
 

 

1147 

 
 

 

Psychological Theories in International Conflicts: Understanding 

Aggression and Cooperation 

 

Mehreen Yaseen
 1

 

Anum Tahira 
2 

Muhammad Sameen Akhtar 
3 

Dr. Sabahat Ali Sheikh 
4 

Abstract 

This article explores important psychological factors that accompany international wars 

because it can be said to have equal significance alongside the political and economic ones, 

which have been of concern to scholars as far back as one can remember. This article examines 

the relevance of psychological theories in dealing with areas of international relations such as 

cooperation and aggression. The study will present the volume on violence which appears as an 

aggression against pacifying strategies by utilizing well-known ideas such as the Frustration-

Aggression Hypothesis and Social Identity Theory. The views of the Frustration-aggressiveness 

Hypothesis which was formulated by John Dollard and others, the displeasure or unfulfilled 

wants of a nation could transform into rage, which most times shows itself through a belligerent 

tongue or martial violence. This is particularly important for understanding why such issues as 

the perception of injustice, the conflicts over territory, or economic problems are sometimes 

expressed in the form of world wars. On the other hand, there is Henri Tajfel who developed the 

social identification Theory, which focuses upon intergroup relations through the process of 

group as well as social identification development. In accordance with the theory, every nation 

as every human being is inclined to favor its own group (the in-group) and exhibits suspicion or 

hostility towards the out-group which brings about clashes. So, this paper mainly focuses on 

these psychological concepts and the corpus of theories developed consequently in relation to 

the appearance of conflicts and/or rivalry between states, with special references to relations 

when nationalistic sentiment or rather ‘we feeling’ is involved. It seeks to explore a number of 

psychological perspectives including the Cognitive Dissonance Theory, and even how some 

leaders or states may rationalize violence in their cause and actions. This idea is important in 

the analysis of the mental state of a state that is aggressive but attempts to balance itself 

ideologically as well. But violence is not the only aspect of the psychological component of 

international relations. This research focuses on the factors that enable international relations 

through looking at the factors of reciprocity, mutual trust and common identity. Cooperation is 

often viewed as a psychological factor of international relations in as much as formulating 

shared objectives and reaching a common understanding are the emphases in the settlement of 

conflicts. The role of diplomacy that has a strong focus on psychology, the management, 

resolution and negotiation of conflicts is also examined in order to demonstrate the relevance of 

psychological factors in obtaining peace. 
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Introduction 

rievous international conflicts are the primary focus of most academic writings and while 

there is no doubt that political and economic aspects dominate, much of the psychological 

aspects of such conflicts are not well researched. In order to understand international 

relations, it is indispensable to understand the reasons or the tensions or cooperation between the 

states in question. Contrary to how important the political theories of material capability, 

resources and political objectives are, the state’s international behaviour can be explained more 

convincingly through psychological theories as well. Details on emotions, cognition and social 

perspectives that offer important insights into the origins and settlements of conflicts include 

processes that animate political action. International relations for instance cannot be understood 

fully with analysis of states’ behavior alone self-contained psychological analysis are also 

needed. 

A key concept in articulating how tensions between nations translate to conflict is that frustration 

is a powerful emotional response which leads to violence (Dougd et al., 1939). These, among 

other psychological theories highlight how emotions and perceptions are involved in state action 

and how important it is to introduce them into the study of international relations. In 1939, John 

Dollard and his associates established one of the most important hypotheses in understanding 

international conflict-Frustration-Aggression Hypothesis. 

This idea suggests that when people or groups don't reach their goals, they might become angry 

and act aggressively. The same idea applies to countries. When a country can't achieve its goals 

or feels threatened, it might act violently, leading to conflicts between nations. For instance, a 

country might get upset about unfairness, land disputes, or economic issues and take aggressive 

actions, like using diplomacy or military force. History shows that unresolved conflicts, long-

standing anger between countries, or lingering feelings from past wars can also cause frustration, 

making aggression seem like a reasonable response to what they see as unfairness. Although it 

provides valuable insights into the causes of aggressiveness, the Frustration-aggressiveness 

Hypothesis is not the only psychological factor that affects international wars. 

It emanates from failure on the part of Social Identity Theory to address issues about the 

dynamics that have to do with how national and group dynamics contribute to fueling conflicts. 

It was founded by Henri Tajfel and John Turner in the late 1970s and seeks to indicate that 

identification by group leads to interactions between the groups. According to the concept, states 

and people derive their identity from the organizations they belong to. These group identities 

create a "us versus them" mentality in the global arena by dividing people into in-groups and out-

groups. 

States are likely to treat other nations as threats or rivals in particular, when cultural identities or 

nationalistic pride is threatened. The desire to maintain or protect national identity becomes 

G 



1149 

 

 
 
 

 
 

inextricably linked to the quest for power, material resources, or ideological supremacy. This 

group-thinking helps account for why nations war, especially when they perceive that outsiders 

are threatening their identity or interests (Tajfel and Turner, 1979). The essay analyzes the 

psychological factors behind the aggression as well as the structures that motivate states to 

collaborate. Psychological concepts of reciprocity, trust, and common identity determine 

international cooperation. 

