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"treating the subject International Relations, so to speak, both

ABSTRACT OF THESIS

Thegeneral approach'ofthis thesis is on two, distinct ;evels

1nternally and externally. The external form of the study is

assessed first = the scope, character, and status of it as an

-

-

academic pursﬁit;. It is eOncluded that in’form the subject is now
fairly well-defined and strongly, éhough pot universally, entren-
ched; tge analysis is couched in general, comparative’ terns, the
eXperlence of other discivlines belng adduced to show that the
autonomous positioﬁ of Internatioﬁal Relations is justified and
ﬁhet the process of its establishment is typical. The.singular
nature of the subject is stressed - its/considerable dependence
upon other disciplines as to techniques and procedures, coupled
Wwith ite'great independenee as subject-matter.

~ .

Having delineated the outlines of the disciplihe, attention

¢

assessed

is directed'inwarde, to the substancewe£~%he~8ﬁbject7““iﬁe present

disputation between a 'scientific' and a ‘classical' approach is

y care being taken to set this particular issue within the

general nature of epistemological analysis. This exercise is

partly~deve10ped with the aid of analogles, one of whlch - drawn

about whiehtﬁe

cla53101sts' and 's01entlsts' are arguing at a more procedural

l




~.level. The bifurcation of economic theory into micro- and macro-

1

~fields has its paféllel in International Relations in the develop-

ment of thevmost,adyanced scientific-theoretical analysis along

'two,roads: that of decision-making analysis applied to foréign policy

\

at the state level; and that of systems analysis comprehending the

‘general interaction of all state units. . In the framework of.thié

dichotdmy of levels ofjtﬁeoretical analysiévthe most'significaﬁt
contributions to thesubstantiveﬁheory of the subject are set ou;
and asseésed, the"state‘of the discipline! in theseéreaébeing
Judged to have advinced greatly but still to be subject to important
limitations,.in both exylanatory-and organizing theory and in empiri=-

cal data.
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Chapter 1: Introduction

It is often remarked of persons engaged in the study of inter-
national relations that they are inordinately preoccupied with
the difficulties of articulating and resolving the quéstions that
relate to the nature and essence of théir subjects The concen=-
tration upon such questions as 'what is International Relations1 as
-a subject of study?’ is something which persons working within.'
the field, as well as outside observers, often find exas?erating.
The great investment of spholarlyvtime and energy in %thinking
about thinking about intérnational relations? strikes many obser-
vers éé conducive of an undue disregard of the important substan-
- tive issues with which the field is feplete9 and is often cited
as evidence of the immaturity of the subject - or at least of many
of its practitioners, |

Yet although attention to the form, as opposed to the sub-
stance, of the subject is in many respects superficial it is diffi-
cult to conceive of any discipline making solid progress without
some clarification of primary issues., Among?the most important of
such matters must rank the question of whether the study in hand
may legitimately be treated ag a distinct discipline or whether
available intellectual resources would be better applied to its
particular subject-matter within some other discipline. A4s a field

of study international relations is by no means alone in presenting

these first order problems; longer established fields such as
history have accunulated shbstantial bodies of thought on their
nature and essence as scholarly pursuits = and in the case of his=-
tory, the substantial sub-=field known as 'the philosophy of history!

constitutes an acknowledgéd speclialisation, The student of hiStory

1To avoid confusion, or at least to minimise it, the usage 'Inter-
national Relations' will stand for the discipline or subject

and the usage 'international relations' for the subject-matter
thereof. o | o |

¥y,
s
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.is fortunate~iﬁ that his title to academic‘and'administrative

‘independence is seldom contested, and hence his first order ques=-
tions'm&x\be more frultfully directed to establishing the ‘nature!
of history, the relative value of various historiographic methods,
the vses of history, and so forth., We do not expect that such
enquiries will yield final and epdurihg answers; rather, they are
understood:as constituting an on-going dialogue9 a proper and
worthwhile universe of discourse, likely to illumine and shape our
sfudy of "what really happened?. It is nowhere seriously conten-

ded that the historiaﬁ should eschew such methodological and philo-
sophical debate in order to devote himself coﬁpletely to the

substance of history,

It is plain, then, that international relations is by no means
unique as a subject-matter in throwing up problems of form and
attémpting to resolve them for working purposes. But the,study is,
perhaps, exceptional in its degree of concern - to an extent that

.m;gyifseriously be called neurotic - with the initial, administrative

and“unproductivg, issue of form: is the subject-matter properly

and efficiently to be subsumed under the head of a separate subject?_
Each scholar labouring in the vineyard of world atfairs confronts
the task of hoeing this troublesome initial row. The arguments pro
and con the disciplinary autonomy of the field have been widely
stated.2 Those hostile_to International Relations see in the
eicessive concern with the‘issue ofﬂautonomy something of a degrading

fixation upon the navel of the subjects The disposition to ask 'Is —

International Relations a discipline? prompts Mbrton'Kaplan to
assert that it "is indicative of a stake of unease in the profession';
he goes on: |

One would find it difficult to imagine similar ques-
~ tions being asked of économics, sociology, or even
political science in general., The practitionensig

L

°See the UNESCO report prepared by C.4.W. Manning, The Universit
Teaching of the Social Sciences: International RelZtions (Paris,

S R TR et B T

1954), -espo Ch.V. For an opposed view see the report in the same

series, by W.A, Robson, The Universitx Teaching of the Social
Sciences: Politisal Science, Ch.V. - I




LR T e

o _
L these fields assume that they practice a discipline
| and turn their attention immediately to the important
substantive and methodological questions raised by
their subject matter. They may be concerned with the
proper methods of conducting research but not with
their title to conduct research.3

It may not be fanciful, therefore,°to'characterise International'
Relations as a discipline (if such it be) with an-inferiority
complex. The inchoate ?philosophy of international relations' is
made up of a number of unresolved first order problems, among which
absence of an accepted, orthodox fiéld definition is the most
serious. Fruitful substantive research and progress seems unlikely
of attalnment, and Wlll at very least be greatly impeded, whlle
students use a varlety of analytlcal foci and reséarch matrices,

since comparablllty of results will be unobtainable.

The distinction, which is fundaméntal to this thesis, be-
tween the disciplinary form and the theoretical-empirical substance
of a subject of study would. appear to have special relevance to
International Relations at this time. The maSs ofJapproaches to
the subject-métter which has been thrown up by the recent appii-
éation’ﬁf 'behaviouralf or 'scientific' to the social sciences
hés made more urgent the endowing of the field with some 0perating 
framework which can structure and order the disparate tools and
perspectives which aré at present competitive ahd largely incom-
&patlble. Before an adequate theoretical skeleton can be 1ncorpor-
4 ated into the body of the subject a self-ev1dently essential task -

is the dellneatlon of that body. The first part of what follows

n———

3 Mbrton Kaplan "Is Internatlonal Relations a Dlsc1p11ne?"
- Jdournal of Polltlcs XXIII,3 (August, 1961) 462,

% s "\Q/”
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will thus con51st of an attempt tc establlsh the dlsclpllnary
ﬂ'status of Internatlonal.Eklatlons as a subject of study., This
‘task having been completed, the thesis w1ll attempt an overv1ew
of the substance of xnternatlonal relations the subject-matter
in order to achieve an answer, if only provisional, to the most

1mportant issue related to the substance of the subgect. the

Anature,-sccﬁe and value of its theoretlcal content. The proce-

dure to be followed is governed by the belief that only within

the context of fcrmimay_the substance of a study be properly

understood.




al Relations .

The present anoiguously independent status of International Rela-

tions reflects, in large measure, the particular circumstances of

the subject's gnowth as a focus of'academic concern over the past
five decades, The history of the development\ofinternational
JMWﬁthiGS.inuBritainlandmAmerioa§win-whose—academiC'culfuresfﬁeﬁﬂ
have become most strongly footed; will thus require to be traced,

" This process of disciplinary emergence also has general features
and it w1ll be necessary to set the growth of an academic special-
ism of international affairs against salient faetures of this
qprocess. It will then be necessary to consider whether the actual
~sbatus’of International'Relations is-or'is not in conformity with
its ideal status, having reference to competing academic-organisa-H
tional formulations. This enquiry ought ultimately to be productive
of a conception ofﬂthe form of the subjectvarmed'with which we may

embark upon the determination of questions of theoretical substance.

THE EMERGENCE OF FIELDS OF STUDY

As an explicit academic focus the study of matters interna-'

" tional dates largely from the .close of the First World War and is

in/human terms little more than a generation old, The subjecte,
matter of the study has, of course, been much longer within the
purv1ew of scholars, most notably of diplomatic historians and

international lawyers, though only very slightly does the emphasis

and the approach of this earlier work commend it the student of
.International Relations of the present day. This relative youth

of International Relations, even among thewsocial sciences, is
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accéﬁtﬁated by the concentration ofhthe bulk of its eméirical
aﬁdtheoretical innovation into the years since the Second World
War. Tt is in the past two decades, 'i'ndeed, that the study of
'intérnational‘aff;irs has achieved its most significant expansion_

in academic facilitiesﬁgenerally, as a result, esbecially in the

United States, of the intellectual and academic hospitality to

crisis. Although the recént expansion of teaching and research
in International Relations has been very.considerable, and certain-
ly commensurate with the 'information explosion'! in other social
science fields, it must be emphasised that by comparison with such
subjects as Economics,,Sociology and Anthropology our stﬁdy is
marked by a very great lack of valuable empiﬁical research and by

| a crippling shortage of'theo:etical constructs with which.to gene-
rate, organise and add to such little data as is available.

Since Internatiomal Relations is of such fécént origin it is
pertinent here to give somé éonsideratioﬁ to the general process
whereby the acadenic order is re-made to provide,subjecfs fof
newly perceived subject-matters. An emergent subject can be expecé
ted; as does International Relations, to lack empirical and théo-
retical depth and-to be immature for these reasons. A naécent
subject will aghieve a degree of maturity when it comes to attaini.
depth in. these two reSpects, providing its students wifh both

usable materials ahd.suitableAtoals_with which to work them, Such‘

- a distinstion between immature snd mature subjects is admittedly
" an arbitrarily dichotomic one and would not lend itself to the

- - 8

““thé“ﬁuﬁjééf“fﬁéf”ﬁéémﬁééﬁ”?ﬁ@éﬁdéféﬁ“ﬁymfﬁé:ééﬁfémiﬁféfﬁéfi5ﬁ§I“M&MM&m”%
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precise determination of fine shades of difference. But we do, in

very broad terms, engage in the-activity of ranking'disciplines on
something llke the spectrum of maturlty-lmmaturlty stated above.
There would be falrly wide agreement that say, Economics is a
mature disc¢ipline as compared to which Internatlonal Relatlons is
1mmature. A long-establlshed study such as Phy51cs - or History

~ would llkely be admitted as mature whereas a subaect recently
establlshed to comprehemd some subgect-matter whdch has been thrown
up by the fusing of two or more fields ?or by the sub=division of
an established one may not be admitted to be entitled to separate
treatment. International Relations has emerged from an inter-disci-
plinary aggregation, itself the product of the hiving off from
sereral,subjects of their international aspects, and this pedigree
cannot be expected to confer upon tne.resulting discipline either
title or coherenmce at the outset,

To apply the term maturity to the development of a dlsc1pllne
implies an organic concept of the develoPment of knowledge. This
may mislead in that a field of study will not necessarily undergo
a cycle of growth and decay analagous to that of a living organism,
| Certaln subjects, for instance History, have retained for centuries
a hlgh degree of acadenic V1ta11ty. But from other fields we can
draw numerous examples of develOpment in suhbhstantial accord with

the organic model, grow1ng'and diminishing in academic stature 1n

response to social ‘as well as 1gteliectual changes, The decline

- of Theology from its paramount place in the Medieval academles, 28

,well as the decline of Class1cs, testifies to the impact of society

.~




upon its educational priorities. This linkage between the overall

soclal milieu and the progress and vitality of branches of learning

R P

is alSo clear from the modern experience of the studies which we ﬂ

’! e
e

describe collectively as the social sciences. Man's grasping for

~-greater mastery over hls social environment has led him to syste=-

I T R e i et

matic academlc enquiry into its various dlsqernlble sectors. Since

T tlonal Relatlons can usefully be considered in terms of the

general trends in the eémergence of disciplines within that field.

Serious attention has been directed to the yawning conceptual
| and‘linguistic_divergence“between the natural and physical sciences,

" on the one hand, and the humanities, on the other, in recent years.

The tension between these 'two cultures' has characterised most of
the 5001al sciences during their phases of 51gmiflcant advance in

recent decades, The schools of thought traditionally dominant in

 Whereas the methodological and philosophical predispositions of

the majority of present day'SOCial.scientists are shaped and

inspired by the model of the sclences, making them intolerant of
; m 4prev1ous orlentatlons in Political Sclence, Economlcs, and other
o .flelds. The brashness of the apostles of scientific method in the
soclal sciences has had its counterpart in the derisive contempt
of the tradltlonal scholar for those who have not 'steeped them-

| BRI selves' in‘the minutiae of the appropriate subgect-matter and have

thus not acqulred the 'feel' for it that is the pre—requlslte 6f

? .I o true knowledge and understandlng.v The vestedﬁlnterests of the -

10

~
' .
aow v ]
. < ;
% .
- . "

] f_ it falls w1thln thqtgeneral field of the social sciences ‘Interna-
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lectual dispositions of different men. Hence, the tralnlng and

slntellectual orlentatlon of a partlcuiar social scientist will
lead him to adOpt, Say, a predominantly traditional, humanistic

approach to the study of his“subject-matter; his vested interest in

though these may have a place, bgi\from prior choices ang habits.
that are completely 1ntegral to his academlc personality, 1In his
terms the behav1oural students of Political Science may appear to

be charlatans ang fosls, and at begt sadly prodigal in their use of
Scarce academic resources, 4S5 compared to the scholars who, like
',hlmself, elect to approach Political Theory or Government along

- %\' .
. Well-trodden paths. Since this reaction to intellectual innovation

considering it more closely, - | v

A-new field suffers particularly from the sceptical hostility
of scholarly critics, for it lacks the cloak of legitimacy for the
perhaps untried 1ntellectua1 techniques which it adOpts. A study
whlchﬁemerges from aggregation or sub-d1v151on of‘existing studies
“iSIikely to possess some theoretical'principles, analytlcal tools,

and bodies of data suitable to the new focus of attention, but the

&' ' ' . . ‘/ . | 1:’




lacunae'can oe expected to looa_more prominently than the extant

fragments in the'sum.total of knowledge. It will thus be relatively

easy for critics to indict the ploneers of our new study for strlklng o
\jout along an uncharted routemwhlle very 1ll-prpared.g The manlfest
1nadequacy of the neﬁ subJect on the brlnk of its emergence cannot

ea51ly be denied by even the most zealous of its advocates. But .‘”MW;WWGMM
such criticism of their enterprlse is llkely to be rebutted as irre-
levant, although true., For the ploneers wilf claim to have been

| attracted to the subject whose c¢laims they advocate by the conviction
that it holds out the possibility, not now but in the future, of
giving adequate treatment to a subject~matter hitherto neglected,

Hence the emergence of positive Economics from the wider study of

positive and normative Political Economy. With the passage of tlme

of our unlver51t1es, whlch themselves reflect the conventlonal divi-
siohs of intellectual activity prevalent at some past tlme. These
admlnlstrative rubrlcs will naturallw~tend to ossify'and will
require perlodlc re-assessment and alteratlon in order that they
- may accommodate newly-dlscerned aspects of physical ang social
reality, Naturally, the 1nsnghts promlsed by such recon51deratlon of
| the categorles of knowledge w1llgst1mulate and ex01te the proponents«
of disciplinary reorganlsatlon, and their advocacy of new subjects

of study may be further coloured by an exaggerated idea of 1ts |

'S

51gn1f1cance for manklnd generally. kxtravagent claims in behalf

for its cmergence; they may, equally,loutrage the acadenmic sensibili- :

L c -, S - ot




ties o; those'who are satisfied with the exiéting disciplinary
order and be coﬁnter-productive. What to an innovator may appear
as fearless,enlargement of the frontiers of knowledge may by fhe
traditionalist be characterised as unnecessary diétufbance of the .

dcademic landscape. I L

‘In the case of International Relations, its eStablishment as
an autonomous study has provoked.hostile criticism from scholars
‘among whose fields thoée aspects of internatidnal relations hitherto’
taught have traditionally been divided. The consternation of
historians, economists, lawyers and others at the claim of *hter-
national Relations to take over segments of their disciplines

owes something, doubtless, to intellectual inértia and proﬁrietary
interests; but it would‘seem to be the case that the principal
determinant of hostile reactions to International Relations is
the‘cbnviction-lof those accustomed to dealing with parts of its
subjecf-matter under traditional rubrics that their subjects offer
the most appr0priate(aﬁd efficient intellectual vehiclés for the
various elements of international reality. _As has been observed
above, the encrustati;n of received doctrine concerning academiC-
organisafion must be expected to condition reactions to suggested

change.

AN

....

R

The burden of critical response often rests upon the conten-
tion that a particular nascent subject is not a mature discipline.
" This, as we have noted, is almost always true, usually obvious

and, for the purpose of determining~the worth of ‘a new approach

.‘13,.‘

T e




rather than that bf scofing@pbints against it, quite irrelevant,

It might as well be argued by refefence to the physical and mental

capécities of boys that they'Willnot become men because they are

not men now. It must not be'asserted, to carry this analogy further,

o

all will grow to attain the full manly norm ofvphysical stature
and intellgctual capacity. Environmental factors;'apart from |
Jhereditary ones, may afflict growing organisms with numerous
and crippling burdens that may distort, retard and even completely
terminate growth. Likewise, circuﬁsfances as well as their
’intelleétual heritages may not conduce to the significant devel-
opmént of academic disciplines. We d&inot expect all studies, or
- all men, to gféw to maturity. We are perhaps entitled to expect
that most will do so., We are emphatically not entitled to infer-
fme'thé initial puniness of most men ang subjects}of'study that
they should be denied the right to 1life on the grounds that they

are not at once mature,

quently in essentially similarlogical terms that new subjectsﬁ
are held to be wanting and condemned.. An economist has written
of the hostile reception within his discipline to the sub=-field

of Bconometrics in similar terms:

'.that all boys will become men; for our experience shows that not

& . ’ -

This simple point bears, some emphasis: for it is not infre-
L)

A curious feature of the hostility whieh the more |
conservative economists display towards mathematical
and quantitative thinking is that their criticisms
of it often amount to a plea for more complicated
and sophisticated models,...lMost of the criticism
concerns factors which,..operate in the real world

but not in the models. The ldgic of this seenms to VA—-gw:;4-
be to extend the models to accommodate them, ' o

1

147,

J.R. Sargent, "Economics sthe Would-be, May-be Science" in JJ.H,
Flumb (ed.), The Crisis in the Humanities (Harmondsworth, 1964),

o T T

,‘ " '.\
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It is perhaps the proof of the influence of the model of the

SCiences;prOPer.that debates of this sort within the social
sciences tend to be couched on both sides in tefms.gf the

extent of disciplinary conformity to that model. wFormeven“the'
obscurantiet humanities scholars working in social science

fields are not shy. of condemning the enthusiasts of scientific
studj.for being unscientific. Contemporary culture, particularly
the sub-culture of the social sciences, tends to make us feel -

guilty at our inability to pronounce the Second Iaw of Thermo-

dynamics. Though the arts subjects may react to the scientific

‘and technological emphasis of the age by retreating”into

obscurantism, the social sciences are caught,,invD,G. MacRae's
phrase, "between science and art".2 They must thue attempt to
make a working synthesis out of-both Strands and thus relate the
philosophicel outlook of the humanities to the methodologicel
emphasis of the eeiences. Auguste Comte gave to his new subject
of Sociology the alternative name Social Physics, but the typical
social science is at once art and science. Particular disciplines
may not achieve a con51stent integrated resolutlon of the ten-

¢

sion between the two aspects of knowledge in practlce. The rela-

tlonshlp between art and.-science may be confined within a sub;ect
“to the presence within departments teaching it of scholars of

both persuasions: a mixture of oil and water rather than a true

blend or synthesis.,

2 In\his "The Crisis of Sociology" in Plumb, Op. cit.,‘129.

15
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THE DEVELOPMENT OF INTERNATIONAL STUDIES / |

The great expansion of international studies during this
| century has been very wuch the product of conéern about the era
of international Crisis Which opened with Sarajevo. The domlnant
strand in thls response 1nto the 1930's was the reforming, pro-.

gressive western 1mpulse. This was born in the revulsion at the

occasion for the re-making of the 1nternatlonal order. Radical
and democratlc groups saw the necessity of securing social justice
w1th1n the state by establishing a just and peaceful order beyond

its frontlers. The breakdown of the world drder into war in 1914

buttressing and complementing domestic progress, were focussed
upon President Wilson's programme for replacing .the balance of
7 _

power with a'community of power!?,

{
{L'-J\

League itself wag rejected}by Wilson's own country, progressive
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adulatory rather than analytic op critical,

International‘reformism was less prominent in a further
significant dimension of the growing concern with foreign develop=

ments: the foundation of establlshmentarlan and elite bodies for

the study of international affairs,
AN

aftermath had stimulated the democratlsatlon of foreign pollcy-

The First World war and its

making in most countries, and elites were perhaps anxious, like

Robert Lowe at an earlier Juncture 1n_the éxpansion of democracy,

to teducate their masters?, /The first such body to foster the

enlightened handling of matters international was set up by Lord

Dav1es, Lionel Curtis ang

other figures, academic and public, in

1920, later becoming the Royal Institute of Internatlonal Affairs,

Of similar orlgln, composition and ethos was the Councii on Foreign

Relatlons, set up in New York in 1922. The largely patrician

membershlps of these two bodies was not seeking direct access to

and 1nfluence over the mass of the electorates, they were prlmarlly

concerned to operate behind the Scenes to foster among the governlng
J B

;_“;elltes greater knowledge and interest in 1ssues of forelgn pollcy.

and world polltlcs.
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. of the world organisation. In the United States,similar work was

‘.%;w“lgtepnatlonalist reformism dominated in the study during'the 1919?

