation,al .12 -
Washington, D.C. 9 -
world 10 21
u.s. - 55

. Egypt - 8
Iran - 5
Arab countries - 9
U.S.S.R. - 18
Israel - 23
international - 32
social - 14
people 6° 11
internal - 14
external - 16

v class - 6

- culture - 5
indtvidual - 6

GOALS; DEVELOPMENT,

ECONOMY - 83
goals - 19
education - 5
mutuat hlep - .10
development ~ - 5
useful - 7
economy, i - 26
advancement -, 1

PHOBLEMS, WAR,

COLONIZAT]ON - 92
war - - 19
battle - [
prison . - 9
,oppression w = 16
colonizat{on Yo - 24
Zionjdm - .11
taking advantage * - 7

POLITICAL SCIENCE, |

DIPLOMACY, PLANS 33 81
relations - -5
diplomacy:. -+ - M
art, - 12
game 4 33 ..
plan,ing - 24
goatl detenMnes
means , . 5
wise « -- 9
‘experience - 8

.. inte}‘ligence - 9

LANS, RIGHTS 25 33.

. rights - 5
freedom - 9;
Justice S5
Taws * 9 6
lawyers 10 -
isstes ~ 6 é




.  Min ents
. .- and ponses us J
ECONOMY, MONEY,
¢ PROFIT . 160 125
. ¢ wconomy ,-system 32 -
‘ econ.advancement - 6
' . money 94 42
N ! wealth 12
profit (€l 22
capitals -
profiting from
: property 16
magerial life 9
. . BUSIN 37
business , 45 -
big business 21 -
‘ monopol ies 5 19
. corporate,ions 6 -
~  0il companies 5 -
N industry,al 20 -
' stocks ,-market 5 -
. market,-econ. 14 -
production 9 -
work,ers  ° 18 9
t factories - 9
- COMMUNISH,
- . socmusn 109 66
; comminism 46 11
\ socialism 43 9
' anti-communism - 7
democracy 20 <27
capitﬂism :, 12
GOVERNHENT POLITICS 80 17
. government -
‘ system -,
pohtics, al 19 -
influence - 5
power, ful 16 » -
. governing ' - 6
N state interference - 6
' CORRUPTION, LACK .
of EQUALITY P) 38 46
y-11ke - ]
se tishness - 6
s e bad E i 7 -
' corr\upt,ion -8+ 6
greedy 13 -
. suppress,ion 5 -
e control’ 5 -
lack of equatity - 17
atheistg - 9
-1
- S L (\-«
\.1 a ’

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

.

-
»

7 ) Main Components
S and Responses us J
' . \ U.S., WESTERN CAMP 122 202
. N U.5., Bmerica 193 133
CAPITALISM c/Russia,n 13 -
. - . country,s -
’ ® Empe jonal . zg
\ . nternationa -
. Western, -camp ‘. - 4]
PERCEPTIONS AND EVALUATIONS BY FREEDOM. RIGHTS
- U.S. AND JORDANIAN STUDENT GROUPS ) Free dom 5
4 . , right - 13
B - principle - 16
p . good, -idea 1 -
. . beautiful . - 5
) - | Percentage of SOCIETY, CLASSES 5 123
. . 3nd1v*duai,ty 13 -
, Tota] Score speial >
\ S e P classes - 20"
Main Perceptual Components us J z%m{‘;{?sm Do
\ ' ’ ' , ulture - 5
N ; humani t - '
Economy, Money, Proﬁt‘ . 21 14 man L }1§
Business, Industry , : -1 18 4 ‘ :gg::lyum - 8
Communism, Socialism 14 A Tife" - 23
Government, Politics ‘ 11 2 IMPERIAL IS
Corruption, Lack of Equality 5 ..,.5 PPRESSION ____ 30 8
mperfalism,t -
U.S., Western Camp . 16 22 colonization - 12
Freedom, Rights 3 14 doainat fon *\. K
N oppre: -
Society, Classes ‘ 1, 13 exploitation 8 -
Imperialism; Oppression 4 10 ' g;;?;ism -
Free Enterprise, Ownership 4 '8 ) - revolution . - 11
M1sce11aneou5‘ : ) 1 2 . overpowering - 15
- . J 5 625 PREE EVTERPRISE, .
. o, . NERSH 70
" Total Dommafnge Score 7 Free erterprTe b
R ' ~ competition 6 6
- " . . opportunism - 9
. ownership - 20
4 free economy - 14
. free importation - 6
. S 5 , ; interests - ‘15
- “ S
- \ “\ MISCELLANEOUS 11 21
- . . K . , security - b
. B . . . . Milton Freidman 5 -
. o Adam Smith 6 -
S nature R - 9
. science - 6
*n - LY > : t
- - ‘ ¥ ’ ’)
. : ' & sz,
v - ~ C‘ - L J




’

~ . Main Compaments -

184"

Main Components
and Responses . US and Responses » US
RUSSIA, CHINA ° 267 167 . ; f ATHEISM,
T Russfa, USSR 187 17 ENEMY 0: ISLAM -
China,ese 46 6 ‘ . atheism . -
Red China ~ 8 - , b kiTling IsTam -
uba 2 - ; p N kee?:ng away from
Germany,E.- 6 - religion -
Vietnazt 8 - enemy of Islam -
Eastern - 10, . : enemy of Moslem *
}n_:;mtiona! - 1(71 . COMMUNISM ] Zti:g:;l:;us -
r - b . . -
MRKISH, T \ 'PERCEPTIONS AND EVALUATIONS BY CORUPTION, % o
capitalism B - U.S. AND JORDANTAN STUDENT GROUPS . Wrong s -
democ racy 10 - [ . " - untrue £ .-
::::-:?y 58 . | SR+ %
3 't . : ear -
t Jhcal - - ; . . hate,red | ° 8 -
hef:ry « . P$r€e?tgge of, . corruption,moral - 27
GOVERNMENT , , ota core’ no freedom ° 12 ° 8§
POLITICS,.POWER . 103 65’ } N 7 oppression ~-9 31
government -18 - . . unfair 11
state 8 - Main Perceptual Components J " threat 8
kingship,rule - 8 - ' bxckwardness -
politics,al 24 - . ) - {  lack of equality -
N Cority A Russia, -China - 25 Boing sgatnst 1a 1
. ; power, ful 15 - K Marxism, Socialism 9 ' on estcrion a1
controleine - B Government, Politics, Power 9 D8 2t
' does fot belteve Red, Pinko . ' = v A :ﬂ/t‘:}:.ion 8 o
w dovermeny - 8 Stalin, Lenin  ° 3 , dath . - 8
- -People, Communes 1 ) destruction,ive 20 18
RED, PINKO 13 - . 4 blood - 8
red.s I Atheisms, Enemy of Islam 17 ; o
pinko & - Corruption, Oppression 14 . EQU&&}}%EEDO" n3
.pe , ’ yWar, Destruction 8 . freedom,lin- 13 -
STALIN, LENIK 19 _ Equality, Freedom ' 5 : Justice -1
Lenin 2 1 Economy v 5 * ECONOMY : 1; 32
i & - . Miscellanéous . . 5 oy s 3 8
er 6 - — ’
(A . taking profit ‘- 4
‘ . Poe . . 1th - 8
PEOPLE, COMAMES 30 7 Total Dominance Score 675 \ Yack of ownership - 6
Poomines.al 8 - . ° ) MISCELLANEOUS - 32
share,ing 12 - . re;ctfonary - g
way of )ife 5 - :gt:ﬁ:?us : 4
. general . - g3
» .

Hb\l\l‘l []

'

e

Q 183 . ‘ ‘ . - .' .
ERIC : ' -

) . . .




grte

! Main Component

-
[}

and Responses L\us J

COMMUNISM,

MARX 15M 215 64
communism,t 104 27
Marx, isn 38 9
fascism,t s 8 -
imperialism - 6 -
capitalisa 36 -
democracy,tic 23 19
socfalism - 9

€0 ES, ‘

RUSSIA, SWEDEN 160 67
country,s 11 N
nation 6 -
Russia, USSR 50 59
Cuba - 8 -
8ritain 6 .
England 18, -
France 6 -

* Germany, £- 1{ S
Italy 7 -
Sweden 26 -
Scandanavia 6 -
Us 6 -
Romania . - 8

GOVERNMENT , B

POLITIECS 79 62
government 50
state 6
politics,al 18 2
parties -
power 5
strength -
reactionary - 1
planning -

ECONOMIES, MONEY 4 3
economy, system 16 -
taxes, high- 6 -
welfare,-state 10 -
medicine 9 -

. building,housing - 6

__distribdting ‘
profits - 5
money - 7
production - 5
development - 7

= advancement - '5
1
Y -
PG 1 b J

N DO (DB )

-
- ° >
* SOCIALISM
PERCEPTIONS ANQMEVKlﬁATIONS BY
U.S. AND JORDANIAN STUDENT GROUPS
B ‘ . h Percentage of
o Total Score
h .
Main Perceptual Components ‘Us J
- . Communism, Marxism . e 32 13
Countries, Russia, Sweden 24 13
Government, Politics. s 12 - 12
: Economics, Money ) 6 7
) Equality, Freedom ) 6. 17
Work, Help, Share - 6 14
Society, People 7 11
Problems, Bad - 4 7
Miscellaneous 2 6
Total Qominance Score 672 503
.- &y ' .4
.‘ . )
. 4 “ .
¢ ’
I S

L

Main Components

and Responses us - J

*. EQUALITY, FREEDOM 43 84
equal, ity 13 4i

freedom 6 21

Justice - 22
good,-system 16 .
idealism,tfc 8. -~

. ‘WORK, HELP, SHARE 43 70
work,ers,ing .8 -

. "participation - 12
- sharing 12 -
together,ness 7 .
.unity,ed 8 -

* help,mutual- 8 51
brotheghood - 7
SOCIETY, PEOPLE 48 57
society,al 10 .

people 19 10

classes 6 12

' no classes -, 5
friends’ i 7 -
interactions 6 -
1ntermtiomlfz - 12
organization - 6

groups - 12
* PROBLEMS, BAD 29 36

i probiems 8 -
permissive - Y

. no equality - 3
atheisme - 12
w colonization - 6
against it . - 6

creeping 6 -

23 bad 10 -
wrong t 5 -

0/ A
MISCELLANEOUS: M 28
, idea‘ 6 -
’ theory g, -
princtple - 15
universal* - 13
»
156

oo, v



Main Components g
us

Main Components
and Responses N ° and Responses . us J. .
. PEOPLE, BLACKS, . : '
e © g g
Broue S peace 12 15
" women ’ 12. - givﬂ rights 13 -
\ womins® rights 6 - . . g:::'l . %g -
Andrew Young 6 - . ' fair 18 -
Carter 48 - - l.m EI;CSS ’ :
everyone n o - HUMAN RIGHTS . ducation - 5 -
for m“ 6 : ) " speech 6 -
personality - R - -
s . PERCEPTIONS AND EVALUATIONS BY . ggg:: of view : g
% U.S, AND JORDANIAN STUDENT GROUPS torin D
gqg:a'l rights 26 - ¥ ' ;:tigd:ﬁsm < 9
‘- N - the press - 7
. FREEDOM 89 12 . : ' : . N
freedon - o ' | Percentage of .
Moerty . 11 - » ) : : Total Score SppressTon 1
1iberation : H ~ pushing oppressfon - 12
not being tied - 6 . . : - : * restrained - 10
LIFE. PURSULT . Main Perceptual Components us J . _ colonfzation -
- -, OF :,'”Pmsss 62 51 Y ‘ ! “-me'b:::guted T
ecency - . - . -
= dignity o1 \ People, Blacks, Women %é ; racism o
happiness, s . * . . < :
pursuit of 6 - Equality o i - s, oosTITUTION 4848
lfe % - Freedom ‘. . \ b constitution 5 -
respect T Life, Pursuit of Happiness L 11 10 snendnent s -
. mutua ' U.S., Russia, Palestine S 4 4 . protection S
: ponderstanding - & . .~ Justice, Religion 17 28 Q Gty D1
economicslevel - 15 Oppressibn, Restraint ’ . - 21 IMPORTANT 3
US, RUSSIA, o Laws, Constitution N 8 9 ) nzcgmm A3
PALESTINE 220 Important, Necessary . . 5 ¢ 7 Tportant - ¢ 15
Iran A Politics, Activism 5 g . e ary g1
. ussia - : ‘ v - - 1 °
intermation) - Miscellaneous . : N wanted 1
 Palestine - e o . POLITICS
- ' ) - Total Dominance Score o 630 524 ACTIVISH 0 29
- HISCELLANEO?S - ’9 X : - ;iél:li“‘ 6§ -
observation - . . : .. -
wealth - 6 - . ? . politics 6 13
don't know about . ’ power 5 -
it - 8 N democracy 8 -
fate - 9 N » . e'!ection - 8
L organization - 8
‘ b

~

8r | : o .. 188




Lud 3
’ \ Ad -. -
- ~ Main Components :
Hain Components s .
and Responses us 9 ’ and Responses us ¢
R R . ~ A GOVERNMENT, POWER, -
e By 160 136 : DICTATORSHIP- 66 103
to Bﬂcks k2 - government 12 -
Jews 13 . ' - ‘ ‘ . - governing - 8
minorities 2 - ., . ' : Sovernors s 2 -
' people 2 K . '
" racial 6 - . o reigning - 6 r
racism 12 6 " . , e i control_ 7 - -
slaves 8 - < -/ : - o giictator.shiq lg 7
roaen verty 6 - OPPRESSION power s -
wan * Y . ‘ R ' strong . - 26
. ) strength - 15
QM“‘;‘{;{“ : ‘3‘ PERCEPTIONS AND EVALUATIONS BY * politics,al 79
: self - 9 U.S. AND JORDANIAN STUDENT GROUPS COLONIZATION
social - 14 \/6 ' DOMINATION * - 99
the weak - A ] N colonization - 25
w0 wcs, smessy L - . v,k
D 8 62, . . .
discrimfration 8 - . Percentage of S eteir ot R
2;:{:?1“ 1(6) . . : Total Score L '23??122450:1 26
. Deld back 1 - - . » . LTONSg -
. - ’ /oppressed, o 8 15 . . .
rs bt o n H ‘ain Perceptual Components us J ReNS, JosTicE 5
s repression - R - R freedom 9 -
suppress, fon 22 - - . i -
slavery 6. - People, Blacks, Women, the Weak 32 19 :ggsagz”w N
et velfgton 220 14 . Held Back, Suppressed, Depressed 26 . 9 - Tack of justice - 13
prison -8 Bad, Crime, Corruption 9 8 RUSSIA, PALESTIRE,
restraint - - 9 Capitalism, Commum[s)m b lg - 1; . ‘15&4\{%5{. ga L
taking the pruceeds- 7 Government, Power, Dictatorship ' X . China 6 -
8AD, CRIME, Colinization, Domination ‘- 14 - ﬁgba 5 :
COR‘;M‘JZTION % Sf Ri ghtS ’ JUSti ce ’ ' 2 13 Palestine - 17
sad 6 - . Russia, Palestine, Israel 6 .7 Israel -2
. O War, Killing, Cruelty 7 17 wa; KLLTHG, “ 1
anger 6 - 7 war - 10 12
fear 1 7 - : ' 720 -
unhappiness -7 Total Dominance Score __ 495 . 6 -
ignorance 6 - - o terrorism - 9
. crime - 22 ‘ wrestling - 6 ¢
COI"I"UDHOH - 17 . - « - i kﬂHng - 21
~ » : ’ death - 14
CAPITALISM, . -
- COMMUNISM - ) . ::s:g:iy violence - 8,
N capitalism 8 - s M cruelty - 21
communism,t 18 - . hurt ’ 8 -
-~ ’ - ;xcessive ' ’a 9
B N unger -
Y ~
t -

