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“Communication research,” as a self-understood field of interdisciplinary social 

scientists, was born in World War II. The sociologists, political scientists, and psychologists who 

adopted the label were brought together, first, by the Rockefeller Foundation in 1939 and 

then—once the U.S. entered the war—by the federal government’s massive wartime 

mobilization of social scientists. The result was a field hitched to, even defined by, the urgent 

task of morale and propaganda research. The dramatic escalation of the Cold War just a few 

years later produced a remarkable revival of that World War II formation—a remobilization of 

the propaganda and morale network, oriented to the new Soviet enemy.1 

This paper focuses on the interregnum of the immediate postwar years, when the field’s 

martial posture was briefly relaxed. In a series of books, conferences, and collections from the 

period, communication researchers—once and future propagandists—recast the nascent field 

as relevant to longstanding social problems. In a 1947 special issue on the “maintenance of 

peaceful group relations,” for example, Columbia sociologist Paul Lazarsfeld promoted face-to-

face communication as a tool for spreading anti-prejudice tolerance.2 Chicago’s Louis Wirth, the 

same year, delivered his presidential address to the American Sociological Association on 

“consensus and mass communication.”3 And education scholar Lyman Bryson, introducing a 

1948 lecture-series-turned-collection, described “communication for world community” as “our 

 
1 On the early Cold War revival, see Jefferson Pooley, “The Remobilization of the Propaganda and Morale Network, 
1947–1953,” MediArXiv, March 30, 2019, https://doi.org/10.33767/osf.io/g9rp4.  
2 Paul F. Lazarsfeld, "Some Remarks on the Role of Mass Media in So‐called Tolerance Propaganda," Journal of 
Social Issues 3, no. 3 (1947): 17-25.  
3 Louis Wirth, “Consensus and Mass Communication,” American Sociological Review 13, no. 1 (1948).  
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most urgent problem, immediate peace”—in a liberal internationalist key that would, in a few 

short months, come under ferocious Cold War censure.4 Indeed, by the late 1940s this 

literature and its authors were restored, in near real time, to their wartime preoccupation with 

propaganda themes. The field’s interval of social relevance is presented as a case study in the 

plasticity of social knowledge—since the same theories, and even empirical findings, were 

deployed for very different ends, as social progress gave sudden way to psychological warfare. 

The paper traces the field’s broader arc through the case of Lazarsfeld and his Columbia-

based Bureau of Applied Social Research. The experience of Lazarsfeld and his Bureau 

colleagues, in this respect at least, is a proxy for the wider field. The short-lived postwar peace 

had most self-identified communication researchers applying propaganda lessons to the 

homefront—and to the project of international comity. They, like the Bureau researchers 

described here, resumed their wartime footing soon enough. 

The Two Mobilizations 

In 1945 the fall semester got underway just days after the Japanese surrender. By then, most 

social scientists who had moved to Washington or London for war service had returned to 

campus. Every social science discipline was well-represented by scholars seconded to the 

federal government. If it was the “economist’s war,” as Paul Samuelson wrote, it was also the 

sociologist’s war, the anthropologist’s war, and so on.5 Each discipline was flush with war-won 

confidence, buoyed by new methods and networks and the sense of a beginning. Conservatives 

in Congress, as well as leading natural scientists, weren’t so impressed—a fact that prompted 

defensive maneuvering to win social science a slot at the postwar funding trough.6 But internal 

to the disciplines, back on campus, there was on-the-cusp excitement. The wartime 

mobilization had demonstrated that team-based research on applied problems could yield rich 

 
4 Lyman Bryson, “Problems of Communication,” in The Communication of Ideas, ed. Bryson (New York: Harper & 
Bros., 1948), 4–5.  
5 Paul Samuelson, ”Unemployment Ahead: A Warning to the Washington Expert,” The New Republic 111, 
September 11, 1944, 298.  
6 See Mark Solovey, “Riding Natural Scientists ’Coattails Onto the Endless Frontier: The SSRC and the Quest for 
Scientific Legitimacy,“ Journal of the History of the Behavioral Sciences 40, no. 4 (2004).  
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theoretical returns. Those teams, in most cases, had been cross-disciplinary, so the postwar 

promise of rapid gains in general knowledge hinged, by the war’s example, on cooperation 

across the social sciences. By the end of the 1940s the Ford Foundation had given this postwar 

sensibility a name: the behavioral sciences.7 

Some social scientists, particularly those interested in propaganda and public opinion, 

had been yoked to the war effort well before Pearl Harbor. As Brett Gary and others have 

documented, the Rockefeller Foundation assembled a propaganda bureaucracy-in-waiting in 

the months after the 1939 invasion of Poland, when political sensitivities made such a move 

infeasible for the federal government. An enterprising Rockefeller officer, John Marshall, 

orchestrated the build-up and enlisted a few dozen social scientists in the effort, including 

Harold Lasswell, Paul Lazarsfeld, Hadley Cantril, Hans Speier, and Douglas Waples. The 

Rockefeller campaign included over a dozen research centers and “listening” posts, alongside a 

“Communications” seminar tasked with plotting a strategy to counter German propaganda and 

to boost Americans ’support for joining the conflict, should it come to that.8 

Thus when the real mobilization of social scientists got underway in 1942, there was 

already a nucleus of propaganda and morale researchers in place. In some instances, the 

federal government picked up where Rockefeller left off. The tab for Lasswell’s content analysis 

operation at the Library of Congress, initially paid by the foundation, was by 1942 underwritten 

by the federal budget. The various listening posts, likewise, were folded into the new Foreign 

Broadcast Intelligence Service. And the core Rockefeller group fanned out to the dozen or so of 

agencies and units that comprised the wartime propaganda bureaucracy, taking up positions or 

consultancies. Speier, Lasswell, Cantril, Edward Shils, and many others moved from post to post 

as the war dragged on, building a web of contacts and collaborators in the process. Their 

students—future scholars like Ithiel de Sola Pool, Daniel Lerner, and W. Phillips Davison—had 

their graduate training in the field, at the same agencies and alongside their teachers. 