According to Deutsch (1958), trust is necessary to reduce mistrust and enhance more cooperation 

between governments. Countries are likely to enter into mutually beneficial agreements, settle 

disputes amicably, and cooperate to solve common problems when they have mutual trust. 

International cooperation also calls for reciprocity, giving and taking in equal measure, as a 

guarantee of governments' incentives to respect agreements and obligations towards lasting 

peace. Shared identity can also comprise aspects of common culture, economic values or 

ideology, and can serve to strengthen ties through which nations hope to have established some 

means to cope with their past conflicts in harmony. The psychological dimension plays a 

decisive role in understanding the emergence of conflicts and offers measures for resolving them 

through diplomacy and deliberate cooperation. 

It must be in terms of psychological processes that identities, emotions and perceptions are 

managed by leaders in the last instance for peace to be lasting in foreign diplomacy. If, on the 

one hand, we consider both the mechanisms of reciprocity and trust for international relations, it 

is clear that psychological theories are as much implicated in the promotion of cooperation and 

the generation of conflict. All in all, the objective of incorporating the psychological concept 

within the study of international relations is to show how theories such as the Social Identity 

Theory and the Frustration-Aggression Hypotheses claim to open insights into the motives of 

cooperation and sources of failure in the human experience. This essay intends to explain how 

human emotions, identities and cognitive processes can improve understanding of world politics. 

Such psychological theories will provide a unique dimension to the state's behavior, justification 

for aggression, and interpretation of threats as per the model. With this understanding of state 

behavior in purely psychological terms, it would be a welcome step towards peacebuilding and 

conflict resolution. 

Frustration-Aggression Hypothesis 

The Frustration-aggressiveness Hypothesis states that frustration leads directly to aggressiveness. 

The basic premise is that frustration arises when an individual or organization is not able to 

achieve its goals or when its desires are not met. This frustration subsequently manifests itself as 

hostility, which may be directed toward the source of the frustration or directed at others. The 

hypothesis predicts frustration to be more acute and thus the aggressiveness is more possible, the 

closer a goal appears to being achieved. Irritation that is held to be unfair or unjust typically 
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results in more severe aggression. Dollard et al. (1939) further revealed that anger does not 

translate to violence; instead, it is the intensity of anger, the justness of obstruction, and 

consequences that would be in effect when using aggression which decides if it will happen and 

when. Frustration-aggression hypothesis basically explains on psychological basis how violent 

activity could follow from emotional response to the objectives obstructed 

Explanation of the Theory 

This forms the basis for the dissatisfaction-violence Hypothesis, originally proposed by John 

Dollard and associates back in 1939. This asserts that when frustrated from meeting their goals 

or aspirations, people or groups, then the frustration elicited acts as a psychogenic agent that may 

reveal itself through violence. According to Dollard et al. (1939), frustration, which involves the 

blockage of any goal which a person intends to reach, is likely to cause hostility. But frustration 

is not always going to cause aggression; its occurrence is determined by the type and level of 

frustration along with the person's ability to cope with it. The theory also introduces the concept 

of displacement, in which the hostility is directed to a more accessible or safer target than the 

frustration object. At times, individuals or entities will target those believed to be weaker or less 

powerful as an outlet for their frustration. This helps to explain why frustration that does not 

resolve can sometimes lead to violent and damaging behavior. 

Application to International Conflict 

This can be well seen in the pre-World War II era, where Germany, which had been derailed by 

economic reverses and suffered from territorial restrictions of the Treaty of Versailles, was 

increasingly disenchanted with the international order and looked toward aggression to enforce 

its supremacy and achieve its ends. This is a reminiscent of the fact that the smaller or weaker 

states begin to apply aggressive tactics and also think of the fact that the bigger countries, the 

stronger one is a threat to its sovereignty or national interest. The Frustration-Aggression 

Hypothesis provides useful information as to how international conflict operates. Like human 

beings, nations get frustrated when their territorial claims, economic aims, or national interest is 

somehow hindered by the international system or other states. Some of the possible causes of this 

blockade are economic penalties, military threats, diplomatic isolation, or alleged abuses of 

sovereignty. According to the theory, a nation may become angry and respond aggressively if it 

feels its goals are being thwarted. The perceived cause of annoyance may be the target of hostile 

diplomacy, military action, or other forms of reprisal. This can, for instance, help to explain why 

countries would be reactive towards international economic punishments. These acts can then be 

regarded as an uneven way of preventing the prosperity and growth of nations targeted or 

boycotted in the international economic system. Seeking control over its economic or territorial 

interests, the nation could then resort to other more assertive policies of making a war declaration 

or helping rebellion groups. A historical example of this is seen in the period leading up to World 

War II, where Germany, which had faced economic failures and had been dealt territorial 
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limitations by the Treaty of Versailles, became increasingly unhappy with the international 

system and resorted to aggression to gain dominance and achieve its goals. In the same way, 

smaller or weaker states may resort to self-defense or revenge tactics when larger countries 

threaten their sovereignty or national interests. This is a form of aggression. The Frustration-

Aggression Hypothesis can provide an explanation for this as well as the displacements in 

international relations. The situation could lead to frustration in a country being directed towards 

the less powerful or vulnerable individuals rather than contributing to it. A nation that is agitated 

by internal problems or financial struggles may harbor animosity towards its neighbor, believing 

it to be the most secure or susceptible.  