RIC o = - L
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Main Components
and Responses

[N

J

US, DEMOCRACY 130 32
U5, America 74 -
country w10
democracy o3 22

>

*LIBERTY, L

LIBERATION 80~ 54
*“Independent ,ce 13 -
. free 20
1iberty
1iberation
departing

SLAVERY, JAIL
Jatl

-~
o~
~ G

=28,

o

bondage
oppression
slavery
prison
restrained.
nonexistent

g
[ - XF-X.. [P

WAR, REVOLUTION 44
war
revolution
rider
movement
faight,er
death

P~ .
SO mT

BELL, FLAG
: Tdeal
bel}
*flag i
wind

[ ~N
o O OO

[ R ]

MISCELLANEQUS 17 49
- duty 13
politics .

education

racism R
necessary

word

.changes 3
at last .
forever

—
1OV VOV

F- X LN B I B B |

N

FREEDOM

Main Components ¢
and Responses us J

RIGHTS, JUSTICE,
EQUAL]TY RELIGION 128 169

- . constitdtion 12
. Bi1l of Rights 6 -
rights, 35 74
"Justice . 14 38
equality - 3
religion 30 9
Islam, Moslem - 1
human- rights 8 -
choice 23 -

PEéCEPTIONS AND EVALUATIONS BY

U.S. AND JORDANIAN STUDENT GROUPS .

PEQPLE, WOMEN,

. ~ [ o
LI T T I B - [ -] u@@!!llu\

. IND]V]?UAL‘ ~ 35 126
society - 9
. -”» people - 15
‘ :m it ' - ‘3
. . umanity -
Ry N A women - 20
° Percentage of . {ndividual 8 10
. Total Score personal 6 -
T 1 o
. . e '
Main Perceptual Components UsS J 1iving. /- 8
. , PRESS,
U.S., Democracy 21 4 . ﬂs_s%;%'g(m_g%_l(ﬁ_
Liberty, Liberation 13 8 Speech, of- ¥ 6
Slavery., Jail . 8 8 ‘Eﬁlﬂ'gﬂ?, o -8
War, Revolution 7 1 #  expression -
Bell, Flag .5 - mind -9
R1ghts Justice, Equahty, Religion 20 24 S : o o
People, Women, Individual 6 18 \ HAPPINESS, PEX 264
Press, Speech, Opinion 9 15 Tove w7
Love, Happiness, Peace L7 9. ey nes ¢ W
Work, Production : _ 2 6 enjoying 5o S
Miscellaneous ' 3 7 .security -, 1
o ' tranquilii D%
t 111t -
Total Dominance Score 628 710 rnquility
, WORK, PRODUCTION 2 M
- ) - Wor - .
, ‘ " - production < 10
™ mutual help -+2 10
. - free enterprise 6 -
advancement - 4
! v~ , ‘ _money 6 . -
&, ’ /‘ Es ' ) f - <
’ B ' . %& . /\T,“ “’
IS N 4 .
i t » N .
. a. o . . . ‘. L
o1 . ¢ . - .
.: \' \ . /A.: \’, ."‘ e " 1%
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

Main Components

and Responses us J

IRAN, ISRAEL,

PEOPLE 150 86
Tran,Tans 74 -
Ireland 8 -
Irish 6" -
IRA n -
Italy 8 -
Israel 12 16
groups 10 -
gangs - 25
Arab,s 12 -
Patty Hearst 6 -
communists 6 -
inhabitants - 5
Jews -
people - 8
children - 14
students - 4

WAR, FIGHTING,

DESTRUCTION 95 712
“fight,Tng 18 7
hitting - 14
attack 8 9
guerrilla,s 1 -
nilitants 5 -
war u 2
revolution 8 -
destruction 13 2
destroy 8

HOSTAGES, VICTIMS 57 -
hostages 51 -
victims 6 -

BOMBING, “GUNS 55 9
bombs, ing 30 -
quns A9 9
weapons 6 -

PLO, PALESTINIANS 50
$L0 43
Palestinfans 7

MISCELLANEOUS 20 49
aw - 7
politics,al” 12 5
parties - 8
0lympics. 8 -
freedom - 12
religion - 9
intelligence - 8

193
<

>

“

TERRORISM

PERCEPTIONS AND EVALUATIONS BY
U.S. AND JORDANIAN STUDENT GROUPS

1

Percentage of

™ Total Score
Main Perceptual Components UsS J’
N

Iran, Israel, People 23 10
War, Fighting, Destruction 14 7
Hostages, Victims 9 -
Bombing, Guns . 8 1
PLO, Palestinians - 8 -
Colonization, Oppression 1 26
Violence, Torture, Killing 19 24
Enemy, €rime 4 14
Fear, Hate, Lack of Security 10 12
Miscellaneous 3 5
. Total Dominance Score 657 974

14,

A -

- b

Main Components

and Responses . US"J,

COLONIZATION, ¢

OPPRESSION 6 256
domination - 9
colonization - 29
Z4onism , = 3
oppress ion - M
subduction .- 8
take by violence -, 9
taking freedom - 5
slavery - 9
restrained - 12
prison,imprison - 19
power 6 -
force - R
overpowering -

*

VIOLENCE, TORTURE,

2 KILLING 126 237
torture,ing 6 14
pain 6 -
violence 33 8
blood 8 -
murder 16 -

+  kill,ing,ers 33 105

’ death a 1u-°
harsh - 2

ENEMY,- CRIME 30 138
bad 18 -
evil , 6 -
trouble 6 -
crime - A
criminal - 10
enemy - §
¢ovruptfon -
contradicting

laws - 9
+ stealing - 1
hold up - 8
beastliness - 8
{nhumanity - 9

FEAR, HATE

LACK OF SECURITY 68 117
fear 2’2‘5 54,
frightening,-away 8-~ }1
horror 8- -
tecror & -
scared 1R -
anxfety - n
hate 1R -
lack of secyrity - 15
lack of stabfltty - 12
weakness - 8

5,




Main Components
and Responses us 9
WAR, FIGHTING 187 154
) war % 53
fight “ -
battle 11 -
vying with - 12
weapons - 25
defend * 8 <
< conflict,ing 6 16
rival,ry - 13
attack 6 -
shoot 6 -
dispute - 3
R i 5 -
watch Y 5 -
HATRED, )
JEALOUSY, FEAR 166 110
- hate,d,ful 88 68
" dislike 17 -
distrust 10 -
Jealous,y 10 -
. fear,ful 18 -
terror - 15
“despise 6 -
, mstrust ) -
anger 6 -
revenge 6 -
spite . - 17
toward - 4
- lack of pity - 6
m b Y
FRIEND, ALLY 82 9
X friend 70 9
ally,ance 12 -
! 4
BAD, EVIL 8 38
bad 20 -~ 23
wrong 7 -
evil 12 -
against 16 -
corruption - 9
hostilg 7 8 -
danger,ous 12 -
sivage, beastly - 6
unfriendly 5 -
* NATIONS,
RUSSIA, 1RAN / 81 75
Russia, USSR 5 13
Iran,ians 25 -
US Ametricans - 33
land ‘ - 23
Palestine - 6
FOE, TRAITOR 63 60
foe 30 -
bad guys 8 -
opponent 12 -
opposition 13 -
* : traitor . 24
betray -2
or - 16
N
195
Q
Wi;ﬁﬁ

ENEMY

PERCEPTIONS AND EVALUATIONS BY
U.S. AND JORDANIAN STUDENT GROUPS

' ;Sgaﬁgﬁﬁzzﬁﬁéﬁﬁzquﬁa

, Percentage of
. Total Score
I
Main Perceptual Components us ¢ J
War, Fighting . 24 15
Hatred, Fear, Jealousy * 21 11
Friend, Ally 10 "4
Bad, .Evil ) : 10 "4
Nations, Russia, Iran 10 7
- Foe, Traiter . 8 6
Oppression, Colonization 2 18
. Killing, Destruction °® 9 13
Israel ) - 10
Sickness, Instability,Dislocation 1 8
Miscellaneous 5 8.,
Total Dominance SEore "788 1010
[ ~ \ -t \
‘ ¥ , \
' [ ‘ - ~

’

-

Matn Components

and Responses us J

OPPRESSION,

COLONIZATION 13 117
subduing - 6
dominating - n
power ) -
strength - 6
oppression 8 43

“colonizer - 14
colonization - 23
imperialism - 8
holding freedom - )
violating freedom )— 4
overpowering - 15
prisons - 8
stealing - 12
Zionism - 16

KILLING, A

DESTRUCT 10N 71 135
kiTTing,er 3T i1
death 8 6

destroy,tion

AT

terrorism -
violation -
harmful 7 -

ISRAEL -9
Tsrael - 99

SICKNESS,

INSTABILETY,

DISLOCATION i
problems -
sickness . -

hunger ;

76

poverty
. unemployment
lack of stability
“ Jlack of security
. ignorance -
- backwardness -
homeless -
unrest -

—
NI Y - RV- RO R X, W =

~
~

MIS K| -
cormyunism,
news
animal
Cheryl
Sharon

" myself
unknown
*rights ..

! interests
pride
peace .

.3g93inst Islams
stheism

+split
party-spirited

N

N OBNMOW It 1 AN

4

[ S SR SR - Y % S

-
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ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

Main Components

" and Responses us 9
DEATH, KILLING 186 177
death, dead 85 9]
die 6 -
kill,ing 8 6
pain 12 -
blood,-shed 4 19
death of humanity - 6
hurt 5 -
murder 6 -

WEAPONS ,

NUCLEAR 80MBS 133 118
weapons 0 47
guns 26 -

¢+ bombs 2 1
nuclear 31 -
tanks 12 10
nuclear weapon 6 -
planes 6 17
strength - 1
power,-play 10 -
atomic weapons - 4
cannons - 6

NATIONS, PEOPLE 124 70
Vietnam 3 -
US, America 6 8
Korean 10 -
Israel - 30
Palestine * - 8
Russia, USSR 18 4
world 1 -
government 7 -
men 1 -
souls " - 8
Iran 6 -
Arabs 6 -
children 6 -
Carter 6 -
earth 5 -
internat'l world - 12

PEACE, FREEDOM 113 22
peace 13 -
free’on - 12
1iberation - 10

HATE, ENEMY 59 28
hate ,red 47 -
enemy, enmity’ 12 28

WORLD WAR,

CIVIL WAR 62 -
T 11 -
LR 18 -
LU ) 6 -
revolution 9 -
Civil war 10 -
cold 8 -

SOLDIERS, ARMY 56 8
soldiers 14 8
Army 22 -
draft 15 -
MASH 5 -

-

.

PERCEPTIONS AND EVALUATIONS BY ke

U.S. AND JORDANIAN STUDENT GROUPS

Percentage of
-Total Score
Main Perceptual Components” us J
Nbeath, Killing 19 16
Weapons, Nuclear Bombs 13 11
Nations, People 12 . 6
Peace, Freedom . . - 11 2
Hate, Enemy v -6 2
Morld Wars, Civil War 6 -
Soldiers, Army ' . 6 1
Bad, Stupid ‘34 -
Térror, Hunger, Displacement . 2 19
Fighting, Battle 10 14
- Destruction, Ruin 7 12
Domination, Oppression - 8
..__Miscellaneous ' 2 8
. Total Dominance Score 1° 993 1100
£
’ /
\ )
Main Components
and Responses s 9 '
" 8AD, STUPID 50 . \
‘ bad * 12 -
evil 9 -
wrong 6 -
stupid | 12 -
eedless 6 -
’;s(:nseless 5 - ,

-

Main Compenents

and Responses USw

TERROR, HUNGER,

DISPLACEMENT 23 211

ack st ty -
defeat - 8
sickness,es: - 12
loss 5 7
hunger - 33
famine 6 -
fear 6 g
terror - 4
sadness 6 -
fnhumanity - 10
lack of security - 6
social problems - 6
ignorance - 16
crime - 6
backwardness - 19
homeless - 3R
poverty - 3

FIGHTING, BATTLE 98 153
”9“"-‘"9 /73]
battle 8 -
conflict 8 -
terrorism - 5
rivalry -
aggression - 9
violence . 24 6
games 9 -
wrestling - 27
dispute - 46
persecutign - 6 -

t

DESTRUCTION, RUIN 66 139

= destruction 48 110 _
ruin - 29
hell 1 -
end 7 -

DOMINAT ION,

OPPRESS ION - 123
overpowering _ - ¢
victory - 12
-domination - 20
wedkness - 6
colonization * .- 20
interests - 17
spreading - 7
continuation - ‘6

MISCELLANEOUS ' 23 48

., movies «' -
animals - 8
help - 11
Islam - 12
politics 12 3
belief - 8
pride - 6
economics 5 -

¢
195
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

Main Components
’7 and Responses Us 9
4
—-l GUNS, NUCLEAR
WEAPONS 143 -
guns 3 -
. weapons ,ry 35 -
bombs 14 -
missile 12 -
nuclear 22 -
power 6 »
¢ arms race 1 -
TREATY, POLITICS,
SALT 243,53
Teader - {8
’ ’ SALT, 1, 11 111 44 -
conference | *5 -
. f > tﬂks 19 -
i~ - treaty - 24 9
agree,ment 4 °9
negotiate,ign~ 5 -
. politics 13 18
interests - 9
~ D
. WAR, MILITARY 111 90
war,worlid- 63 33
danger,ous 8.
fighting 12
! - attack -
N my 8
o military 14
defense 6
surrendering, -
dispute -
corruption -
oppression, -
terror - 1
colonization -
Us, RUSSIA 80 37
countries [
. us 24
Russia 33
\ USSR 11
world 6
great countries -
Arabs -
MPOSSIBLE,
) T APPLIED . n 6
SV unread, istic 9 -
{mpossible 17 -
' never 8 -
not applied - . 6
. G000, NEEOEO 33 21
good 13 12
needed - 11 -
necessary .9 9
. Y
- -1 4.
Q ) l ' ) \) /'