 
7 On the “behavioral sciences,” see Jefferson Pooley, “A ’Not Particularly Felicitous ’Phrase: A History of the 

‘Behavioral Sciences ’Label,” Serendipities 1, no. 1 (2016).  
8 Brett Gary, “Communication Research, the Rockefeller Foundation, and Mobilization for the War on Words, 
1938–1944,” Journal of Communication 46, no. 3 (1996).  
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Social scientists were deployed to work on a range of war-related tasks. The scholars 

charged with informing Allied morale and propaganda campaigns were, if anything, a large 

minority within that broader pool, one that cohered earlier thanks to the Rockefeller 

intervention. Rockefeller’s Marshall, and the social scientists he worked with, had adopted a 

new label for the interdisciplinary science of persuasion that, in 1939, they had sought to 

establish: communication research. The label stuck, so that by 1945 the literature was awash in 

“communication research,” conducted by “communication researchers.” Few of the 

sociologists, political scientists, and social psychologists returning to campus centered their 

scholarly identities on the newly named field, and fewer still supported the establishment of a 

standalone discipline. It was, nevertheless, a recognized, cross-disciplinary area, forged in war 

and dedicated to the study of persuasion. When the Cold War heated up, the field was called 

back to service, to apply the lessons of World War II to the new Soviet enemy. The result was an 

extraordinary re-mobilization that, well into the 1950s, brought many of the same scholars 

together to work on government- and foundation-funded projects built, in some cases, on the 

earlier war’s example. 

This paper centers on the interval between the two mobilizations, when the tools of 

communication research were turned to peaceful ends. In the immediate postwar years, the 

field’s applied energies were channeled to domestic issues. In a burst of projects, special issues, 

and lectures series, leading communication researchers tackled a roster of social problems, 

notably prejudice and education. They adapted concepts and methods refined during the war 

to address peacetime challenges. The war, in particular, had shown that most propaganda 

campaigns fail, except under specific conditions and design principles. Those lessons were 

retrofitted, with apparent ease, for a new domestic agenda. When the field was yoked back to 

its martial origins at the end of the decade, the result was tonal dissonance: late 1940s edited 

collections suspended between social amelioration and the Soviet menace. 

The paper attends almost exclusively to the relatively small, fraternal world of social 

scientists who adopted the “communication research” label in the context of World War II. 

Even within that fraternity, my focus lingers on just one major site, the Columbia Bureau of 

Applied Social Research. These are notable limitations, since many other U.S. scholars and 
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commentators, from a much broader range of disciplines, were also writing about media and 

communication in the middle-third of the twentieth century. The rationale for the narrower 

lens is to trace the pliability of the Bureau’s knowledge and tools, incubated in war and then put 

to strikingly different use. The propaganda and morale needs of the Allied cause reinforced a 

conception of “communication research” centered on the effects of short-run persuasion 

campaigns. The driving question, for Lazarsfeld as for his peers, was how and whether such 

campaigns succeed or fail—with the explicit aim to improve their future chances. This short-run 

effects framework, predicated on getting persuasion to work, was a partial, even parochial, way 

to approach the study of media and communication. Its main assumptions were retained, when 

applied to prejudice and other social problems after 1945. So the reversion to propaganda—the 

Cold War remobilization—was more of the same, a third avowal that communication research 

is the science of changing people’s minds. This continuity-in-rupture was on representative 

display at Columbia. Indeed, for Lazarsfeld the turn to social problems was something of a 

revival. 

The Lessons of Educational Broadcasting 

Lazarsfeld’s late 1930s radio research, commissioned by the Rockefeller Foundation, had 

centered on educational broadcasting. It was the same Rockefeller officer, John Marshall, who 

had, in the mid-1930s, hatched a plan to convince NBC and CBS to run educational 

programming—after the commercial networks had successfully warded off legislative efforts to 

set aside significant radio spectrum for educational stations. Marshall’s plan was to fund 

audience research that would, his thinking went, compel the networks to produce their own 

educational programming. Lazarsfeld was recruited to direct an Office of Radio Research, 

nominally at Princeton University, with educational radio as its remit.9 

As summarized in Radio and the Printed Page (1940), Lazarsfeld’s main finding was that 

educational radio, with its aim to uplift the uneducated, tends to miss its target. The main 

 
9 William J. Buxton, “Political Economy of Communications Research,” in Information and Communication in 
Economics, ed. Robert E. Babe (Dordrecht: Springer, 1994).  
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audience for educational programming was, he found, the already educated. The less-learned 

listeners—the educationalists ’target audience—were opting instead for the medium’s lightest, 

least edifying fare. There is, Lazarsfeld concluded, no vast pool of under-informed listeners 

eager to have their minds stocked with broadcast knowledge. We must rid ourselves, he 

concluded, of the unrealistic “mousetrap fallacy”—the idea that quality programs will 

automatically attract large and receptive audiences.10 

Marshall’s idea had been that the data would prompt commercial broadcasters to 

embrace the educationalists. Not only did Lazarsfeld plunge that vision in a cold, statistical 

bath; he also explicitly shifted the public interest burden off the radio networks and onto the 

educationalists. Much of the book is taken up with a plea that educational broadcasters engage 

in “audience building”: If the problem is the audience and its disinterest—and not, say, the 

paucity of programming itself—then it is the educational advocates ’responsibility to wake the 

slumbering listener. An aggressive “audience-building” campaign, Lazarsfeld counseled, will 

finally win over the networks: “Nothing will do more to remind the radio industry of its 

obligation to give public service than a public enlightened to the fact that this is its due.”11 

Lazarsfeld argued that organizing an audience on the ground, community by 

community, is more important than the programs themselves. Educational advocates should 

recast themselves in a local mold, and focus less on changing the radio dial. The educationalist’s 

role would be to “canalize” the “many suitable radio programs” for his community, with local 

tie-ins and guided discussion. If the educator had imagined himself, before, as the provider of 

broadcast “powder” which “drove the bullet forward,” he would do better, instead, as the local 

“trigger” which releases the “ever-present energy” of radio programs. Here, Lazarsfeld argued 

that the failures of mass mediation could be partly salvaged through face-to-face contact—a 

theme of enduring importance for the then-emerging field of communication research.12 

 
10 Paul F. Lazarsfeld, Radio and the Printed Page (New York: Duell, Sloan, & Pearce, 1940). See also Lazarsfeld, 

“Audience Building in Education Broadcasting,” Journal of Educational Sociology 14, no. 9 (1941).  
11 Lazarsfeld, “Audience Building,” 541.  
12 Lazarsfeld, “Audience Building,” 536.  
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Just before Radio and the Printed Page was published, Lazarsfeld moved to Columbia, 

and brought with him his radio research shop, soon renamed the Bureau of Applied Social 

Research.13 Over the war years, Lazarsfeld and his Bureau colleagues would develop the book’s 

core finding: that direct media persuasion rarely works, relative to face-to-face influence, 

which, however, can be used to supplement direct appeals. But their focus shifted, decisively, 

from education to wartime propaganda, beginning with Lazarsfeld’s participation in the 

Rockefeller-sponsored Communications Seminar in 1939 and 1940. In a series of wartime 

consultancies, talks, and studies, Lazarsfeld was—like most everyone else in the emerging 

“communication research” community—preoccupied with the campaign to boost domestic 

morale and to spread Allied propaganda abroad. A slew of federal agencies—the Department of 

Agriculture and the Treasury, the Army’s Research Branch, and the Office of War Information, 

among others—hired Lazarsfeld and his research office to help measure and improve 

persuasion campaigns. 