~

The masses were not left entirely without'guidance. The wide

diffusion of 1nternational questions was catered for by mass bodles‘
~such as the separate national League of Nations Unions, established"

by refermists to foster support for and understanding of the goals

- done by the Foreign Policy Association, founded in 1918 to erode.

| isolationist sentiment in American public life. These mass organ-
isations were strongly committed to a social engineering-approach
to world problems; public understanding was to be fostered in
order that the masses might endorse valued‘goals such as collective
security and disarmament and be persuaded to shoulder the national
burdens which their attainment would require, The rationalistic
faith of these bodies in the attainment of enlightenment through
education surv1ved though not undimmed,,the Eongressional rejec-
tion of Wilson's League in 1920, Since the League was still in
existencewit remained a focus for the educational efforts of such
movements, as also for the work of older-estabiished institutions,
such as the World Peace Foundation, set up in Boston in 1910, and
the Carnegie Endowment for International Peace, founded by the

steel millionaire in the following year.,

N

“The prime - concern of this study is not with wider public
attitudes to 1nternational problems, but they are 1ndirectly rele-
vant in that they a%fect the academic provision for international
relations. It is pertinent to note, therefore, thatxinasmuch as

-~ 1939 period, that public and governmental'sympathy ebbed after

- Versailles and'that invthe“closing inter-war years there was a

.///}', ‘:'18 o » -  f"
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“little to achieve it,

Hresurgence of realpolltlk thlnklng. Experlence showed that collec-
| tive securlty, though powerfully congured w1th at tlmes in domes-

| tlc politics, was dlscounted whenever its place 1n foreign policy

becane spe01flc and immediately urgent instead of anqnymoUsly
general.and distant. Of the behaviour of governments in this
respect-Arnold Toynbee was led to conclude that collective secu-
rlty had not been tried and found wanting, but like Christianity
had not been tried at all., Nor were governments solely to‘blame
for the frustration of internationalist hopes: the reformist -
lobbies themselves did not stand unequivocally behind the policies
they advocated, The celebrated '"Peace Ballot!' was symptomatic of
this'ambiguity,’piling Up impressive majorities for collective

action under the League as wellﬁ£s for Britain herself doing very

These developments in public attitudes were quite quickly
reflected in the predominant cast of internationa; stuaies. The
euphoriew early years of the League period were marked by a marked

bias towards the reformist '1ine'. The worklngs of the League in

.practice, and the management of ccllectlve security in pr1nc1ple,

were largely co-exten51ve with international studies as then

taught. Teachers were mostly hospitable to the body of tenets‘”

~and assumptions that we have since come to call the 'idealist! "

conception of internatibnalrelations. The is of the social milieu

under con51deratlon was w1dely subordinated in teachlng and re-
‘search to the ought of the world order the 1deallsts Wwished to

d'see 1naugurated. (The most purblind of the 1deallsts cannot be

19




’indicted for doing this since they were prone to confuse the

various ex1st1ng features of the desired world order with that
& \\.
order which really existed; in their conceptlons of 1nternatlonal

reality the ought hid the is, )

The rapld ‘expansion of the study of 1nternatlonal affairs

LT S —

shows that there was 4 substantlal felt need, an 'effective’demand'
in the economist's langwage, for it. The study, under a varlety of
rubrlcs though not differing enormously in its focus from institu-
tion to institution, rapidly achieved endorsement - first as an
optional, supernumerary field, and later as a fit study for an
_undergraduate 'major' and even for bostgraduate stu&y and research.
Its emergence as a discipline was academically ritualised w1th the
settlng up of departments to teach it, though in many places the
study has not to this day been separated in this way from the
nominal or actual control of a related subject. By no means ail
universities and colleges were hospitable'to the study but its
establlshment as a specialisation was sufficiently w1despread to
‘;ake it worth the production of texts and other ba51c llterature,

& rough but quite sensitive index of the emergence of a discipline,

The body of research and wrltlng subsumable under the head of

Internatlonal Relatlons gsrew substantlally - aided by the subjects

prox1m1ty to a large, 1nterested lay public - in the inter-way

years., Although much of the literature waéﬂpolemical and tehdené s

tious the early acadenic works in the field were beginning to

s

tional Relations terms., There was considerable scope for the.




" many aspects, historical, legal, .military, etc., in order to |

assemble convenlently the bodies of 1nformation, doctrlnes, and
theorles which were suitable elements of the subject-matter of

the new subject,

The gathering together.oftheacademicfragments,uﬁable  —,—,———e-_

the study of international relations in ‘the twentieth certury may

have 1mparted something of hlstorlcal perspectibWe to the subgect.
This perhaps contributed to the decline of idealistic, optimistic
formulations and doctrines in the subject. It is more likely,
however,-that this change in the ethos of International Relations
was a reflection of outside events and attitudes. The disinteg—

ration of the European settlement, the economic depression, the

inglorious experience of the League, and the eventual mounting of

international tension at the onset of the Second World War, were

factors which made for an 1nternatlonal climate unamenable to

treatment in idealist terms. The worsening situation seemed

decidedly more comprehensible in terms of 'realist!'! prescrlptlons

and pr1n01ples, and appeared to\bear out the contentlon of the

realist that events and man's nature would pour scorn upon the

naive hope of improving international relations. The substitution

ofkrealist for idealist conceptions (though this was by ‘no means

total) certalnly marked 8 development of %the recently established

study but 1t would not be correct to understand thls development

}
as a movement in the dlrectlon of greater lntellectual naturity,

misconceptions about 1nternatlonal reallty which had emerged from'

"For the ecllpse of - 1deallst by realist conceptlons meant that the

A AR A



" This was not to be achieved until the normative, prescriptive

different set of mlsconceptlons that were the product of another,

~ later and more unfavourable 51tuatlon. What the subgect had still

to achieve was balance, that is the ability to accommodate concep=-

tions as diverse as thosecof the idealist and realist theories.

T

~ element of the subject was reduced and such theories began to

be looked upon in relative rather than in absolute terms., But it

was something of anwadvance to look upon the subject from two rather

is and the poss1ble ought of the world order is embodled in the "

than fraﬁgsiﬁply one Standpoint, however dogmatlc;W‘This‘stage can
be marked by‘the appearance of E.He. Carr's 1939 bookg Ihe Twenty
Years' Crisis% a luecid and forceful_statement of the realist out-
look that proceeds by way of a historical and analytical exposure
of the hypocrisy and stupiditywof the inter-warcloaking of national

interest in internationalist garb, The teachings of Carr and other

realists appeared to be confirmed by the outbreak of the Second

World War and the flnal collapse of the hopes that had emerged from

the First. | | 'j

Q

The Second World War was to repeat the experience of the First
in two respects relevant to this amaly51s firstly, the conflict
renewed the general pu;lic and academic concern with internatiqonal
affairs; secondly, the nar-weariness and insecurity of.pe0ples
and governments threw up another organlsatlonal monument to the
concern of men w1th the fate of theiyr world order, Idealism was‘
not so pronounced or unanlmously afflrned as in the closxng stages

of the Flrst World War, and 1ts hold upon the attention of statesé

men wasfnot total, Much more of a balanced picture of the actual

(London, 1939) o | N | 5
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Charter of the United Nations Organisation than was the case with

the Fourteen Points or the Covenant of the League., Né#ertheless,

the establishment of a new international security organisation, as

an integral, unquestioned part of-the peacetime order, was an

authoritative re-affirmation of basic idealist optimism about

the feasibility of'rescuing man from himself, albeit within a

more realistically ré;tricted compass than that of the Wilsonian
attempt.- A néw, diulted and tempered,'idealismdid-not ¢ome,to be
estabiishedas the post-war ethos.of the subject because interna-
tional developments were to vitiate the hope that 1945 would profit
from the'experience'of 1919. The unresolved issues between the
Soviet Union and the western democraci§s constituted a significant
pall over internationalist hopes even before the events and expé?
riences of 1947-49 which moulded their telafionship into what we
know call the 'cold war;. The dashing of United Nétions:hoPes and
the rapid'conflict spiral' of the European confrontation, reverbe=-
rating throughout the world, led to the rapid resuscitation of
realpolitik thinking and cast International he;%tions into an

‘ o
increasingly military-strategic mould.,

The international situation of cold war was swiftly to
transmute the framework of teaching and research., War and ideo=-

logical hoStility were the dominant substantive international

'eXperiences to the analysis of which the subject turned. Especially

in Phe United States,lwhose second major international invol#ement

had become an insecure and critically dangerous one, the realist

~ interpretation of international relations was taken up as an

orthodoxy, imparting_ddctrinallendorsement to defensive interna-

T
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(New York, 1949),

-----

qtional militancy. Thedfealist formulations of the post-war era

received forceful expression in the writings of Hans J. Morgenthau, -

B notably his Politics Among Nationsq. The realpolitik creed had,

and indeed retains to this day for some thinkers, considerable ‘
appeal, with its emphasis upon the need for the state to ensure -

its own national security by way of military and diplomatic pre=-

--paredness, and its assertion of the fmoral dignity of the national

interest's Only infthe.late 1950's did International Relations
begin to be emancipated'fromfpredominantly realist interpretation,
espécially in'basic‘texts, and to shed the narrow focus, both
positive and prescriptive, on the national state in favour of a
wider outlook. The softening of ;old war positions with the
emergence of an at least partial detente in the central strategic
confrontation has isolated (1n thé academies though perhaps not so
deflnltely in government) those who cling to 'protracted conflict'
interpretations and hew to we=they distinctions.  Corresponding
to the development of a generally less harsh and strident impres-
sion of the real has been a less naive ﬁotion of the ideal; stu~
dents of international organisation in the p;st two decades have |
come to achievé absubtle undérstanding of what may be achieved to

better the international society by working in the interstices of

the power blocs.

-

The comparative 'idealism of realism' and 'reallsm of I&eal-

ism!' constitutes someé kind of a progresslon to a more mature,

balanced and detached undersvandlng of 1nternat10nal reallty.

Much of the present work in Internatlonal Relations has effected

& rough synthesis of both theoretlcal predispositions., There is, -

" SR
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certainly, a peqainingpoleof both realist éﬁd idealist fatuity,
but it is mostly to be found outsioe the discipliﬁe‘as such; the
John'Bifch Society and the Campaign for Nuclear Disarmament are
not prOperly part of the International Relations constituenoy -

,though for some purposes thelr actlons and attltudes are part |

wwof 1ts subgect-matter.w There is, in short a vreater degree of

consensus about basic assumptions (though not about methodology
or research priorities)‘in the discipline than at most pretious
times., This has in part.been the result of the departure from
the field of the eocial engiheers.' But among the sPudents -of the
subject generdlly normative motivations have been ecllpsed by
-positive ones. In particular, there has been some lessening of

ethnocentrism, which has often resulted from textm and courses

"focuSLng upon forelgn policy rather than upon international rela-

tlons, As Jo David Singer has p01nted out, study at the national

state level of analysis is more prone than study at the inter-

national system level of analysis to the blight that he calls

- "Ptolemaic parochialism"s. During an eventful and brief five

decades International Relations has developed through a number of

phases, unevenly and untldlly, we must next attempt to determine

A s

where the subject now stands as an autonomous dlsc1p11ne and it

- may be relevant to think of its content as partly, but not yet

completely, emancipated from the equlvalent of a Ptolemalc stage,

[ 4
+ dos,

THE DISCIPLINARY STATUS' OF INTERNATIONAL REILATIONS

One element in the achievement of a working consensus among

‘the various ideological persuasiongfwithin the study has'perhaps

o

5"The Levelecof- Analy31s Problem in Internatlonal Relations', in
K.Enorr and S.Verba, (eds.) The Internatlonal System:Theoretical"
Essazs (Prlnceton, 1961) 83, B —

- .9.
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been the common need to defend their specialism from external

-,

critics, Allegatlons that 1nternatlonal relatlons does not con-

stitute a distinct field of study and,- hence, does not deserve to’
enjoy academic awptonomy were bound to cause its students to erect
a defence, clarliylng the. nature and scope of thelr study 1n .iwmwméwwm;WQQ

 order to demonstrate 1ts 1ndependent character. These assertions

A

of acadenic autonomny, and an analy51s of them, will allow this

-

section to shed some llght upon questions of form in the"™Subject.

Some initial distinctions are called for, We must; firstly,
be aware of the difference between the fact that international
relatlonsvdo exist and the contention that,,therefore, a subject
of study called International Relations ought to exist., A point

that is related, but not identical, concerns . the need for us to

Relations according to which it might be inferred from the limited
provision actually made for the subject as compared to other s tu-
dies that its subject matter is less-sigﬁificant than that of,

L

say, Economics, Indeed, in the nuclear era a strong case can be

made for the pr0p081t10n that 1nternat10nal relations are pre-

eminently the proper study' for mankind, 6 Mathisen has noté&win

this connection that:

— Y

The phrase is C,A We Manning's and reflects his crusading zeal in

behalf od the subject; see also T.Mathisen, thhodolo in the
§32§1;of International Relatlons (Ole, 1959 -

26
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tance, and it is the former which is most likely
to determine the energy devoted to its sc1eﬁ%if1c
investigation,?

The greater concefn of western and world society since 1919, and
espeéially\since 1945, with international affairs has been reflec-
ted in the emergence of the subject International Relations in

 the universities. But the subject has not experienced an acade-
mic reception proportional to the generally increased-readiﬁess
‘to think in‘intérnational relaﬁions ternms, Many universities
make no prov151on for the’subgect and in many more the subgect-
matter is subsumed under various dlfferent heads.,

-antion of the varying provision for the study calls fSiifﬁ
reference to the often illogical and anomalous structure of the
disciplinary subdivisions. It is necessary to bear in mind that
while we scrutinise the'claims of émerging disciplines against the
exilsting range of'pufportedly distinct studies there is some
scope for the application of a'double”standard. ‘ﬂhis is the result
of our exPec£ing a newly-§r0posed&éggregation or sub=-division of
Astudies to conform to disciplinary criteria of logical coherence
and academic distinctiveness which may no longer be met (énd may
perhaps never have bgen met ) by"esfablished subjects., Quincy
Wright, in his monumental study of International Relations as a

d1301p11ne, makes succ1nctly this p01nt that being admlnlstratlvely

deemed a dlsc1p11ne in the past will serve, to some degree and if

L;onlx by defanlt, to confer academlc legltimacy—upon a field of

| s tudy:

N -

Once textbooks have appeared and academic chairs
have been established under a given name; once

“Mathisen, op. cit., 4.
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-discipline provides us with some heipful categories in terms of

_administrative hierarchy of the university the subject-matter is

curricula have been offered, degrees given, and

learned journals initiated in a given field; once

libraries have been organised according to a given

scheme, a discipline has achieved a solidity and

position which it is difficult to change however |
illogical and inconvenient that particular subdivi- o
sion may in time prove to be.3 .

Wright's listing of some of the factors whose presence gives

which to analyse the present standing of International Re}@tions.
The subject is not, in fact, established at all major universities
even in Dritain and the United States, in which countries it has

taken root more widely than in othef paﬁts of the western world.,

- Research and teaching is often focusseg upon international rela-

tions within departments whose rubric is Political Science - as
at Princeton and Harvard - or 25 an area of intérdisciplinary
study - as at Chicago and California, A substantial proportion of

those working largely within’the subject-matter of international

relations do so as political sclentists, lawyers, historians or

studgnts‘of lesé clésely,related ég@jects. Diplomatic or contem-
porary History, Comparative Government,Interﬁational'Ecoﬁomics,
and International Law, are all subjects that focus upon part of:
the international relations milieu. The fragmentation of that
milieﬁ.as é whole which reSUlts frdm treating its economic, legal

| -

and other aspects separately constitutes a denial of its holistic

importance, Where International Relations has no place in the
’ ) Lo @ ] .“' i . |

 to a study the focus of distinctiveness suggested by the term . . . .

usually treated not so much as subordinate but as nSn-existent.as

a whole, ' Other subjects which, in some esﬁablishments, do claim

Qe Wright, The Study of International Eg;ationsl(Néw York, 1955),

253 see also CeDoFuller,The Training of §pec§§1ists in Interna-

tional Relations (New York, 1957), 22-3, and G.Goodwin (ed, ),
The University Teaching of International Relations (Oxford, 1951),

n—
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make adequate provision for them but in,practice seldom do so.for

all aspects of international reality, _The principalifocus of the

'Political Scientist or Historian tends'to be such that the

distinct nature of international relations is not sufficiently

recognized. The case for disciplinary recognition for'Interna-

. tional Relations, as for all subgects, rests ultimately upon the , -

claim that only its academic focus makes effective provision for

thé relevant subjectematter. The relative value of International
Relationskyzﬁ'terms of this utilitarian.principle of effective
provision for subject-matter, can best be assessed by considering

the merits in this respect of the principal rival disciplines.

¢
!