. : - Main Components
g - « and Responses \‘ u 9
! : PEACE, SECURITY 90 3
, quietude - 10
. tranquility. - 42
Safe.ty o
¥ seurty .
. S -
: ) DISARMAMENT - Y
- LIMIT ARMS ‘29 85
, PERCEPTIONS AND EVALUATIONS BY :2";1";;1:0"' . 53
i U.S. AND JORDANIAN STUDENT GROUPS no dispute. D7
\ ) ’ : take away 9 -
A remove,al 15 -
, o
Paad ¢ e -
. Percentage of - Lov:;::::ms
Total Score ¢ R : '
, . . comrggncﬂhtion ? log
Main Percdbtual Components. us J Tovecmation Do
. T trust 5 -
) " Guns, Nuclear Weapons. 22 é :f.:u:::smamg - 1:
Treaty, Politics, SALT , 19 er 1ife :
War, Military . 17 11 R.%,E?EEZE Dos
U.S., Russia 12 4 It s L 1o
Impossible, Not Applied 5 1 fiouri shing T
Lt Good, Needed 5 2 FREEDOM, JUSTICE,
’ Peace, Security 14 38 EQUALITY - 8
t. End War, Limit Arms 4 10 justice Do
Love, Happigess, Comfort 1 12 cauality - n
. Freedom, Justice, Equality - 1, MISCELLANEOUS 1029
Miscellaneous 2 4 nts happens - 7
' . ) ; social -3
< % Total Dominance Score 659 823 » technology -3
revival - 7
»  weakness - 9
' N
. , = /\—h
‘ 9 . QU‘J -
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ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

..'. a4

g

3

Main Co-pone.ﬁts *

and Responses s J

U.S., RUSSIA 197 133°
Ug. America 65 57
Russ {3 2 82 43
Soviet Union 5 -
USSR 20 -
US/USSR 12 -
China 7 -
Iran 6 -
great powers - 12
country - 6

‘ Israel . 6
people -, 9

WEAPONS, POWER 138 70
wespons K I
bombs 20 1
missiles 12 -
guns 29 -
tanks 6 -
modern weapons - 6
armament 6 -
planes - 8
power 23 -
strength . - 4

SALT, -

NEGOTIATIONS 18 17
SALT 6 .-
negotistions 6 -
disarmament 6 -
peace 7 8
politics Zg 9
treaties ) -
necessary & -

NUCLEAR,

ATOMIC WEAPONS 7220
nuci@mr 36
nucledy weapons 12 -
nukes 10 -
nuclear war 6 -
atomic,-weapons - 10
atom bombs 8 10

BAD, FOOLISH 51 63
bad 6 -
waste, ful 6 -
unnecessary 7 -
siliy 8
ridiculous 6 -
foolish 10 -
{nhumanity = | - 9
hate - 4
problems 8 -
criminal - 8
against society - 4
backwardness - 12
against Islam - 6

*  against agreement - 3
corruption - 1(7)

anarchy

A1 ]

<

-

A€

ARMS RACE

’

PERCEPTIONS AND EVALUATIONS BY
U.S. AND JORDANIAN STUDENT GROUPS
, 4

i
f'~

.| Percentage of
: J_ Total Score
l 3 .
Main Perceptual Components WU J
{ . N . - '
E U.S., Russia . 25 1%
| Weapons, Power 17 8
. SALT, Negotiations ] 10 2
Nuclear, Atomic Weapons 9. 2
Bad, Foolish 6 7
War, Fighting . 17 . 26
Death, Destruction 11 19
Domination, Oppression ™~ - 12
*, | Development, Technology - - ..6,
Miscellaneous - : 37
Total Dominance Score 778 900
° . y

-
w

N

\\;

\

N

Main Components
and Responses

»

us 9

WAR; FIGHTING 136 236
war, world- 70 %6

warfare 10 -
battle 8 -
competition 15 57
fight,fng ., - 2
run,ing ' 6 -
wrestling’ - 18
Army 9 7
military 12 -
defense 6 -
dispute - 3
enemy, -ty - 28
military
advancement - 8
DEATH, DESTRUCTION 89 171
ae'iﬁ . L] IE ~ EE
destruction ' 32 56 <
danger,ous * 21 -
kill,ing 6 .27 B
suicide,} 6 -
blood - 16,
anxfety - 7
terror - 2
scary 6 - °
against security - 6
ruin,ing - 10
PEY ,
DOMINATION,
OPPRESSION - 109
domination - X
« colonization - 12
oppEess ion - 22
. dictatorship - N N
overpowering - 9
Zionist T - 8
wandering , - 16
emigration - 6
N
DENELOPMENT, .
TECHNOLOGY N - 5
development, ~
advancement - 2 7.
~technology - 13
adgvancement - 8
scientific - -
sdvancement - 4
space - 5 w
MISCELLANEOUS - 21 29
money 16 18
freedom - - 5
win,ing 5 -
poverty - 6 .,
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» LS » N 1 - . ‘ R N ’ ’
. N ) Mairf Components
' * . and Res(ponses us J
Main Components <. ‘ . 2 ‘ ) oo BOMBS. MISSILES 132 76
and Responses USy J . . . ‘ . . R - s.ing
- . - . atom bomb 19 7
DESTRUCTION, END 156 205 ~ , war heads .7 .-
destruction | - 72 148 . missiles 32 -
destroy 7 - . “" . ' arms race o= 13
anihilation 8 - ) : guns -, . 6 -°
end,-of world 19 - . ' . R w:apttms. . 2
holocaust 8 - ° ' estructive -
. © destruction of . N . : atomic weapons - n
' d:g::‘:g::n of. i ’ ° ' NUCLEA R' WEAPONS s ¢ *US, RUSSIA, JAPAN 120 127
world L. . C \ U.s. —22 48
T ‘::’,‘g"-“" , % 37 : PERCEPTIONS AND EVALUATIONS BY lg::::a sov. L. 53 T
‘ FEEIR ' U.S. ,AND JORDANIAN STUDENT GROUPS . gssa ig 3
TERROR, °- . . . apan -
INSTABILITY * 6108 A . Hiroshima 16 4
threatening - 8 ¢ Communist
anxiety , - 6 4 ’ . . . countries - 1 .
o Y. g Y : ~ \ Percentage of - et powers - 10
no security - , 3 4 Total Score ” humanity -
tabilit - o !
. . % homeless - - ’fg/ SN . . WAR, FIGHTING 109 122
p hunger S Main Perceptual Components - US J war 78 65
disfiguration - 1 N LR 10 -
_ . 8 - fighting 10 25
DEATH, “KILLING 72 110 . 1 1 N military 5 -
<3 death v 48 5] . Bombs, Mi S§1 les 16 ' attack 6 -
R - * kil1,ing 0 25 ‘U.S., Russia, Japan - 15 13 terrorism - 13
- - . 3 3 \ . tval -

: . S:?‘l’}zg humnit} lf 10 ) uart F!ght1ng N . i 13 . 13 :g::n:{ peace - 8
ending humanity - 1; Radiation 2 8 3 RADIIATION 65 - 27
blood - W : : h '

Power, Domination 6 . 4, it 9

¢ DEVELOPMENT, . SALT, Disarmament ‘ 5 1 . aton. ic 2 27

~oMOMAN INVENT IONS A_- 91 X Bdd. Unnecessary . 4 3 plutonfum -
development 17 2 - ] fall out 12

:c‘*;nt{fic devel. - fg ’ Destruction, End - 19 21 :;3:3:?3:" g -

echnojogy - , tq s . -

‘ d;scovery t : ;; ) Terror’ !n?t';atn ] ! ty 91 %% POWER, DOMINATION 46 37
advancemen - - .
satellites - 6 ' Death', Killing . . . 7 power, ful - -
\ Development, Human Invert-ions - 9 energy Y

T, r o MsCUANRS 2 Miscellaneous ‘ 3 2 - oo foree gt
' . pro 0 - omination -
. accident 5 - : .
3 mile Islang 6 - . ; . 30 SALT, DISARMAMENT 39 7
ol iferation & - Total [{om1nance Score 3 958 B —W g -
N knowledge - . " . etente -
. thinking mind - 4 Q . - disarmament 1n .-
s colonization , ~ - 8 . . . . . peace - 1
- e - Q . BAD(;J&INN{CESSARY I;s 28
. ) , N -
' . - evil 7 -
. - . {gnorance - 6
' . . ot . unnecessary 1 -
. . ’ DR ’ . spite - 6
N ° enemy,enemity - 10
) : 4 - hate - 6
5 - '
- “ '3 N . .
o ‘ . . ‘\ 2!' }

-




Hain Components N / ) .
and Responses ‘US J - - IS

J -
_ TALKS - TREATY ’égg 62" - . : _ -
— —_ talks - ‘
¢ ) Main Components
gifgt}ate.ions 12 o and Responses us J
SALT 111 © 8 - ! . .
SALT 4,5,100... 18 - ' . % PEACE, SAFETY 37
peace talks, * fyedom - 12
- v treaty ‘12 - . v uvality - 10
. ", communication - 6 - . ; ggzgce : 1}3
‘ :;OR:;:::O" 25 }; . . . . . tlletente 16 15
pa 5° - . . ove -
i ftics u - ‘ . SALT  II . stability . - 15
- @u y 84 - . : ' tranquility - g?
’ - . safety ) --
n::::lstanding » - 8. ' . conservation of
disarmament 12 - - PERCEPTIONS AND EVALUATIONS BY ) h:if: . - 12
— nes -
e tons o racelt 13 U.ST AND JORDANIAN STUDENT GROUPS ot 3 A
* determination - 1 - ' s‘t!?;s):‘i‘:gsworld ) ,
’ : : : : - stop fightin - 6
R 160 91 .o — Tack of terror .+ 19
U5, America W27 , Percentage of DEVELOPHET
N . Russia, USSR 82 27 - Total Score PRODUCT 10N ’ I
Europe 5 - . y . .
*Iran 6 - * ! . development - 17
o ) N : flourishment - 13
. Cowntries . ;8 Main Perceptual Components Us J product fon Y
Jovernment 10 - ’ » ?onstruction - g
world 7 - : . . ndustry .
£3 great countries - 12 . Tal kS-, Treaty . v 40 8 WAR, DESTRUCTION 2§ -
. deve oped - - Natiops: U.S., Russia——" 22 12 e L
) © developing -7 Arms, Nuclear Weapons 14 8 desiructon -
countries -0 Leaders: Carter, Brezhnev . 11 - terrar” Y
< ARMS, NUCLEAR Useless, Unsuccessful - 5 1 '
0 A MISCELLANEOUS 84
e Peace, dafety 3o gt
nuclear arms,  * Development, Production . - 8 dirty -1
weapons 14 - ' . morals P 5
P wal", DEStY‘UCt10n‘ 2 8 necessary - 15
arma S S Miscell 4 6 © interests -6
armaments - 1scel laneous ’ Con
help, ful -8 -
:m: ;:;:tations lg : : -~ pepper-1-11 20 -
bombs, nuclear- 5 6 ~ Total Dominance Score 733 673 USELESSS ;
Mdeveloped- 8 16 i " UNSUCCESSFuL 7 6
. guns 6 - failure ] -
missiles 14 - - :::?:ss l? - .
pover, ful P ' . . ‘ inequitable 6. -
| neroy © e - ‘ N
" LEADERS: ) . . . ) applied completely- 6
CARTER, BREZHNEY 79 -
Carter 43 - . -
Nixon 8 - v s
Kissinger © 10 -
Congress 6 -
Breschnev . 12 - -

L S : 206 '
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Main Components
and Resqonses us J
US, RUSSIA 180 38
us v 30 -
USSR 2 ,-
Russ fa 60 -
Soviet,-Unfon 12 -
China 6 -
US/USSR - 5 -
Europe 11 -
Israel - - 9
nations 7 -
> countries 7 6
French 14 -
world 5° -
civilization - 7
. culture - 7
Arabs - 9
government 11 -
TALKS, .
NEGOTIATIONS |, 8l 56
talks
communicatfon 8 -
negotiations 8 -
SALT 12 -
NATO 7 -
, politics,-al 24 -
treaty 6 -
exchange - 1
internat'l
. relations - 20
dealing,ease in- - 12
cutting relatfons - 7
COLD WAR, WEAPONS 74 74
cold war 74 -
war 17 1
arms 6 - .
military 7 -
nuclear,-war 11 -
weapons .6 -
fear .5 -
provocation . - 7
dispute - 19
lack of peace - 9
y  armament race - 9
enemy - 9
bad relations - 10
LEADERS 58 -
_ Carter . 10 -
Nixon 19 -
Kissinger 19 -
Breschnev 10 -

DETENTE

é

A}

PERCEPTIONS AND EVALUATIONS BY -
U.S. AND JORDANIAN STUDENT GROUPS

/

I

Percentage of

/. Total Score
Main Perceptual Components TS J
N 4
‘ U.S., Russia . 32 5
Talks, Negotiations 14 8
Cold War, Weapons o 13 10
Leaders , . 10 -
Cooperation, Understanding 9 25
Peace, Security 13 18
Openness, Freedom - 12
Economy, Development - 12,
Problems, Failure 3 5
Miscellaneous 4 4
Total Dominance Score‘ 558 722

“

Main Components

us 9

and Responses

COOPERATION 49 183
cooperation 6 6
good Felations - 20
understanding,mvt. 16 3]
agree,ment 18 13
friend,ship 9 -
love - 2
lack of
selfishness -
help - %
unity, world - 5
end of dispute - 13

PEACE, SECURITY 72_134
peace 72 B8

tranquility
order
security

OPENNESS, FREEDOM

openness
freedom
equality ¢
Justice

good

ECONOMY ,
DEVELOPMENT

Lttt oo

economy
interests
production
advancement,
development
fndustrial revival
exportation
flourishing .

o N e - n [

1
.
[
(- X1

- -
SO v

PROBLEMS, FAILURE 19 3
problems - ]
failure 9 -
useless 5 ‘-
farce 5 -
lying - 1
difference - 14
MISCELLANEOUS 25 .26
: meaning 7 -
word 6 -
unknown 12 -
reaching reality - 2
result - 10
goal - 9
dominat fon - 5
LY
rd
U