In a 1943 published talk, for example, Lazarsfeld and his Columbia colleague Robert 

Merton marshaled the Bureau’s research to advise the script-writers and producers then 

serving on the propaganda-and-morale front lines. They had rushed the studies, with the war in 

mind; it was, they said, research conducted “with a pistol to our head.” They proceeded to draw 

out all the ways that propaganda fails, or even boomerangs. Their aim was to show that careful 

measurement of persuasive content and its target audiences could avert such backfiring—and 

make victory more likely.14 

The shift from social problems to war was registered in a pair of Radio Research 

collections that Lazarsfeld edited with Frank Stanton, the CBS research chief. The 1941 volume 

is a peacetime document, reporting on studies of “serious music,” young people’s reading 

habits, and farmers ’experience with radio. The studies strike the familiar theme: Media 

 
13 See, for example, Paul F. Lazarsfeld, “An Episode in the History of Social Research: A Memoir,“ in The Intellectual 
Migration: Europe and America, 1930–1960, ed. Donald Fleming and Bernard Bailyn (Cambridge, MA: Harvard 
University Press, 1969), 276. The Office of Radio Research was not officially renamed to the Bureau of Applied 
Social Research until 1944, but the latter is used throughout this paper to avoid confusion.  
14 Paul F. Lazarsfeld and Robert K. Merton, “Studies in Radio and Film Propaganda,“ Transactions of the New York 
Academy of Sciences 6, no. 2 (1943): 59.  
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persuasion is hard, owing to audience predispositions and selective exposure. Thus campaigns 

to improve musical tastes, convince kids to read, or educate farmers—to take the volume’s 

examples—must be carefully designed, and supplemented by face-to-face contact whenever 

possible.15 

The same lessons appear in Radio Research 1942–1943, the second volume, but they 

are here mobilized for war. Lazarsfeld and Stanton observe, using the new “communication 

research” label, that the war “was responsible for expanding greatly the area in which 

communication research has become important.” What was, two years before, the work of 

small, university-based research operations, is now the “extensive activities of large 

government offices.” The “present emergency” has, if anything, “strengthened demands” for 

research. Chapters on “radio in wartime” and German radio propaganda blend with 

methodological studies whose promise, in this volume, is science in the service of propaganda 

and morale.16 

By late 1943, with Allied victory a predictable if unsecured conclusion, Lazarsfeld and his 

Bureau colleagues began to imagine a postwar order, one in which their propaganda swords 

might be beat into pro-social ploughshares. Indeed, in their 1943 talk Lazarsfeld and Merton 

predict, and endorse, a post-conflict pivot to social problems. Should the government “seek to 

maintain the educational and propagandistic functions which it has assumed in an effort to 

maintain morale during the war,” their lessons could apply to the “promotion of public health, 

nutrition and educational activities in the post-war period.”17 

As the war wound down, Lazarsfeld and the Bureau began work on the two main 

areas—both social problem domains—that would assume special prominence, if only for a few 

short years. The first was the problem of war itself, paired with the resolve to establish 

conditions for lasting peace. For the Bureau, this meant an early postwar focus on international 

broadcasting in support of what would become the United Nations. The second domain was 

 
15 Paul. F. Lazarsfeld and Frank N. Stanton, eds., Radio Research 1941 (New York: Duell, Sloan and Pearce, 1941).  
16 Paul. F. Lazarsfeld and Frank N. Stanton, eds., Radio Research 1942–1943 (New York: Duell, Sloan and Pearce, 
1944), v.  
17 Lazarsfeld and Merton, “Studies in Radio and Film Propaganda,“ 67.  
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prejudice, which the Bureau targeted in a series of studies commissioned by the American 

Jewish Committee. In both areas, the Bureau strategy was to deploy its core finding, by then 

well-established, that media persuasion only works under specific conditions, among them the 

roll-out of companion face-to-face campaigns. This was the conjecture-cum-lesson of Radio and 

the Printed Page, findings subsequently refined and confirmed in war service. Now it was time 

to apply the lessons on behalf of peace and tolerance. 

Communicating Peace 

Like many other social scientists looking to the postwar future, Lazarsfeld was invested in the 

question of peace. In papers and talks in the war’s waning days and its immediate aftermath, he 

explored how mass media might contribute to the maintenance of a stable international order. 

He contributed a paper to an early 1945 volume on The Science of Man in the World Crisis, 

edited by anthropologist Ralph Linton. Lazarsfeld’s chapter, co-authored with a Bureau doctoral 

student, argued strenuously for a public relations campaign for a “world organization of 

nations”—to use communications, in other words, to “help us cope with the dangers 

communications have aggravated.” In uncharacteristically urgent prose, Lazarsfeld marshaled 

the Bureau’s war-honed propaganda lessons to win support for what would become, later in 

1945, the United Nations.18 

The prevention of armed conflict, Lazarsfeld wrote, is “increasingly imperative for 

human survival.” The resilience of the postwar peace will depend on the legitimacy and efficacy 

of a “concrete international authority.” For any such agency to win “new identifications and 

supranational loyalties,” a massive, but carefully planned, propaganda campaign will be 

 
18 Paul F. Lazarsfeld and Geneviève Knupfer, “Communications Research and International Cooperation,” in The 
Science of Man in the World Crisis, ed. Ralph Linton (New York: Columbia University Press, 1945), 465. In a 

fascinating capsule history, Lazarsfeld wrote that the new “discipline” developed from “three roots”: (1) interest 

from social scientists looking to track public attitudes and knowledge; (2) business firms ’interest in market 
research, advertising, and public relations; and (3) the centralization of governance, including in Fascist states, 

which has led to more public funds spent on “what could be done” with the mass media. 471–472.  
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required. The paper outlines a “positive program of action” by allied nonprofits, national 

governments, and—once it is launched—the new agency itself.19 

Lazarsfeld assigned to communication researchers an important role in the ongoing 

campaign. “What help can we expect from the social scientists?” he asked. “The answer lies in a 

discipline of communication research which has developed only recently...” The reference to a 

discipline was unusual, since Lazarsfeld and many other social scientists mobilized in World War 

II service would typically describe communication research as a cross-disciplinary area of study. 