Egliticel éCienCe and Integpational Relatigns

The subject Political Science, or Government or Politics,. has
‘1tself not been long entrenched in the universities, the first
chairs being set up in such fields in the late nineteenth century.
The subject-matter has, of course, a venerable history but its
treatment aéen organised, distinct subject'has pre~-dated that of
International Relations by only a few decades. In the past three-
quarters of a century Political SCience has become very'w1dely
entrenched in western universities. Despite the recent expanSion
in departmental treatment of international relations - as, for

instance,at the new British universities of Sussex, lancaster, and

- Surrey - it is unlikely that International Relations will have

become anything_likeiso_iipmlg;eaé—Wiéely'established by the time

it was reached an equivalent agea

| | | | )
From the earliest speculation about political affairs, the

A

student of politics has approached behaViour and institutions in

% ’ | /
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the conteXt of the sovereign community¢ This context has changed

- originally the polis, later the emnlre, dynastlc monarchy, and

‘today the national state - but the tradltlonal focus of the poll-

tical analyst has continued to be on the prevalent typical sove=
reign unit. Plato's considerations on the nature of politicalv
life attempted to explore the phllQSOphical implications of man's
encounter with'his fellows‘by way of examininguthe>tynes of social
and governmental organisation they set up. Aristotle, though

also concerned with philosophical issues, was a pioneer of scien=-
tific enquiry and went further than Plato in the classification of
the institutional forms of government. The philosophical and
ethical dimensions of political analysis tended to predominate in

the study throughout classical and medieval antiquity, and it was

not until the modern age that the positivistic study of govern-

- mental forms andrpolitical patterns began"to emerge as significant.

The earlier political philosophers were not greatfy concerned

| ~
with political life beyond the sovereign community, and Machiavelli

Al

stands alone as having significant cbservations to make on the

relations between such communities. Even in the modern age of

‘Political Science the study is shaped,-in its terminology,.tech-

niques, and above all assumptions, by the nature of what (by
comparison with international politics) we may call domestlc

politics. The con51derable body of wrltlngs that makes up the

subject-matter of courses in political thought or theory thus

AT Ay L e W e S e T e TSR RN
SR s R

includes very little that either deals specificalleWith inter

national relations or is even relevant to the international

political field.9 Despite the growing impact of the internatiocnal

“ -9Cf. M@W1ght 'Why is there no Internatlonal Theory" Interna-:','
~Lional Relations, II, 1(#pril, 1960). R
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arena upon the traditional core of the study of pdlitics, man and

his relationship to the state, that sector of political reality‘

' which is found beyond the boundaries of the sovereign cdmmunity

has been gravely neglected, Since international studies are
"quite widely feit'to fall within the‘competgnce of the politi¢al

‘scientist it is unfortunate that they are unexploited. The teach-

ing arrangements in a large number of departments make no or only

‘minimal provision for international politics, and where this

does abpear as a sub-field it is often treated as a special case
deviating from 'politics propér' of the domestic variety. The

actual experience of the subordination of international relations

- to the overall political field seems to suggest that Political

Sclence does not make effective provision for studying the poli-
tical aspects of the international milieu, There are, certainly,

possible advantages to be derived from the opportunity offered by

s tudying politics»affairs as a whole to gain persyective upon the

enduring features of the political process within all milieus,

The prospects of such treatment might appear to have improvéd |
¥

with the develOpmént of behavioural emphasis and the decline of

the formerly predominant institutional and légal approaches, but

- little fruit has yet been borne for the student of Internatlonal

Relatlons by this develoPment.

So far,«thls dlscuss10n of Political 801ence and 1ts clalm

to have subsumed under ;t the field of international relations

has assumed‘the latter to be a pibperly political étudy'and has

 stressed only that inte?national relations opérate within a

milieu qulte distinct from that of polltlcs within the state.'

31 e




" that milieu which is properly susceptible to political analysis;'

Thls is perhaps the most telllng of the two objections to puttlng

.3
{

But“although'we'often-fail to differentiate between thevterms
'international politics' or 'world politics' and the terms
'international relations' or.'international affairs'(this expres-

sion tending to have a less academlc meaning), the latter terms

strictly understood encompass ‘what is denoted by the former and
mich else besides, Manning's description 'social cosmology'
serves, though almost whimsically sweeping, to remind us that
international relations are the interactions of the component
units of a global society that operapes at the economic, pyscho=-

logical, philosophical, legal,land sociological levels and not

‘merely, and perhaps not even always most importantly, at the

political one. The balanced and rounded perspectives requlslte

. ta the understanding of this global cosmos are not to be gained

——

S . C
by restricting our treatment of it to the field of politics

alone, It is in this many-faceted nature of international reality
that wehmay find considerable justification for inter-disciplin-

ary cooperation, of which more below, and the principal objections

to conflnlng our international perspective to that of any one

subJect. : | 7

In short, therefore, it may be doubted whether a predomi=-

nantly political study can adequately treat the overall milieu of

- international relations, Moreover, even within the element of

the approach which is commonly adopted in departments of Politi-'

cal Science or Government is not the most suitable for that mllleu.




1nternatlonal relations into the field of polltlce generally, °

R4

It has particular force in the case of departments and scolars -

whose focus is upon government as dlstlnct from polltlcs. For

if one's specmallsatlon is in the field of.public law or adminj-

stratlon it will require a very considerable imaginative effort

common ground between the political realus is liable<te be

'greater where the scholar's spec1allsatlon is somethlng llke the

interplay of 1nterest groups or polltlcal stablllty and revolu-
tion, though such relatively greater affinity in material does

not obviate the need for one's mind to be re-oriented towards

the‘internatienal environment. In this connection it is striking
‘that a lucid and distinguished political scientist, Harold Laski,
has demonstrated in his introductory work that the academic grasp

of intranational polltlcs is liable to be accompanled by a very
tenuous and ugsatlsfactory comprehen81on of international polltlcs1o
Such unSOphlst;catlon makes it at least arguable that Stanley
Hoffmanm is correct that greater benefits would flow from sub-

suming domestic politics under international relations and thus

reversing the common hierarchy, and that thereby "., .we might

| produce a Copernlcan revolutlon even bigger than the change that

] | | transformed economics when macroanalysis replaced mlcranalyelsﬂf11~

1OCom.pare chapters 1-3 with chapter 4 in his Introduction to Poli-

tics (London, 1961),
11

R S.H. Hoffmann (ed. ), Contempora Theory in International Rela-
| tions (Englewood Cllffs, 19205, 1. — .
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There is little prospect that Hoffmann's sugzested inversion
of the usual order will be followed (though occasionally it occurs -

that-grovision is made for the study of international before

domestic politics, as the Aberystwyth whose study of Interna-
tional Polltlcs predates bj almost fifty years the recently
established subject of Government), and international relations\is
Quite widely regarded as a sub-field .of Political Science or Gove
ernment. This often remains the caSe, though within deéartments'
principally concerned with domestic politics there often develop.
virtually autonoﬁous studies of international relations, with
courses, teachers and researchers 1ndependently concerned with

-

that sector of political act1v1ty From the point of view of

N I Y e e

‘making effective provision for intergoVernmental relations such

de facto autonomy is to be applauded, though it is relevant to

note that such a degree of independence concedes Very much of the
case of those who press for the de Q_rg_recognltlon of Interna-
tional Relatioas. But relative autonomy is itself to be cherished,
en the basis that halan loaf is better than no bread at all, and,
- moreover, it may lead.ultimately to full disciplinary provision
for the subject, Tﬁe degree of autonomy varies significantly: at
Princeton it is poss1ble to read for a‘graduate degree 1n inter-

national relatlons almost excluslvely, and in other places the

Sy

prov151on made 1s merely nomlnal Data is difficult to obﬁain

on thls‘question, for curricula and other 1nformatlon given in

4university catalogues often bears sllght resemblance to what

:ﬁactually occurs.12

12

Cf. Flu.ller, -920' Ci ® ‘ Xi.
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.+~ Before going further with the analysis of the state of -
- Internatidnai Relationé,'referencé to other related subjects is
... called for along the same lines as the preceding discussion of

Political Science.~

‘gggtogl_and Iqﬁgrnatiqnq; Relations

-

History ranks close to Political‘ScienCe as a subject)which
lays‘strdng claim to handle international relations. The iden-
tity of subject-matter is considerable as between Internationai
Relations and History and this factor, as with Political Science,
has caused the older-established study to assert a claim to

| contfol the more recently'established. Moreover, international
Relations shafes’with History more than.the,subject—matter of

diplomatic history: there is also considerable affinity with

| respect to analytical and descriptive technique. There are,

however, significant areas of incompatibility between the two
studies. The first of these is'that the historical approach to
internationéi.relations1has tended, like that of the politicél
‘scientist, to involve a narrowing of the focus of the observer to
the politiqgixaspect of statebreiations. The diplomati§ histor-
ian is\pe4gaps even more prone than the political scientist to
§ - | ignore the many facets of international life that seem to N\
clutter and obscure analyéis of fhe significant parf -‘what
really happened'. The second area’;f incompatibility is obvious
é | and complete and impossible to overcome: the histdricityfof
History disqualifies the bﬁlk of interhational relationsg the

- present and~future, from its purview.’ﬁgstoriéns normally obey

self-denying ordinances against trespassing in the realm‘of the




recent past, even, because the paucity of documentary and other
primary source material rendersathe search for definitive under-
standing difficult if ndt impossible. Though the'pressure to

- extend the”historical realm closer to the present appears to

have increased in recent decades thehistorian of integrity will
'eschew those periods in whose.explanation he can be no more

than speculative (though such as A.J.P, Taylor dlsplay a great
readiness to write as public1sts and shed the bounds of time ),

By contrast, the student of international relations is used to
working in the van, so to speak, of historical studies, and impe-
| tuously applies the tools of the diplouatic historian's trade to
international problems of the immediate past and of the present
day; nor does he‘hesitate“to extrapolate into the future and to

seek after predictive success., In these respects the subject is

disgracefully presumptuous from the historian's standeint

International Relations may not prOperly be subsumed under
History out it does have avsubstantial dependence upon that sub-
ject. Historiography provides an.important body of raw material
for the study og interuational relations in previous eras; au
extensive history background is a valuable preparation for the
study of world politics. The study of History 1s, llke that of
-Politlcs, a root of the study of’International Relations. But ~»
it does not follow from this debt that the latter should be su-
bordinated to either of the former, any more than it is the case

that the manifest 1mposs1billty of studylng phy51cs without the

fvuse of mathematics ipso facto demctes_the.phy51c1st to a'position,
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below the salt in relation to the mathematician. The proper rela-

tionship between History and International Relatlons is exen-

plified by huo works by E.H, Carr, the eminent Brltlsh historian

- who once worked at the Forelgn Office on the practical problems

of 1nternatlonal relatlons. He has contributed to the study of
inter-war Europe books that focus, respectively, upon the
1nternat10nal history and the 1nternat10nal relations of that

time and place. His Internatlonal Relations between the Two

Wbrld Wars, 1919-1939 15 1s an admlrably concise diplomatic his-

tory of the contemporary, provisional sort, and succinctly

covers the inter-war ratterns of the most significantanational
developments and international relationships, By contrast,

his forceful book The Iwenty X§§£§' Crisie14 covers this ground
from the standpoint of internationalrelatiops,‘eschew1ng'@ven in
the broad detaiiewhich is all that Carr can encompass,in'his
brief history of the period) eéven an outline of what actﬁally.
happened; instead Carr here atten@ts to focus upon the fundamen-
tal issues underlying the minutiae of international intercourse:

the»differing'assumptions,about.world society, the place in it

Wefpower and justice, and the nature and flexibility of the

legal-judicial structure which it has, The distinction between

International Relatlons and the hlstory of international rela-

tionships is cogently made by the dlstlnctlon between Carr's

'outllne history and ‘his 1ntroductlon to “the science of 1nterna-

tlenal relatlons"15

K . ? . .
3 (London9 19@7, reve ed., of his 1937 International Relations

since the Peace Treatles) |
14|Qp. cit. - 15 Ibid., Part One."

%




3
i
g
¥

TSR I ST g
s

s
/

Having attempted to set out the merits of treating interna-

tional relations in‘distinct, independentdform instead of . -

subordlnatlng it to its principal root dlsc1p11nes, History and |

_ Political 801ence, 1t remains to give some consideration. to T

~q"certain other subjects which bear upon its study.

The ContributiOn of Other Social Sciences . §$
other fields as an influence over the development of International
Relations, Jurists have yielded a greater and mor e valuable

body of thought about the nature of‘international society than

" have historians and political analysts together; Grotius stands

out as the prineipal contributor but Vattel, Suarez and a large

»”gfeup of'other Jurists have had significant contributions to

make. As a sub=field of jurisprudence the study of international

law had severe restrictions in its perspective upon the relations

of states, but the 1nternational lawyers - finding the 1nternatlo-
nal milieu left to them by default of the early hlstorlans and

political thinkers - accumulated a rich body of analysis for the

subsequent students of international relations per §§:by going

- ~
/

beyond purely legal analysis into examination of the social
context of the law of nations. ‘we are familiar today with fﬁg\
sociological emphasis of legal studies in Jurisprudence generally

but the law of nations has beenilong'treated in terms of the

society of nations. Modern students of the law of nations have

',contlnued this tradltlon of outllnlng the nature of international

soc1ety, recognising that law is an institution derived from and

38




refleeting the structure_and processes of the'community in and by
which it has been promulgated, The legal perspective is thus

most illuminating‘for the Student of international relations,

and the best international legal writing is essential reading,?éwam

The 'sociology of international law' towards which the legal

analyses of Lasswell, McDougal et al. (in their seriesAef works

on various aspects of international systems of ‘'public order ')

and'offW.G. Friedmann1zre directed are very much distinct from

the dry studies of the legal principles and rules as set out in

| the'typical texts and case books. With the increasing 1mportance

of 1nternat10nal institutions the 5001olog1cal legal perspective
is becoming increasingly valuable. The emphasis is less upon
international law as a useful 'minor'-fﬁéld of a course in ihter-
national relations,.and more upon its study as an integral part
of the central study., Developing'elements of community in the
international society make 1t llkely that legal norms will grow

in complexity and lmportance. It is necessary, therefore, for

the subject International Relations to lean heavily upon this

disciplinary crutch; this dependence does not, of course, imply =

the suitability or possibility of International Iaw itself

retalnlng'the v1rtual monopoly of international studles which

- it once engoyed and whlch it Justlfled to a greater extent than

did History of Polltlcal Science under comparable c1rcumstances.

~ | {
16

See espec¢ially J.L. Brierly, The Law of Natlons (Oxford, 1955 -

"\

5th ed.), chapters I-III; aLso, W Schlffer,TheLegel Gommn@

17

ORI

‘nity of Manking (New York, 1954), |
!mﬁ.gﬁéﬂﬁiag,ﬁnggture‘gg International Law (New York,e196h).
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Two diseiplines which are indispensable to an understanding
- 0f the 1nternatlonal nllleu are Economics and Geography. For the
international env1ronment is obV1ously not to be properly under-
stood within cons1deratlon of the pny51cal environment and man's

adjustment to it, while the economic factors of the interplay

between men's communities may be very significant elements in the'
ovenall relationships of states., As specialisms within these
disciplines themselves,‘theirinternational relations aspects'neye
'some degree of autonomy. International Economics and Polltlcal
Geography g0 beyond those parts of Economics and Ge ography whlch
are relevant to International Relatlons, and hence cannot be
completely subordinated to it, but some knowledge of tnemhis
essentially ancillary to the study of internatienal society. Such
trlbutary studies may also provide valuable theoretlcal 1ns1ghts,
as Geography has done with large-scale geo-polltlcal explanations,
of varylng determlnacy, of the ebb and flow of the main currents -

of 1nternatlonal pOllthS18 - and as Economics has recently done

on a smaller conceptual scale.19

Some discussion of fhe relationship of Sociology to the
field of international relations is called for, not becamse any
sociologists are active in aSSerfing'prOprietorial rights ever
thls field but because Sociology is potentlally the discipline

e

whose claim to overall~treatment of the 'social cosmos' is

greatest. The potential rather than actual imperfance of this B

| 18

Ll Hs and M. Sprout, r"he Ecologlcal Perspective on Human Aff-

airs, with Sgeelal Reference to Internatlonal Polltlcs ZPrlnce-
ton, 1965). |
19 For’

Fer instance, the application of bargalnlng 1deas to'strategy.

B
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subject must be stressed, for like Political Science it has not
in practice expanded its focus to the reasonable limit of the

subject-matter. Indeed, the parallel is quite close with Politie

cal Science; for, just as Manning characterises that subject as

I e R e R
. - T SO - - '
FoloL e . :
LA T . ;
R R H

of society in all its forms and at all its levels has in fact
tended to focus upon the various sub¥systems of domestic national
éociety aﬁd to ignore othersignificanttypes of society like
intefnational soclety. Sociology concentrates principally upon
the relationships of individuals and groups within overarching
sovereign communities.zO Although in the variety, e#planatory
range,‘and scope of its theoretical Structure Sociology might be
felt the senior social science it has not yet justified its
possible title to study international society. The éfforts of

Parsons, Shils and others to elaborate a 'general theory of action!

have not yet led to any significant scope for application to

international relations, Evéh though the intellectual value of

A

such a general theory of social interaction be granted it is -
unlikely to emerge swiftly: the recorded progress of scientific
theory is characterised by extensive refinemept‘and revision as

4

hypofheses fail to achieve explanatory Success and are discarded

in favour of others. This process is bound to take place where

This view is not widely stated; See, howeyer, J.N.Rosenaufm

"Pre-theories and Theories of Foreign Policy", 62-3n, in R.B.

Farrell (ed.), Approaches to Comparative and International

Politics (Evanston, 1966).
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certain cohesiveness are restated for application to a social
~order of a different level of cohesivéneSs;' In terminological
and conceptual'respects, SociolOgy,is a discipline distinct from
- other social sclences to é degree which.is likely to make_ihe

.

wider application of its putative general theory extremely diffi-

- culte

Ihviﬁg completed this examination of thé prindipal.subjects
whiCh.beér upon the field and study of international relations,
and having contended with respect to them all that they do not -
‘both in theory ana practice - make adequate provision for the
international relations milieu, itAremains to examine the formulae
-under which the study of international relations is related to
the organisational and ihtellectualhbalances struck in the univer-
sities. That is to say, having considered the ggggt of the
autonomy of international relations as a field of study it is
necessary to assess the is of academi? provision to see how far

the ideal position has been achieved.

THE.ACADEMIC}SYNTHESIS:'DEPENDENCE’AND INDEPENDENCE .
Theséctioﬁ gbové should have made quite evident the essen-
tiai dependence of the student of international relations upon the
éubject-matters’_and:to.hniextent upqn‘the-subjécts themselves, df
History, Political Science, Iaw,}EcénomiES'and so‘forth. For

though it has been heré asserted that the studies cannot adequat-

- ely contain international relations, that field cannot prosper

autonomously without leaning*heavilyjupon neighbouring subjects.

N
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- This dependence 1s recognised fully by those, for instance Prof,

Mannlng, who press most strongly for the independent treatment of
the international relations subject-matter, | o ~

Interdiscivliinar ’Qggrdination_” N

_Such acxnowledgement *of the essentially eclectic natnre‘of
the study has been taken in some quarters to mean that its acade-
mic organisationgshould”emphasise the dependence on other disci-
plines rather than the distinct perspective which it imparts to
that which it borrows. This view often finds expression in pro=-
posals that the handling of international relations be conducted
on an interdisciplinary, or multidisciplinary basis, so as to
coordinate the relevant parts of those subjects which contrlbute
something to the field. This type of approach ie favoured especi-

ally by those. who are hospitable to instituting some provision

may flow from allowed the proliferation of disciplines to proceed
unché%ked. The study of international relations would seem to offep
considerable scope for experimentation in such disciplinary coordi-
nation, because of its extremely eclectic make-up and its wide=

spread lack of disciplinary legitimacy. Some would see interdisci-

"plinary arrangements as the best means of providing for the flll-‘

1ng of a ‘serious academic void while accommodating the disparate
contributory fielde. Whether or not these arrangements provide |

the best acadenmic vessel for the study, they are bound to enjoy

-favour in many quarters because they involve less concession to

the demand for diSCiplinary autonomy . than would the establlshment
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for. The danger of disciplinary proliferation leading‘to the -

Which should not, of itself, be felt a sufficient disqualification

| of~organ1zatlons. With respect to our field, to the extent that

geography and sundry other subjects“.21 The expertiSe of various

/[
/
/.