A




‘. . . . .
- ’ ’ <\/ ' ‘ Main Components
: . and Responses us 9
Mai onents , . . .
andnmnses us ) ; WAR, DOMINATION 4 84
. . * : ’ war 6 11 .
GRWTH,%EAD l(l);s 153 L gg;:m{'.gtion 8 25 ’ R
row,t - n n -
noltiply W , o PROLIFERATION \ colontzation - 25
increase 10 - \ nnit;ry force - !g
spread,ing 17 120 — ’ . . anarchy -
many "b t1on 10 1 : PERCEPTIONS AND EVALUATIONS BY- - betrayal - 8
- ribu -
expand, sion 8 - U.S. AND JORDANIAN STUDENT GROUPS ) SCIENCE, KNOWLEDGE 16 % .
roliferate - 9 - . R scien -
giv'ding - 1: ' . -agv:“' nt - ﬂ
combining - . R edu on -
abundant 6 - . Lo * knowledge - 16
infiltrate 6 - Percentage of . beliefs . - 8
6 - commun { sm 10 -
too miny Total Score (deas 6 -
# WEAPONS, NUCLEAR ?o{ % . > POLITICS
T . ,
hucTear . veapons 54 - Main Perceptual Components ' UsS J INTERNAT'L RELATIONS 15 82
arms rZ - . po{:t:cs.-power ; 17 C
. . talk, ing -
SEX,\REPRODUCT 10¥ 3 - .. Growth, Spread 31 25 ety 78
Seproduce,tiof & - Weapons, Nuclear , 27 3. Felations "
8 bireh control & - Sex, Reproduction 13 = o Do
rabbits 4 - Nhat, Unknown . 11 - settling,ment = - " 10
1fe s - * War, Domination 4 14 SOCIETY. COMNTRY - 68
WHAT, UNKNOWN 6 - Science, Knowledge 5 14 socety .
word n o Politics, Interpational Relations 4 13 - hebrtants N
dictionary 6 . % Society, Country ) - 11 . 52513"':35-:1«« - 13
" unknown -6 Freedom, Security, Peace 2 10 y.ad
. . FREEOOM,
HISCELLANEOUS - 4 Sickness, Hunger 2 > SECURITY, PEACE 6 61°
bagmorals— -~ - 11 Miscellaneous - 6 freedon 11
;rrhé'ng - lg A security - 13
rea = ) . ) Tove’ R
”, Total Dominance Score * 331 613 e T _
—y ) Islam - 8
) . : ' good 6 - -
) . R SICKNESS, HUNGER g8 %9 .
a ' , sickness - 5
. poverty ., ‘°* . 4
- -, . - . . overpopulation 8 -
/‘ .
v’
213 e , \ . 21
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Main Components 4

and Responses s 9

RECESSION, -

OEPRESS 10N - 183 10
depression 30 -
inflation 64 10
recession 62 -
balance 7 -
tight 8 -

. high 6 -
sound 6" -

MONEY, WEALTH 155 116
capital - 5
money 100 27
budget 18 i
prices 7 -
taxes 10 -

“ thrift 5 -
gold 5 -
save 5 -
wealth - 23
rich,ness 5 35
poverty - 26

BAD, POOR,

FAILING 92 16
bad 23 -
downhill , 7 -
problems * 12 -
unempl oyment 10 -
failing 6 -
falling 5 -
poor 24 -
complex 5 -
tumbl ing down - - 10
exploitation - 6

COUNTRIES, GOV'T 82 62
country 9
civilization - 14
developing

countries -5 8
Europe - 6

. ‘advancé\d~countries - 6
u.s. 5 -
Carter 18 -
gover'nmen& 18 -
policy | 5 -
politics 19 19
system 11 -

TRADE, CONSUMPTION 63 78
economics 15 -
supply - 8 -
demand 8 5
exchange 5 14
tride - 27
buying - 3
consumption - 29
stock market 6 -
Wall Street 8 -
graphs 5 -
GNP : 8 -

y
¥

el

) ECONOMY

PERCEPTIONS AND EVALUATIONS BY

3

U.S. AND JORDANIAN SKPDENT GROUPS

-/

" Main Perceptual Components

g

Percentége of

Total Score

Us J
Recession; Depression 28 1
Money, Wealth 23 16
Bad, Poor, Failing 14 2
Countries, Government 12 8
' Trade, Consumption ’ 10 10
Development, Advancement } 2 22
Agriculture, Resources 1 13
Business, Industry 6 11
Export, Import v 2 <9
Social Goals, Necessities . - 5
Miscellaneous - 3 2
Total Dominance Score " 663 744
oo

Main Components *
and Responses us J
OEVELOPMENT,

AOVANCEMENT 10 161
advancement - 32
development,ing - 30
building | - 7
grgwth 5 -
spreading - 1
sufficiency - 22
flourishing - 21
organizing - 10
help, mutual- 7. 5 1
counse) ing §§ - 12

AGRICULTURE, .

RESOURCES 8 9
agriculture,Y - &
resources - 28
0il 8 25

BUSINESS, INDUSTRY 3§ 84
usiness -

industry - 2
N production -
factories - nw
Jobs 12 -
work,ers - 1
employment 5 -

EXPORT, IMPORT 13 64
exports 7 15
exportation - 19
imports 6 9

* importation - 21

SOCIAL GOALS,

NECESSITIES - 3
necessary - [}
Justice < 5
freedom - 7
security - 5
1iving - 10

MISCELLANEOUS 18 19
future - 8
ours 6 -
car 6 -
news © 6 -
arms - 5
disease - 6
/

21,
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Main Components
,and Responses us J

PEOPLE, BLACKS,
WOMEN

Blacks 16 -
children ; 9
mgn . . 6

-ua.q;:\t)ies" 1
peop 12

6
. 10
slaves,ry 6
women 50 -
humankind - 10
) 6

9

6

6

mind -
Arabs -
Mos lems -
classes -
WRONG,. UNFAIR,
OESTRUCTIVE 105 30
wrong 1
evil 03&
bad 9
16
5
9
5
6
8
9
9
9

abuse
cheag
stealing
crime
destroy

harm

hurt j
misus 4
unfair
advantage
hate

inhumanity

—

P R I I R A B )

—

.

SEX 37
sex,ual - Kl
pornography .6

POOR, lGNORAN?.. 20
poor L1 -
lack of food - 9
ignorant ,ce 9 5
weakness - 10

. <€

GOVE RNMENT,

SYSTEMS
capftalism
communism
imperialism
government

. politics

JO

~
»

-
LR T NN~ (V-]
)

EXPLOITATION

) -
PERCEPTIONS AND EVALUATIONS BY

-~

U.S. AND JORDANIAN STUDENT GROUPS

~

Percentaﬁé of
Total chre

Main Perceptual Component3™~ us J
People, Blacks, Women 26 9 )
Wrong, Unfair, Destructive 25 . 4 -
Sex 9 - .
Poor, Ignorant _ 5 3
Government, Systems ) 4 3
Oppression, Domination 9 21 :
Resources, Wealth ' . 8 19
Advancement, Work, Production - 14
Countries, U.S., Israel 9 12
Interests, Goal . - 8 4
Miscellaneous 4 - 6 - :

Total Dominance Score 417 717 ° .

Main Components

and Responses us J

OPPRESSION,

DOMINATION 37 150
oppression 6 49
exploitation - 4
colonization - 10
rights stifled © - 9
taking - 15
used,using 19 -
domination” - 24

" control 6 -
power 6 -
strength - 29

RESOURCES, WEALTH 32 %135
~resources B iE

natural resources §

ofl 7 8
minerals - 10
land - 6
water - 6
Sahata - 1R
9old - 5
money 12 9
riches - 12
profits - 6
currency - 4
expens iveness - 41,1r
AOVANCEMENT, WORK,
PRODUCTION . - 98
advancement , - 17
. monopoly - 2
workers - 28
production - 1
technology - 9
science - 6
building - 6
COUNTRIES, U S,
ISRAEL 39 90
. country,s 530
foreign 5 -
us 29 29
great powers -
Israel Y-
INTERESTS, GOAL® . - &%
interests - 20
g0al - 18
egocentricity - 1
MISCELLANEOUS 18 &7
war - 15
show 6 -
time - 6
denial - .8
media 5 -
v A -
freedom - 7
help - 7

214

-
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-
Main Components ~ -
and Responses s J
3RD WORLD *
COUNTRIES 150 112
nations IH B
countries 43 -
Africa,-countries 17 24
Asia,-countries 9 1
India : 18 7
3rd world,
. -countries 40 36
-~ world 5 -
backward
countries - 1
people 6 -
lots of
inhabitants - 23
POVERTY 112 4
poverty 60 4]
poor 52 -
80DY, IMMATURE, ,
SMALL 96 -
\body 5 -
baby 6 s
bra'in 5 "-
breasts 13 -
bust 10 -
children -8 -
immature 8 -
premature 5 -
skinny 9 -
small 27 -
HUNGER, DISEASE 45 34
sickness 11 -
disease 9 _ 7
hunger 17 16
starvation 8 -
sleeping - 1
RESOURCES,
LAND, OIL 34 19
resources 3 -
+ agriculture, - "
, rural 10 ‘\\
land 6 -
ofl - 8
lack of
resources - 1
o
3
. - \)

UNDERDEVELOPMENT

- (3

PERCEPTIONS AND EVALUATIONS BY °
U.S. AND JORDANIAN STUDENT- GROUPS

R}

~N
' T i " Percentage of
. Total Score
Majn Perceptual Components . us 1 J
Luntriés, 3rd World . 28 15
overty . . 21 . 6
ody, Immature, Small ‘ ' 18 -
unger, Disease ) 8 4 20
Resources, Land, 0il ! 6 2
Arab Countries, Middle East - 26
i Technology, Economy , -2 ‘14
Backwardness, Ignorance . ‘ 8 13
Colonization, Oppression - . - 8
Low Thinking, No Pri?cip]es - 6
Miscellaneous . T 7" 5
Total Dominance Score 530 740
' r:;nRgggg::§:ts us J
' B . MISCELLANEOUS 38 35
‘ ) overdeveiopment 12 -
speech - 6
educat fon - 7
housding 6 -
government 5 -
- politics - 8
. . help 9 14
’ ' . ‘welfare 6 -
! . .

Main ComponeqfSs
, and Respon;es

ARAB COUNTRIES, 7~
MIODLE EAST

Arabs,-countries

Arab countries
Jordan’
Middle East

TECHNOLOGY,
ECONOMY

technology
ipdustries
ifdustrial
ckwardness
worker
techno}ogy
backwardness
science
production
plans,ing
unemployment
not developed
economically
imported ~
money
BACKWARDNESS ,
. JGNORANCE

~

o L]

-~

—

[
LI V-] [-- R NN -] won

Ny

“Tacking
waste -
backwardness
slow, backward
weak

counting on others

reactionary
ignorance
1literacy,

COLONJZATION,
OPPRESS 10N

WML I Nt o~

—

colonization
colonized
countries
oppression
exploitation
overpowering

LOW THINKING,
NO PRINCIPLES

Hle

cultural
backwardness
low thinking *
undeveloped
social level
laziness

N0 principles
corruption




< L) \
o
) ' Main Components . ) \
+  and Responses, ° us J
MONEY, FOOO 156 138 -
“financial aid 85 28 . ’ - .
, B 7ons 7 - \ FOREIGN AID '
. expensive ' ° 6 - "
i loan - 7 . . .
;:52 rich , DB PERCEPTI‘ONS AND EVALUATIONS BY .
' ,:;,’ﬁt 2 22 U.S. AND JORDANIAN STUDENT GROUPS
clothes - 9 )
medicine * 10 -
tools - 11 . .
- “an : Y - » Percentage of -
experts - 18 . ~ . Total Score -
HEL%ﬂASE_!?Ti 18" 36 ‘ R .
' seatoance 1l . Main Perceptual Components us J
care - —
moal belp 7 o 1) Money, Food 28 22
n " v . Help, Assist . ‘22 6 .
© ¥ woine - & 0 U.S. Government, Politics 16 12
Cirter A Military, War 8 4
Congress ” 6 - - Needed, Good 5 -
) ‘ At y Too Much, No 4 -
. - politics n o9 . - Countries, Great and Developing 12 20
taxes 8- Domination, Colonization - 15
. MILITARY, WAR 41 25 Needy, Poor . 5 12
. 715 Development, Interests - 8
_ weapons 10 . N
r n M Totd1 Dominance-Séore 546 613
NEEOED, G0OO 8 - —
needed 10 -
necessary 11 - .
good 7 - \
00 MUCH, MO 23 - .
too much 7 -
unappreciated g :
:':ste \ 6 - K

2L

Main Components

and Responses s J

COUNTRIES, GREAT

ANO DEVELOPING 67 126
Africa 7 -
Cambodia 13 .
Cubans 6 -
India 5. -
Iran 5 -
Israel 10 9
Russia, USSR 6 22
3rd world 7 -
countries 8 17
great countries - .9
developing
countries - 28
Saudi Arabia - 25
Palestine - 5
gulf countries - 1

DOMINATION,

COLONIZATION - 9
domination - 18
ownership - [
colonization - 2
slavery = n
exploitation -
colonizers'

Ist step - 1

NEEDY, PQOR 28 72
needs v - 1k
poor * 9 } o r
poverty 9 '3
starvation § 1 .
hunger 5: .15
overpopulation -t 7
refugees -5 7

DEVELOPMENT, -

INTERESTS . - 50
interest - &9
development' -« 15
workers - 6

.




N - -

Mafn Components L. *SOCIAL PROBLEMS .
and Responses us 9 e . .
° ' : i Mafn Components
) . o~ 0 BY - and Responses s 9
POVERTY, ' AND EVALUATIONS -
UNEMPLOYMENT , PERCEPTIONS MARRIAGE, DIVORCE 19 197
WELFARE 119 125 U.S. AND JORDANIAN STUDENT GROUPS “marritge - 1%
’ poverty D - 62 ’ . unstability of .
ey L= progleds in femtly - 9
money - s . - R . -
rich 5 * . . \ adultery - 20
economy, fc 10 °- : divorce - 67
! 1nf‘l:?§on 1; - Percentage of dowry n . "; 5
recessfon - , anily . -
,m:,,,t, R Total Score ' 1 IR A
obs - . . : women 9oing o
L
unempiQyment 16 15 . - of home - 6
putting wrong man 6 Main Perceptual Components I/ Us J l?vﬁn s K
in wrong place - a ndness -

/ begging - 1 .
anepoctation - g Poverty, Unemployment, Welfare ]12 \12 LN PO, % 160
MUS'I\Q < 10 Hea] th 9 D] Sease’ ':lunger 11 9 mrﬂs‘ty 8 -
soclal work . Drugs, Alcohol, Cigarettes H > Jow mrais -2

Society, Class, Race 8 a lack of e : .