Even so, his sketch of “this new field of research” resembled the blueprint that he and the other 

members of the 1939–1940 Communications Seminar had drawn. Echoing the Rockefeller-

sponsored gathering, Lazarsfeld divided communication research into four areas: the study of 

audiences, content, producers, and effects.20 

In what was already a staple of the Bureau’s media research, Lazarsfeld stressed the 

tendency of audiences to read and listen to media already aligned with their values—and to 

rationalize those few belief-challenging messages that seep through. “Those who choose to 

listen or read, do so because they expect satisfactions, and those who would be heard must 

shape their messages accordingly.” In a variation on his much better-known statement about 

the methodological equivalence of voting and buying soap, Lazarsfeld here insisted that the 

 
19 Lazarsfeld and Knupfer, “Communications Research and International Cooperation,” 465, 466. In the latter case, 

Lazarsfeld had in mind a massive operation. The international agency “might have its own radio broadcasts, its own 
press service, it might publish a daily newspaper as well as several magazines, and it might produce films. Only but 
means of radio can the [international authority] be really independent of other powers in control of 
communications media.” 470.  
20 Lazarsfeld and Knupfer, “Communications Research and International Cooperation,” 471–72. Lazarsfeld, in his 
four-fold list, even evokes the serial-question formulation that Harold Lasswell, another Seminar participant, would 

soon make famous: “A convenient way to describe an act of communication is to answer the following questions: 

Who Says What In Which Channel To Whom With What Effect?” Harold Lasswell, “The Structure and Function of 
Communication in Society,” in The Communication of Ideas, ed. Lyman Bryson (New York: Harper & Brothers, 

1948), 137. Lazarsfeld’s 1945 version: “a Audience analysis (to whom is the communication addressed?); b Content 
analysis (what is being said?); c Response analysis (with what effect?); d Analysis of social control (who is saying 
it?).” 472. As Brett Gary has shown, the serial-question formulation was collectively conceived in the 

Communications Seminar and not, as typically assumed, coined by Lasswell alone. Gary, “Communication 
Research, the Rockefeller Foundation,” 138. Lazarsfeld provided an extensive, programmatic elaboration on the 

formula in his own 1948 chapter: “The teaching of communications research,” he wrote then, “is usually organized 

around the formula: ‘who says what, to whom, in what context, and to what effect.’” Lazarsfeld, “Communication 
Research and the Social Psychologist,” in Current Trends in Social Psychology, ed. Wayne Dennis (Pittsburgh: 
University of Pittsburgh Press, 1948), 218.  
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audience-tailoring lesson applies as much to those “who would promote international 

coöperation” as to those who “advertise to sell toothpaste.”21 

“[S]ystematic communications research,” Lazarsfeld continued, would help the 

propagandist reduce his reliance on the “realms of instinct and guess work.” The major aim 

would be to help would-be persuaders avoid messages that fall flat or even backfire—mainly by 

talking to audiences. In this effort Lazarsfeld proposed to bring to bear a barrage of new and 

established methods to aid the propaganda effort, including large-scale opinion surveys, panel 

studies, and the “focused interview” technique that Merton and others at the Bureau had 

recently developed. One benefit would be to help specify where, and whether, particular 

messages should resonate. “It would not promote international good will,” he wrote, “if we 

were to tell an American audience south of the Mason-Dixon line how well all the races in parts 

of the French Empire get along together.”22 

In familiar form, Lazarsfeld touted the benefits of face-to-face appeals as a supplement 

for mass media messaging. Citing The People’s Choice, he wrote that “by far the most important 

kind of communication was personal contact.” Most of the women and a “surprisingly great 

number” of men had, in the election study, reported that their voting preferences were formed 

“under the influence of a particular person (or persons)” in their social circles. The finding, 

Lazarsfeld added, has “obvious implications” for a campaign to boost support for an 

international authority. If promoters of a new agency accept his advice to inform their 

campaigns with rigorous research, then—Lazarsfeld wrote in the paper’s last line—“science will 

have become the tool of social progress.”23 

 
21 Lazarsfeld and Knupfer, “Communications Research and International Cooperation,” 473. Lazarsfeld cited his 

pre-war educational radio research in support of his meet-the-audience-where-it-is sobriety: “The unwillingness of 
people on the lower income and educational levels to listen to serious broadcasts has been,” he write in the 1945 

paper, “which the radio has brought to the educators and reformers […] so educational radio still goes mainly to 

people who are already educated.” 476. The more famous phrase is “the methodological equivalence of socialist 

voting and the buying of soap,” which appeared in Lazarsfeld’s 1969 memoir. Lazarsfeld, “An Episode in the History 
of Social Research,” 279.  
22 Lazarsfeld and Knupfer, “Communications Research and International Cooperation,” 495, 488–89.  
23 Lazarsfeld and Knupfer, “Communications Research and International Cooperation,” 489–90, 495.  
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Lazarsfeld contributed a second paper, this one on radio and international cooperation, 

to a special issue on “Psychology in World Reconstruction” the next year. By then the United 

Nations had been established, so Lazarsfeld’s reflections centered on how radio broadcasts 

might contribute to the new agency’s legitimacy and mission. His main points were similar: 

Mass messaging is prone to fall flat or even backfire without careful attention to audience 

conditions, which can be measured using the new tools of communication research. 

Propaganda appeals, informed by a “series of investigations,” must be matched to “the existing 

attitude structure.” One tempting goal, for example, is to promote good will among the world’s 

peoples, as an abstract, peace-promoting value. If such “good will propaganda” is to be 

deployed, however, broadcasters need to know much more about who would listen, and how 

they would receive such messages. Focused interviews and the panel technique, among other 

methods, could provide informed answers. If the goal is to enhance the prestige of the United 

Nations—and to avoid “unanticipated and dangerous boomerang effects”—then a full-fledged 

research program should be developed immediately.24 

The aim, in these early postwar papers, was to harness the Bureau’s findings to help 

ensure that mediated efforts to secure international cooperation could succeed. Lazarsfeld 

applied the same basic principles and findings—and issued similar pleas for rigorous audience 

research—in a second problem domain, prejudice. As in the case of peace broadcasting, his 

overall message was sober but not hopeless: Carefully designed and tested anti-bigotry 

campaigns, matched to audiences, could help promote tolerant attitudes. 