//7

of a separate-department with the attendant‘disruptiohﬂand Oppongx
sition liable to be aroused by such a change, The advocate of </

full disciplinary status for international relations may be

satisfied pro tém_Wiéh”Whatwheeregards.as“butva stage half-way to -

his eventual objective while the academnic fraternity as a . whole
does not have to extend full organisationai and academic title to

the field.
Some evaluation of interdisciplinary arrangements'isscalled
fragmentation of knowledge is very real but is a-general objection

of the claims of a heretofore ignored study which may’appear
werthy of academnmic elevation. Interdisciplinary cooperation may,
however, be mofe worthily useémwhere a field of study can usefullly
be distinguished but cannot readily be_extfacted from the'subject-

matters of a number of'fields. Examples that spring to mlnd

include the study of conflict and 1ts resolution, and the study

inter@}sciplinafy errangemeﬁts constitute a reaction to, and
progression beyond, the subordlnatlon of 1nternatlonal studles to.
some one field, they are a welcome advance, Sueh cooPeratlon may‘
provide a very useful 0pportun1ty for students of the field to
demonstrate-the yalue of their perspective applied to "an academic

bundle (made up of) history,'lew,ueconomics,'bolitical science,

e




~phrase, "a common angle"22 to the overall cerspective upon the
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disciplines can be‘tapped by gathering together a panel of
econonists, political acientists,‘etc., but the best interest

of the subject or field of study upon which these people are

severally focusing will not be served unless the arrangement - o oo o

makes some provision for the coordination of their activities.,

Especially from a teaching point of view, the flexibility of

course offerings in American universities is such that the

effort of establishing an interdiSCiplinary programe cannot be
justified if it is to present merely the sum of its parts. The
additional element which must be provided by an interdisciplinary
scheme is precisely that factor which tends to be missing from a
degree course concocted by the so=-=called 'cafeteria! system: a &
clear focus upon the totality of international relations, ae
distinct from six or ten different, and probably in part conflic-

ting,ways of regarding them. The need is for interdisciplinary

treatment to have sufficient coordination to impart, in Mathisen's

 subject-matter - to make the arrangement more than the sum of its

parts. The attainment of such a perspective demands rigorous

selectivity so that a coherent, manageably'homogeneous outlook-

may be develOped. To shift one's perspective pDOperly demands an

almost complete reorientation of assunptions, terminology and tech-
niques as between most studies; moreover, all of the participant
spe01alists must be ready to make efforts to achieve generalist
skills, a movement whlch is against the dominant trend of preach-

ing increasingly to the converted alone. Nor -must we pass'over“

2o |

Ibid., 29 45
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the dangers that such residual disciplinary predispositions will

lead some to carry into the ihterdiseiplinary eommitﬁee or board

a substantial degree‘of academic'ethndpentrism - which Mathisen

one's own particular study is the supreme_road to the achievement

of enIightenment and the conviction that alternative roads are

false“and their advocates benighted fools,

-
Coordinated programmes of the type discussed above in general
terms have been established at a number of institutiogs whose
treatment of international relations is distinguished - for exam-
ples, California, Yale, Pennsylvania and Chicago., The common
practice is for an interdisciplinary committee to oversee the
teaching and research arrangeme.nts for a degree of degrees (espe-

cially at the post-graduate level) in International Relations.,

Princeton, in the Woodrow Wilson School of Public and International

Affairs, has gone further by infusing actual courses with inter=-
disciplinary’perspeetives by entrusting them to the joint super-
vision of academics of varying persuasions. Yet, even where it is‘

working at its theoretical best, such coordination among discipli=-

nes has a serious drawback: the inherent fragmentation and opposition
of subjects which results from drawing them together short of disci-

‘plinary integration, In practice, of course, .the best fruits of

coordination are unlikely always to be“forthcoming. It may hef'be

at all fanciful to compare the western alarm at the prospect of

> Ibid., 26

e

.
AR SR T T
[

calls more plainly '"professional Qhauvinismﬂaézwﬁh?”illuSiQn,th@?eﬂ_mwwewwwﬂww;




9
&3

the Unlted Natlons Secretariat becomlng subject to the control of
| a_'tromka' system of divided authorltJ w1th the concern felt by

a student of international relations at hls~f1eld being disrupted

by an unruly team, of more than three horses, For it is_the_case_ﬂ_ ”“mﬁ_““m“ 

that "every discipline tends to develop its own way of iooking at

’ch:i.ngs”zt'L and the particular training of a student will hamper both

ihis ability and his readiness to achieve a generalist command of
the various eepects of a subject-metter such as international
yrelations. The most diligent efforts may result only in mastery
of the several.aspects - economic, legal, etc. = of that subject-
matter instead of in grasp of it as a whole, what the interdisci=-

plinary approach ?annet impart, in other words, is the perspective

and skill of the sgec1allst in 1nternatlonal relations, though at
its best it may provide the Oppoitunlty to become acqualnted with

many of its aspects as a generalist. The inherent limitations of

this appreach are not eradicated until coordination is carried
over into the provision of a core of courses specifically designed
to tie together the various threads or asnects of the fleld. And
when thls is done, an interdisciplinary scheme has been for all

1ntents and Durposes transmuted into an integrated disciplinary

-3

treatment of international relations - whether or not it is expli-

e

¢itly acknowledged to be such. For aeeording to out previously
wrought criterion of 'effective provision', a study which brings
to the Studyoéy;gternational society a focus_upon its distinct

nature is effectively the proper study —'Interhational Relations,

24

Ibid., 25.
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Whiie recognising the value of 1nterd1501p11nary coordination as |
'making some provision fOr the study of a much neglected field, it
would seem reasonable, therefore, to assert that the disadvantages
of such hlghllghtxpg of the many aspects of internatlonal realdty
1nclude the major one that the central essence of the eubgect- /
matter may be ecllpsed and ignored. Ihis'disadvantage can only

be reduced to a significaht extent by taking up instead the

2
integrated perspectlve of the "unltary approach" 5

DlSC%RllnaEL Autonoql

Apart from the alternatives of making no provision at/all

iand of making ersatgz proVision by the expedient of giving some
one subject an internationa; 'slant’', the development of an
independent subject is the other*major device for accomnodating
‘the study of international society. ;Nhether taking the form of

"~ & distinct, nominally independent department or not, the study

ecleotic search after a eynthesis of their various aspects. But
the malntenance of such a focus, governed by the requiréments of
the lnternatlonal subgect-matter and not of some other subject=-

matter, is best secured by the endowment of separate dlSClpllnary/

departmental facilities,

The case for such treatment has been urged most consistently
and strongly over the past several deoades by Professor C.A.W,

Mannlng, occupant for more than thlrty years of the Montague

—— )

57 Ibld., 28. T
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- of international relations to some other subject or range of sub-

Jjects. Some students go so far as to explicitly reject the

27

[ R

—~

Burton (oriéinally Cassell) Chair of International Relations at

the University of London (tenable at the London School of Econo-

mics and Political Science). Manning,-ﬁntil recently the holder =
of one of the merely four chairs in'fhe'subject at British univer- \
sities?6 devoted much of hi§ intelléctual force andwenergy to ~
the advocacy .of expandedattention to the study of international
society and especially téits treatment on a unitary basis. His
Views are prototypical of the séhool which seeks to have interna-
tional relations subsumed only under International Reiations,

and they are worth close attegfion. Before enquiring into aning's'
position it is necessary to acknowledge that not all the students

of international rélatioﬁs éf eminence share his insistence upon

a unitary,'independent provision for th;tzstudy. Distinguished
scholarshat Harvard, Princeton and elsewhere in institutions. F
which make no such separate provision for the study thus endorse,

at least lmplicitly or nominally, the subqrdination'of the field

’\/

position urged by Manhing - as does, for instance, J.W, Burton,
who avers that: "International affairs is ‘not a discipline. Ag a

term it describes an extens

ive field of enquiry..;."27
26 |

Aberystwyth (the first, 1919); L.S.E.; Oxford; Edinburgh. The
latter two are not departmental chairs, and Edinburgh's is not
full-time., Though the subject is longer established at Aberyst-
wythy, Qnly at Le.S.E., could a first degree be taken solely in
International Relations (and at University College, London,
~which still lacks its own chair in the subject). Recently chairs
have been established at Lancaster, Sussex, Southampton, etc.,

- Peace Theory: Preconditions of Diéarmémggz (New York, 1962), v,

\
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PTofessor'Manniﬁg's eminence in the study, especially in the

"British academic orbit, has resulted in his being charged with

rapporteurial duties at a number of conferences and meetings

which have addressed themselves to the ongoing'débate about the ,

‘status and autohomy of the study. He preparedhtpe report that

© issued from the 1950-52 Unesco enquiry into the university teaching

of the subjectag, and he was the major contributor to the parallel

assessment made under the auspices of the International Studies

29

Conference“”= in whose proceedings Manning has been influential

as participant and as spokesman for the conference in its dealiﬁgs

with its sponsoring body, Unesco, and with rivals for its function,
such as the International Political Sclence Association.BO
Rhﬁning sees international relations as a field of study whose

status in the universities (and in intellectual thought generally)

is analogous to that of economics a generation égo,31 before it

became éstablished as a distinct, major discipline. He is inclined
to see in academic organisation a stfucture whiéh changes\freqﬁenély
in response to a process whereby fields of étudy are defined; they
produce disciplinaryAembryo, and are eventuaily.accordeé status:

as legitimate disciplines. A more appropriate énalogy might be -
the study of political science, itself a major obs@?éle to the

disciplinary acceptance of International Relations, This continuous

28. 29

Manning, op. cit. G.L.Goodwin (ed.),,The'q§;versiEx Teach=-
ing of International Relations (Oxford, 1957). | |

The International Studies Conference, established under League
aegls, passed under Unesco but survived until only 1952, when

~ the Sponsoring organisation deemed its work to be duplicating

- that of the L.PeSeA.y, which claimegd International Relations as
one of 1ts four major concerns, and hence withdrew finance., See
C.do W, Manning, "Out to Grass - and a Lingering Look Behind",
International gelatiOnS,AII,6'(October, 1962), 355, 366 et seq,

| Goodwin, 22‘.2&2?’12", SO‘




but by no means automatic remaking of the disciplinary mappa - |
mundli has resulfed iﬁ the emergence of international relations
as a subject-matter distinct enough for it to déqerve disciplinary'

treatment., It is, at least,“an'emerging'diSCipline, a subject-in-

the-making, even where it may still be nomninally within the bounds

52

of some 6ther study, This process of emergence generally pro-
vokes opposition on the part of those subjects being asked to
lose a field of competence which they have traditionally enjoyed.
As we have pointed out above, it is hardly a compelling response
from the subject which is being divésted of part of its subject?
matter to assert that arrangements have been very satisfactory
in the paste. For the advocate .of the new subject will be schis-
matic precisely because he believes past provision fdf the subjett-
matter in which he is particularly interested to have been quite
‘unsatisfactory. Manning has made this point in his characteristic
oblique and yet pungent‘prose:

Granted that international relations had indeed

been taught in departments of political science.

Equally, literature had been sold in drug stores.,

Maybe there were potent reasons for classing some

sorts of literature as a drug: but their availabilis

ty in drug stores was not itself conclusive on the
point,.33

The intellectual merits of such cases areJoften, sadly, not very

evidently considered and the provision which it is decided should
be made for a particular subject reflects the balance of power

in university con*xm:i.t‘t‘:ees.j4 It is a fact of academic life, that
32 ' '
34

Cf., Mathisen, Ope cit., 31.' 33 "Out to Gfass”; op. cit., 365,

Ibid., 365 et Seq.; Uhiversigx Teaching 5f International
Relations (Manning), 26. | |
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"the questioﬂ of«what; in academic arrangements, should form part
of what, is not in general purely a question of logic but largely

one of local tradition and,convenience”.35

Political Science makes much, as we have noted above,;6 of

4.__the argument that the‘subject-matter‘and technioues of it’and of

‘Intofnational.Relations are so similar as to demand common treat-
ment. The deleterious effeots upon Political Science of hiving

off international relations are pointed to;37 it is asserted that
"the distinction betWeen international relations ahd the rest of

political science is purely one of emphasis and sbeoialisation".3

o~

The affinities between the fields cannot be denied, though ipso
- o .

facto an affinity cannot be held to demand the subordination of

one to anoﬁher, though it obvioﬁsly calls for close mutual inter-

est. The réductio ad absurdam of the 'affinity' argument as

presented by Robson and others is apparent if we consider the
study of sociology: "In a word, has any of éociology's neighbours

a theoretically unimpeachable title to exist at all?™ 2’ Affinities

must be expected, for what they are worth, to abound on the acade-

'/

22 Tvid., 47. 56 su ra, 29-35,

7 W.A. Robson, op. cit., 63-k, 66. 50 Ipid., 6k.

59 C.A.W. Mamming, Univergity Teachin of the Social Sciences: Int-
ernational Relations, op. cit., 47.
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mic landscape; Hence, it should be understood that. they reflect

o

the 1nev1table dmbivalencies and uncertalntles that arise when
new disciplines emerge from a field dominated by old ones; they
should not be regarded as justifying“thé renewed imﬁoéition of
outmoded hieraréhiCalVrelationships. It is necessary: to reCOgnisé;
as PfonSSOr Robson himself observes,'that "esouniversity organi-
sation is not fixed'immutably 1ike the laws of the Medes and
Persians but e.. like other human arrangements ... can be altered

to meet contemporary needs".l+O with Political Sciencé, as with

- certain other disciplines, International Relations shares many

affinities but its claim to separate treatment is one which has
resulted from weighing such ties against what appear more
important disciplines, and henee presenting a claim for autono-

mous treatment to the court of academic public opinion,

Though the assertion of this distinctiveness has been made
above in relation to the other discipiines from which Internatio=-
nal Relations has sprung, it is worth emphasising the natﬁre of
the distinctiveness here in this discussion. The basiséf the

distinction is essentially one of focus, though the focus is

upon a subject-matter which is importantly different (in practice

more than in theory) from those of related fields, and though

that-subject-matter may call for somewhat distinct methodological

devices and conceptual schemewm., The speclific perspective of Inter-.
 national Relationstis one far,widér than that which chargcterises

‘Politieal Science and a number of other fields of study. In the

40‘92.‘252.’ 67.
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formulation ehdsenbnyanning:

o For interndtional relations, as for ecology, initial
interest is in the environment, and the interrelat-
edness of everything within. In political sclence,
as in psychology, the initial interest is in the

individual organism, and its relationship with every-
thing without.4 '

It is because of this distinet focus that

¥ . '

of the value of using it assert that '"work in international rela-

those who are convinced

tions ... should be administered by a separate international

relations department".42 It is certainly true that "...there is

no method peculiar to the autonomous branch of knowledge of which

(international) relationships would constitute the subject

matter",43 but the,disfinctiveness of this study does not rest

upon its possession of an exclusive armoury of analytical tools,

- explanatory concepts,/énd so on. In this énd:other important

respects Internation 1l Relations is an independent discipline that

is perhaps almost yniquely dependent Upon other disciplines, It

1s not necessary for a subject to have methodological compactness

and uniqueness;/nor is 1t necessary in order for a study to be

distinct and tonomous that it begdistinct in a 'functional!

sense, directing itself to a nnique subjept_matter. But it is

necessary. for a distinct discipline or field of study to be

kind of iqueness, either methodological or functional.44
-'i1 Uﬁi%érsity Teaehing of the Social Sciences, Op. cit,, 74,

4

: Gr'ySOn Kirk, The Study of International Relations

=D R

- Co leges and_UniversitieéJ(New York, 1947), 85.

Je Vernant in Goodwin (ed;),.ggﬁ cite, 44,

f. Manning in ibid., 38.

in American
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In conclusion, the most appropriate form for the study of'
international relations would seém to be that of the unitary
approach. Though this mayueffectively be prpvided Qithin some
deparfmenﬁ bthér than a departmenf of internationa} relations as
such - és.is‘the case, largely, inhphe treatment of the study
under the aegis of the department of political science at Prince-

ton = it is best secured by conceding to the study its autonomoué

© disciplinary status. This will secure that the various elements

. that go to make up the methodology and perspective of the subject

>

will be more than synthesised; they will be fused into a coherent,

I/ .

integrated unitary understanding. It is appropriate that Professor

Nhnning's words finally déscribg the rationale and the potential

of this perspective: '

«+..an understanding of life is a unitary achievement;
and not just a concurrent understanding of so many
unconnected themes, economic life, religious, poli-
tical, social life, and possibly more. A purported
understanding which conceived all these facets of

. existence as presented in dissociation from one

- another would scarcely be an understanding at all,

Essential, surely, to any genuine insight is the
principle of wholeness, of integrality, answering

- to the irreducible altogetherness of th many

——

‘aspects of existence in the universe as they are. 2

5 Manning, ibid., 16.




Qggptgg_é; Issues of Substaggeé:Theoretical Content and Status

To shift attention from form to substance is to move, as Michael

Banks points out, from a controversy now largely stllled to one

1

of growing significance, With International Relations now quite

W1dely established as a nominally or actually 1ndependent disci-

< pllne the legitimacy or otherW1se of its status is an issue not

often taken Upe But within this roughly agreed disciplinary
framework, and resulting from the entrenchment and expansion of
‘the subject in the post-war period, there has emerged a more
fundamental debate on the scientific-theoretical character of

International Relations as 2 field of study.,

The term 'debate! would appear to be appropriate in thls'i

connectlon for in this period, and particularly over the past

~decade, the acCumulatioh of research and publication - mainly

American - of a scientific persuasion has clarified attitudes

and 1ed to ‘the emergence of distinct, Opposed views on the metho-

'dologlcal priorities for the subject. Speculatlon on the theore-

7

tical nature of the subject, which has become .a common feature of

the professional journals and of‘gatherings_of academics, has

, increasingly been characterised by‘the polarisation of views, The

recent ‘appearance in the respected journal World Polltlcs of two

artlcleézaddressing themselves to the queStion'of“the theoretical

-8

1"Two Meanings of Theory in the Study of Internatlcnal Relations™,

- Yearbook of World Affairs, vol., 20 (London, 1966), 220-40,

2

Hedley Bulil, "International Theory: the Case for a Classical App-

—roach', XVIII 3 (npfll 1966), %61- ~77; and lorton Kaplan, "The

New Grezat Eebate Tradltlonallsm Vse Science in Internatlonal
‘Relations", XIX, 1 (October, 1966), 1-20.