T Sex, Overpopulation 7 - bid customs - 26

‘ heaTth £ - ) - City, Country, woﬂq , 6 a mngm E»}:
geesse- o B - ' Inequality, Oppression : 20 hate, . ¢n

w hunger ey 18 1: Marriage, Divorce 3 16 - aguinst ;:;Hli‘on -1

e rejnutrition 28 * Low Morals, Bad Customs 3 . ‘ quitry fatting

. DRUGS, ALCOHOL, Crime, Theft . : ins 6 -
IGARETTES 78 90 . . s 3 . tumbling down - .6
oot 21t War, Violence, Killing 2 g ‘ o 9 .
rinking - 2 L Education, Schooling : © ChIME, TheeT ]
rugs . - . . 7 7 . crime
smoking Miscellaneous i : ‘ deviation i
cigarettes - 68 - N offense -
Nuti “ - . . ~Q * theft - - 3
por ukem Total Dominance Score _726 973 117 Soing I
SOCIETY, CLASS, - - . ‘ .
RACE 80 22 WAR, VIOLENCE,
s?ciety 18 l; KILLING :l’tg) 62
asse - N * . . war )
;eopLs, lg - - . v:oltence 8 -
black . - AN riots -
ru.::.:sm 0 - Y. comtRy, 3 o . ' conﬂ:ct 8 ;
fotends : ° WORLD ' s - ' . MISCELLANEOUS 506 R e A T on
. city,s 8 - M . ntrospection - ' kilNing - 2
SEX, OVERPOPULATION 57 36 T slums . 10 - comunication =~ 5 - suicide - 10
! sex,ua’ 2% 15 ghetto 12 - + .sociology 1 - wrestling - 7
abortion 7 . world 16 - of individuals - 16 enemy . 6 -
"rape s - everywhere 8 - 1!!\19!".“(:!\ ; 4 - .
overpopulation 8 16 : INEQUALITY: 9°“’:a‘z':" 6 9 EDUCATION,
s e g °""555{§"‘r\ 3 - : gservom:ns : ° scms)g'ﬁ'g:?s.ing %
. . equality To. " cure,able - ’ 7
prostitutfon 10 N unequal, ty 6 - rany 9 - :g::::;z: 13‘ ;
3 discrimination 13 - a lot A coeducat fon
. freedom,lack of - 9 connect fons - 8 mixing * - 16
;;;:::{1 on - lg rule - 8 hc::' of swareness - 6
influerice - 10 backwardness. - 6
prejudice 14 - -

Y




Main Components

and Responses us
COURTS, JUDGE,
SLANYERS 236 30
Judicial 8 -
' Court,s,-room 92 -
N Supreme Court 27 -
Judges o1 -
chief 5 -
s 8 lawyers 32 -
’ trials 14 -
defendant 5 -
criminal 12 -
police 10 -
. of the peace 19 -
. treatment,-of
children - 16
treating with
Justice - 14
IMJUSTICE, CRIME 62 50
¥n}ust1ce 12 14
i crime’ 15 -
Jail i1 -
prison 5 -
punishment 8 11
unreal 5 -
none 6 -
w no justice - 5
ury slavery - 6
imaginary,
nonexistent - 14
13 LAW 134 36
law,s ful N 27
constitution - 6 -
legal’ 1 .
in introducing
laws t - 9
BALANCE, -SCALES 29 -
¢ batance [ -
. even,ness 6 -
scales 5 -
~blind,-fold 12 -
221

Q

ERIC s

e .

. JUSTICE -

pec

" PERCEPTIONS AND EVALUATIONS BY
U.S. AND JORDANIAN STUDENT GROUPS

-

L

Percentage of .

Total Score

[vs
Main Perceptual Components S J
Courts, Judge, Lawyers 30 3
Injustice, Crime 8 6
Law . ) 17 4
- Balance, Scales 4 -
Rights: Equalitys—Fairness, .
Freedom 30 37
Love, Brotherhood’ 1 12
Peace, Security 4 10
Nation, Government 4 9
God, Islam 1 7
People, Society 1 7"
Advancement - 4
. Miscellaneous - 2.,
Total Dominance Score 782 878

+

.

/min Components

and Responses us J
REGHTS: EQUALITY,
FAIRNESS, FREEDOM 234. 323
rights 18 79
right’ 28 -
equal,ity 55 139
' fair,ness,-play 69 -
Justice - 15
- freedom 30 -~56
liberty 17 -
good 7 7
truth 10 -
gives right to ’
whoever _l{us right - 9
responsibility - 1 -,
necessary - 7 ’\

LOVE, BROTHERHOQD 5 101
rother| -
love - 38
liked - 5
honesty 5 -
firmness,
resolution - 6
working toward - 9
mutual help 30
PEACE, SECURITY 29 91
peace 4 33
tranquility - 17
order 5 7
® security - 28
quietude - 6
NATION, GOVERNMENT " 32 77
" nation - 8
government 12 -
department 14 -
democracy 6 6
betwn, govema'/
government - 55
UN - 8
G0D, ISLAM 1060
God,~fear 10 6
religion - 9
Islam - 45
PEOPLE, SOCIETY 11 60
all 6 -
people 5 -
human{ty - 9
society - 29
classes - 6
1ife,living - 7
falestine,hns - 9
ADVANCEMENT - N
advancement - 21
rising - 7
production - 6
« MISCELLANEQUS - 16
s distributed Tand - 0,..........
strength - 10
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Main Components . )
and Responses J
RIGHTS, JUSTICE, R
FREEDOM 2%% . 22% -
free,dom ol
fairness 29 - ' ol
- Jutice 28 106 - Y
Yiws 15 17, Main Components N
ERA 50 - and Responses 1
right,s ,human- a7 719 P
constitution,al 13 - EQUALITY . PEOPLE, MEN AND L
g::;cinle - 22 . . NOMEN, i]aLAcxs 27;» lga
, - - people 1 0
. - children 5 -
LOVE, SECURITY . 16115 |
Friendship - - .PERCEPTIONS AND EVALUATIONS\BY , gﬁ:ﬂ:’ ‘g .
srejng 11 U.S. AND JORDANIAN STUDENT GROUPS everyone 6 -
Tove -3 ‘ T om 0 2
- women
security - 27.
contentment - 6 * mt::d women lg %
mercy i - 2 i . race,fal 0 -
recuility© - 8 Percentage of minorities 2o
:u;uﬂ help . - {g Total Score '\ classes - 10
rder - . - ﬁ Jindividuals - 41
PONEY, J0BS T _Main Perceptual Components Us J ' country men -8
Jobs 0 - - EQUAL, SAME 93 9
work ; lg ) equal,~rights A -
@ opportunity T8 'People, Men and Women, Blacks 36 17 even,-chances N -
- pay1 g - Equa] Same 12 1 bahr'ace.d 10 -
a1 Good, Ideal 7 1 cqulity -9
wealthy and poor - 1 Rights, Justice, Freedom 28 33 . 600D, 1DEAL 52 8
ec - -
— et Love, Security. 2 13 ool c -
advancement - 23 Money, Jobs 6 - 9 fdeal, istic 15 -
industrial state - 4 1- 8 - necessary 8 -
.Rroduction - 1 Religion, Islam 3 \ 6 needed 13 -
RELIGION, ISLAM 9 76 Prejudice, -Discrimi nation S bettering -8
*religion 9 6 Democ racy, SOC1 a] sm ﬁ\ 2 5 MISCELLANEOUS 21 69
Sobbe ~ < I 8 Miscellaneous 3 8 strength - 6
of Isiam - 56 Y :upot:::utics !73 -
- PREJUDICE, Total Dominance Scere 757 909 word 6
, mscm?mmou 2 53 * master T e
prejudice - -
d15cr1m:nation 15 1; :g:.,:::;:? for it ’
oppress fon - : -
racism -, 2 tmg::\:n:d - lg
cheating - 6 setting down - 10
nonexistent - 6 i » means,connection - 8
DEMOCRACY, - .
SOCIALISM 15 4
rule,govt- - 7 .
vote,ng 6 - . R -
democracy,tic 9 g5, = S
overcoming .
authority - 6 '
socinig - 16 *
" 23 ' 224
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Main Components 9 . .
and Responses us 9 )
. R i Main Components C.
LOVE, HAPPINESS 219 ?l s . \ and Responses s us
"Tove 106 3‘ .
cooperation 12 16 ’ WORLD, NATIONS 63 142
help - 6 . Faypt - 21
understanding 10 - ° PEACE Israel - 36
together,ness .8 < . *Yietnam 12 -
gnited ) 12 SR A —— * earth 8 -
oy : - . \ . world 29 -
harmony 16 ; ' - us - 16
:appin:ss 38 g PERCEPTIONS AND EVALUATIONS BY . ;’llestine - 13
onor, ing - ' and - 9
sharing: Z 5 U.S. AND JORDANIAN STUDENT GROUPS . hppies w
relationship - 9 * Begin - 6
content,ment 8 - gribs.-people - 10
adat - 3
WAR, DISARMAMENT }g:) gg 7/ Percentage of R
:ﬁg “; g 8 . ) Tota'l.‘Score lGl:T:E' :REEDM 1? 136
- ght,-for - . . free,dom 18 48
’ ~ A t - 7 . ' 1 f right. -
disarmanent 6 - Main Perceptual Components us J cqunlity O D
no war,s 18 20 i . . . Just,fce - 40
no attack - 9 . T
po killing - 8 Love, Happiness 26 8 . SAFETY, STABILITY 9 124
etrayal - 10 : 3 safety - 8%
colonization - 6 Nar, Disarmament. . * 18 N 12 security 9 -
‘ Zionism - 8 Symbols, Dove - 12 - stabilfty 3
w " syMsoLs, DOV 106 - Tranquil, Quiet 11 8 DEVELOPMENT,
w :;3301 ng - Desire, Hope 10 - ongzgs?ggru - - %
dove 62 - - Reli gion ) 4 1 ) ' advancement - 3
Flowers 0 - World, Nations 7 18 : . ¥ Tlourishment -8
- " n -
P Rights, Freedom 2 1 4
ety ——23—58 - Safety, Stability 1 16 NEGOTIAT ot w &
calm, fiess 8 - ' Development, ‘Advancement - 8 2 Dav —=
bt 0o Politics, Negbtiations 4 5 political g
qu;et.bd: X 7 Miscellaneous ' 5 6 o " 0 -
relax,ation - atk - 11
rest,ful 9 6 - . . . agreement . - 1
confort - 7 Total Dominance Score .845 791 . L
: MISCELLANEOUS 43 " 51
DESIRE, HOPE 88 - . problem - 3
necessary 6 - * Corps 8 "
needed 9 - time,-for things 12 -
desire,able 100 - ) . inger 6 -
. dream 8 - sixties 8 -
. hope , ful 18 - ' life - 1
faith 6 - external - 10
{deal ‘7 - - .no hunger - 6
, good 13 - work - 6
goal 6 -, strength - 9
possible 5 R r nonexistent 9 -
RELIGION 22__ 9 - A - ] ,
. religion,s 6 - N e
Christmas 10 — M =
God 6 - -
no peace without
Islam,Koran - v . )
Q ! ) N ‘
. . ) ! L%
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: - ’ - ‘ Main Components '
Main Components
N and Responses \ 1977 1980 ) and Responses 1977 1980
POMER, CONTROL 114 231 . ' N GOVERNMENT, .
* T great power,s - 47 | Pom{%s1 zog ¥
" N . politics 0
::;1ury power : g UNITED STATES \ - mey Carter 5? -
’ ! . democracy 1 17
) g;er::g strength 3Z 7; . > capitalism,tic 61 33
“* control 9 - ‘ PERCEPTIONS AND 'EVALUATIONS 'BY - #;::';ngm }g -
‘ richa 15 13 JORDANIAN STUDENT .GROUPS TESTED IN 1977 AND 198& Watergate n o -
g::::;st country f 18 organization - 8
. . large,st country - 10 s ;::gi;;g'r:t '15 f
¢ ?z:wenc:’ng s i(l) N Percentage of . * CIA 5 -
.o 3 ’ UN 20 -
¥ it sutrcrent 6 Total Score - ISRAEL, RUSSIA ..a149 29
¢ y - . . " . Israe 9
- PEeaLeet 5 Main Perceptual Components 1977 | 1980 Palestine N
PROGRESSj 191 2;2 Russia.n 20 :
< technology - . . : France 9 -
' factories - 6 ‘ .
advancement, Power, Control . J 1 23 pest 1 - -
poveloprent 63 74 Technology, Progress . 18 22 Saudi Arabia 6 -
cooperation 9 - Colonization, Oppression . 5 17 ::tt,ish -8
Sxports ; 3 Immoral, Unjust * .5 12 . oeics, smtEs 1o
¢ industries 28, 20 Weapons, Killing - 6 10 . ‘,’},{‘";cf'n .
ddvance in A Goverpment, Politics 19 7 ' states " 5
space Israel, Russia 14 - 3 : w oy, -
w ’ L B
® investigation - 9 . .
] educated , - 6 America, States 10 - “ cou:zs:irl;zom.z ]
"lﬂ'u‘cii?:,’, of - 6 Country, People ' 4 2 B world 4 .
thought Freedom, Justice - _ 4 1 z chviltzation 9
. S rancenent - n Miscellaneous — [ 3 2 Black 3.
o buildings, 3 ; ‘ FREEDOM, PEACE B9
mor Ty ] Total Dominance Score 1047 985 . . el %
resources | - 6 . . peace -
;ﬂ;ﬂgs - i .. MISCELLANEOUS Q23 ¢
invention 8 - ! . ?::I;It’:{ion 1(6) :
activity 7 - . . . fly 5 ..
establishment 6 - \ N L . ' - }ﬂe > z
’ : - : ) nterest -
o COLONIZATION, . . . [ laying around - 8
PRRESSION 56 163 Main Components playing °
: coﬁs}lﬂzation. and Responses 1977 1989' -, : anatomy 11
colonialism 50 61 , ) 0
iwier:llism N - 7 IMMORAL , UNJUST 50 119 % Main Components
racta taking advant, ’ and Responses 1977 1980
discrimination. 6 - of world Y ' =
destruction of corruption 38 6 WEAPONS, KILLING 58 100 ‘
p
Islam - injustice - 8 weapons a3 .
Zionism - 12 blas - 13 killing - ’
N oppression - n racism - g violence - 13
crimes 7 attacher 7 - R
. , betrayal - -+ enemyt11ke N .
L - S 7T bad morals - 20 . supporting : )
‘- unfair . 8 - terrorism -9 . . \
tumbling down - -10 - war a7 -
e oversopulation ; 10 . .
.. o , drugs g - <y . ‘ )
o 227 oo By . - 2vs
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Main Components
and Responses

COUNTRIES,
US, 1SRAEL

-y
1977 1989

182 277

country,s
nation,al
- world
Us, America
. Egypt °
Iran .
Middle Fast
Arab countries
Palestine
USSR -
Israel
0 © = international
social
- people
. internal
external
class
culture
“§ndividual