This trend has featured in many historical wars in which powerhouses have resolved to express 

their bitterness towards weaker, smaller states because they are unwilling to respond to their 

internal issues. For instance, it has territorial disputes and feelings of grievances that 

characterized the protracted conflict between the Israelis and Palestinians as each act 

aggressively on perceived injustices and grievances. Finally, the irritation-violence Hypothesis 

provides a psychological structure for explaining how irritation may erupt into violence at a 

global level as long as unsolved complaints are present with it. It demonstrates how emotional 

responses shape international political processes and why, like individuals, governments might 

resort to aggressive actions when their objectives are frustrated. The theory applied to 

international conflicts would more effectively enable policymakers and scholars to understand 

the psychological drivers of aggression and try to develop mechanisms for preventing and 

resolving conflict in line with the material and emotional needs of nations.  

Social Identity Theory 

In the 1970s, Henri Tajfel and John Turner developed the Social Identity Theory to elaborate on 

how people derive identity from the organizations they become a part of. Basically, this theory 

states that people categorize others as well as themselves into social groups, which may cut 

across political, religious, ethnic, or national forms of organization. These affiliations play a 

significant role in how people perceive themselves in relation to others. Social identity, 

according to Tajfel and Turner (1979), is an important aspect of a person's self-concept and the 

basis for how people will behave both within and out of their groups. Hypothesis: People are 

drawn to groups that appear superior in order to raise their self-esteem, which consequently leads 

to in-group bias, or favoritism of one's own group. 

This leads to out-group prejudice, where members of other groups are perceived as being of less 

worth or of lesser value. Group-based identification in this case is a very strong behavioral 

motivator of attitudes and social relations towards both insiders and outsiders. Because it 

underlines the psychological mechanisms underlying both intergroup cooperation and conflict, 

the theory is vital for understanding group dynamics.  
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Role in In-group/Out-group Dynamics 

Social identity theory is based on in-group and out-group dynamics. In-group members are the 

same group or category members. Out-group members are the people who belong to groups, 

which are perceived as distinct. According to the hypothesis, people tend to affiliate with 

members of their social identity, or the in-group. This bias often elicits positive attitudes and 

behaviors towards in-group members. Nevertheless, often in-group members are considered as 

enemies or outcasts that results in discrimination and bad views. When group or individuals' 

wealth, power, or prestige are concerned this in-group and out-group divide can intensify conflict 

between groups. So the theory highlights how the presence of the group influences how the 

members perceive others and how relations between groups are perceived. 

These dynamics are seen within international relations when countries put their self-interests 

above those of other nations, which happens quite often and leads to rivalry, conflict, or even 

competition. For example, national identity may play an important role in how a government act 

because each country considers itself part of the elite group that should be paid more attention or 

given first priority. These in-group prejudices may sometimes work against cooperation and 

diplomacy, especially when governments see other nations as rivals or threats.  

Application in Conflict and Cooperation 

Social Identity Theory provides a psychological perspective that helps understand international 

cooperation as well as conflict. The concept makes clear how aggressive behavior toward out-

group states can be supported by strong national identities or group ties in terms of conflict. 

Greater hostility, competition, and even armed war can emerge when one state perceives another 

as threatening its national identity or interests. This is particularly true for territorial conflicts, as 

nations respond violently to threats against their sovereignty because they view this as integral to 

their national identity. More significantly, if the perceived outgroup threatens or is said to be 

inferior, tensions rise and conflict escalates. For example, the very ideological division between 

communist Eastern and capitalist Western blocs and the nature of the "Cold War" that ensued 

brought about century-long animosity between these two blocs, which portrayed each other as a 

threat to their ideology and lifestyles. 

However, Social Identity Theory also illuminates the chance for interstate cooperation. Group- 

based identities can result in conflict, but when group-based values, interests or goals are shared, 

they become a basis for cooperation also. This is evident by an international organization or 

alliance since when governments cooperate in efforts toward common goals despite their own 

distinct identities. For example, although it has many national identities of its member states, the 

European Union was based on the idea of a common European identity and interests. 

By building a sense of common purpose, states may be able to transcend in-group/out-group 

dynamics and cooperate for mutual gain. The theory goes that when states view one another as 
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part of a greater, more encompassing group, this tends to reduce the "us versus them" mentality 

and promote teamwork. Therefore, through highlighting the importance of identity in affecting 

state action on the international scene, social identity theory provides both an explanation for 

intergroup conflict and a framework for understanding how cooperation might be achieved.  