 
24 Paul F. Lazarsfeld, “Radio and International Cooperation as a Problem of Psychological Research,” Journal of 
Consulting Psychology 10, no. 1 (1946): 52–53, 56. These techniques, he added, should be supplemented by re-

analyzing findings from the “recent war,” including the trove of studies archived at the Office of War Information. 

OWI researchers had found ‘“boomerang’ effects,” whereby a listener would center his attention on unforeseen 

facets of a broadcast, leading to “very unexpected conclusions.” 54–55. As in most Bureau publications addressing 
media campaigns, Lazarsfeld added that propaganda with a face-to-face component tends to boost impact. Citing 

the Bureau’s election and educational radio studies, he wrote that the “interaction of ‘centralized’ and ‘local 
molecular’ pressures is one of the most interesting psychological facts unearthed by concrete studies.” 56.  
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Communicating Tolerance 

A problem of special interest for applied social science, in the immediate postwar period, was 

prejudice. The specter of Hitler’s eliminationist anti-Semitism motivated funders and scholars to 

address how social science might temper domestic bigotries. For self-described communication 

researchers like Lazarsfeld, the prospect was to redirect war-proven knowledge about 

propaganda to home-front anti-discrimination campaigns. Lazarsfeld and the Bureau 

contributed to a small postwar literature on “tolerance propaganda,” with the aim to provide 

practical advice for would-be anti-prejudice campaigners. 

Most of the Bureau’s anti-bigotry research was underwritten by the American Jewish 

Committe (AJC), as part of its ongoing sponsorship of anti-Semitism research.25 In a 1945 study 

of an AJC-sponsored comic book There Are No Master Races, for example, 350 subjects were 

interviewed in small groups, after reading the comic. Bureau researchers also analyzed the 

comic book itself. The main finding was that the comic book didn’t change attitudes for the 

better—and even reinforced, in some cases, pre-existing bigotry.26 A second group of studies, 

conducted in 1946, measured the effects of an AJC-funded comic strip, Mr. Biggott, with the 

similarly disappointing results.27 

 
25 Lazarsfeld’s involvement in AJC-sponsored anti-Semitism research has, as it were, a pre-history. In 1942, Max 
Horkheimer, director of the exiled Frankfurt Institut für Sozialforschung, secured an AJC grant to study anti-

Semitism. Lazarsfeld consulted informally on the project, as he frequently did for the Institut’s other empirical 

projects in the exile period. The Columbia Bureau’s direct involvement picked up after a second AJC grant in 1944, 

which also launched the AJC’s Scientific Research Department. The staff of the AJC research division were largely 

trained at the Bureau, and the Bureau conducted much of the division’s actual research, at the time. Lazarsfeld and 
Merton, in this period, were influential members of the AJC Advisory Committee. In 1945 Horkheimer joined his 
Institut colleague Theodor Adorno in Los Angeles, effectively abandoning day-to-day involvement. In the late 

1940s and early 1950s the AJC project went on to publish the five-volume “Studies in Prejudice” book series.  
26 Both reports were written by Goodwin Watson, an educational psychologist then working at the BASR. Watson, 

“A Critical Analysis of the Pictures in ‘There Are No Master Races,’” BASR Report B-0212-1, 1945; and Watson, 

“The Effects of ‘There Are No Master Races ’Upon Knowledge and Attitude of Reader,” BASR Report B-0212-2, 
1945. See Judith S. Barton, Guide to the Bureau of Applied Social Research (New York: Clearwater Publishing Co., 

1984), 13. The Bureau also conducted an “Anti-Semitism Poll” in New York City, supported by the AJC. 162.  
27 The two interview studies were conducted by Patricia Kendall, a Bureau researcher and Lazarsfeld’s third wife. 

Kendall, “The Personification of Prejudice as a Device in Educational Propaganda—An Experiment in Product 

Improvement,” BASR Report B-0250-1, 1946; and Kendall, “The Women Meet Mr. Biggott,” BASR Report B-0250-
2, 1946. See Barton, Guide, 15–16.  
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Lazarsfeld referred to both Bureau studies in an invited 1947 contribution to the Journal 

of Social Issues, the recently launched organ of the Society for the Psychological Study of Social 

Issues (SPSSI). The Mr. Biggott study showed that a large proportion of respondents 

misunderstood the comic strip’s message, while others—often the already bigoted—turned the 

anti-prejudice meaning “upside down to protect their own prejudices.” Here was the wartime 

“boomerang effect,” re-deployed by Larzarsfeld and the Bureau to advise anti-discrimination 

campaigners.28 

Lazarsfeld outlined the limited but real efficacy of well-designed “tolerance propaganda” 

campaigns. Drawing on a decade’s worth of Bureau research, he observed that overt appeals, 

aiming for attitude conversion, rarely work. The organizations spending money to promote 

“friendly relations between racial groups” must confront the reality of psychological 

resistance—the tendency for what Lazarsfeld here labeled the “evasion of propaganda.” 

Attitude conversions are “rarely if ever brought about in a person just because he listens to a 

radio program or reads a pamphlet.” Bigotry in particular is “deeply imbedded” in individuals ’

personality development.29 

For tolerance promotion to work at all, targeted media appeals should supplement the 

main device: in-person, on-the-ground organizing. Citing The People’s Choice, Lazarsfeld argued 

 
28 Paul F. Lazarsfeld, “Some Remarks on the Role of Mass Media in So-called Tolerance Propaganda,” Journal of 
Social Issues 3, no. 3 (1947): 19. Lazarsfeld refers extensively to an earlier 1947 paper, published by two staff 

members of the AJC’s Scientific Research Department. Eunice Cooper and Marie Jahoda, “The Evasion of 
Propaganda: How Prejudiced People Respond to Anti-Prejudice Propaganda,” Journal of Psychology 23, no. 1 

(1947). Cooper was a BASR veteran, and Jahoda—Lazarsfeld’s first wife and co-author of the landmark Marienthal 