ECONOMY

GOALS, DEVELCPMENT,

8 3
.6 - ‘ .
, 21 f :
25 55 _ ' .
- PERCEPTIONS AND EVALUATIONS BY
: JORDANTAN STUDENT GROUPS TESTED IN 1977 AND 1980

12
23 *

POLITICS ~ : ‘

r

Percentage of
ﬁ~ : Total Score

1977

—
11O OOt ONPUIN T 0
-
L J

p Main Perceptual Components

1980

Countries, U.S., Israel 15 36
Goals, Development, Economy, 4 11

-
[
\5v]

goals
. education
- mutual help

. development
useful v
economy,ic
advancement
equality
peace
progress

" change

PPOBLEMS, WAR,
COLONI ZATION

ge

Problems, War, Colonization, 10 © 12
Presidents, Politicians 2 4
Political Science, Diplomacy, .
Plans . 28 1
Leadership, Power ' : .13
Government, Bemocracy . . 12
Laws, Constitution . 6
Corruption, Deceit 1 5
; - Miscellaneous i 4

~ -
AN O L WO

—
[
—

—
LRI N1 I O I I I T, D]
[

s

WO

problems
conflict
fighting
war
battle
Army
prison

3 oppression
colonization
Zionism .

ruined
enemy "

PRESIDENTS, "
POLITICIANS

. taking advantagé

121 92 1
Total Dominance Sgbre 1197 - 762

/ . l Ny T
. ’ )

l g

16 . " Main Compbnents T ‘ M

i; and Resoonses 1977 192° / ‘ '

wn
~N
~N)
[

MISUELLANEQUS
‘ fear
parts
character

29 28 base

o

—

Kings
_.eonsul *

ambassador

governor

Jimmy Caru{

xing Hussein
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Main Components
«and Resoonses

POLITICAL SCIENCE,

DIPLOMACY, PLANS 337 81
reh‘ﬂons.sﬁips 5

1977 1989

diplomaty 2 1n
skill 10 . -~
art - 12
negotiation 28  o.
deal,ing 14 -
behavior 7 -
participation - 17 -
ambitious 2 -
plan,ifg -
goal determines
, means - 5
flexibility 9 -
wise - 9
experience 23 8
thought 13 -
intel1igence 23 7
publicity - 9 -
science of 26 -
profession 3 -
ways, means 52 -
work 14 -
= effort 6 -

responsibility 7 8
duties - 9
great powers - 8
strong <t .10
§nfluence K S

GOVERNMENT ,

DEMOCRACY 142 82
government 3% 9
democracy,tic "7 -
sysStem, order 65 31
politics 26 10-
party,-system - 12

. embassy 9 -

LAWS, “

CONSTITUTION 78 33
Taws L)
constitution 22 -
rights 6 5
freedom . 11 9
Justide 15 5
interests - 8

CORRUPTION, DECEIT 57 28
cheat,ing 14 -
unfair 5 -
slyness 18 -
deceiving - 23
failure - 5

+ race hatred 10 -
dangerous 10 -

231
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- , K : and Responses 1977 1980
Main Components
» and Responses 1977 1980 ~ . ECONOMY,
’ ! MONEY, PROFIT 232 125
US, WESTERN CAMP 164 202 economy,-System I7 -
J US, Averica 91 133 . econ. advancement - 6
. country,s 17 - ¥ money 95 42
Europe 20+ 22 oL rich 52 - |
international l- ‘6 - ) wea 1(:2 ; 22 |
Western,-camp 1 1 S v pro . - L
nationai 9 - CAPITALISM "y capital 1716 -
“land 9 - A , profiting from l; iz |
Arab 7 - , property : 1
" . . Mo A material 1ife 15 9
FREEDOM, RIGHTS 14130 ~ PERCEPTIONS AND EVALUATIONS  BY development n -
Free,don P JORDANIAN STUDENT GROUPS TESTED IN 1977 AND 1980 progress -8 - 1
S I - R W
eautify - > . .
(4 - colonization 6 12 ‘
L ancan ~Percentage of opression o ‘
] - )
classes 5120 Total Score exloftation 45 -
rgeousie - errorsm s
individuali 14 . - * killing - 6
torauatise, 1318 Main Perceptual Components 1977 | 1980 revolution Y
> humanity - '3 : overpowering - 15
man - 10 - stealing .7 -
social level - 8 U.S., Western Camp 16 21 . torture 7 -
” e - Freedom, Rights 1 14 r 2 -
o people 12 - Society, Classes 8 13 dictatorship 8 -
. group 5o Free Enterprise': Ox%mgrsh]i pt ' % ; ‘ Buspus, ousT ot
FREE ENTERPRISE, Corruption, Lack o qya ity ] Tactories 1 :
N 1 25 19
L e 18 Economy, Money, Profit : 23 13 b
gs::::msm - 23 Imperialism, Oppression s 22 9 companies a -
free economy - 14 BUSiHESS, Industry 8 - 4 ’ COMMUNISM, ’
© fkmee D e € comunisn, Socialim . e
R Government, Politics - 4 2 socialisn 51 23
CORRUPTION, LACK : emoc racy
“ OF EQUALITY 0t Miscellaneous 4 4 :’.‘3122?1';:““’" S
corrupt,ion . -
oy noo- Total Dominance Score 1020 940 GOVERNMENT,
selfishness - [ POLITICS 4 17 '
enemy-1ike. - .4 system 33 -
lack of equality - 17 pdlitics,al 11 -
atheism - 9 . influence - 5
race hatred 6 - ggv::n::gerference : g
Al . -
MISCELLANEQUS 44 36
¢ word 7 -
/ capacity - 13 ;
security e
) religion~ 8- -
€ belfef 6 -
. *v court, s 15
comfort 6 -
= / nature - 9
. science 4 6
, R34 !
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Maih Components
and Responses 1977 1930
KILLING, -
DESTRUCTION 78 135
»ing,er
death 6 6
destroy,-tion 26 16
torturing s 5 4
defeat 14 -
ruin,ing - 6
terrorism - 10
violation - 19,
SICKNESS,
INSTABILITY, -
DISLOCATION 6 76
probTems - 4
sickness - 185
disease 6 -
hunger - g
un oyment L
h:%f stabflity - 9
e lack of security - ‘6
fgnorance « = 1
backwardness - 8
homeless - 12
unrest - 4
TRAITOR 1160
traltor .- 24
betrayal - 20
violator - 16
spies 4 -
against 7 -
WAR, FIGHTING 168 154
war 69 537
battle 0 -
vying with - 12
weapons 17 25
competition 8 -
quns 7 -
airplane 7 -
conflict,ing. 10 16
rival,ry - 13
dispute - 35
MISCELLANEOUS 4 17
news -
children 3 -
future 1 -
. animal . - 6
liberation 5 -
unity ) 6 -
rights -5
interests -9
prige - 5
)&e 3 5
against Islam - 4
atheism -9
split - 6
party-spirited - 6

-

.
»

ENEMY

PERCEPTIONS AND EVALUATIONS BY
JORDANIAN STUDENT GROUPS TESTED IN 1977 AND 1980

Percentage of

. . al Score
Main Perceptua]-Components J// 1977 1980° .
- Killing, Destruct1on 7 13
: Sickness, Ihstab111ty,
Dislocation 1 -8
Trattor : 1. 6
" War, Fighting ( 15 15
0ppress1on ‘Colonization 23 18
Israel, Jews . 14 10
Hatred, Fear, Jealousy 13 11
Bad, Desp1cabhe, Deceitfulc ¢ 13 4
Nat1ons, Russia, U.S. 10 7
Friend,.Brother 2- 1.
Miscellaneous . 2 8
Total Dominance Score 1141 1010

s
'

Main Components

and Responses 1977 1980

OPPRESSION,

COLONIZATION 263 117
tyranny 3 -

* dominating - -
subduing - 6
power 19 -
strength = 6
oppression - 43

« colonfzer - 14
colonization 32 23
. imperfalism - 8
holdidg freedom - 5
viqlating freedom . 4
overpowering - 15

. theft 8 -

L stegling » 7 - 12
prisons 8
banishment 56 -
Monism 52 16

- occupation of -
land 41 -
usurption 24 -

ISRAEL, JEWS 161 ° 99
Tsrael 10 %
Jews 51 -

HATRED, FEAR

JEALOUS 147 110
hate.d fu1 98 65
animosity 31 -
fear,ful 9 -
terror - 15
spite -
coward - 4
lack of pity - 6
humiliation 9 -

 BAD, DESPICABLE,

DECTITFUL 144 38
bad - 23
corruption - 9
' despicable 45 -
deceit 99 -
savage - 6

NATIONS, RUSSIA,

us 112 7%
nations 51 .
land 4 23
Arabs 9 -

. border 7 -
Russia,USSR 6 13

. US, America 6 33
Palestine 19 6

FRIEND, BROTHER 27 9
friend 22 9

brother I

R34
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Main Components

and Responses 1977 1980
JERROR, HUNGER, ,
DISPLACEMENT 118 211
terror - 49
fear 31 -
SOrrow 5 -
lack of _gecurity - 6
lack of &tabitity - 4
hunger 7 3
sicknesses S 14
defeat 3 8
Toss 5 7
inhumanity - 10
socfal problems - 6
{gnorance - 16
crime 9 6"
backwardness - &
banishment 30 -
homeless - 3
poverty - 3
DEATH, KILLING 173 177
‘ death ,dead 13 9]
kill,ing 59 61
blood,-shed u 19
death of humanity - 6
martyrdom 12 -
sacrifice 9 -
dangerous 16 —-

DESTRUCTION, RUIN 143 139
destruction 131 110
rufn - 29
explosion 12 -

DOMINATION,

OPPRESSION 4 123
domination - 20
overpowering - 9
‘victory - 12
oppression 21 26 .
weakness - 6
colonfzation 7 20
occupation 16 _me—"
interests - - 17
spread,ing - 7
continuation 6

MISCELLANEQUS 23 48
tofl 6 -
disturbance 7 -
animals - - 8
night 4 -
help - 1
Islam e 12
politics - 3
belief - 8
pride - 6
stealing 6 -

N

' , " WAR.

PERCEPTIONS AND EVALUATIONS BY '

JORDANIAN “STUDENT GROUPS TESTED IN 1977 AND 1980

5

PN
P ot
-

Percentage of
Total Score

Main Perceptual Components 1977.1 1980
. Terror, Hunger, .Displacement Y10 19
- Death, Killing 14 16 -
¥ Destruct1on, Ruin 12 13
Domination, Oppression 4 - 11
Fighting, Battle 18 ¢ 14
Weapons, Nuclear Bombs 14 -1
Nations, People .. 13 6
Peace, Freedom. 6 1
Enemy - .- 5. 2
Soldiers, Army 3 1
Miscellaneous - 2 5
. Total Dominance Score 1193 1102

\

e

v

Main Components
and Responses

battle
confrontation
revolution

- N

2.5

terrorism
rivalry
aggression
violence
wrestling
dispute
persecution
training
captives
camps E )
querillas
noble "7
courage .
victory
a‘l“*n;e

WEAPONS, <
NUCLEAR BOMBS
weapons
bombs
nuclear
atomic weapons
L Jets
tanks
cannons
planes
strength

.

-

.
WOWUNANA~NIN ‘ ¢t wO

1977 1980

FIGHTING, BATTLE 213 153
ght,ing

-

. -
L LT RNV

166 118

Y4
9

26
20
24

21

17
4

10
6

17
17

NATIONS, PEOPLE 151 70
Tsrael 3 30

Jew,ish 10 . -
Arabs 35 -
Palestine 14 8
nation 11 -
Tand 2 -
US, America ‘8 8
people - 3 -
Teader 10 -
children , 5 -
Russia USSR - 4
souls - -8
, internat'} wol‘ld - 12
origination 12 -
orphan 7 -
PEACE, FREEDOM 66 22
peace 12 -
freedom T3 12
1iberation 15. 10
independence 5 -
right 10 -
Justice 9 -
security 12 .,
ENEMY 55 28
enemy ,enmity L1
revéngeful 10 -
SOLDIERS, ARMY 41 8
soldiers . - [:]
Army 4, -
'e
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Main Cauponents A ¢ . L . : . :
. * s ¢ . . Main Components
' and Resporses’ 1977 1980 . . ) \ ' and Responses 1977 1980
WORLD, NATIONS 123 142 . . - . - .
tgypt — = 21 . + - SAFETY,
Israel | 20 36 . - STAELIELI; 212 lgg
- , . . -
peoe ;o - PEACE A
Jewish 4 - ! stability
Palestine 14 13 : C : A
LOVE, HAPPINESS 149 61
Yand oI PERCEPTIONS AND EVALUATIONS BY e - A
:f_g;;‘ wecple 25 lg‘ JORDA“JIAN STUDE T GROUPS TESTED IN 1977 AND 1980 , :‘,",’3"‘ on o 15
adat harmon 6 =
;:g:;e East lg 33 ’ . . . ‘ :lpnin§ss 18 g
14 - onor,ing -
o Percentage of mgg:;s < 5
103 13 _ - Total Score relationshio -9
e A . ’ rother 10 -
N indep:dence ?g 4? ] humanfsm 7 -
cquality 7 23 Main Perceptual Cdmponents 1977 11980 recontilMation 15 -
 justice - 45 40 _ ) . ' ‘ RELIGIGN 122 9
%S‘s':hof rights ® + =’ HWorld, Nations 11 18 + | E:;'gion.s — }g .
1 .' o - s . - .
oo WAR, OISARMAMENT 102 96 _ R1ghtsz Freedom 9 7o belfever 25" -
war —% 28 War, Disarmament 9 12 : no peace without .
8 armanent ;1. Development, Advancement . 6 - 8 . Prophet Mohaimed 17 -
weapons 7 - en o - , - A
disarmament - - Safety, Stability . 19. 16 osaue . B
nowars o9 ‘Love, Happiness 13 8- _ fasting . 2 -
no killing - 8 Religion - .o 11 1 ! pilgrimage 8 -
Serugale : - - Tranquil, Quiet 10 9 TRUGULL, QuIET 11 68
defeat . 6 - . Desire, Hope > .3 . - ) \ g;;q:es;ty o
victory 1nmn - . 5 ‘5 . ’
colonization - 6 Politics, Negotiations . pe:cefu] 33 .
+ Honism C B Miscellaneous . 3 6 - qistiness.. 10 27
: ) . ) s . comfort 8 7
r . L N ' - . .
2535% ENT, S Total Dominmance Score 1109 791 DESIRE, HOPE B .
opment =1 w d . necessary,need 19 -
u]ivancement - 3; : . . - - hope, ful 16 -
flourishment - . * '
- . POLITICS, .
' production ;8 ‘ NEGOTIATIONS 59 43 .
N . prgq:?ss ig - Camp David ~ 21
solution -
' ’ : UN 17 -
' : - . . ’ L talk 12 1
“ : ‘ ' agreement - 1
: . - . ’ ' ‘ Geneva - 15 -
- ‘ . negotiations 15 -
. ’ T RN _ : MISCELLANEOUS 28, 51
. . ) _WTem—_:hé'
. * . y ' . life 16 11
o /2 - 7 ’ - external - 10
* 0 . ' no hunger - 6
. . . work 12 6
23,,/ ’ - ‘ R . . : strenath - 9
Q o . J ) ' . -
t . - _ ' .