Cognitive Dissonance Theory 

According to Leon Festinger's Cognitive Dissonance Theory introduced in 1957, people feel 

psychological discomfort, or "dissonance," when there is inconsistency between their attitudes, 

behaviors, or beliefs. Individuals are motivated to reduce the discrepancy by changing their 

attitudes, behaviors, or beliefs to achieve consonance and alleviate this discomfort. This theory 

helps explain how people and organizations react to contradictory information, especially when 

they are faced with decisions that are contrary to what they believe or feel. According to 

Festinger (1957), without one's knowledge, dissonance could make a person change attitudes or 

behaviors to fit into his or her thoughts. 

Cognitive dissonance can be used to explain why states sometimes behave irrationally or ignore 

disturbing facts in the context of international relations. A country with strong ideological beliefs 

about its place in the world, for example, could reject data that challenges these beliefs, such as 

by refusing to recognize the detrimental effects of its actions. States reduce the dissonance 

between their values and their actions by justifying or rationalizing violent behavior, which can 

allow conflicts to persist. The recognition of the interdependence with other nations may conflict 

with a strong nationalist ideology or fears of losing sovereignty, which can lead to cognitive 

dissonance among governments. The use of dissonance reduction techniques can impact both 

cooperation and conflict, as it influences how nations perceive events and acts in the 

international arena.  

Application in Conflict and Cooperation 

Cognitive dissonance plays a significant role in both international cooperation and war. During a 

conflict, states often minimize or excuse violent actions that are not in line with their declared 

values. Even though the international community may find military actions unlawful, some states 

assert that they were justified in self-defense or to protect national security. By reducing the pain 

of violating their diplomatic or ethical principles, this thought process allows for the persistence 

of aggressive measures. Additionally, cognitive dissonance can result in defensiveness, denial, or 

an inability to recognize the validity of conflicting viewpoints if a nation is censured by other 

nations. The states preserve their identity and avoid harsh realities by minimizing or rejecting the 

existence of the conflict. As government positions further harden and become unyielding to 

compromise, this dynamic feeds tensions and makes them harder to resolve. 
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However, cognitive dissonance can also influence cooperation, especially if governments are 

forced to compromise. Negotiating with nations it has previously considered enemies may be 

dissonant for a state that considers itself a world leader or defender of a particular ideology. In 

such cases, the state can either change its stance to suit the new situation or find justifications to 

make cooperation less uncomfortable. A shift in perspective may be forced by the need to 

maintain relations or achieve common goals, allowing governments to view interdependence and 

form favorable agreements. Because nations may struggle to reconcile their self-concept with the 

need to work with erstwhile competitors or ideological opponents, cognitive dissonance theory 

emphasizes the psychological barriers to cooperation. Since nations are often motivated by the 

desire to reduce psychological pain, policymakers can more easily navigate the challenges of 

international diplomacy and conflict resolution if they understand how cognitive dissonance 

works 

Theories of Fear and Security 

Psychological studies on how people react to perceived dangers form the basis of theories of fear 

and security. These ideas contend that fear is a potent motivator that affects behavior, decision-

making, and relationships between groups. Both real threats, like military action, or perceived 

threats, such as losing one's job or office, can instill fear. States may react either defensively or 

on the offensive in international relations for fear, often without fully understanding what other 

countries pose as a threat. In international politics, the Security Dilemma is a crucial concept that 

highlights how fear from one state to another can lead to war. A security dilemma refers to the 

situation where a state's efforts towards improving their own security, such as strengthening their 

military, can still lead to violence. Theory of security and the study of fear also posits that 

perception is an important factor in state behavior. 

Application in Conflict and Cooperation 

War itself creates the aspect of worry, which will increase anxiety among states. A very 

pertinent instance that illustrates how an palms race, or for that matter, extra militarization may 

also stem from a worry of the navy strength of some other state, arises from the Security 

Dilemma. The feeling of a threat can creates an environment of hostility even without active 

warfare, when both parties become bound to act defensively and secure themselves. This has 

been seen in the Cold War, when the Soviet Union and the United States conducted armaments 

race due to a fear of a nuclear strike. Even though no real fighting occurred, tension and the 

possibility of violence emerged through the continued attempts by both sides to outdo each other 

in militaristic posturing fearing loss of control or military attack. On the other hand, security and 

fear-based theories could also be explained as a way through which cooperation would emerge 

especially when nations perceive that there is a common solution to be derived from solving 

common risks or anxieties. Therefore, when nations are challenged by terrorism or climate 
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change, the nations could put aside their differences and begin to work toward mutual security. 

By realizing that some vulnerability can only be coped with through collective power, 

governments may move out of the fear-based tensions presented by the concept of collective 

security, as in this case illustrated by international bodies such as the United Nations or NATO. 

States can reduce fear and cooperate to attain common goals by acknowledging the 

interdependence of their security. In such a scenario, cooperation rather than conflict follows 

from a mutual fear of an adversary or threat. Theories of security and fear are therefore necessary 

to understand how perceptions of threat and the psychological responses to such threats affect 

cooperation as well as conflict.  