(1933) study—had joined the BASR on her 1945 emigration before moving to the AJC’s research department. Citing 

Radio and the Printed Page, The People’s Choice, and Lazarsfeld and Merton’s 1943 talk, Eunice and Jahoda 

wrote, “Communication research points up the fact that it is difficult in general for communication to reach people 
who are not already in favor of the views it presents. […] Those who most need to be influence by certain 

communications are least likely to be reached by them.” 15. The paper, crediting the BASR’s Mr. Biggott studies, 

goes on to develop in far more detail the mechanisms of “propaganda evasion,” drawing heavily on psychoanalytic 

theory to explain subjects ’resistance. The anti-prejudice comic triggers misunderstanding as a “defense 

mechanism” when the subject “senses a danger to his ego structure.” Anticipating the psychological social 
psychology of the early 1950s around self-consistency and cognitive dissonance, though with a much greater 

emphasis on the conditions of modern mass culture, Eunice and Jahoda attribute the evasion to the “difficulties 
the individual must face to achieve uniformity in the various areas of his everyday experience.” 24.  
29 Lazarsfeld, “Some Remarks,” 17–18. Lazarsfeld credits Cooper and Jahoda for the “evasion of propaganda” 
phrase. See note above.  
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that “face-to-face contacts” are “especially advantage as a propaganda device.” The task of a 

media campaign is to support the core “personal influence” campaign, by reinforcing the anti-

bigotry message where influencers are already in the community. The takeaway, here as in the 

Bureau’s past work, is that media-only initiatives are likely to be costly failures. When it comes 

to the “slow reconstruction of attitudes,” mass media are helpful auxiliaries, at best.30 

Lazarsfeld’s skepticism, supported by the Bureau’s accumulated findings, was influential 

in the early postwar years, especially at the AJC. “Mass protolerance propaganda,” wrote the 

AJC’s research director in 1947, is “doomed to ineffectiveness,” except in specific, “favorable” 

conditions.31 In a well-known 1948 paper with Merton, Lazarsfeld elaborated on three such 

conditions that make for successful media persuasion. “Propaganda for social objectives”—

Lazarsfeld and Merton mention race, education, and positive attitudes toward labor unions—

only tends to work if one or more of the three conditions obtain. The first is monopolization: 

when there are no countervailing messages in the mass media to neutralize the pro-social 

appeals. The second Lazarsfeld and Merton called canalization—persuasion intended to 

reinforce pre-existing attitudes. The third and final condition is face-to-face supplementation, 

the “reciprocal reinforcement by mass media and personal relations.” If the “current 

propaganda […] aimed at abolishing deepseated ethnic and racial prejudice […] have had little 

effectiveness,” the explanation is that campaigners (1) have no such message monopoly; (2) 

they seek to change rather than reinforce existing attitudes; and (3) they rarely employ 

expensive on-the-ground staff. Propaganda for social objectives, if it’s going to work, must take 

sober stock of the challenges.32 

Lazarsfeld and Merton had given their paper in a 1946–1947 lecture series organized by 

Lyman Bryson at the Jewish Theological Seminary. Bryson, an educational broadcaster affiliated 

with CBS and Columbia’s Teachers College, collected the talks into the 1948 collection The 

 
30 Lazarsfeld, “Some Remarks,” 22–23.  
31 Samuel H. Flowerman, “Mass Propaganda in the War against Bigotry," Journal of Abnormal and Social 

Psychology 42, no. 4 (1947): 429, 434. See also Flowerman and Marie Jahoda, “Can Prejudice Be Fought 
Scientifically?” Commentary (December 1946); and Cooper and Jahoda, "The Evasion of Propaganda”.  
32 Paul F. Lazarsfeld and Robert K. Merton, “Mass Communication, Popular Taste and Organized Social Action,“ on 
The Communication of Ideas, ed. Lyman Bryson (New York: Harper & Bros., 1948), 112–17.  
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Communication of Ideas. The volume was framed around appeals to “world community” and 

peace. “We are one world,” Bryson wrote in his introduction, “in the sense that a huddle of 

ship-wrecked people may be in a boat.” In the high-stakes aftermath of the worldwide 

bloodbath, Bryson invested communication itself with restorative hope. A ramped-up cultural 

exchange—“communication for world community”—is a world-saving imperative, an answer to 

“our most urgent problem, immediate peace.” The infrastructure of mass media that encircles 

the globe, Bryson concluded, must be re-oriented to “good purposes.”33 

By 1948, when Bryson’s collection appeared, internationalist appeals to perpetual peace 

were not heard, nor were they welcome. The contest with the Soviets for Europe and the world 

had, in the interval, escalated with stunning, headline-proclaimed haste. The Bureau and its 

propaganda knowledge were soon called back to war service. 

Cold War Embers 

Lazarsfeld, and the research operation he founded, operated by contract: Foundations, 

commercial firms, nonprofits, and government agencies commissioned studies with their own 

aims in mind. The Bureau’s modus operandi was to service its clients ’private purposes, while 

also using their projects and resources to pose questions of broader scholarly interest. Thus 

Lazarsfeld and his team produced documents on two tracks, the first for the client and the 

second for scholars and a variety of other audiences. One consequence of this research-for-hire 

mode was to obscure the Bureau’s continuity of questions and findings. The parade of 

commissioned projects gave the impression—a misleading one—of ecclecticism. Beneath the 

kaleidoscopic array of projects and sponsors was a more-or-less stable bundle of conclusions, 

tentatively developed at first, about the nature of persuasion. 

The client base, though always mixed, shifted notably over time. The Rockefeller 

Foundation was the Bureau’s original benefactor in the late 1930s, replaced after Pearl Harbor 

by the federal propaganda bureaucracy. The federal commissions and consultancies then gave 

 
33 Lyman Bryson, “Problems of Communication,” viii, 8, 4–5, 6.  
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way to a mix of commercial and nonprofit contracts, mostly domestic-facing—of which the AJC 

anti-prejudice work was a prominent example. By 1948, the Bureau’s peace and tolerance 

interval was coming to an end. The dramatic escalation of Cold War tensions in 1947 and 1948 

meant that the Bureau, too, returned to a war footing. The Bureau’s client and funding profile, 

by the turn of the decade, was dominated by agencies of the new national security state and 

allied foundations. Lazarsfeld’s own published work reflected the shift too. 