L
Word associafions to the eighty themes listed in the table _
bélow were elicited from U.S., Jordanian, and Egyptian student groups \ .
in 1977 and from the-Israeli students in 1979. The themes were .
'presented in the hgiive language of each group. Their responses -

provided the basjis for the comparative analysis of major perceptual
. trends. The technical proceduredis. described in Appendix 1I, page 8.

i

THEMES USED iN PERCEPTUAL TREND ANALYSIS FOR COMPARISON OF
* AMERIZAN, JORDANIAN, EGYPTIAN, AND ISRAELI STUDENT GROUPS

LIFE RELIGION «~»HUMAN VALUES SELF
1ife - religion ’ . 'human values’ self
death God }~~:$%porality‘ me
strength church + frankhess | . important
happiness © faith - honesty * goals
energy MusTim < courage we
existence ° Islam respect " youth
troubles Jew truth others
beauty Christian sincerity . ambition

SOCIETY POLITICS COUNTRY ~ TRADITION
society - _ election country tradition
people president United States. past
race politics American old
status peace Egypt pride
social class : war Egyptian customs
authority revolution Arabs history
socielism government Israel’ unity
equality nation Palestine law

- ECONOMY FREEDOM

economy ~ freedom o~ .
progress rights -
profit independence ,
competition democracy x
development . responsibility !
capitalism Justice
stability choice -
unemployment dictatorship .

40
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ARPENDIX 11

THE ASSOC}ATIVE*GRQ&P ANALYSIS (AGA) METHOD

- DatA CoLLEcTION, ANALYSIS, AND MAIN CATEGORIES OF INFERENCES

{

Data Collection, Test Administration

Data Organjzation: Scoring Responses,
Compi{ing:Group Response Lists

Main Categories of Inferences, Their
Reliability and Validity

Group Perceptions, Images, Meanings
Subjective Priorities or Importance
Overall Similarity in Perceptions
Attitudes and Evaluations
Relatedness of Themes, ‘Concepts

Publications of Research Using the AGA Method




ASSOCIATIVE GROUP ANALYSIS

—

. Associative Group Analysis (AGA) is a research method which measures
the perceptions, attitudeé.'meanings, and.beliefs of selected social or _?
cultural groups. Rathér than using direct questions or scales, AGA ‘
‘draws inferences from the spontaneously emerging word associations of
the’groups studied. . This “continued association” technique, in which
the subjects give.as many, responses as they can think of in one minute
per stimulus, produces -response material with sufficiently broad { .
foundation(wit@gﬂt having to use extremely large samples--a require- T
ment that frequently makes -socially relevant studies unfeasible and
impractical. dénera]]y. samples of 50 to 100 subjects are used to = .
represent each..particular group. The samples include preferably b
equal numbers 'of males and females. The requirements for representative '
. sampling are fundamentally the same as in any other data collection

aiming at generalizable results. . '

. Through careful, systematic selection of stimulus themes, .
investigations can be focused on any desired problem areas or domains.
‘Several-related-themes are selected in the representation of each
domain in order to observe consistent trends on a broader data base
and thus produce more generalizable findings. A strategy has been
developed for selecting themes that are representative of .the domains °
for each culture group (Szalay and Maday, 1974).
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_ assurance of this helps to reduce the 1ikeYtihood of bias in the form

r-’\

.
- =

figstipg conditions of group tesitng, written form

of administration, and working with 1ittle time pressure-nelp promote ¢
more spontaneous, meanjng-mediated responses. Individual subjects

remain anonymous (demodraphic data being obtained by a brief questionnaire

that carries the same code number as the subject's test siips);

of acquiescence, considenations of social desirability, etc.; it.also
opens up a variety of emotion-laden issues top objective inquiry.

n -

The subjects are asked to write free verbal associations to each
of the stimulus words presehted on randomly sequenced cards. They ~—
receive the following instructions, as well as the test material, in
their native language. * ) .

This experiment {s part\of a study.in verbal behavior, and this
particular task involves word, associations. These are group experiments,
and your responses will not evaluated individually but collectively

. for your group. Your response} are completely ‘anonymous, and you are

. free to give your associations oncerning any.subject. There are no bad
Or wrong answers, so do not seléct your responses but put them down
spoqtaneously in the order that they occur to you.

The task is easy and simple. \ You will find a word printed on each
slip of paper. Reading this stimudus word will make you think of other
associated words (objects, jdeas, issues, etc.). You are asked to write
a5 many separate responses as you cah think of in the time allotted. Try

1

to think of one-word responses and avoid long phrases or sentences.

It is important that in giving your responses you always take the
given stimulus word into consideration.\ For example, if the stimulys word !
. was table and your answer was writing, in giving the subsequent res}onses you
must refer back to table and avoid “chain! responses (writing, pen, ink,
blue, ocean, sail....). \

Please work without hurrying, but do yowbest to give us as many
answers as possible. One minute will be given for each word. At the
end of each minute I will ask you to go on to the next word. Do not
work longer than one minute on any word and do not read ahead or return to
others later. : e

- DATA ORGANIZATION: SCORING RESPONSES,
COMPILING' GROUP RESPONSE LISTS

A'logical assumption is that earlier responses are more meaningful'

-than later ones, that the first response has more salience to the subject -

than the last. This assumption is supported by empirical evidence. The
stability of responses obtained at different rank places was studied by
comparing the responses obtained from the same group in two separate
sessions one month apart (Szalay and Brent, 1967). The responses obtained
at higher rank places in the first test showed higher stability in the
second test than did the responses ifrst obtained at lower rank places.
Fhe coefficjents of stability obtained in this comparative study provide

- the weights for the various rank places. The response socres consist

of frequency within 50-member groups weighted by the order of occurrence.
The weights beginhing with the first response are: 6,5,4,3,3,3,3,2,2,1,1... '

v ] ) . 24‘~ ' '
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BEST COPY AVAILABLE

The cards aré organized by stimulus words, and the individual
responses from all the subjects are-tallied into group response lists.
Certain responses (e.g., school to educated) will occur to many members of
the group; other responses may“be given by only one or two members. In
order to focus on the shared meaning for a particular group, the responses

&

~ given by only one person are excluded from analysis.” ~
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If we look at associations produced by members of our own culture -
group, they appear to be just plain common sense. . We to feel that
everybody would produce similar responses and that the’ responses do rots
tell us anything new. This impression is probably the major reason that
the potential informatton value of associative response distributions has
not been clearly recognized in the past. The systematic exploitation of
associations as an important information source is the central objective
of the AGA method. The feeling that everybody would produce similar
responses is a culture-bound impression. This. becomes apparent if we com-
pare associations obtained from groups with different cultural backgrounds.
A comparison of U.S. and Korean responses to the stimulus ancestors, for
instance, shows that the most frequent U.S. response relative occurs only
down around the middle of the Korean response list. Of the five most
frequent Korean responses, only two, grandfather and forefather, occur
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to the Americans. Both lists contain nuherous responses which. have
high scores or salience for one culture group and Jowor no salience at
all for the other group. A quick glance at the most frequent responses

readily reveals that they are not accidental,
cultural background, religious-moral philoso

contemporary expertences of the respective groups.
(

but deeply rooted in the
phy, life conditions, and

U.S. AND KOREAN GROUP RESPONSES TO ANCESTORS

u.S. GROUP . KOREAN GROUP

Response Response Score | Response Response Score
relatives, *blood 216 ' grandfather 420
grandfather 126 ! rite 198
past [ 7 | forefaher 28
dead, death 9 * ¢ grave, visit 106
old o 9 | veneration 84
family, 1ife . 90 elders 82 .
grandparent - 88 . Tau gun , 3l
people, person 85 burial ground 77
forefather 75 great grandfather 77
. history 69 father 58
before, -me, -us 56 geneology . 58
ancient . 54 generation 55
descendant : 52 day gone by 49
family tree 48 primitive man 35
grandmother ) 4 respect k73
predecessor i 45 human being X
father \ k'] founder ' k)|
long ago ) 32 relatives, biocod [, 31
heritage 3 history 30
Indians. - family, 1ife . 28 .
Ireland, ish : 4 | tradition 28
tradition 23y I ties - 25
Caveman , 18 H serve 24
great 17 ! other 23
forebearers 16 | deceased . 19
German, y 15 | home 19
great grandfather 15 i 1ineage ’ 18
foreign, er 14 ! M A b
generation <13 ! 1 14
Neanderthai .13 ' dead, death 14
early, fer v 1N : hadit ’ 12
Java man - 1N ; senior N
Adam 10 i vanity N
Europe ¢ 10 ! country side 10
other ) 10, | posterity 10.
worship . 10 . clan 9
American 8 ; Lee Dynasty . 9
year . 7 \ < Lee Sun -sin s
::::mq_y ) g s P:rk Hgokkose ) 8

.. n ~

respect 6 .. Xing Sejong ’
man 5 ]

Each group response list represents a rich information source
reflecting the group's characteristic understanding of the stimulus

word, including perceptual.and affective details which are frequentl.
unverbalizablé‘and below their level of awareness. Actually, a
systematic examination. of such response 1ists has shown that every
response .contains a piece of valid information about the group's
characteristic understanding and evaluation of the stimulus word.

Responses with a sizakle score
Using conservative estimates,

at the .01 level. The wealth of infor

response 1ist is impressive,
have significant implications
(Szalay et al., 1972).

-

score 'differences of 18 can be
considered significant at the .05 level, score differences of 24

mation provided by the group

value (10-15) are rarely accidental.

since even small score differences .can
for communication-and choice behavior
'

4
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Marn CATEGORIES OF INFERENCES, THEIR RELIABILITY AND VALIDITY
) For the identification of various psychocultural characteristics,

several analytical procedures have been developed, relying on the group
response lists as the main data base.

>

-

A

GROUP PERCEPTIONS, IMAGES, MEANINGS

One procedure relies on content analysis and provides for the
identification of the main meaging components and their characteristic
saliences.. The meaning’ components are obtained by asking judges with
backgrounds comparable to those of the groups from which the responses
were obtained to group the responses into clusters. ’

Each category is described by a score and by a label to indicate its
content. The category score is the sum of the scores of each subsumed
response and expresses the.importance of the category for a particular
group. If a category yields a high score for a group,” it may.be said that
the category constitutes an important meaning component of that theme for
that group.

Using‘this procedure to analyze the stimulus theme ancestor, for
example, weifind a sizable group of responses dealing with "ritet/,- .
veneration, and worship." The overwhelming.majority of these responses
come from the Koreans while only a few of the American responses fall in
this cat@gory. ‘ A modest familiarity with the cultural background of the
Koreans makes it obvious that this component reflects the traditional
ancestor.worship and shows how salient this cultural element is.in the
minds of contemporary Korean citizens. Another group of responses
identified by "the judges concerns the past.and other time references,
indicating that ancestors belong very much to past, anctent times in the
minds of our American respondents. This is less the case with the Koreans,
probably because active veneration and worship is still part 8f contemporary
religious practices. Another cluster of related responses involve )
references to foreign, predominantly .European countries. These responses
come practically exclusively from Americans and show their awareness of
their foreign ancestry. Naturally this component of cultural meaning is
essentially missing from the Korean image of ancestors. ‘Through this
procg;t\of content analysgs, the judges assign all responses to main -
response categories of U.S. and Korean culturat meanings. Co

CATEGRIZATION OF U.'S. AND KOREAN“RESPONSES T¢/ ancEsfbrs

RITES, VENERATION, score score score
« _ WORSHIP ™ _: _ _ us K | TIME: PAST.OLD Us K  PEOPLE:, FOREIGNERS US K~

worship 10 - past - 9/ - American - 8 .
respect 6 '3 old 91 - Eyrope 0. -
veneration - B4 before,-me,-ys 56 - German,-y - 15 -
serve . - 24 ncient 54 - Ireland,-fsh 24 -
great - 7 . long .ago 2 . Indtans 26 -
rite , - 198 early,-fer n - fore{gn,-er " .
other . 6 44 unknown N human being - 33
days gone by - 49 man 5.

year ? - people,person 85 -

' posterity - 10

- ~ 35 354 354 59 o 187 33




In the case of the responses- to ancestors the judges have used
ten categories to identify the most salient components of the groups ' \
contempord®y meanings of AncéStors. The scores the various components
accumulated in-this process reflect the subjective salience of -each ;-
component for the cultural groups compared.. The main content categories
obtained by this analysis describe the total subjective meaning of the
theme in terms of the main components characteristic of each group's
understanding. Because there is usually a difference between the two
groups in their level of responding, the category. scores are converted !
to percentages of the respective total scores in order to make them

directly comparable. . : -
N . ( .

PERCEPTION AND EVALUATION OF ANCESTORS BY AMERICANS AND KOREANS -

©

S usy Group , .K9'Leé'3_ Group
Meaning Components . Score | ¥ g Score y4 ,

Time: Past, 01d 354 20 59 3

" Relationship, Family Tree 335 . 19 19 9
People, Foreigners - 187 10 33 ¢ 2 -
History, Tradition 152 8 88 4
Prehistoric Man, Ape 73 4 35 2

v Forefathers, Grhndparents, ’ . ‘
Relatives - 546 300 824 39

Rites, Veneration, Worship | 39 2 384 18 )
Grave, Dead \ ’ 91 5 233 13 SR
Legendary Figures . .- 0 52 7 2

- Miscellaneous ~ ' 25 - - 1 108 5 Ny

\ Total Scores (Dominance) | 1,802 * - ; 2,100 v ‘

¢

The reliability of the content analytic method was tested by
comparing the performance of five Judges working independently from
each,other.,7ThbAinterjudgevrebiabi}ity measured by-product-moment _
correlation across 76 categories was .7, <JThe validity of suchginferences
, on particdlar single meaning-components cannot be 'directly assessed -
._~» because simple criterion measures are not available.  There are, however,

y findings-which show, for instance, that the salience of these meaning
e (.»components provides valid predicitions ‘on the meaningfulness of messages
in intercuttura) communications. Communication material that capitalized
on salient components of Eultural meanings was judged by members .of this

culture as relatively more meaningful than ‘comparable communication
material produced by cultural expe:f% (Szalay, Lysne, and Bryson, 1972),

-
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| BESTTOPY AVAILABLE

Another way to present the results of content analysis is the
semantograph. It shows the main categories of group meaning by using’
radially arranged bars. The dotted bars represent the maig components
of Korean interpretation and the striped bars the main components of
U.S. interpretation. Where the bars are similar in length, substantial
agreement-exists between U.S. and Korean responses. The sbars are
arbitrarily arranged so that those on the left of the semantograph show
meaning components especially strong (salient) for the U.S. group and |,
those on the right .show meaning components especially strong for the
Korean grogp. This presentation is designed to help the reader to
recognize components on which his own group and the other culture group
are in agreement or disagreement. ‘

*

. ANCESTOR

Main Meaning Components
for U.S. and: Korean Groups

* ‘
Y .
¥ [
.