Psychological Causes of Aggression in International Relations 

Economic and Political Frustration 

One of the finest mental reasons of aggression in worldwide family members is political and 

monetary frustration. Economically impoverished nations, that have jobless economies or are 

constrained from receiving resources, are pissed off via way of means of the failure to achieve 

balance and favored monetary prosperity. Such frustrations should finally be translated into 

competitive overseas regulations in which international locations shift their inner frustrations 

farfar from inner subjects or assist to melt home hardship. Political frustration may carry anger 

and bitterness whilst a central authority fails to fulfill its people's wishes or to make sure political 

balance. Military interventions, land grabbing, and different kinds of aggression in opposition to 

perceived adversaries or weaker governments are a few approach via which those frustrations 

can be outwardly manifested. This state has internal problems or needs to project power 

externally to recover legitimacy and pride; this can sometimes push states with political 

instability, authoritarian regimes, or economic stagnation towards aggressive practices. 

Inter-state wars can be largely caused by economic and political disappointments, which often 

feed the belief that aggressiveness is required for the survival or restoration of national pride. For 

example, economic troubles, such as the effects of the Treaty of Versailles and the Great 

Depression, contributed to Germany's aggression under Hitler in the 1930s, which in turn caused 

dissatisfaction and military expansion (Horney, 1950).  

Application in Conflict and Cooperation 

Conflicts between nations over resources, territory, or power are a manifestation of political and 

economic grievances. In order to gain access to new markets, take advantage of resources, or 

establish its supremacy over others, a country that is struggling economically may adopt 

aggressive tactics. In a similar vein, governments that are dissatisfied with their political 

situation may resort to aggressive diplomacy or armed action in an attempt to elevate themselves 
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in the international system. However, if nations see how fixing these problems would benefit 

both parties, economic and political discontent may also result in collaboration. Given the 

interdependence of economic stability, governments frequently work together in international 

relations to alleviate economic crises through trade agreements, development assistance, or 

diplomatic discussions. In these situations, cooperation lessens economic annoyance and lowers 

the risk of conflict. Galtung (1967) 

Historical Grievances and Nationalism 

Among psychological elements driving violence in international relations are nationalism and 

past grudges. With old resentments, nationalism, the close identification with one's nation and its 

interests, more often than not leads to violence. The grievances could emanate from colonial 

experiences, loss of territories, or historical injustices or just fictional wrongs that still prevail 

over national identities. For example, countries that have suffered past injustice in the form of 

territorial occupation or loss may harbor intense hostility against the offending governments. The 

psychological scars from these unresolved grievances could give rise to revengeful or retaliatory 

thought patterns, which are then channeled through assertive foreign policy. The reason 

historical grievances are more potent when linked to national identity is that nationalistic 

narratives are typically about redressing historical wrongs or restoring lost dignity. 

Through creating a feeling of collective victimhood, nationalism can make these grievances 

more vociferous and the state more prone to act harshly in an attempt to reclaim its prestige or 

territorial sovereignty. Historical grievances and nationalism led to violent behavior during the 

First World War and the Treaty of Versailles, when Germany tried to modify the humiliating 

terms of the settlement (Hobsbawm, 1990). 

Application in Conflict and Cooperation 

Historical grievances sometimes lead to territorial conflicts in international warfare, as states try 

to reclaim lost territory or establish their superiority over former adversaries. The war between 

Israel and Palestine is a well-known example of how past wounds may still incite aggressiveness 

and animosity and is motivated by long-standing historical grudges. Similar to this, nationalism 

may also enhance into violent behavior while nations experience that the ones different 

governments or out of doors forces are threatening their identity. Similar to this, nationalism may 

also enhance into violent behavior while nations experience that the ones different governments 

or out of doors forces are threatening their identity. However, while countries attempt to settle 

long-status problems diplomatically, together with the non violent agreement of boundary 

disputes or post-battle reconciliation, ancient grudges and nationalism also can play a position in 

collaboration. For instance, South Africa's post-apartheid reconciliation manner demonstrates 

how beyond grievances and country wide delight can be stated and exploited as a foundation for 
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collaborative initiatives. Nationalism may also inspire the equal governments to cooperate and 

increase peace after they spot not unusual place fighters or hobbies while implemented 

constructively Smith (2009). 

Perceived Threats and Fear 

The maximum critical mental elements riding violence in worldwide members of the family are 

worry and the sensation of danger. The idea of worldwide members of the family called "safety 

dilemma" claims that one country would possibly boom its navy energy to react to the damaging 

acts of some other country, and this will be visible with the aid of using the primary country as a 

threatening factor. Even when neither state tries to start a conflict, this cycle of distrust and fear 

can turn into violence. Fear is a normal human reaction to perceived threat, and nations 

frequently use forceful measures to protect themselves when they believe their position, security, 

or sovereignty are under jeopardy.  