There was, still, the intellectual continuity. Media persuasion, the Bureau tradition 

concluded, only works under specific conditions—with success dependent, above all, on the 

character of the audience. The addition of small-group, in-person appeals, in the Bureau’s 

major corollary, could boost a campaign’s chances. This core bundle of findings, re-packaged as 

advice to would-be propagandists, had been delivered to Rockefeller’s educational 

broadcasters, to the OWI and Army Research Branch, to the boosters of the new UN, and to the 

AJC. With the invasion of Czechoslovakia, the Berlin airlift, and the “fall” of China, the advice—

and the research to support it—was proferred again, with the new Soviet enemy in mind. 

In the late 1940s, then, Lazarsfeld and his Bureau colleagues were suspended between 

two postwar visions for social science. A future of bipolar conflict was already, by 1947, the 

organizing assumption of U.S. foreign policy, with the plain prospect that scholars would be 

mobilized again. Yet the postwar social-problems orientation—the conviction that 

communication research might help remedy intractable social evils—had generated 

considerable momentum. The result, for publications and reports prepared in 1947 and 1948, is 

tonal dissonance. In their 1948 preface to the second edition of People’s Choice, the Bureau’s 

1944 voting study, Lazarsfeld and his co-authors cite social-scientists ’war-won prestige as a 

warrant for domestic-facing applications of their new methods: “to correct ethnic attitudes, or 

modify consumer wants, or improve international understanding.” In the same breath, they 

refer to the “possibility of a third world war, despite universal desires for peace.”34 

 
34 Paul F. Lazarsfeld, Bernard Berelson, and Hazel Gaudet. “Preface to the Second Edition,“ in The People’s Choice: 
How The Voter Makes Up His Mind in a Presidential Campaign (New York, Columbia University Press, 1948), ii, 
xxviii.  
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The split-personality character of the Bureau’s research program came across, too, in 

the third and final installment of Lazarsfeld and Stanton’s Radio Research series, 

Communications Research, 1948–1949. Lazarsfeld and Stanton—by then CBS president—

explained that the war had interrupted the series, and that in the meantime all the other 

media—“not just radio”—have made “great progress in their research activity.” They were 

convinced, they wrote, that the resumed series should encompass the “whole field of 

communications research” as signaled by the renaming. They wrote, indeed, with baptismal 

enthusiasm: “It is no longer necessary today either to justify communications research as a 

special discipline or to outline its general scope.” Referencing the field’s rapid growth—noting 

too that its “pioneers” have been a “rather closely knit group”—Lazarsfeld and Stanton 

identified the “who says what to whom...” formulation as the field’s “central idea.”35 

The editors ’introduction had little of the social-problems ambition that, however 

qualified, had marked Bureau studies in the early postwar years. The emphasis, instead, was on 

methodological refinement. They cautioned that nothing could be “more detrimental than to 

sacrifice the careful development of appropriate research methods on the altar of quick 

findings.” One index of this tonal deflation was the chapter devoted to the AJC-sponsored Mr. 

Biggott study. Lazarsfeld and Stanton, in their introduction, positioned the chapter as an 

exemplar of the “integration of methods,” with its combination of statistical cross-tabulations 

and detailed case studies. The chapter itself, likewise, positions the AJC-sponsored research as 

an illustration of a broader methodological virtue, the careful analysis of “deviant cases” (“the 

exception refines the rule”). The Mr. Biggott study had been leeched of its original aim, to 

inform tolerance propaganda, to feed instead the methodological genera of the deviant case.36 

The chapter, and most of the volume’s other domestic-facing studies, have the same 

pallid complexion. Their stated purpose is to provision the stockhouse of methods. All of which 

makes the book’s last, sprawling chapter—Alex Inkeles ’70-page treatment of Soviet 

 
35 Paul. F. Lazarsfeld and Frank N. Stanton, eds., Communications Research 1948–1949 (New York: Harper, 1949), 
xi, xiii–xiv.  
36 Lazarsfeld and Stanton, Communications Research 1948–1949, xvi. Patricia Kendall and Katherine M. Wolf, “The 
Analysis of Deviant Cases in Communications Research,” 158.  
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broadcasting—stand out from the others. The chapter was a streamlined version of his just-

defended Columbia dissertation, which Lazarsfeld had supervised. In their introduction 

Lazarsfeld and Stanton had singled out Inkeles ’contribution: “the attention of the reader is 

particularly invited to the study of broadcasting in Russia,” which they described as “probably 

the first comprehensive description of how radio is run behind the Iron Curtain.” Inkeles, in his 

chapter, registered the shift in collective attention. “At the present time,” he wrote, “virtually all 

phases of Soviet life are objects of special attention, and certainly the propaganda apparatus 

does not stand last in this regard.”37 

The tide had turned. Inkeles—who had analyzed Soviet newspapers for the OSS in 

World War II—was hired by Harvard's Russian Research Center, established in early 1948 to 

continue his Soviet media analysis. 38 A few months earlier, dozens of social scientists, including 

Bureau figures, gathered in New York for a RAND conference that prompted the Air Force-

affiliated think tank to establish a Social Science Division under Hans Speier. The conference 

was thick with discussion of the propaganda and morale lessons of World War II, as participants 

prepared to revive their research-and-advice service to the “psychological warfare” cause.39 

By 1949, as I have described elsewhere, a re-mobilization was in full swing.40 One index 

of the shift was the Bureau’s multi-year contract with the Voice of America (VOA), the revived 

propaganda broadcaster established in World War II. That year, Bureau veteran (and Frankfurt 

School figure) Leo Lowenthal was tapped to lead the VOA’s new Program Evaluation Branch. 