Lo
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status of International Relations has focused attention upon the
?ositions of the 'classical' or ‘traditional! approach on the one

hana and the fscientific' school'! on the other. A consideration

of Hedley Bull's advocacy of the former methodological persuasiop

<

~and Mbrton Kaplan's response in the terms of the latter viewpoint |

crystaliises the issues valuébly for'ourvpurposeS¢

CLASSICAL AND SCIENTIFIC PERSPECTIVES

a
‘Bull's article was originally presented, in January, 1966, to

the tenth Bailey Conference on the teaching of International_
Relations in British_univergities. The aufhor, then Reader in
International Relations at the London School of Economics and now
Professor.at the Australian National University, pufported tb be
making a case for the classical apprcach.to the subject; but he
sought to do so gggatively, by way of é critiQue of the aspirations
and procedufes of the 0pposad, scientific school - and eségbfélly
of one of its most.prominent adherents, Morton Kaplan, whose

b

System and Process in Internationai Politics

e ] e o

can be said»to have

marked the emergence of that school.,

Bull defines as classical:

«eethe approach to theorising that derives from phi-
losophy, history, and law,.e.characterised above all
by explicit reliance upon the exercise of judgement
and by the assumptions that if we confine ourselves
to strict standards of verification and proof there
is very little of significance that can be said about
international relations, that general propositionSe..
‘must therefore derive from a sclentifically imperfect
process of perception and intuition, and that these

. general propositions cannot be accorded anything
- more than a tentative and inconclusive status appro=- °
priate to their doubtful origins.h |

3;(New_YOI‘k, 1957) L"Bull, QRoCito', 3é1 .
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A method of enquiry governed by these aésumpﬁiéns has tradition-
ally predominated in the study of world affairs but has recently
been criticised and discardeahby those aiming, ultimately, at

the scientific goal of'”...a.theofy of international relations
whose'propositions are based upon"either logical or mathematical
proof, or upon strict empirical verification".5 JThe adherentsAof

this school conceive of themselves as riding the wave of the

—x.

_—Tuture and expect confidently to displace the classical approach
as the orthodoxy ofwthe subject and replace it with the sclentific,
This goal has probably been attained in the United States, though

in the British academic comnunity the scientific approach is not
yet predominant, though the tide does. appear to be running in its

favour (as reports of the reception of Bull's‘paper at the

Bailey Conference would suggest).

o

The senior occupants of British academic International

Relations citadels are, however, lérgely hostile to the newer
methodology, and‘Bull ackﬁowledges frankly that this‘résponse
- springs |

much less from any reasoned critigue than it does
from feelings of aesthetic revulsion against its
language and methods, irritation at its some times
arroganc and preposterous claims, frustration at
(an) inability to grasp its meaning and employ its
~toolsy 2 priori confidence that as an intellectual
enterprise it is bound to.fail, and professional \
insecurity induced by the awful gnawing thought that
it might perhaps succeed.b ’

BV

Nevertheless, Bull does not believe the classical repudiation of

the scientific apérbach flows entirely from considerations of

~such dubiety. For he goes on to assert that, in fact:

6

© “Ibid., 362. Ibid., 363-4. .
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Hin their work. This constitutes Bull's second'pr0position: that

the only illuminating contrlbutiggsfrom,thegsclentlfi&ﬂschng;;
7&5"'2.  366. 8Ibid' » 366, 9Ibid° y 367. 1OIb:Ld. y 367, o
o | 59 | o - : . o - | i

i""

the scientific approach has contributed ang is like=-
1y to contribute very little to the theory of inter-
national relationsy and in so far as it is Lntended
to encroach upon and ultimately displace the classi-
cal approach, it is positively harmful,?

5
b
8
3,
5
3 * -
:
3

This conviction.Bﬁli'proceeds to justify by an enumeration of the

~ shortcomings of the scientific theorists as students of interna-

tional relations,

Firstly, he asserts that the éubject-ﬁ;tter is not amenable
to a strictly scientific treatment in that ''the capacity for
,ju’dg;ement"“‘C requisite to the managément of an enormously complex
field redolent with moral problems must be foresworn if one is to
follow the "course of intellectual puritanism” which is character-

istic of scientific enquiry.8 Not only the framing but also the

| testing of hypotheses demands the exercise of intuition and

calls for U3 rough and ready observation"9 which the scientifica-

1ly pure must eschew., Within the terms of the scientific code

= drawn from the image of 'hard' science which this school of

theorists seeks to emulate - Bull hence asserts that fruitful‘
tréatﬁént_of>the most fﬁndamental issues in intefnational.relations
canﬁot také place, As a consequence, members of this school tend
in fact to ",..devote themselves to peripheral‘subjectS‘- netho=-
dologies for dealing with the subjéct, logical extrapolatiqns of

conceptual frameworks for thinking,about it, marginalia of the .

subject that are susceptible of measurement or direct observation', |°

Alternatively, they adopt the classical approach - unacknowledged -




2

such as the insights in the writings of T.C. Schelling - have been
derived by the relaxation of strict scientific standards and the

admittance of the exercise of judgement in the classical mode.

Bull doubts the posSiEility of ?evelOPing a cumulative, o
~integrated theory on the subject and sees little prospect of
ﬁoulding the disparate theoretical lahguages and conceptual frame-'
| wdrks into a dwrable,'homogenous basig{for significant‘progress
towards the theoretical content of the natural sciences., For,
given the notoriously intractable sugjeCt-matter - a vast number
and range of relevant variables, resistant to contrdlled experi-
ment (leaving aside the question of human involvement and ‘suhjec-
tivity) becauée permanen;ly influx and containing a substantial
element of the contingent = Bull expects that the the§ry of the
subject "will remain indefinitely im the philosophical stage of
constant debate about fundamentals™ and, hence, that the most
enduring and useful of scientific theories will provide but "par-
tial ‘and uncertain guides" and will enjoy a statué comparable in

this respect to that of classical-theories;1T

Within the, to Bull, limited scope for scientific theorising

AN
- that the subject-matter permits he discerns a number of methodolo-
glcal falllngS‘whlch further compound the overall 1nappllcab111ty

- of 301ent1flc enquiry. The first and most serious methodological

el
s

dlstortlon whldh Bull crltinlses is the readiness M“of many'of these

writers to cast. thelr theories 1n the form of a-del}beﬁ&tely

simplified abstraction from reallty".12A The building of theories

60"
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has been too much equated, in Bull's view, withm"the coﬁstruction
~and manipulation of so-called"mcdels"',13 the term being fashio-

naﬁly and indiscrimin;fely applied even fQ mere analogies and to

elaborate metaphors. Use of models, in the strict sense of'the

term, is favoured by the scientific school because they absfract

 from reality suffiéiently to allow'the"exercise of rigorously

&

deductive reasoning - logical or even mathematical - to which
the richness and complexity of the subject-matter is not othérv‘

Wise conducive. Bull maintains that inductively derived empirical

generalisation is a mefhodological process . quite capable of
- broducing such insights as have so far emerged from deductive
systems of axioms and theorems (i.e. fron models, in the formal
sense). Moreover, it is his view that the model-builder'sproPen-
. Sity to abstract from reality may allow him to fall victim to a |
sérious lapse from proper scientific method, namely:

«e.a dogmatism that empirical generalisation does
not allow, attributing to the model a connection
with reality it does not have, and as often as not
distorting the model itself by importing additional
assumptions about the world in the guise of logical
axioms.14 ™

.The very intellectual completeness and logical tidi-
ness of the model-building operation lends it an:
air of authority which is often quite misleading
as to its standing as a statement about the real
world.15 - R

Kaplan's sttem and Process epitomises for Bull both the ambition

and the failure to achive it of the abstract model-buildefs. Oof

Kaplan's application-of systems . theory to a range of real ang

| ,hyppthetical,international-systems, variously structured and

differently functioning,.Bulldeclares it to consist of "an intel-

"id., 370, Omid., 370-71.

"’Ibid., 370.
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p

1ectual'e¥ercise and no more'. 1 ge indicts Kaplan for abstracting

W

from reality to such an extent as to lead to arbitrariness in
the selection and depiction of the six systems discussed and for
failure adequately to make reference back (in-the case of histori-

a8

cal or existing systems) to empirical data,

The second major objection Bull makes to the use - or rather
misuse, in his terms - of scientific method by the scientists of
international relations is to their over=fondness for quantifica-

tion., This,'the "'supreme ideal' of scientific precision has by

Some of the scientifiic theorists been distorted into 'a fetish

for measurement"17~without sufficient regard for the qualitative

“» .

differences between variables, and even within categories of

~similar variables, The attempts by Karl Deutsch and his collabo=

rators énd pupils, notably Bruce Russett, to measure the social
phénomenon,of community feeling in the many expressions which it
has in international relations are particularly criticised for
this fault. Their analyses allegedly fail to discriminate quali-
tatively among the components of inter-state 'responsiveness' -
such as trade flows and diplomatic f%ansactions - which they treat
qﬁéntitatively. Bull concedes suggeStive ﬁalue to such work but
doubts that the scientific quantifiers have added to our knowledge
of the subjéct,except "whefzvthey confirm somé intuitive impres=-*

sion we already have".18

#

Bull certainly acknowledges that "there is a need for rigour

"and precision in the theory of international politics", but he

maintains (in the first of his propositions positively making the

"°vid., 372, mbid., 372. 18Ib1d.,374.

/
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case for classical methodology) that "the sort of rigour ‘and pre-
cision 6f which the subject‘admits can be accommodated readily

. . e 19

enough within the classical approach', ‘This is not to say,
'hewever} that all scholars of the ciassical persuasion have
always attempted, let alone succeeded, '"to define terms, to obser -

&

ve logical canons ofpreeedure or to make assumptions explicit".zo
Alth;ugh Bull can cite'Aron, Waltz and Hbffmann as exemplars of
the classical meﬁhod;?seienfific at once '"in the sense of being

a coherent, precise and orderly body of knowledge, and in the
sehse of being consistent with the philosophical foundations of -
modern'science",21 such standards are more often honoured in the

breach than in the observance by those who would regard themselves

as of the classical persuasion. As Bull hlmself recognlses, the

| falllngs of classical practlce - as dlstlnct from classical method

'\.

in theory - have done much to foster within the field a climate

favourable to the scientific school asy at least, 'a protest

against slipshod thinking and odgmatism".az

He concludes his article with a return to the attack upon

the scientific approach, lamenting that its practitioners 'by

cutting'themselves off from history and philosophy, have deprived
themselves of the means of self~cr1tlclsm, and in consequence -

~have a view of their subject and its p0551b111t1es that is callow

23 -

and brash'. He recapitulates the. index of errors he has

gromulgetedjin the foregoing, and abjures us from taking the

"false path" blazed by the scientific theorists; we are bidden to
M “

recognise that in the appr0pr1ate "hlerarchy of acadenic prlorl-.l

1925

g

IBld'a 375. ~ R . | o L




=

| ties"au for International Relations the classical approach, at

'Kaplan (one of their own number) to contribute an article in

| himself to:be one of the most committed of those who advocate

~and are, therefore, nct amenable to the scie%tifical;y detached

-~ and objective-treatment of subject-maf%er“which characterises

24

its rigorous and,conéiétent best; must be predominant,

/"."

That the editors of World Polities should have chosen Morton
reply to Bull's piece\is appropriate not only because System and
Process was the main target for Bull's strictures, but also

because in that work and subsequent writing Kaplan has revealed

SCientific treatment of international politics. In tone rather

less polemical than Bull;s article - and as a reply to what went
before, somewhat circuitous and even irrelevant at times - Kaplan's
"The New Great Debate:yﬂraditionaliSm vse Science in International

Relations'" is an uncompromising, even rigid, statement of the

scientific faith., His rebuttal of Bull's 'classical! case, which
he prefers to call 'traditional' and is' epitomised in his view'by
E.H. Carr's_critique of scientific theory as much as by Bull's, is
couched largely in terms'of the philosophy of science, In this
respect, the contrgpersy_is:not-joined on grounds that make the

opposed qumulations readily comparablé.

Kaplan deals at the outset with what'is-perhaps the sore of
the traditiOnalist case: the contention that political affairs,
involving human purposes and vélues, constitute systems of action

which fall very substantiallvaithin the realm of the éontingent_

F A e

Ibid., 377.

64




2

the physical sciences. Rejeéfing the formulgtion of this éase_
that is presented by E.H, Carr,25 Kaplan cites a number of sysfems
of bahaviour all of which "can be investigated by scientific l
methods'" though not necessarily 'oy the procedures of physias".aﬁ'
Although "specific explanatory systems must be develbpgd for
particuiar systems'" and '"the theéories, explanations and tools
used may differ from those of the physicisﬁ, they are pért of
the general arsenal Qf science".27 | ‘

| The'obServations of Bull upon sciéntific theorising begin
to be mbre directly met by Kaplan's examination of the pole of
intuition in the'geneﬂation of scientific hypotheses., He stresses

/

the dependence of all/301ent1f1c 1nnovat10n upon the 1ntellectual

/

procedure of 1ntu1tlon, encompassing inspired or educated guesses,

.and notes 1ts respon31b111ty for many maaor dlscoverles.2 For

2\

c .?ih-—v‘ﬂg_\

28

scientific advance in this way ta utilise the uniquely complex and
. sophisticated computer that is the human brain it?is necessary,

-as Kaplan points out, for such intuitions as emerge to be articu-

lated scientifically, precisely, to allowqof their verification

- or falsification - without which science cannot advance. "Even

intuition requires the techniques of science to prepare the base

on which new intuitions develop!, Kaplan observes. The point

may be - pu% more succinctly: "Newton could not have had Linstein's

intuitidns".29 .The importance of intuiting in’the framing of
hypotheses is not, however, at issue in Bull's article. He

acknowledges dependence upon intuition in this function to be

common to both hard science and social ééienCe?O andAhpfcould be
25 ot : L 26, 27 .
The Twenty Years' Crisis, ope cit.,3=4, - Kaplan, op. cit., 3

Ibid.,vB This point i8$ put more trenchantly in the paper by C, B.
Joynt, "Inuernatlonal Theory: the Case Revisited", 3, ‘

; 29Képlan, Ope 2&2" 56 30Bull, Op. 01t.¢,)67.
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'irretrieﬁably, according to Bull, so that

biases and motivations and sympathies of scientific observers can

expected -to agree with the emphatic statement of Einstein himself

that: "The really valuable factor (in scientific investigation)

~

21

is intuition". What is really in contention is Bull's view -}

that we are "utterly dependent" upon intuition of"judgement' in

the testing of hypotheses, as well as in their formulation.32

A related issue is that of ‘the kind of judgement that Bull

feels‘}o be necessary for treating the moral Questions with which
the sﬁbject-matter is replete, questions 'which cannot by their

very nature be given any sort of objective anéwer, and which can -
oﬁij be probed, clarified, reformulated, and tentatively answered
from~some arbitrary standpoint, according to the method of philo-

n, 22

sophy!''. ‘The human observer impinges upon his subject-matter

..............

~ the theories we produce and the affairs that are
theorised about are related not only as subjgct and
object but also as cause and effect, thus. ensuring
that even our most innocent ideas contribute to
their own verification or falsification.3k

This view~has been pungently stated by E.H, Carr: "Every politi-'
cal judgement helps to modify the facts on which it is passed,

Political thought is itself a form of pdliticalvaction".Bs,
Kaplan answers such contentions by asserting that the

be compensated for scientifically, to allow comparably accurate

study of systems of bahaviour that are not susceptible to "the
' . 5 g 130

deterministic models of physic

as well as those that are,

>1q. in Joynt, op. cit., 3. 2°Bull, op. cit., 367. S>Tbid., 365.
Ibido, 3690 | ' ) | 35Carr,' _O;D.o ’E_j-_-;t_qg 5v0' 36Kaplan, 9£_0 gi-rv_o, 70.
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He recognises that it may be difficuit to comprehend scientifically
a given environﬁentwor system of béha#ioﬁr for a nuﬁber of reasons;
the intrabtability of human affairs in theAface~of the scientific
approach may result, he points out, from a complexity - a great

multiplicity of variables = which now defeats; and may always

defeat, such explanatory theories as man disposes, rather than - N
from th@y5pecific_complicating factor of purpose. Néﬁerthelegs}
it is Kaplan's belief that "Manywof thé maer problems of macro-
scopic international relatiohs...do appear to be managéable" in
terms of the scientific approach.37 Iﬁ is the ability to demon-
strate the validity of such expectations in practice‘- and not

philosophical-methodological dispute = as the crucial test of the

aspirations of the scientific school,

A PR et

'deductive, scientific-theoretical'characterghas been exaggerated

.. cising it for shortcomings as a deductive analysis,

e rwsinraze

Kaplan declines to meet in general terms the traditionalist

objections presented by Bull to the enterprise of erecting a science

of the subject characterised by 'precision, rigour, quantification,
and general tgg6§§“é8 He prefers to examine Bull?a criticisms in

relation to particular contributions of the scientific type. He

begins with his own major work, System and Process, putting

1

forward as an initial defence the contention that its strictly

39

by Bull, and by other critics including Hoffmann, prior to criti-

5
- ! l ' . .
The connection be tween the structure of international systems

and the behaviour of their units which is postulated as the basic

37Ibidog 7o ) ' 38Ibi__d°’ 7‘; | 39—-—-—-Ibld" ‘7-8.’(1.
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hypothesis of his book‘is justified by Kaplan on the ground that
it is é reasonable initial premise upon which a theoretical |
structure.may be established and subseqﬁently examined.empirically.
.No such thoroﬁgh historical appraisal of his anplicétioﬁ to inter-
natlonal relatlons of systems theory has been carrled out as yet,
Kaplan states. He concedes'that were such examination undertakal
certain modifications -~ for instance, the elaboration of additional
typeé of system - might suggest themselves, but thesemwould‘be
morehfeadily assimilable within thé comparative systems approach".
than within traditionélist analytical framéworks. His systens
theory is thus éiven the status of a éonceptual framework having
heuristic'value, rather than that of a watertight general theofy
of international politics. The need which his theories therefore

present for emplrlcal analysms 1tself Justlfles hls use of models

- i e e e am e
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for their presentation, he suggests. For the formulatlon of
theories as models makes explicit theoretical assumptions and the
~extent of their validity, since they allow of verification or
falsifiCation. Kaplan readily admits that:
The degrée of confidence we place in our studies
will never approach that which the physicist has in
the study of mechanics (although other areas of
physics may present problems as bad as those of
politics)eee: ™~

b__ut he contends that:

3};wﬁthout theoretical models we are unable even to
make the diseriminations open to us and to explore
these questions to the same degree of depth L0

—  Moving from his own work to that of othér scientific theo=

rists, Kaplan stresses the significant differences among those

L*O_.Ibid"" 1. .




| lip=-service to the fact of the differences of approach and empha-
 sis between those he singled out for particular attention in his

| general indictment of the scientific school%1). ‘Kaplan himself

““‘P’&’Fti&‘l‘ly'“ﬁe“ﬂeedzed:”;““bﬂ‘t“K&piaﬂ pregs,esm ..... Bull,upomni anh Aadmiﬂtted‘ﬁ‘re ak -

| 43£hig.’ ™

figures whom Bull chose to criticise in common (despite his paying " "

declares a number of reservations with respect to a number of
procedures utilised by the scientific theorists, principally upon

thelground of their appearing inapplicable to the subject-matter.,

He feels it a fair question, for instance, '"whether small group/

simulations reveal more abouf'small groups simulating internationai
relacions than about the complex pattern of 1nternational pOllthS"hZ.
Whlle simulation is avowedly useful for generatlng hypotheses,

Kaplan doubts its value as a procedure for their confirmation.

Bull's assertion that the valuable insights of Schelling's

work derive from traditional rather than scientific enquiry is

ness in his case for classical theory - the fact that precise and

‘rigorous theorising is very much the exception within his school =

in pointing out that insights of the kind Schelling has produced

) did not seriously enter the literature until the
- questions posed by game-theoretic analysis directed
| attention to themMeees

T

He goes on in this vein:

Game theory has only limited applicability to most
problems of international politics, but we are
hardly likely to learn from the traditionalists
what these limits are and why they exist.43

13

In Bull's criticism of the scientific approach, Kaplan claims“

to discern a case of ensnarement in the "trap of traditionalism"44:

- indulgence in both over-particularization and unrelated generali-

pu1, ops git., 376,  "’Kaplan, op. git., 13

44Ibici., 15.