The psychological component of fear includes both the perceived threat, which is frequently 

inflated or skewed, and the real threat. In international relations, nations may adopt preventative 

measures or intensify already-existing conflicts in an effort to eradicate what they see to be a 

danger to their national security out of fear of losing their position of authority, influence, or 

status. An illustration of this is the Cold War arms race, in which the Soviet Union and the 

United States each feared the other's military prowess, which resulted in an increase in nuclear 

weapons despite the lack of direct conflict (Jervis, 1978). 

Application in Conflict and Cooperation 

Perceived threats in war often lead to armaments competitions, preemptive strikes, or military 

alliances. States often misunderstand one another's intentions, and such a misunderstanding can 

bring tension between two states to a level of war. Though both were interested in not getting 

into a war, the Cuban Missile Crisis is a great example of how perceived threats and anxiety can 

be huge between the U.S. and the Soviet Union. Instead, if governments face a common issue 

such as terrorism or pollution, fear of a menace shared may also foster collaboration too. In some 

cases, for example, governments may cease disputing and collaborate to alleviate the perceived 

threat. Such, for example, was when NATO was formed as collective security in the Cold War 

days due to fear of expanding Soviet power. Western powers' collaboration was prompted by 

their shared dread of Soviet attack, demonstrating how fear may motivate cooperation rather than 

hostility (Waltz, 1979). 
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Role of Groupthink in Aggression 

Irving Janis explained groupthink as a psychological aberration that occurs when a collective of 

individuals prioritizes conformity and consensus than critical thinking and sound reasoning in 

making decisions in the year 1972. Groupthink can lead to poor policy decisions, to the extreme 

of violent tendencies, in international relations simply because decision-makers avoid the 

consideration of other alternatives besides suppressing dissenting opinions. Leaders and 

politicians may be less likely to question assumptions or consider the implications of their 

actions when they are surrounded by people who share their views. This could manifest in 

international conflicts as irrational escalation, rash military moves, or an underestimation of the 

risks. Groupthink often leads to a "rally around the flag" attitude, wherein leaders may provoke 

violence as a means of uniting people against an external threat in order to strengthen internal 

support. One example of how groupthink in the decision-making process led to a protracted and 

eventually disastrous war is the invasion of Vietnam by the United States, where decision-

makers failed to reconsider their acts or adequately examine the implications of their decisions 

(Janis, 1972). 

Application in Conflict and Cooperation 

Groupthink may heighten international conflicts' tensions by making governments miscalculate 

the impact of their actions. War is more probable when the need for group cohesiveness 

suppresses necessary discussions about the risk of escalation. However, groupthink may also be 

applicable to cooperation, as it can make multinational organizations put too much emphasis on 

the consensus of the group. This may sometimes lead to a common view on the problems, but at 

other times, it can also limit important debate or innovative solutions. For example, through the 

facilitation of a biased account that ignores the complexity of the problem, groupthink may 

hinder productive conversations and compromise in peace negotiations. States can negotiate their 

international relations even more cautiously, aware of the dangers of groupthink, an ideology 

that suggests frank communication and much more objective attitudes towards cooperation and 

conflict as well (Mullen & Copper, 1994). 

Case Studies 

Example of Aggression in International Conflict 

The invasion of Iraq by the U.S. in 2003 is one of the best-known examples of aggression in a 

global war. Some of the psychological factors involved in this decision to invade Iraq include 

historical grievances, political and economic dissatisfaction, and the threat perceived from 

Saddam Hussein's regime. The U.S. government was pushed to get access to Iraq's oil resources 

and to establish itself as a major world force in the years following the Cold War, politically and 
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economically. Political discontent and the pain of the September 11 attacks shaped the U.S. 

administration's assertive foreign policy posture, including the decision to intervene militarily. 

According to the Frustration-Aggression Hypothesis, the United States has responded 

aggressively to perceived rejections, such as refusal of compliance from Iraq and other regional 

powers. What manifested in the invasion as a kind of hostility was really triggered by irritation 

on the part of the U.S. government toward Iraq's refusal to accept international inspections for 

WMD. Furthermore, the Social Identity Theory explains how the United States framed Iraq as a 

"out-group," which threatens Western security and values in order to justify its military action as 

a defensive measure. Aggression was used to recapture perceived security and supremacy within 

the international order, and in this context, invasion was not only a political choice but also a 

psychological reaction to perceived threats and frustrations. Thus, the case of the Iraq War 

epitomizes how international aggression might be driven by many of the psychological theories 

related to out-group categorization and dissatisfaction (Jervis, 1978). 

Application of Psychological Theories 

Theories of cognitive dissonance also significantly influence our understanding of the decision 

for the U.S. attack on Iraq. Unattained results from the hunt for WMDs in Iraq caused much 

discomfort on the part of the Bush administration. The government continued saying that Iraq 

was a threat while defending the military action itself, even when the data started contradicting 

each other. To reduce dissonance, maintaining the legitimacy of the invasion was crucial and 

keeping the adverse effects of such a controversial decision in check. Defending the war by 

saying that Iraq was still a threat to international security alleviated cognitive discomfort and 

helped keep a coherent narrative for both home and international audiences. This thought process 

illustrates how cognitive dissonance may impact the political decisions that lead to international 

conflict (Festinger, 1957). 