LG US b Karesn Greop '

FOREFATHER, GRAND-
N'J PARENTS, RELATIVES :

“. . -RITES, VENERATION, *
it JORSKIR” :

, PREHISTORIC MAN, APE ‘
%‘ HISTORY, TRADITION -

5
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u.s. ah;i Korean Gr"ébps' Main Meaning Components in Combined Preseﬂtation
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IDENTIFICATION OF DIFFERENTIAL RESPONSE TRENDS

The strategy of this method goes beyond a comparative presentation
of single words or pictures, Actually, we use clusters of word samples
in the representation of larger domains for which there may be severa!
hundred words in the vocabulary. The main trends of cultural conceptual-
ization and priorities emerge then from consistent response trends which
v are observable across several themes used in the representation of the - 7
domains.

A computer-based matrix evaluation of responses produced to selected -
stimuli provides a more global picture of the general response trends
differentiating two groups. In this ‘andlysis we use a stimulus-response
matrix in which the individual stimuli represent the heads of the
columns and the responses, the rows. The response scores constitute the

’ cell values and the row totals represent the total score a particular

response accumulated across all the stimuli included in the analysis,
. These row totals show the salience of a particular response in the

context of all the stimuli used in the representation of a given semantic
domain. A comparison of the row totals in the matrix of each group ,
offers a simple method for the identification of different perceptual
trends. The analysis is limited to responses whese score goes beyond

a certain magnitude (e.g., 30 or more). The matrices contain several
thousand responses and are too lengthy for presentation, but the example
below may help to visualize the data matrix. .

&~ -

2

o .. , Row
Responses Theme 1 Theme 2 - Theme 3 ., . .. .. Totals
abacus - 0 6 0 P e e . 6
: abandon 6 0 12 . e e e . 18
advise 8 21 0 .. 440
. » ﬂ:-‘g ..... - e .
{ . .
zenith 0T 10 .0 T 25

Column Totals 892 1012 %2 - . ... 11,793

To facilitate the review of response trends, we again use the
~content analysis approach to group the related responses together. These
matrices have been used to compare ethnic-racial groups, pictorial versus
verbal stimuli, and before-after reactions. The ‘responges of different
racial or cultural groups can be compared to identify response trends
which differentiate the two groups. A comparison of ‘reactions produced
before and after a specific event (e.g., 2 film presentation) can be
used to identify which perceptual and attitudinal trends were strengthened
and which lost salience.

hd -
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SUBJECTIVE PRIORITIES OR IMPORTANCE _ o T

-~

How important a certain subject, theme, idea, or issue is to a

particular group can'be inferred from the number of 'responses they give
to it as a stimulus word. The dominance score, simply the sum of the
scores of all responses elicited by a particular theme or domain, is
used to measure the subjective importance. This measure is analogous

" to Noble's m measure of meaningfulness. The prioritijes of different
social or cultural groups can be compared by looking at their dominance
scores on the same concepts. Dominance scores reveal group-specifiic
priorities not only on single issues but also for larger domains, as ol
shown in the example below. ’

»

DOMINANCE SCORES OF BLACK AND WHITE GROUPS

Domain Domain® °
and Themes White 4Black lland Themes White Black
/ -

ISMémB < -~ {|SOCIAL PROB. .
demscracy, 636 449 -society (U.S.) "1 316 342
socialism 396 280 || social class, 402 475

. capitalism © | 362 298 social justice 376 378
communism F 733 502 social progress | 260 334

mean 532 382" mean ’ 338 382

NATION . : | NEEDS |

~nation 661 = 591 " goal . 514 581
United States 877 765 “expectation 236 298
patriotism | 508 222 desire 621 701
Americans 605 648 - valuable 832 876

. mean 663 556 ‘mean 551 "614

~ ~

. -
The results in this table come from a more inclusive study in which

samples of Black and White blue-collar workers were_compared on the
relative importance they assigned to 60 selected themes in 15 major domains.
The table includes domains on which the groups showed the greatest
differences. The Black group shows more concern with social problems
and needs, while the White group places more emphasis on political isms
and nationalism, “

The group-based dominance scores have been found to be highly culture-
specific (Szalay; Moon, Lysne, and Bryson, 1971 )afind have a reliability of
.93 calculated from a test-retest comparison of 40 themes. N

More info;mation on the dominance scores can be found in
» Communication Lexicoh on Three South Korean Audiences (L.B. Szalay,
W.T. Moons and J., Bryson, American Institutes for Research, Kensington,
Md., 1971). 4 :




OVERAﬁL SIMILAkITY IN PERCEPTIONS

To measure the extent to which two groups, cultural or social,
agree in their perception and understanding of a particular theme, idea,
or issue like birth control or socialism, the Coefficient of similarity
is used. Similarity-in subjective meaning is inferred from the similarity
of response distributions measured by Pearson's product-moment correlation.
Close similarity (high coefficient) means that the high frequency responses
produced by one group are also high frequency responses for the other
group;- similarly, the low fréquency responses produced by one group will
.generally be the same-as those produced by the other group.

INTERGROUP SIMILARITY BETWEEN BLACK AND WHITE GROUPS

DShain. Domain
and Themes r - and Themes ,r
EDUCATION NEEDS
school | .90 goal - .38
-, knowledge ° \ .88 expectation -.47
educa ted .92 desire .76
to learn .79 valuable .90
mean .88 mean .53
FAMILY ’ SOCIAL PROBLEMS . .
father .80 society (U.S:) .38
mo ther .92 social class .50
family .84 social justice .15
home .79 social progress -.04
mean . - .84 mean .) ) .25

/

In the example above, the problem areas or domains are presented in
descending order of agreement. “The reactions of the Black and White
groups were most similar in the areas of education and family. The
problem areas showing least agreement, social problems and needs, are
the same areas in which the domimance scores reflected more concern
among the Black group. . N

-

The reliability of the coefficient &f similarity measure was tested
by comparing two groups obtained by splitting a larger group randomly
into two halves; the coefficients produced on a sample of themes was
then averaged. In a comparison of two-split-half groups on 26 themes,
a correlation of 173 was obtained recently. In an earlier comparison -
an » of .82 was obtained claculated over 40 themes. A closer examination
reveals that -the coefficeint depends a great deal on the particular theme
under consideration.” Themes that are specific and concrete produce steep
response distributions characterized by a few widely shared responses, or
meaning elements. The theme family, for example, is specific and concrete
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and for everybody to a certain extent it involves father and mother. The
themes concern and anziety are Jess definite, and instead of everybody
agreeing on a few particularly salient responses, people produce a broad
diversity of responses. In this situation, low correlation does not
necessarily indicate low reliabiltiy of the measure but may be a con-
Sequence of the indeterminate nature of the theme. In such a situation
the stability of the measure may be better estimated by considering hgw
stable a coefficient is within particular themes- rather than across all
themes. To assess this stability, the coefficients obtained on the same
themes for the two split-half groups were Correlated over the 26 themes
and produced an r of .89, ’ :

American Groups (L. B Szalay, R.E. Williams, J. A. Bryson, and G. West,

American instétutes for Research, Washington, D. C., 1976) and in
"Psychological Meaning: Comparative Analyses and ‘Theoretical Implications"
L.B. Szalay and J.A. Bryson in Journal of Personality and Social

PSZChO]OgZ{ 1974, 30:6, 860-870)"
Intragroup Homogeneitz

A comparison of split-half groups shows how much,agreement exists
within a particular group on a particular stimulus theme. As previously
mentioned this intragroup agreement depends to a certain degree on the
_ determinate or indeterminate nature of the stimulus.

A second factor influencing the value of the coefficient is the size of
the group. Based on 32 themes in the domains of family and health, mean
coefficients were calculated using sample sizes of 13, 26, 52, 78,

104, and 156, They showed a distinct increase with the size of the groups
compared. The rate of the increase is fast if we increase the size of
small samples. For instance, an increase in sample size from 13 to 26
produced an increase of 27 points in the coefficient, while an increase
from 52 to 104 produced an increase of only 9 points. Thus, there is

a distinct decline in the growth rate in the case of large samples, and
the Coefficients come close to their plateau with a sample size of 200.
Correlations do not generally increase Just because the base of their
calculation is extended. - An explanation is Tikely to be found in the
nature of mechanics of the calculation; the relatively large number of
0 scores obtained with a small sample decreases the correlation value.

Another interesting and important Characteristic of the homogeneity
coefficient “is that it varies with the characteristics of individual
themes. The variations are apparently explicable by the fact that some
themes and domains are more concrete, definite, tangible (e.g., car,
money), while others are more indeterminate, unobservable, abstract
(equality, expectation), These variations may be illustrated by
calculating coefficients of homogeneity on 16 themes in the family
domain (family, mother, father, home, etc.) using three different sample
sizes: 13, 52, and 156. In contrast to the wide range of variation
(=:12 to .70). observed at the level of smallest sample, in the case of
the largest sample the range' was narrower (.72 to .96). As a tentative
explanation we" are inclined to suggest the phenomenon of "cultural
sharing" (D'Andrade, 1959). It follows from the rationale of this °
sharing phenomenon that larger groups, which provide a_broader basis for
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ATTITUDES AND EVALUATIONS

How people evaluate jdeas and events---ERA, arms embargo, human rights,
legalization of marijuana--- can be assessed without .asking them directly.
The evaluative content of specific.themes is-inferred from the relative
dominance of pesitive or negative responses. Two judges working
ingependently assign the responses to positive, negative, or.neutral

categories, An index- of evaluative dominance (EDI) is then calculated
by the fo]lowing formula:

EDI = Tscores of positive reeponses - Zrcores of nepative responses x 100
- Z scores of all responses

)

EVALUATIVE DOMINANCE INDICES FOR U.S. AND KOREAN GROUPS

Theme U.S. Group Korean Group
family 25 ° 22
proud 12 28 ™

7 educated . 51 51
knowledge 50 ! 44

offense =27 -53

- capitalism 10 - -4
communism -14 . -32

equality i 19 . ‘ 20
poor -58 -28*

beggar -63 -42

A higher index implies more intense group evaluation, in either a
positive or negative direction. The above example shows that Koreans are
more negative i:Fxheir evaluation of political systems, particularly
communism. Theif less negative evaluation of poverty and beggars may
indicate more familiarity with or tolerance of these problems.

The EDI measyre is described in A Study of American and Korean g
Attitudes and Values Through Associative Group Analysis (L.B. Szalay,
D. A. Lysne, and J. E. Brent, American Institutes for Research, Kensington,
Md., 1970) and in “"Attitude Measurement by Free Verbal Associatjons"
(L. B. Szalay, C. Windle, and D.A. Lysne, Journal of Social .Psychology,
1970, 82, 43-55). - \

R direct method of assessing attitudes can also be used. It
involves asking the respondents to give a general evaluation of each
stimulus word after performing the verbal association task. To express
whether the words mean something positive, negative, or neutral, they
use the following scale:

3 - strongly positive, favorsble connotatsion =1 - slightly negative connotation
2 - quite positive, favorable connotation <2 - quite negative connotatidn .
1 - sligntly positive, favorsble connotation -3 - strongly negative connotstion °
0 - neutral or smbivalent fuligg tones :
A mean group attitude score is obtained for st¥nulus word. Distance

. in evaluations is then measured by Pearson's » c8efficient comparing two

groups across stimulus words.

s




" BESTCOPY AVANLABLE

RELATEDNESS OF THEMES, CONCEPTS .

14

How people relate things---e.g., birth control to imperialism or
peace---is highly. characteristic of their way of thinking, of their world
view. The index of interword affinity (IIA) measures the relationship of -
one theme (A) to another (B) for a particular group. It is based on the
relative weight of responses in common for the two themes upder considera-
tion. The formula for the affinity of theme A to B is as follows:

score for :espbn;es in score for direct
common to A and + elfcitation (A8
1Ay 3 * total 3core for theme X 1,000

AFFINITY RELATIONSHIP OF MOTIVATIONAL AND ECONOMIC THEMES
' FOR BLACK (B) AND WHITE (W) GROUPS

STIMULUS WORD 8 AND DIRECTION OF RELATIONSHIP

STIMULUS [ Greun] Gout Expects- | Desire | Vatusbie 'rm\m The peer |U

WORD A Slovment] fisoreer

A~B B-A[A-B B-A]A-B B-A]A-B B-AlA-B )l.\ A-B B-AjA-BB-A | A-B B-A

Prosperity w 163 216 182 181 M 214 167 338 3% SuL 13Y 283 < @6 182

BoJiw 6t 243 237 151 He 1 M 2 321 357 365 131 26
Unemploy- .| W 2% N 9 0 83 M 4 36 1% I 186 3 -
ment (IR R TTINN T T TR GO TR YRR PN 0TI FUAN 17 I 3 HC I
The poor w o bes as 25 8 m¢ 123 91 1o ;o2 ’
X B-Juwus 105 219 97 156 384 122 181 250 283 -
The rich W 81 6% 5% 33 103 86 257 3
B J134 103 193 800 200 394 JO8 IS
Valusble W o136 84 18 22 21 137
] 198 131 158 34 2% 203 \
Desire \\4 220 182 30 "1t -
. ) B 132 110 08 8§ - &
Expectation w [ (3} .
[ ] “ 4 . "

The matrix shows the relatjonship of eight themes from the motivational and
economic domains. The generally higher indices for the Black group suggest
a stronger relationship between motivational themes and economic matters.
On the relationship of single themes, the table shows that the Black group
sees a relationship between expectation and unemployment, which does not
emerge from the White group.

The associative affinity index, a modified relatedness measure similar
to those reviewed by Marshall and Cofer (1963), was developed for use
with continued associations, The reliability .of this index in split-
half comparisons was in the range of .90 (Szalay and Windle, 1968). 1In
a recent comparative study (Szalay and Bryson, 1972), the validity of

- this measure was estimated based on the correlations of.this measure
with other independent measures: similarity judgment .73; judgment of
relationship .77; grouping task .84. The calculations were based on ;
66 index pairs, ) ) :

More information on the affinity measure can be obtained in Communication
Lexicon on Three South Korean Audiences (L.B. Szalay, W.T. Moon, and J.A.
Bryson, American Institutes for Research, Kensington, Md., 1971) and in -

. ."Psychological Meaning: Comparative Analyses and'Theoretical Implications
(L.B. Szalay and J.A. Bryson, Journal of Personality and Social Psychology,
1974; 30:6, 860-870). - - .- ’ .
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