-—
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zation, Certalnly, Kaplan admlts, the complexity of the subgect-
matter constltutes a llmltatlon upon the applicability of theo-

retlcalaformulae. But it is not enough for the tradltlonallst

like Bull simply to state the existence of this obstacle. Since

it is the case that "dlfferent subgect-matters and dlfferent de~

/

grees of compneX1ty require dlffenent tools of ana1y51s and dlffe-
rent procedures"45 anyone interesting hlmself in the task of theo- B
rising must attemptuto discern to what extent a narticular theoreti-
cal eontribution is impe&éd by the comp1exitfof the relevant
particular asPect or portion of the subject-matter, Instead of in
this manner netermining the limitations upon particular generaliﬁ

sations of the subject's complexity the practitioners of the classi-

- cal approach, contends~Kaplan, have produced '"a great mass of

detail to which absurdly broad and often unfalsmflable generallsa-

Aramanvreasa Sna dens o it v o
SN

'tlons are applled"46 .Such vague and ;;blt;ary traditionalist
theories as those of the 'balance of power' enjoy currency notwith-‘
standing '"the vaunted sensitivity to history" claimed by Bull, and
this is preciselyvbecause'of "the lack ef articula#ed theoretical

7 Their hypotheses

structure in the traditionalist approach',
being testable empirically it is those of the scientific persuasion

who are really '"using history as a laboratory for their researches!,

Another ergument—against the scientific treatment of social

and political affairs that is often asserted by traditionalists

as associated with the problem of complexity, but as having
%E | ~~  distinct and_censiderable importance of itself, is the problem:- of
the contingent element in human affaing. Kaplan'eonsiders this

~very briefly, addu01ng one example from phy81cal science = the

AL SN
70

Ibld., 15.
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~ phenomenon’ of superconductivity - to show that scientifﬁgftheories‘
can be developed to comprehend the occurrence of surprlses within

. their subject-matters. He admits that this is not to say that

'physical science can accommodate theoretically all "novel phenomena',

and that the prospects for a general theory of international rela-
- tions performing a comparabie&function afe far less gcod. Using
hif own previous formulation, the objections of Bull and other
traditionalists to a scientific explanation cf a subject-matter
incorporating so large an element of the contingent or accidental
'cannot be so readily dismissed; for fhey are asserting that the
SPecific application of certain specific scientific methods to

the specific field of international relations is liable to be

vitiated by the scale of contingent occurrences. Kaplan himself

V

may only assert in response th%P the reflnement of scientific

theories will allow the contingent factor to become manageable,
Both contentions enjoy at this'stage,the’etatus merely of expres-
sions of faith - though the onus of”proof for the more ambitious

formulation inevitably falls upon its advocates, &

A more satisfactory response is given to Bull's charge that

RS b s e A T
\
!
|

scientific.theoriscs mistake for concrete reality the models they
have deduced absﬁfactly.from ite The model is admittedly 0pen to
such misuse but the‘empirical generalisations with which the tradi-
'tionalists prefer to‘state the interconnections cf cariables are-
not - commonly made explicit - and hence falsifiable -»as are the
contentions incorporated in abstract models.' Hence,

L3

‘it is rather the traditionalist, whose assumptions




are implicit rather than explicit'and whosé state-
ments are made usually without reference to context,
who is more likely to mistake his model for reality.49
He goes on, referring specifically to English political science:
The traditional techniques with their inarticulated
suppositions, their lack of specification of bounda-
ries, and their almost necessary shifting of premises
- create a much greater danger that their implicit
assumptions will automatically be applied to reality

and a much greater sense of complecency than do sci-
entific methods .50 oo * .

-
Moreover, the traditional theorists are not saved from such error
by the discipline andsupﬁorﬁ of philOSOphy; whdée perspectives
Bull claimed as the exclusive attribute of the classical school.
'Képlan doubts that the practice of this schooi can justify the
mon0poly of philosophic insigh£ which Bull claims for itz methodo~
logy. The traditionalists, Viewing philOSOphy.as "elegant but
unaisciplined spéculation - speculatioﬁ devoid of‘serious subs-
stantive or methodological concerns”?1 have in Kaplan's opinion

totally misconstrued the nature of the subject and the applicability

to it of scientific theorising,

These two articles have been examined in detail not solely

for the illumination which they throw upon thé theoretical

substance of the subject, but also because the conception of both
writers that there is a basic dichotomy between the classical and
the scientific approaches - one of the few mﬁtters'upon which

both are in agreement - is a very commonly entertained view. This

stress upon a 'great divide' within the’subjectais, however, danger=-

ous and may be g@sléading. Apart, of eourse, from the practical
disadvanfages of disunity in the field of study it is possible

that a polemical debate couched in terms of the Bull-Kaplan ex-
. | | <
4 | |

’Ivid., 17.  °Ibid., 18. °'Ibid., 20.
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change would totally obscure the real scientific-theoretical

nature of International Relations and havelan,extremely'deleteri-

ous effect on the subject's progress. The polemical objectives

" of both writers in the World Politics articles have resulted in

a strengthening of the already quite -widespread impression that.

“the discipline houses two warring factions, following intellectu-

ally inqompatible methodological paths. - It may be, however, that
the real as distinct from the apparent significant lines of
difference within the field dﬁt across. the classical/scientific

division. Within both the (predominéntly inductive) classical

Bull-Kaplan dispute there are analytical theorists whose standards

of logical coherence, precision, and rigour give them more in

common with kindred spirits nominally within another school than

with those of their own who eschew theorising altogether or whose
theoretical wo?k is not informed by sufficiently high standard;;
The possibility that such common ground -.perhaps substantial -
may exist between the best theorising of both wings‘df the study

is an important consideration to which it will be necessary_ﬁe/“

more dispassionate analysis of the theoretical substance of Inter-

pational Relations, and at the minimum to settle upon the meanings

df the terms in which to treat the issues. This task is the more
necessary since Bull and Kaplan are themselves 'ideal-ﬁypeé' oﬁ
ideolagical hostiiity on this question, and neither would be whole-
heartédly supporteg in his judgements by alliof the allegedly |

coherent schools which they seek to line up behind their respective

‘standards. We must be careful to avoid polarising the discipline

_— - .$‘y

wwreturn“below;waeforem&eingwse;witwwillwbé helpful to attempt a
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into reactionary obscurantists shielding,themselvés and their - ﬂ%

indolence behind an ostensibly classical methodology of the conven-

52

tional wisdom, and presumptuous advocates of a new wave whose
brashness and naivety takes the form of the delusion of 'scientism',
The necessity of keeping such images in check demands from us an

effort to understand what we are talking about, to rescue from the

~murky, polemical limbo in which they are falling the notions OF i

science and theory.

THEORY AND SCIENCE

"Theory"is an expression widely and loosely aﬁderstood to
dahote the realm of ideas as distinct from that of their applica-
tion. Any form of activity - diplomacy, for instance = is commonly

- concelved of as carried on according to the different frames of

reference of 'theory!'! and 'practige'. For cerFain(types of acti-
vity, under some circumsta§ces, there-may be feit to exist some-
thing of an antagonism betﬁéen these two perspectives. Many aspects
of life furnish us with such experienca of the conflict between
theoreticians and bractical men, anduthe notion of a Qichotomj

between theoretical_and practical aspects of reality is part of

the common stock of human thoughte

Academic enquiry and instruction are pursuits which are-
widely characterised as overly, even exclusively, theoretical. It
is much lamented in Britain at the present time that the universi-

ties are, allegedly, 'ivory towers' of detached, scholarly conten- -

K] | - - ‘ L ’
R plation., It is complained that the research priorities adopted

bear no relation to the productive needs of the community at largey

D R

52

- | It is armuable'now that the conventional wisdonm haawfakén the

form of the scientific approach already in the United States and
that the process has gone a long way in Britain, too. |

7h
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even tﬁose disciplines, such as engineering, whose relevance to
practical,concernsvis considerable are held to have been unduly
interested in research projects whose applicatiens'may-be obscure
end.unimportant. Thatvwe.shOuld use the term 'academic' to
connote diSregard'fer praetieal'reefify is indicative of a general
belief that intelleetual theorising is an activity irrelevant to
the everyday round of production, dietfibution, and exehange.

Compare, for instance, the old saw, 'those who can, do; those who

can't, teach'. The prevalence of this tendency to regard the aca-

*demicbas,a parasite whose worth to society should be demonstrated

in terms of 3productive output' valued beyond his cloistered exis-

tence is such as to alarm some, like Michael Oakeshott,53 whose

attachment to the pure conception of the classical academic tradi-

tion is unrelenting.

The gross generality of this'hotioﬁ that there is a dickotomy
betweeetheory and practice is obvious, and the academic community
would not accept it asrcorrect.' Nor, were the question more
carefully considered, would pe0pleigenerally hold that it is

reasonable rigidly to compartmentalise'the theoretical and the

 practical modes of experience. In fact, the two are inextricably ~

interwoven in any balanced corpus of knowledge in whatever field
of endeavour., The interdependence_of theoryanéepraetice'extends
to quite simple fasks ~ the making of a table, or even the felling

of a free to provide the materials to that end“-“althoﬁgh the

considerable.mgnageabiiity of activities in this eategory may

f~eenduce to their appearing to be entirely'within the realm of the

practlcal and owing nothlng to a theoretlcal element. It is because

53See NThe Study of 'Politics ' in a Unlver81ty", 301-33 in his
Rationalism in Politics and other essays (London, 1962)
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of such confusion that theory is still widely, albeit often uncon-

sciously, equated with sterile intellectualism. This is not the

‘apor0pr1ate place for further examination of the oomplex and 5,

deeply entrenched falseridentity, put it remains here to suggest
%that the confusion'may have some relevance to our purpose in

that 1t perhaps rests on a mlstaken equation of theory with purely
abstract reasoglrg. Although these are w1dely and loosely used

interchangeably, their equation is misleading. This will be made

clear if we attempt to understand more clearly what is meant by

- theory in an academic context.

Within the academio community theor& is underetood to have
a precise and exPlicit{meaning which it lacks in the world as a
whole. In'the laymenfs terms, tﬁe whole of an intellectual disci-
pline is theoretioal in the sense that it is concerned directly
with the worlo of ideas and only indirectly with the world of
things, but only a restioted area of the apademio's field of
s tudy i@_iq his terms properly theory. Any field or subject-

matter which is euojected to academic treatment tends to produce

_a body of knowledge. It is principally to that body of knowledge,

cumulatively developed, that we refer when we talk about Economics
or Social Psychology as subjects or disciplines. The accumulated
kno&ledge is of_various types, as is evident from an examination
of the literat&re extent inranj‘sobject. The 1ergestocateéory3
except in the _case of diSciplines in the earlieSt stages of deve-

lopment will be that of information - more technlcally data -

‘conoernlng the subaect-matter. Within most flelds there will be

an enormous variety of such dataj to take the example of History,

| o




| documentary records of Cabinet meetings, memoirs of participants

in such meetings, and the analyses E& historians of such meetings,

all constitute different types of historical information about

’What;g fact happéned, of differing philosophical status but in

sum all statements that are relevant data for the historian. The

diveréity of such empirical data is very much greater between N

various, even kindred, subjects than within individual ones. The

results of experiments to find what colour litmus paper turns

when dipped in chemical solutions of differing compositions, as

well as records of the diplomatic intercourse characteristic of

international crises in the nuclear age, are portions of the

enormously variegated knowledge that we have gathered of the
real world in its many aspects by the processes of empirical

enquiyy - lses by the various forms of observation and experimént.

Empirical data, though the largest, is not the only category

of knowledge and it cannot of itself impart understanding - as

distinct from knowing. This limitation of empirical data impells

+ .
- the development of a, generally smaller but more important, further

category of knowledge: that of explanatory ideas. These ideas
discharge the essential role of organising what we know in order
that we may understand what we know, Only on the basis of such

ideas can-We'explainipbserved"facts about the properties, behaviour,

or relationships of things. To compréhend'the 'why! of the differ-~

ent colours assumed by litmus paper requires an idea or ideas that

seem plausibly to account for the 'what' data obtained from dipping
it into various solutions. Without such ideas, to which we

commonly give the names 'theory' or 'concept', we are unable to

77




infbrmation. Without theory;,to adapt a notion fronm cyberneﬁics

organise or explain the information at our disposal, which thus
lacks meaniﬁg or significant value - it remains a jumble of dis-

parate, unmanageable, inconceivably variegated and inconsistent

r

‘and comnmunications science, our network of knowledge would be

totally characterised by 'noise'.

‘The crucial importance of explanatory ideas or theories is

perhaps properly considered as having two facets:'organisation,of

knowledge, and explanation of what we know. A field of study

which cannot undertake very ambitiously to explain why - and
Internatlonal Relations, by comparison with the most deve10ped

flelds of study falls into this category - can at least devote

_some‘effort to organising its information so that it knows what

it does know in the empirical sense. Only by such processes as

the categorisation of data can a body of information be ordered

80 that its true significance is apparent. The coherence of a body
> |

of knowledge is likely to reflect the success of its students in

developing a set of valid organising principles; this level of

~theorising is quite widely described as the acéivity of elabora-

ting 'conceptual frameworks', or-%e use James Rosenau's recently
suggeefed term, the activity of develoPing_'pre-theories'.5 Of
course, the distinctioﬁ between this process of working out what
it is we know and thegother kind of theorising, attempting to T

establish answers to the why questions that arise out of that~what,

is not always clear and exPlicit,.indeed, it is not always properly

appreciated by those who are engaged in the general activity of

P

theorising. It is worth, therefore, examlnlng the relatlonshlp

et

o4 See hls "Pre-theories and Theories of Forelgn Pollcy", in R.B,
Farrell, (ed ) o .01t., 27-92, o -
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- which ought propgrly to obtain between the two kinds of theory,

Ty

organisational and explanatory.

So far in this discussion, the fairly clear distinction

between organisational and explanatbry theorising has been apt to

give the impression that they constitute stages of theoretical

-
analysis, the former being a necessary though not always suffie-

ient precursor of the latter. In practice, this order of

reasoning, though it may Seem mostrlégical and nafural, is nof'
always followed. ‘The development of diéciplines that have comé

to rank as highly theoretibally structured doeé‘not bear out any
such tidy conception of the process of theory-buildi;g. Explangkory
theories - it will be understood that theory is in this connection
not assumed to have connotations of correctness or otherwise, but
oﬁly to denote what seems in a particular time and place to explain
adequately the‘releVant observed facts, as did.P%olemy's view of'

the universe for a considerable length of history - of some genera-

1lity can quite often be found to exist in fields which have a quite

| inadeqﬁate body of pré-theory. International Relations still has

a considerable body of such explanatory ideas in the form of
descriptions and analyses of 'power politics' drawing their inspi-

ration from philosdphical-psychological conceptions of 'human

nature! which do not seem to meet the demands of the information

L

at our disposal;,such as it is, concerning both man's nature and

the behaviour of his communities in their relations one with

another. - The important point to note concerning such theories, - -

is not their inadequacyﬁpf falSity, which has been forcefully

25

demonstrated, but their elaboratlon wzthout very careful atten-

e

55On the 'animus domlnaﬂl school of Morgenthau and other 'power
politiecs! theorists, see C.B, Joynt and S.S. Hayden, "lMorals
~and Politics: the Current Debate!, Canadian Journal &f Economics
and Political Science, XXI, 3. (August 1955 ), 35#-362. -

'79




tion to the facts as known. This is not to say, of course, that

'theorising can take place at the exPlanatoryjlevel without anx;
reference to data. ‘The two poles of logical reasoning - dedlction
and induction - are éé one in their dependénceupon a modicum of
déta as a'cénéition of theory-building. Thouéh deductive reasoning
certainly‘appears to differ'from reasoning'of the inductive variety
to a,conside;able degree in resbect of its depeﬁdence on the accu-
mﬁiétioﬁ of information, it would be an absurdity to regard a

priori reasoning as possible witheut_ -ar-faetual framework. Equally,

the inductive method of reasoning a posteriori does not.completely

éschew theoriSing until the process of data<collection and -organi-
sing is completed. 1In prabtice, pure induction is rarely to be
found and thinking that proceeds from the particular:tq the general,
as with that which proceeds to thevgenéfél from the particular, is
éﬁhideal type or pole of reasdning énd does not take into account
the blurring'in practiée of géneral causatioﬁﬁand explanation, on
the one hand, and particular cases and empirically established fact,
o@ the other, It is within the mind of the theorist that the
activities or processes of explanation and information-management
are inextricably interwoven - or one might say, muddled. The
'pfeconceived impressions generated by the initial, minimal data
géthering exercise without which theorising cannot, as we.have
A'Eaid, take place Qill have a substantial influence upon the expla-'
natory hypotheses which form when the data is analysed. Likewise,
in a aedugtivemrather than inductive exercise of reaéoning, the
influence of theory upon the selection and treatment of data |

will be considerable.

P . "
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’ 'Vitywof"theory-buildingé””"”’/l'"'”

The analysis so far has established the meaning of theory,

and before moving on to a discussion of the connected notion of

scienceﬂit willvbe useful to define briefly what we are to under-
stand by theory: a principle or body of“principles suggested to
organise and eXplain observed facts or phenomena, varying in form

and in status from simple concepts of highly specific applicatlon

-

~to elaborate docvrines or systems of ideas purporting to impart.

insight of considerable generality, The individual hypothesis,
which is the technical term epplied toa formulation»asserting
a particular theoretical explanation, may in ultimate terms be
either true or false; its degree of validity as,en explanation of

N
observed phenomena at a given time may or may not be amenable to

investigation upon the basis of which we can rest confideht.judge-
ment. HElley's‘Comet may not, for instance, be expected to appear
in our lifetime according to certain hypotheses concerning its
passage through the heavens, and this’will severely limit our

ability to test the validity of these hypotheses; historical en-

quiry provides atretrospective laboratory, but one of very ques-

tionable accuracy whose records may be felt inadmissable as the

basis for purportedly scientifiec extrapolation and utilisation,

The furore provoked by the publication of Immanuel Velikovsky's
56

Worlds in Collision

is instructive concerning this particular

realm of enquiry, and has some general implications for the acti-

™~ 2

The question of theory-fa181fication and -verlfication leads

B T — -
2 “(Tondon, 1950) |

us naturally 1nto a discussion of what is meant by soience, it

,belng a scientific process that is implied in elaborating and in

> . . ' -
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testing theoretical propdsitions couched in 'if-then' form, The

3
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perational meaning of science and scientific must be established,

but it is necessary to note also the common or lay interpretations
of the_tefms. In English it is common usage to restrict the
tefm“science asrdescriptive of the study of physical and natural

phenomena exclusively, This identification seems to have arisen

because PBhysics, Chemistry and the other stﬁdies concerned with

portions of the natural and physical universe were the first
disciplines to engage in systematic formulatibn of testable propo-
sitions and, hence, to accumulate significént bodies of confipmed,
explanatory theory. The subjects that are réferrea tp as;'tﬁe
scien;es' in lay usage, are thus the most developed and adﬁanced
bodies of knowledge from a theoretical ﬁoint of view. For our

purposes it will be helpful to gives these scilences adjectival

qualification and call them the 'exact!'! sciences, or looselv the

pu—

'hard' SCiences;‘ This.usage is necessary since the term science
is not.properly restficted to the most advanced stﬁdies but can‘be
more widely taken to erncompass all studies'which deal sYstemati-

, 3 | . cally with their subject-matters. The nomenqlature‘of many fields
refiects a movement away from enquiry informed by the assumptions
and methodé of 'the humanities'! towards mofe scientific procedure.
International Relations is generally deeméd to be one of the SO=

,:called fsoc;al sciences?!, though it is, not thereby asserted that
its theoretical-scientific content and procedure is even as

sclence-like as its sister social sq&ences which have become
. ' ' / / |
known as the 'behavioural“sciencesﬁ: Psychology, Sociology, and
| | /
Anthrqpology; Other than these three studles, the social 501ences““