Example of Successful Cooperation in International Relations 

One very important example of cooperation in international relations is the European Union, or 

more accurately, its predecessor: the European Economic Community. Founded in 1957 by 

previously hostile European nations in the aftermath of the devastation wrought by World War 

II, this EEC was an offspring of the mutual recognition of the importance of peace, economic 

stability, and regional integration. Psychological processes were essential in order to put aside 

historical grudges and national rivalries and allow nations like France, Germany, and Italy to 

cooperate toward a shared objective. 

 

A crucial foundation for understanding how these nations transcended their national identities 

and adopted a shared European identity is given by social identity theory. The European 
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countries reduced this "us vs. them" mentality, which for the most part had marked most of their 

past dealings, by instilling a spirit of shared purpose and shared identity. In part at least, it is 

owing to this psychological shift in competition from being group- to being cooperatively 

organized that the EU has had success in instilling co-operation. It enabled its member countries 

to forget the bitter hatred they once harbored for each other because this organization focused on 

common benefits like political stability, economic success, and security. 

Besides, the Cognitive Dissonance Theory illustrates how the institutional architecture of the EU 

offered chances for decreasing dissonance among former enemies. In this manner, by focusing 

on the benefits of integration and peace instead of past negative baggage, nations that had once 

seen each other as threats could rationalize cooperation. To governments that had previously 

regarded their neighbors as competitors, the development of a peaceful, integrated Europe helped 

in overcoming dissonance. Feel of community and the psychological results gained in 

cooperating were critical in fostering the European Union and shape its development as well in 

achieving peaceful coexistence along with stability within Europe (Tajfel & Turner, 1979). 

Psychological Mechanisms at Work 

The success of the European Union is a good example of how efficient psychological processes 

can be in promoting cooperation. Here, cooperation instead of continued conflict was a result of 

growing sense of common identity and shared psychological need for security and stability after 

the conflicts. The shared identity of the member nations- being Europeans, and shared objectives 

of political stability and economic development-all played to dissuade anxiety and encourage 

confidence. In overcoming the anxieties that had divided European nations beforehand, such a 

process of establishing confidence was central to this endeavor. Moreover, the EU is an excellent 

example of how common psychological drivers—such as the hope for a safe and wealthy 

future—can transform hostile alliances into cooperative ones. Besides offering valuable insights 

into how psychological dynamics influence international cooperation, the psychological 

mechanisms of fear reduction, trust building, and shared identity were essential to the success of 

the EU (Waltz, 1979). 

Psychological Mechanisms Promoting Cooperation 

Trust and Reciprocity 

Foundations of psychological processes that drive collaborations within international relations 

are reciprocity and trust. Reciprocity represents sharing advantages while trust defines the belief 

in another individual that they will behave in an orderly and trustworthy manner. Trust is 

fundamental to establish strong and durable partnerships among states in international relations. 

Countries are likely to cooperate when they trust one another because they believe that their 
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partners will not go back on their words and, therefore, fulfill their responsibilities. Social 

Exchange Theory maintains that when people and governments expect reciprocity from their 

partners, they are more likely to cooperate (Blau, 1964). In an international context, building 

trust often involves a gradual exchange of positive communications, such as business 

agreements, human relief efforts, or demilitarization. Such an exchange develops cooperation by 

creating an atmosphere of mutual benefit. Furthermore, trust renders international relations less 

ambiguous, and this ambivalence in turn makes negotiation to achieve an agreement more fluid. 

Since each country expects some benefit from the relationship, mutualism in turn fosters 

cooperation by enhancing a greater tendency to compromise and act collectively. This fact shows 

the importance of these psychological processes in promoting amicable and cooperative 

relationships because a breakdown in trust can result in a vicious cycle of distrust and animosity 

in disputes (Keohane, 1984). 

Conflict Resolution and Negotiation Strategies 

Psychological processes are equally influential in negotiation and conflict resolution techniques. 

Often nations have to find common grounds, change perspectives, and gain control of their 

emotions in order to settle differences. Psychological aspects such as empathy, communication, 

and a desire for mutually favorable outcomes all affect the negotiations' strategy. For instance, 

for the use of tactics of Integrative Negotiation focusing on identifying mutually rewarding 

solutions it is necessary for the negotiator to be able to grasp another's interests and position. 

With respect to presentation of the environment for cooperation between them the parties in 

negotiation must be seen and approached with awareness of both parties' emotional and 

psychological needs. Third-party intervention or mediation is usually applied in international 

disputes to pave the way for tension relief and compromise. Applying knowledge of psychology, 

mediators can help disputing parties reach mutually acceptable solutions that reflect the desires 

and concerns of both parties. An understanding of the psychological forces involved in conflict 

may bring better de-escalation strategies, such as reframing the problem or encouraging 

empathetic communication. States can promote an environment conducive to long-term peace 

and cooperation by addressing the psychological factors involved. According to Fisher and Ury 

(1981), psychological aspects of negotiation teach that obtaining an agreement is a bit beyond 

identifying common interest but about controlling emotions, rapport with the other party, and 

solving problems in a language appealing to the other parties' psychology. 