Lowenthal recruited a number of Bureau personnel to the agency and, in 1950, awarded a 

contract to the Bureau to conduct audience surveys in six Middle Eastern counties. Lazarsfeld, 

in turn, brought in Stanford’s Daniel Lerner to lead the study, which was published in 1958 as 

 
37 Lazarsfeld and Stanton, Communications Research 1948–1949, xv. Alex Inkeles, “Domestic Broadcasting in the 
U.S.S.R.,“ 289.  
38 Clyde Kluckhohn, “Russian Research at Harvard,“ World Politics 1, no. 2 (1949).  
39 Conference of Social Scientists: September 14 to 19, 1947—New York (Santa Monica, CA: RAND Corporation, 
1948).  
40 Jefferson Pooley, “The Remobilization of the Propaganda and Morale Network, 1947–1953,” 16–23.  
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the modernization-theory totem The Passing of Traditional Society—without, however, 

disclosing its origins or funding.41 

Back in the early 1950s, with the Middle East study underway, Lazarsfeld convinced 

Lowenthal to establish a Committee on International Communication Research. The 

committee’s membership was chock full of wartime veterans and other figures prominent in 

early Cold War communication research, many of them with Bureau connections. An 

extraordinary special issue of the Public Opinion Quarterly—the cross-disciplinary field’s 

crossroads since the late 1930s—was published based on the committee’s meetings, edited by 

Lowenthal. The issue contained over 20 articles on all aspects of psychological warfare.42 

Lazarsfeld’s contribution—“The Prognosis for International Communications 

Research”—bore a title not unlike his 1945 and 1946 broadcast-for-peace essays. But 

international communications, by the early 1950s, had become a euphemism for overseas 

psychological warfare. Of the “sudden upsurge of interest in international communications,” 

Lazarsfeld wrote in 1952, there is “no need to explain at this point where the interest comes 

from.” The point is to deploy, test, and refine the lessons built up in the domestic context—the 

importance of personal influence and opinion leaders, in particular. Here was, he added with 

palpable excitement, an overseas laboratory for an improved science of persuasion, where the 

conditions for measurable effects are often better. The prospect of mutual benefit—a two-way 

relationship between “practical policy and social science”—should make for progress in both 

spheres. Since it an “exposed area,” international communications research will, or so 

Lazarsfeld professed to hope, bring scholars closer to “the actors on the social scene.” Indeed, 

across dozens of projects and initiatives through to the early 1960s, U.S. communication 

researchers at the Bureau and elsewhere furnished knowledge for the hearts-and-minds 

 
41 See Leo Lowenthal, An Unmastered Past: The Autobiographical Reflections of Leo Lowenthal, ed. Martin Jay 
(Berkeley: University of California Press, 1987), chap. 3; Hemant Shah, The Production of Modernization: Daniel 
Lerner, Mass Media, and The Passing of Traditional Society (Philadelphia: Temple University Press, 2011), 82–100; 
Daniel Lerner, The Passing of Traditional Society (New York: Free Press, 1958).  
42 Paul F. Lazarsfeld, “The Prognosis for International Communications Research,“ Public Opinion Quarterly 16, no. 
4 (1952–1953): 483, 490.  
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struggle with the Soviet enemy. It was easy, by the early 1950s, to forget the brief postwar 

intermission.43 

Conclusion 

From the United Nations to the Voice of America: There is an obvious irony registered in the arc 

of Lazarsfeld’s international communication research. Pleading for broadcast peace at the close 

of war he was, five years later, fine-tuning psychological-warfare transmissions—under the 

patronage, remarkably, of a Marxist in exile. The field’s interval of social relevance was as brief 

as the world-historical interregnum itself. 

A revealing echo of Lazarsfeld’s old-style internationalism came in a 1950 Bureau report, 

commissioned by the United World Federalists. Lazarsfeld was heavily involved in the report 

and subsequent article, which tracked right-wing attacks on “world government.” The analysis 

revealed a pattern of vitriolic conspiracy theorizing, around a Jewish-Communist plot to destroy 

America.44 The report’s conclusions echo the ominous unearthing of homegrown anti-Semitism 

in Lowenthal’s Prophets of Deceit, published the year before as part of the AJC’s Studies in 

Prejudice series.45 

Thus Lazarsfeld and Lowenthal remained concerned with domestic bigotry, even as they 

took up intellectual arms against the Soviet threat. What changed—what diverted their 

attention overseas—was less the threat itself than the context of funding. After the sudden 

postwar dropoff, the federal government had re-opened the budgetary sluices. Unlike some of 

their behavioral science peers, neither Lazarsfeld nor Lowenthal were hardened Cold Warriors. 

Lazarsfeld, especially, was a funding opportunist; his primary commitment was to social science 

itself, as supported by client commissions. Educational radio, electoral democracy, international 

 
43 Stanley K. Bigman, “The ‘New Internationalism ’Under Attack.“ BASR Report B-0376, 1950; Bigman, “The ‘New 

Internationalism ’Under Attack,“ Public Opinion Quarterly 14, no. 2 (1950). See Barton, Guide to the Bureau, 24.  
44 Leo Lowenthal and Norbert Guterman, Prophets of Deceit: A Study of the Techniques of the American Agitator 
(New York: Harper & Bros., 1949).  
45 Elihu Katz and Paul F. Lazarsfeld, Personal Influence: The Part Played by People in the Flow of Mass 

Communications (Glencoe, IL: Free Press, 1955). See Jefferson Pooley, “Fifteen Pages That Shook the Field: 
Personal Influence, Edward Shils, and the Remembered History of Mass Communication Research,“ Annals of the 
American Academy of Political and Social Science 608 (2006).  



 

22 of 25 

peace, tolerance propaganda, anti-Soviet psy-ops, even toothpaste sales were each funded 

contexts for the real work of social-scientific understanding. Of course Lazarsfeld’s worldly 

commitments mattered for specific projects, and he (and Lowenthal too) battled the 

barbarisms of the right and left with conviction. But Lazarsfeld’s dominant mode was topical 

agnosticism. He deployed his considerable talent for fund-raising with the aim to support the 

Bureau’s main preoccupations in methodology and the psychology of decision-making. 

The agnosticism point helps to explain the odd blend of whiplash and consistency that 

this paper documents. There was, as I have shown, real consistency in the Bureau’s 

communication research program. From the late 1930s through to the early 1950s, Lazarsfeld 

stressed the same social-psychological conditions complicating mass persuasion, alongside the 

half-recuperative caveat about personal influence. What was pliable was the topical enclosure, 

dictated in the main by the sponsorship on offer. Thus the story of the Bureau’s media research 

in the century’s middle-third is variation around a stable theme. Indeed, the seesaw pattern 

would continue: The Bureau’s media-research findings were soon deployed, most famously in 

Personal Influence (1955), to show that (domestic) media influence is reassuringly limited.46 

It is tempting to conclude, on that basis, that communication research—born in 

exigency—hired itself out to whomever would pay. The impression has some truth, but can be 

taken too far. The field’s patrons dictated its topical domains, even the kinds of questions—

around short-term persuasion—that could be asked. But communication researchers were 

using their funders too, for their own intellectual ends. This was as true for Lazarsfeld as it was 

for other figures in the friend’s small-world networks. 
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