/
. :_J‘ln general might be appr0pr1ateyy described as the '1nexact' SCi-

. \ | v (’& N //
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ences, This point will be expanded upon below, *but it is necessary

first to establish the general nature of sclentific procedure,
¥ r '

whence it will become clear how scientific are theSe'inexact SCci-

We may start from the ackﬁowiedged fact'that the éxact scien-
ces are the moét scientific of all studies. The strict def;nition
of science and ;cientific procegﬁre does ndt however, differ other
than in degree from the definitions thereof which would be applica-
ble to other disciplines broadly régarded as sc1ent1flc. Theré is,
that is to say, one set of scientific criteria, though it is to
be expected that/the canéns of scientific method will be variously
apéiied in different fields. What éharacterises a scilentific
study is broad conformity to scientific procedure and a commitment
to move progreSSively in the direction of enlarging the scope and
intensifying the application of the suitable scientific téchniques.
In more concrete térmé, to be sc1ent1f1c is to engage in the elab-
oration and improvement of theory. But it should hot be felt that
there 1sany equation in' the meanings of sc1ence and theory, though
the terms are alike in describing the general area of thought
that might be‘called 'organised explanatory ideas', The prlnclpal
crlterla to whlch an exact science confbrms (and thus the paradlgm

of science in generél) 1nclude systematlc, rigorous analysis; the
formulatlon of hypotheses in terms which allow of conflrmatlon,
'whether by deduction from self-evident axioms or by emplrlcal en-
éuar&,tnrough observation or experimentation, .Tb these ends, as
a particularly important,ipStance of the genéral requirement of

" explicit, consistent procedure, stress is normally laid upon a.

o,
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high degree of quantifiability of the data concerned. The degree

to which this requirement is met obv1ously condltlons the extent

of exPerimental replicability and of deductive calculation and

quantification is thus a general rule of thumb guide to,whether -

or not the subject concerned is an exact science, The bundle of

’sc1ent1fic criteria suggested here 1s properly understood as cha=-
' racterising the pure or 1deal—type sclience. In practice, sonme
‘studies which are w1dely accepted as among the exact sclences

‘may completely lack one of these prime scientific attributes, For

eéxample, Astronomy is a branch of science in which experimentation
of any sort, let aloneunder controlled, laboratory conditions, is
impossible of attainment, Again, the subgect-matter of the various
biological sciences is not readily amenable to quantification,
Bearing in mind these limiting conditions, we may attempt a defini-
tion couched in reiative rather than absolute terms: sclence is the
name we give to a field of study whose knowledge iS’systematically
organised and formulated upon precise and explicit lines, and whose
procedure is governed by rigorous application of logical reasoning
leaning as far as the subject-matter will allow upon quantitative,
exXperimental and deductive methods. The superior type of science -

that which conforms to a fairly hioh degree to this model of scien-

- tific method - is not closed off by any absolute barrier from

- studies which aspire to follow the path blazed by the exact sclences

and which employ techniques of logical reasoning, make proper use

'of the rules of evidence, etc., The test-tube and the controlled

. €Xperiment are‘particularttools of the scientists* trade but they

are not universally applicable to those Tields of endeavour which'

are felt to belong among the sciences.

.
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| principles of knowledge which we uﬁderstand as theory are an impor-

tant component of scientific reasoning and knowledge. Priéefly, -

do so sc1entifically - though there 1is probably wide agreement that

écalone sufficient proof for the contention that is thereby implied:

‘nominal degree. In the social studies field the term science is

“

-

Having‘prOPoeed operative definitions for both theory and . S / T

science it is approPriate to relate then. Sc1ence proyperly under-

stood encompasses theory,- 1n that the organising and explanatory

a science must be theoretical, but theory does not have to be

scientific. Theory organises and eXplaiﬁs but'it does not have to

it would bewa good thing were all theory to be, in a relative

sense, scientific theory. The distinction between these two types
of knowledge and understanding, Science and theory, is not idly
made; it has considerable relevance to the social sciences generally
and to International‘Relations in particular., For the burning

issue of substance which the subject faces is: how far is, and

ought to be, its subgect-matter amenable to sc1ent1fic theoretical

rather than 51mply theoretical treatment?

THEORY AND SCIENCE IN THE SOCIAL SCIENCES

| It has beem noted above that the cluster of studies that con=-
centrate upon aspects of the social world are -now commonly knowp
as sciences, social sciences. However, he'must approach this
usage with care., Just-as the nomenclature itself”gives no conclu-
sive reason for confining the term science to the exact sc1ences,

the readiness of economists, 5001ologists, political sc1entists,

and even historians, to style themselves soclial scientists is not

that Economics, Sociology, etc.; are scientific to a more than o
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ourrently sanctioned by fashion: the paradigm of disciplinary

development and theoretical progreastis the.model provided by
‘the exact sciences. These inexact sciences of the social world
have become increasingly concerned to rectify their sclentific
shortcomings, in order to nroceedto a status higher thanotheir
present one of apprentice theoretical sciences. A methodologicalv

ferment has marked'this orientation, and much theory - orwanlsatlo-

nal and explanatory to the extent the latter “had been developed - _,Wimwwnémm

=

has been subjected to sc1entific analysis, .The reSpectable goal
has become the SCientific;hope of erecting general explanatory
theory and to thie end considerable effort has been devoted\to
refining existing theory and constructing new. -In this connection
it is appropriate to consider how far the subject-matter of these
social studies is accessible to scientific procedure and treat-

.mento

The most obvious shortcoming of the social scienoesain terms'
of our definition of.the ideal-type science is the virtualiy
complete impossibility of conducting exPerimentation§ controlled
: orotherwise. The practioal and political obstacles to such
manipulation by men of the social framework in which their fellow
men live are massive and forblddlng, perhaps moet completely in

'-Internatlonal Relatlons. There is, too, the problen of the human

the.possibility of distortion of events. This point, upon which
Bull,‘Carr and others lay such stress, is of much significance,
though in some social milieus it is conceivable that the social

scientist'oould insulate himself to a very high degree from the

8 .
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subject-matter upon wnich he is attempting to work. The generally
low degree of malleability of much social science material remains,
_however, in some fields more than in others, of course. A further
Llimiting factor is the restrlcted possibility of quantifying data.
Certain fields have achieved considerable success in this direction,
but in the,study of the relationships among humans and human groups

most of thesignificant.kinds.of intercourse are transactions

7 difflCUlt to measure in the way tha.tflOWS of the oommodity money

‘prp%ide the economist with the possibility of quantifying and

measuring, Nevertheless, in many areas the prospects of rendering
social data into quantifiably workable terms has greatly improved

and this obstacle is 1ikely ﬁo diminish somewhat in the future.

- Partly as a result of the two foregoing difficiculties, there is a

very restricted scope in the social sciences for purely deductive
reasoning. The enormous complexity and multiplicify oféthe rele=-
vant variables is daunting in this,negard. .Snch'abstract deductive
analyses as have been attempted in the most forblddlng flelds have
tended not to be isomorphic to reallty for this reason.. A flnal
attribute of scientific analysis“may be mentioned: the objective

of echieving prediction. The large element of the'contingent
accidental, and irrational in human affairs has tended to v1t1ete

h0pes of attalnlng exten51ve or detalled predlctlve success. Never-

theless, it must be remembered that complete predlctlve capa01ty

is not possessed by all exact sclences. Prediction is not, per-

haps to be demanded from the social sciences because at their app-

rentice stage they do not enjoy very much the advantages of

) quantification, experimentatation, and deduction of which prediction

is a product, a culmination,
N
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Plainly the social sciences, ln\so far as it is reasonablq
to treat tﬁem as a whole, do not very substantlally conform- to the
'pr1n01pal crlterla of science, But this observation on a matter
of fact should belcoupled with the recognition that there is a
very‘markedaspiratien_in the field generally to‘approach more
nearly to the scientific ideal, This is manifest in the proce-
dureandstated-intentions_efmany theorists in International
Relations. The scientifiq-theoretical aspirations of these stu-
dents are symbolised by their adoption of the ternm 'vehavioural-

ism' or 'behavioural sclence' to describe Cheir technigues ang to

towards making theorising more precise and explicit, The ad0ptlon

J

- of such ternlnology reflects the great dependence of scientific

theorising in the subgect upon those social sciences whose nature

is more explicitly 301ent1flc. We have returned, then, to that

exempllfy. It is not POSulble to move 51gn1flcantly further to

proper scientific- ~theoretic status.' Before returnlng to the Sub-

ject of Internatlonal Relatlons however, it may prove instructive

to enquire into the status in thls respect of the so;\hl sc1ence

_uhlch is, aceordlng‘tc many observers, most advanced as a 501ent1-

fic=-theoretical enterprise; Economics.  The status to whlch this

subject has attained, and the proeedure and experienceby which

L3 :. E ’
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perSpective in-the assessment of Interndtional.Relatiossptheory.

THE THEORETICAL STATUS OF ECONOMICS : AN ANALOGY

Reasoning by analogy is a techniquestrongly‘entrenchedin
human thought. Our proneness to draw analogies has developed
because of.the useful and suggestive insights which they impart,
and which we would be unlikely to gain were'we rigidly to compart-
mentalise our study of different fields'and eschew the seeking of
'comparative illumination's Our attachment to this practice is,
however, Widely condemned as it is held to be dangerously mis-
leading. Inferences drawp from one field and-applied to another
certainly appear illuminatipg but logicians warn that by'no means
the most significant - and perhaps totally insigﬁificant - features
of one field of study will be highlighted by an analysis informed
by the nature of another field. Resort to analogizing impliCitly
asserts the parallel, comparable nature-of fields be tween whicﬁ
examples‘and idSights are being'transferred but it is inevitable
that to some degree this comparapility will be imperfect. Hence,
observations which are grounded upon implicitly assumed parallels
between different sectors of knowledge and actiVity will tend to

distort our understanding, The eitent of this distortion may, of

course, be insignificant but its presence is.a disadvantage to be

- borne prominently in mind in any exercise, such as that which

fOllows, whose rationale is the supposed illdmination attainablew'

be drawing analogies. The true SCOpe of comparability is difficult'

~to determine preCisely. In this case it is not asserted that any

- very great degree of comparability exists between Economics and

International Relations. Nevertheless, the analOgy develOped

'below constitutes a tool which, it is hoped, will give some useful

39,
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Inasmuch as Economics and International Relations are both
social sciences some simple parallels can readily be drawn. The

£

recent methodological self-consciousness of International-Relations

fheoretical problems ih~terms of perspectives drawn'from related
"studies.} Economics, given 1ts reputation as a theoretically
advanced study, has beenparticularly influential upon stgdents %
- in our more primifive’field. The development of Economics over | -
the p?et cenfury, and eSpecieliy since 1890, hasgforged a pattern

. for the advance of the aocialvscienCes in repect of both discipli=-

nary distinctiveness and.theoretical development. The scope and
precocity of the thtoretical advance of Economics has established

it as the senior branch of the social sciences., Since the course

' and character of that development has had significant influence on

the progress of other fields, it is relevant here to study the
theoretical structure of Ecohomics; it is worthwhile to enquire

into Economics as the theoretical model for International Relations,

that role often being widely imputed to it. o o

The articulation of explicit theoretical prineiples is what
marks the establishment of a field of knowledge - which may have
been long known ln large measure by practleal men, in the sense
.'that as Letwin says, bullders have always known and applled the
b551c principles of phys:.cs1 - as a dlstlnct subject of snudy or ¢
’intellectual discipline, This process ef‘élsc;pllpary emergence

utends to be accompanied in a partlcular fleld of knowledge by a | -
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divergence of its applications as a 'practical art! from its

57W. Letwin, The Origins of Scientific Economics : English Economic
Ihought, 1.6.9_9.:1.7_’_7_3 (London, 1963), vii-viii. -
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ecientific analysis in 'pure' terms. The subject of study Econo-

mics is now almoet'éompletely divorced from the practical callings

of financier and businessman, and even to a con51derable extent

from the study of such calllngs. Few men can now operate success-

. fully within both the academic and the practical sides of econom-

1cs~ those who can thereby prove Lhemselves, like Keynes, the
masters of two milieus, of two roles, 50 dlstlnct as to be incom-=-
patible'for normal mortals., This dichotomy did not.characterlse |
the economic world of Rlcagdo and Adam Smith, in whose work weé
trace ‘the beglnnlngs of the pure science of'economics, as opposed
to the genre which has come down to us in the shape of works such

as 'How to make a million dollars on the Stock Market!,

When the centenary of The Wealth of Mations fell in 1876

<the gathering of academic economists and men of affairs held to

‘celebrate the event was not significantly'divided on the basis of
'pure' and ‘applied' concerns with economics, all present being
fluent 'in the one language of ‘political economy'.58 Although
Letwin regards Economics as'having emerged as a pure science,

though a primitive one, over the,century before the publication

of Smlth's major worl 591t does not seenm that economic theory was

not 51gn1flcantly autonomous even a century after 1776 The study

of Polltlcal Economy dld have. a place in the unlver81t1es, but not

'only was its nascent economlc-theoretlcal element entrammelled

with the study of practical commerce: its political-ethical

admixture reinforced the overwhelmingly normatiVe character of

x#

ggE.W. Hutchison, A Review of Economic Doctrlnes, 1370=1929
(Oxford, 1953), | |

2ILe twin, gg.,cit.,'ix,"
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‘the study'and limited such scope as did exist*for~positive analy-

4

sise. This situation was not greatly altered until® the close of
the century brought an "immense development -of the subject as an
academic specialism".6o This was marked by the founding of the

London School of Economlcs in 1895, the establlshment of the Royal

Economlc Soc1ety and the publlcatlon of its Journal (1890-91),

'and the introduction of the Cambridge Economlcs Trlpos in 1903,

That the theoretical ‘content of Economics had not greatly

expanded in the late nineteenth century is perhapslattesteduto 5&-
the continued favour of academics for thefcomprehengive treatise}
as their main intellectual vehicle.61 Not until shortly before
the First World War did the subject begin "to break up and undergo

its development in specialised branches"62 and hence to outgrow

the average academic 's capacity for synthesis,

A major comprehensive.treatisewhich‘stands as a landmark of
synthesis for the economic theory of its time is Alfred Marshall's

Principles of Economics, which first appeared in 1890, .The signi-

**J

ficance of that work, upon which Marshall's stature rests, is

considerable bofh for itsxsynthesié of'existing theory and for its

- own theoretical innovation, and it may be taken as a useful bench-

mark in-our analysis of the development of pure economics. In that

- work Marshall presents a substantially complete statement of econ-

omics as a study whose focus upon theory was upon those areas of

knowledge so restricted as to justify the description micro-theory,

o - . 62. . @
OHntchisom, Ope cCite, 31, 61Ib1d., Ve  Loc. cit.
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and whose principles were principaliylconfined to the explanation

of static models. The character of his scheme of analysis largely
reflected the stage which the theory of the subject had then
reached, Utilising the techniQues Both ofﬂeconomiclhistory and of

economic‘analysisg the latter including bath literary and mathema-

tical approaches, Marshall substantially completed the developmentl

of tzf theory of the-firm, with which economic theory in its most

advanced respects was then roughly coexiensive, Hié analytical

focus was principally upon "the stationary state"63 of such micf%f

‘econonic models, significant variables being held constant over

considerable periods of time. In his treatment of the time factor

and the valuabie3 though not particularly new, distinction between

the short- and long=-term, Marshall was laying the groundwork for

later developments in dynamic models of analysis. But despite a
certain amount of elementary general, dynamic analyéis and the
inclusion, in Book V, of "many particular pieces of dynamic anal-

, b . | -
ysis"04 the theoretical contribution of Marshall's Principles

- was predominantly of a micro-economic, static character. His

codification and development of the '‘motion of equilibrium as an

»analytical tool, from which much of his reputation as a theofist

-

derives, did not go so far as its utilisation in general dynanic

analysis. For its time, however, the Princivles constituted an

important advancé; ézﬁaghéHbook remained the leading text into

the 1920's. Marshall himself was unsure of the validity of his

?

- pure theoretical analysis and inclined to be modest about his

contribution to Economicss in one paper he went so far as to state

that "the niﬁeteehth century has in great measure aChieved quali-

tative analysis in economics....The achievement of guantitative

63, - 64

2Ibid., 79.

Ibid., 80,
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- analysis stands over for the twentieth century",

65, He had, in

fact, gone beyond merely qualitative, literary analysis but the

scope and applicability of his quantitative, mathematical wd}k in

‘theory did not extend to d&namic, macro-economic analysis,

- During the considerable growth of Economics as a positive
study as the twentieth century proceeded its subject-matter was

increasingly subjected to theoretical analysis of greater sophisti-

.cation. - The focus of anal¥%sis shifted to the economic system as

a whole, reflecting the overall movement in the locus of economic

'wdecision—making towards the community at large and away from the

firm, its typigal sub-system. This broader perspective upon

o | |
economic life conduced to the growth of Maggregative thinking"66:
Consideratioh of the overall economy as an equilibrating system
rathér than of closed,'isolat%%»units thereof, Theoretical models
of thé interaction. of suchmicré-units in largermacro-systeﬁs
demanded handling of equilibrium in far more dynamic terms to
comprehend the fluctﬁétions in key variables such as income, employe

ment, interest ant so forth. Treatment of just these factors was

central to the model of the elements of a dynamic, macro=economic

presented by J.M, Fbynes in his General Theory of Employment, Inte-

rest and Money, published in 1936, We are accustomed, with respect
to public policy, to speak of the subsequent 'Keynesian revolution'

in the handling of economic systems, and espeCially in the techni-

que of maintaining a high level of use of productive resources by

tle Operation of fiscal and monetary policy. In terms of economic

theory Keynes has been equally influential and the study of the

economy since the General TheoEX.has hinged upon the nacro- rather

SQuoted, ibid., 75. 66K.K Khrihara, Introduction to KézneSian

| ana cs (New York 19535 13.