Shared Identity and Common Interests 

Strong psychological factors like identity and interests encourage cooperation between states. 

States are more likely to cooperate with each other if they have similar identities or interests. 

Social identity theory, Tajfel and Turner (1979), points out that it is through belonging to the 

same group that individuals in a group are encouraged to behave in ways that foster in-group 
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camaraderie and supportiveness. For example, the European Union member countries had a 

common goal of rebuilding peace and economy after the end of World War II. All these nations 

set aside their differences because of the European identity that brought them together with 

similar political and economic interests. Similar to this, countries that understand their shared 

vulnerability and responsibility are more likely to cooperate to address global issues such as 

pandemics and climate change. 

States' incentives may be brought into alignment and cooperative action can follow from the 

recognition of common interests, such as regional stability or access to natural resources. When 

governments view one another as partners in achieving shared objectives rather than as enemies, 

psychological barriers to cooperation are minimized. Cooperation becomes a reasonable and 

beneficial choice when governments identify with a larger international community or a common 

purpose because they perceive more long-term gains in cooperation than in competition (Wendt, 

1999).  

Psychological Diplomacy: Building Bridges between States 

It is known as psychological diplomacy, using psychological insights and techniques in 

diplomatic discussions to promote understanding, establish trust, and settle disputes. It involves 

the use of empathy, communication, and emotional intelligence to overcome ideological, 

political, and cultural divides. When parties cannot control the psychological elements that 

underpin their relationships—such as mistrust, fear, and animosity—diplomatic attempts 

frequently fail. Psychological diplomacy emphasizes the significance of understanding the 

emotions, perceptions, and intentions of the parties involved during negotiations. By focusing on 

emotional intelligence, diplomats may create an environment for an effective discussion where 

both sides are listened to and considered. Some of the abilities required for mental international 

relations are rapport-building, lively listening, and manipulate of emotions. This is in which 

diplomats attempt to ease the anxiety withinside the scenario with the aid of using taking note of 

the emotional and mental desires in their counterparts, which creates situations for powerful 

cooperation. By encouraging events to have recognize and recognize every other, mental 

procedures can facilitate the extrude from hostile relationships to collaborative ones. Historical 

examples of mental international relations consist of the Camp David Accords in 1978 among 

Egypt and Israel. In those contexts, it's miles obvious how mental international relations can 

convey dramatic adjustments to peace negotiations. Psychological international relations allows 

events to construct at the same time trusting, lasting agreements as it focuses interest on events' 

pragmatic problems in addition to emotional problems (Zartman, 2001).  
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Conclusion  

In order to higher apprehend how mental theories may want to give an explanation for country 

conduct on an international scale, this studies checked out the mental foundations of cooperation 

and aggression in worldwide members of the family. International disputes regularly end result 

from the elaborate interaction of mental factors consisting of tension and infection in addition to 

the participants' cognitive dissonance. The Frustration-Violence Hypothesis established how 

governments use violence to get beyond obstacles, whilst Social Identity Theory clarified how 

in-organization and out-organization dynamics form interstate members of the family. 

Furthermore, cognitive dissonance become essential in protecting competitive conduct, 

permitting governments to uphold their self-idea even in instances in which their moves went in 

opposition to ethical or worldwide norms. Meanwhile, theories of protection and worry defined 

how mistrust and perceived threats may also accentuate disputes, making collaboration greater 

difficult. Conversely, mental mechanisms consisting of agree with, reciprocity, and shared 

identification had been important for selling country-to-country collaboration. Reciprocity laid 

the basis for enduring diplomatic ties, however agree with promoted collaboration and reduced 

uncertainty. Nations had been capable of decrease tensions and set up lasting peace through 

using negotiation and battle decision techniques which might be grounded on mental thoughts 

like emotional intelligence and empathy. The file emphasized that encouraging collaboration is 

essential due to the fact governments that outline their desires and hobbies are greater willing to 

cooperate beneath Neath the heading of not unusual place identification and interest. 

Psychological diplomacy, which emphasizes emotional intelligence and empathy, has been 

recognized as a device this is important for overcoming adversaries and remodeling adversarial 

relationships into useful partnerships. The case research of the Iraq War and the founding of the 

European Union supplied greater perception into how mental methods paintings in real-global 

scenarios. The aggression of the Iraq War uncovered the consequences of discontent, dissonance, 

and out-organization dynamics, even whilst the EU's overall performance established how a 

success cooperation may also end result from shared identification and hobbies. The mental 

foundations of each cooperation and aggression should be nicely understood through 

policymakers who wish to navigate the complexities of worldwide members of the family and 

prevent bloodshed. In order to sell pleasant interactions, remedy disputes, and increase 

international cooperation, the software of mental theories offers a sensible framework with 

critical implications for the destiny of worldwide diplomacy. 
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