- before has been less complete. ‘His '"theory of shlftlng equlllb-

“tely "show the process of transitions from one position of equilib-

rium to another" and may thus be appropriately described as "com-

" been left to later economists to articulate Keynes's general
| macro-economlc model with a dynamic theory, but the macro-economlcs

, whlch has consequently resulted owes very much to the General

to handle, have come to replace them., But Economics has undoubtedly

M

T A T

than micro-economic level of analysis. As the supreme innovator

"of macro-economics Keynes has been highly influential but his sub-

stitution of dynamic analysis for the statics which held sway

r1um"67 does not, in the view of his 1nterpreter Kurlhara, adequa=-

parative statics'" rather than as true dynamic analysis.68 It has

Theory's inspiration, The subject of Economlcs has thus come,
through the work of many analysts but especially that of Marshall
and Keynes, to possess a theoretical structure substantially isomor--
phic = in the generality of its scope as well as in its capacity

to comprehend general and particular dyﬁamic features - to real

economic life,

~Economics should not be understood to have lnherited a
complete, totally explanatory theory - fcr it is incapable, for
instance, of a significantly reliable levelof predictive accuracy,
and as the subject as a practical art demonstrates economic man
'tends, like the generals, tc be able to understand and”sclve
major economic‘problems only when they have ceased to plague him

and others, for which he is quite unprepared and"totally"unequipped

approached nearer‘than have other,SOCial sciences to the scientific-
theoretical stature enaoyed by the exact 801ences. The term stature

is. used advisedly, for the less developed social sciences are

67

;——‘ O

. Keynes, General Theory (London, 1936), 293, 68Kurihara,92,cit.,21. o

"
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perhaps ihclined to ekaggerate their relative primitiveness by
overestimatihg the completeness and éxtensivenéss of the 'general?«
theory at the disposal of even, say,'Phy§ics. There is perﬁéps
some justification, though it is difficuit to be sure, in the acid
claim of one economist (in a paper presented to theorists of inter-
national relations iﬁ“hismdépacitywés "official.anaiogizerlfrom’a"
sister science") that the status of general theorists "is accorded
t% them 1ess»beCause their work is_Cdmpletp,,or potentially.uséful,
than because, in~the sociology!of knowledge, abstraction ranks
ahead of concreteness".69 In any case it is a fact that social
scientists have increasingly tended to look upon theorising és a
yaluable thing, to see its objectivé as the construction of theo-

- ries of ultimately general validity, afd to look upon Ecdnomics as

an inspiration in these respects,

(i

It should be borne in mind, however, that economists are
not all - especially in Britaih - hospitable to.scientific-theore-
tical tréatment of their subject—matter. The division between
thekgathematical economists and econometricians, on the one hand,
and the traditional proponents of economic analysis in a 'literary!
ﬁéﬁid, on the other, is a polarisation which.gevolveﬁ around the
question of whether or not the”Subject is susceptible to scientific
handling.7oieﬂén¢e, while it may be valuable to draW'from the deve-
loPiﬁg strﬁcture of economic theory a.pgth of expansion and progress
thch méy be considered influentialiand iﬁpoftantbecéuse of the
respect given by other Sociél scientists to the ecohbmiét-as-the--

~oretician, it is ecually péftinent to note that within Economics

69

C.P. Kindleberger, "International Political Theory from outside!,
in WeT.R. Fox (ed.), Theoretical Aspects of International Rela-.
| tions (Notre Dane, 1959), 714 70 I )
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.R. Sargent, in Plumb (ed.), op. cit.
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'~§ o itself,there is a debate analogous to that within International .;
% o W. Relations between the traditionalists and the écientists.
[n one respect, Bconomics may provide a useful concrete indi-
é‘ cation‘of the way in which we may proceed: the rough but nonetheless
éi significant distinction Between the micro- and macro-theoretical
E levels.'AThis would seém to be applicaﬁle,'}h é rOugh’but useful
way, to theo?etical analysis in International Relations. For the
] firm of Economics, International Relations is a field having an
analogical unit, the state; likeWise; for the general theory of
N macro-econbmics,uthere is an International Relations equivalent
_in.the‘full-scale interaction theories such as’thoselleaning upon
. ‘sjstems analysis; Since both foreign policy analyéis and the
| general anélysié of international systems are among the areas of
theory most déveloped, and most advanced-in respect of scientific
treatmeﬂt, they provide appropriate foci for closer aftentionrto
nthe substance of theory, particulérly,scientific theory, in Inter-
national Relations., The ensuing analysis will accordingiy deal "
respectively with'micro- and macro-theoretic levels,
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~ theories. But such work would impart a securer foundation to
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Chapter 4: Micro-Theory: Foreign POliéy Decision-laking
| L

INTRODUCTION

One of the most striking features of theoretical contributions to

wIntérnational~Reiations 1s their great variety;‘SystemS‘analysisg'“”'”‘"“

.gamé theory, and foreign policy deéision-making analysis may be
severally comprehensible but they are difficult to integrate

into a coherent théoretical perspective upon_the_subject-mattér.
International_theory is, in fact, a thing ofAtheQries,.variously
purporting to bgibroad general, or narrow particular, explanatory
schenes, usefui frames of reference, analytical tools or, at

least, perspectives imparting heuristic insight. This disafray

may have been worsened by the insistence of some theoretiqal-inno?
vators on the paramountcy ofk'advanced theory', and upbn establi-
shing a priority in the allocation of research resources of work
at the frontiers of sCieﬁtific—theoretical ﬁﬁowledge over the less
dramatic work of refining and applying empirically theory which has
been longer in the subject's stock of knowledge.1 _Though this '
priority has not.alWays been widely agz'exPlicibly asserted, Inter-

national Relations certainly has suffered from a want of applying

this, that, or the other analytical scheme'to the foreign policy of

‘Ruritania and of many other states. Such unexciting work does mot = I

promise accretions to knowledge - indeed, the reverse, since such
refinement and empirical application may pe expected, in classical

theory-confirmation terms, to result in the abandonment of certain

§.

existing theory; we would know more surely what we know, K
1 | |

This priority has been advocated in a seminar discuésion with the
author by George Modelski, London School of Economics, 11.1.67.
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. between such units.

In view of the classical-sciehtific dispute it is particularly
important that the scient&fic-theoretical theories are not left
as dlscrete, mutually unlntelllglble 1slands. It may not be far-
fetched in the connection of this dlspute to ad0pt two military

maxims: if scientific- theory is scattered in penny packets the

- Oobscurantist attacks may succeed in picking off dangerously exposed

salients; the scientific theorists would perhaps do well, too, to
bear in mind the values of defence - or attack - in depth. This
initial reference to the discrete nature of theorising in the
subject has, it is asserted, some obvious implications for the

activity of theorising along ahy partﬁcular lines.,

It should be emphasised at the outset that this analysis of
decision-making theory relates only to 1ts speolflc applications
in International Relations, elthough perhaps the greatest progress
in this kind of snalysiS'has‘been made in Zconomics, Social Psy-
chology, and such interdisciplinary fields'as that of organisation

theory. The International Relations applications have tended to

-»fields, and.this 1s a path whos e validity will be conditioned by

the real comparablllty of subject-matters., For this reason, not

even all of the work in de01s1on-mak1ng whlch has been applied to

the field. of politiecs in general may have value for students of

the external behavious of states. For, as-we-have noted above,

‘a - theory which may explaln aspects of polltlcal act1V1ty carried

on within a self-contalned polity may not adequately exnlaln

activity which characterlses the milieu made up of relatlons

o
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Decision-making analysis has been confined in its applicas

tions to international relationg to treatment of the "foreign
policy processt, a fairly distinct sub-field éf the Overall tudy;
It is not anticipating the conlusions that may properly be drawn
at the close of an enquiry such as this to enter the view that it
is dubious whether theories of this type may eventually extend
beyond the d60151onal prbcesu within more or less formal organisa=-
tional units to enconpass thé complex proceszes of intera¢ti§n
betwéen such organisations. It is poé;iblé to see in decisioﬁ-
making theory a first-order treatment of the 'how' of policy and.
@ necessary underpinning of second-order theory of the '"why ' of
interaction.2 Thismﬁust be'arguable, for in the light of existing

literature of decision-making there appears a very great decline

in specificity and clarity when the Scope of the theory is.broadenéd

to achieve gzreater comprehensiveness., However this may be, it must

o

be made clear that.decision-making theory is now an approach ‘to
foreign policy analysis and it is not - though it may eventually "
become - a general theory of intermational relations, This simple

r

point bears emphasis for, though decision-making theorists often

seem to claim for their work'present prOpertie§ which are really

future aspirations, we must avolid Hoffmann's mistake of indicting

To confine ' the scope of such theory in this way should not

2CQM’cClelland, Theorz and the Internatlonal System (lew York 1966),
109. . )

3
S.H, Hbffmann (ed. ) Contemﬁoragl neorz'ln Internatlonal Relations
(Englewood Cllffs, 1'9""'005""‘52- . ,. ———
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be taken as a denial of its value. We are not entitled to expect

full-fledged general theefies to spring forth at once; more modest

~constructs are lﬁkely to precede the attainment of this ultimate

goal of theorising. Theory-building, not unnaturally, is often

discussed in terms of metapnors of bulldlng and archltecture, and

'thls serves to remind us that theorles, like houses and bridges,

are not thrown up in a matter of moments, Moreover, the approach

- to building may vary widely: in Japan the traditional mode of

house construction is to raiseltheqreof before erecting the walls.
Theorists and commentatofs'talk hopefully of 'islands'.of theory

emerging only later to be drawn‘together into a coherent whole.4
1t is worth bearing in mind, also, that even erroneous or inade=-

quate theory may have value - of a heurlstlc sort, For example,

the analysis of Kaplan's System and Process (if we may leave aside

the question of 1ts tneoretlcal value and accept, for argument's
sake, the contentions of its classical critics) is couched in ter-
minology that is austere and tortuous; this fault is, however, more
than redeemed by his precise encapsulation of the distinetion
befween domestic and international pelities in his coﬁtrast of
System dominant end sub-syetem dominant poligical systems.5 Such
perspective and insight may be salvageable from the least useful
theoretical construction. We must bear in mind that theory~buiiding
has traditionally been a proeess of erecting and subseqﬁently.modi-;

fying or even demollshlng an edifice of ldeas. The erection of

. structures to replace those which have been dlspensed.w1th draws .

both experlence and materials from the rubble, No-one would pre-

I.Clavde,"The Place of Theory in the Conduct and Study of Interna-
tional ] elatlons" yJournal of Conflict Resolution, IV y3(1900); also
H.HMcCloskey, "Concernlnb Strategies for a Science of Internatlonal
Polltlcs”, World Politics, kIII ) (Jan. 1950) 204~5,

5%.' Clt' b} 16 | | ~ |
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sent this as the most.ernomidal‘method of building theory but it !

A | | [
is not entirely wasteful. | | | o S
e | N S BN
THE SNYDER MODEL OF DECISION-MAKING | N

The outstanding"elaboration of decision-making theory;in
international relations terms - at once most celebrated and nost
meticulous - is that of Richard Snyder and his associates, H.W,

Bruck and Burton Sépin, which first appeared in 1954 as Decision-

laking as an Approagh.to the Study of International.Politics and
which appears to have been cominé out under various guises ever
since, most recently in 1962.6 The analytical focus of this
collaboration is restricted to what the authors regafd as the
narrower of 'only tgo ways of scientifiball& studying internationél
politics”, ieee foreign policy analysis; the work is eXplicitly not
intended to provide any overall '"description and measurement of
interaetion' of international rélations,as'a whéle.7 - Bven within
this restricted scope the authors are submittins; but "a tentative
formulatign of am~dnalytical séemé“ and hoping that it may provide
ﬂthepcore gi a fra@e_of referehcé for thé study of international

LY

politics”8 -\Oone is almost tripped up by such qualifications.

itial consideration-@f the epistemology of Inter-
national Relations to 'place'! their approach‘agéinst the,overall'
ranée of contemporary theory. The nature of theorising in the pre-

scientific phase of the subject is defined and categorised and the

R.C. Snyder;'H.w. Bruck, and B.mSapin,“Foreigﬁ Pdliql Decision-
Makingwas an Aporoach to the Studz of International Polities
(New York, 1962). All quotations are from this work.

’Ibid., 73. SIpiq., 17. S o |

o020 L L e e N

-~




sl TN

AT T s s

assumptions underlying that activity are made explicit, The rigouf

of this lengthy preliminary section9 is ﬁéintained in the main

body of the work, a meticulous, analytically zelf-conscious state-

‘ment of the decision-making approach. To minimise the risk of

distortion in the eprsition of this closely argued'WOrk, which
. - ﬁ
proceeds laboriously step by step, there follows below a fairly

fgll precis.

International Relations is conceived of by Snyder and his

associates as a process consisting most importantly of the actions,

reactions, and interactions of nation-states., The adoﬁtion of
the decision-making approach to cut into this process at the state

level is predicated upon the conviction that international action

¢

is 'planful' and not merely random.‘ An analytieal focus upon

decision is possible, and fruitful they assert, in that the interna-
) | |

tional milieu is characterised by discerniwle patterns of inter-

action having recognisable repetitions, by enduring aims, by kinds

. -~
1

pf actions which become.typiéal, and by a tendency for relationships
ﬁq be r,'egu.latrised.1-O

Thé prime focuéuis upon governments as de0151on-maklng enti-
tieé, formulatlng and executing foreign nollcy in the context of
their internal and external environments, i.e., upon '"the state as
actor in a Situation".qj The soverelvnwétate is¥expected to
rétain its position as 'the significant unit of political action™; 12
international organlsaflons like the United Natlons are not them-

selves actors but "a special mode of interaction in which the 1den-_

10 11 12

“Tbid., 18-55. Ibid., 62. Ibid., 62. Doid., 63.
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tity and policy-making capacity of indicidual natlonal states are
preserved but subgect to dlfLerent conditioning factors" 12 The

state-as-actor is viewed as Operatlng within a (sociologically

~derived) 'system of action'!, comprlslng actor, goals, means, and

situation. For operational purposes state-as-actor is reified in

the persons of those Who act in its name and are, fofmally, its

‘de0151on-malers. (This usage has now become comuaon throughout all

wings of the subject.) These decision-makers possess in relation

to théir'actions a certain 'definition of the situation' angd

~decisional analysis must comprehend the components of this: the

way in which decisio;-makers perceive and relate to objects,
conditions and other actors within the "relational context'; the

existence, establishment or definition of goals; the aésigning of

" significance to various courses of action, "according to some cri=

teria of estimation"; and the application ofstandards of accepta-
| -
bility" tending to narrow the ranges of 1., perceptions, 2, goals,

and 3, al’ce-:'rnatives.11‘L These‘perceﬁtions, choices and expectations
which constitute the definition of the situation are conditionedrby
& variety of factors - such as the demands of the decision-makers'

domestic constituency, the weight of the geographical and other

elements of the non-human environment - which go to make up what

the authors call the "setting": the complex of factors which impinge

~upon the decision-makers from outside themselves and their immediate . .°

organisational milieu.15 Under 'setting' are subsumed all “noten-
tially relevant factors and conditions which may affect the action
of any&state";16 this category hence includes both an external

setting, belng the phy51cal and social worlds beyond the borders of
14 16

Ibld., 67.

P1ia., ok Ibld., 66. 15Ib1d., 66,




the decision-makers' home state, and an internal setting, being
those worlds within its boundaries. It is important to note that,

in decisional analysis, these two settings are not coextensive

_with-the internal and external environments but consist only of

those elements thereof which have Operational:Significance ascribed
to them byvthe decision;makers. Ithis'useful tO-observé here thaf
others insist on the felevancevéf the totélv'objective' rather than
the partial 'éubjectivef envirénments of deCision. The Sprouts,
and following them Frankel, usefully distinguish between the
"§SYChological' and '6perational' envirogmenfs (bothvintefnal aﬁa-

external),17

The basic factors involved in the 'decisional situation!
having been outlined, the authors introduce concepts aimed to
givé dynamic properties to their static model, Firstly, the con-
ceot of the "path of action” is presented to illuminate the process
of the flow of decision, and to accommodate likely modification over
time of the original "action hypdthesis" which "expresses the par-
ticular combination of ends and means involved in a particular
action and thé expectations embodied in the action".18 The passage

of time may alter all or any of the objective, the strategy, and

the time perspective of action, and this congept purpotts to-

accommodate such change. Secondly, the passage of time demands a
conceptualizatibn_of fhe‘string;of 'successive, overlapping defi-

nitibns of the situation",19 the decision-maker's outlook being

reoriented so as to adjust to the demands of each modification in .

-ﬁthe-'action hypothesis',

1735F?ankel, The’Making of Foreign‘Policx (London, 1963%), 4-5; idem,

"Towards a Decision-Making Model in Foreign Policy", Political
Studies, VII,1 (February 1959), 3.

—

183nyder, ODe 2.]::.201 75"60 S L k 9Ibid"- 77‘
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A tentative discussion of types of decisions and their charac=-
teristics is dppended to the above statement of'the basic éctor-
situation framework.ao There is some further refinement of termsa

objectives are defined as "an";mage' of a future 'state of affairst'"

to attain which state behaviour is 'directionally' determined and

modified.21 (Such 2 'state of affairs' encisaged in a particular
'actioﬁ-hypothesis' may, of course, be vague in thé extreme and
be difficult to 0pefationalizé: nationalvsecurity, for example, is
one of tﬁé objectives of most states but is an objective under
which are sﬁbsumed many conflicting and incompatible policies.)
Pollcy is defined in two senses, being on the one hand sSynonymous
with action in concrete 1nstances and on the other hand denoting

a set of rules or guides in whose terms we select and interpret

actlons and reactions. To 'have' a policy means both these things.

Within the overall framework we have considered so far,gﬁhe
authors next elaborate the decision-making meghewisi itself,
Since foreign policy decision-making has.been defined‘asrtaking
plaée in an organisational'context, that context is set out in

detail.®®  For decision-making does not take place in a vacuum, and

- the égglanatory value of, for instance, personality theory, will be

slight unless it is applied in the awareness of orééhisational
constraints upon individual freedom of actlon. The process of
decmslon w1th1n foreign pollcy organlsatlons is deflned as intended

to produce "the selection from a soc1ally defined, llmlted number

of problematlcal alternative progects of one prOJect 1ntended to

|

ZOIbld., 81, “'mig., 82. 2Ibid., 87ef.
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bring about the particular future state of affairs envisaged by

Imhe decision—makers”.z3 The locué of deéision'is "the decisional
unit"zqwhich nay or may not coincide with,a distinct unit of the
formal organisationalkstrﬁcture; but which is in fact likeiy to
cut é¢ross the institutiogal patﬁern of government since membership
in the decisioﬁal unit is—defined by'reference to the criterion of
significantlparticipation in decision with respect to a particular
objectives., Filing=-clerks and other minor Foreign Offibe function=-
aries are not considered to be meaningfully involved in the deci-
sional process, whereas the senior officials of a number of other
depaftments are likely to be intimately involved in view of the
nmyriad doméstic implications of moderﬁ external policy decisions,
It is'of course a commonplace of policy analysis that informal
decisional units often constitute the 'rea;' locus of decision -

for example, President Kennedy's Cuban missile crisis 'Excom',

o

A major feature of mid-twentieth century Political Science has

béen a movement away from formal, institutional analysis = of
tﬁe legal hierarchies, etc, - towards riore flexiblef%informal
analysis - dealiﬁg wifh the %behavioural! aspects of politics:
interest groups,‘individual attitudes, and so forfh. we are now
fully accustomed to loak beyond the ministerial, departmental
facade of governmgnt in order to discover where decisions are
'reélly' taken. The concept of thg decisional unit sharpens our

peréeptian_of this question of the locus of authority, but it’is

:
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worth acknowledging that we are perhaps too zealous today at

'_searching arouhd.and'among, and not sufficiently within, the orga~‘

-nigational edifice of government. Students of international rela-

tions are perhaps/occupationally prone to overstress such informal

3_____Ibld,’ 20. | 24.____Ibid0a 92, | "
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processes,

However, the_authors have in mind when referring fo‘the 2
declslonal unlt a spec1ilcally organlzaflonal nguplng having
""formal rules governing the allocation of power and responsibili-.

vy e2 characterlzed by specialization of'function, hierarchy of
authority, etec., and fhey do not mean the most ad hoe, fluid webs
of informal influence. This would at first sight seem to blur fhe’
just-made dlstinctlon between dec151onal and 1nst1tut10nal units
.and to deprive the analysis of the freedom from formal structural
\ﬁatterns granted by that distinction, but it may be - that most -
ac%ual decisions of‘any censequence cannot be handled other than
in‘an organizational framework. Snyder and his assoclates concede
that the 1nst1tutlonal settlnm of movernmeﬁt has a great 1mpaet
upon the decisional units, but only, they averaoutright; in so far
as the "directives, rules,'preeedents ahd ideologies' of decisien-
makers - i;e., their 'primary institutional affiliation' - moulg
their activities within the decisional unit, Hence if a particular
problem Or policy falls within the sphere'of competence of a deci-
sional which is made up of officials-drawn in the ratio of 3:2:1
from the Ministries of Defence, Commonwealth Relatioﬁe, andlfhe
Treasury,one would expect Mlnlstry of Defence conceptlons to be-
dominant in that dec151onal unit. The question of the composition

of a decisional wnit may thus be crucial: while certain matterps

fall cledrly and obv1ousiy w1th1n the organizational competences

'of certain officials and are thus automatlcally assigned to those fe-

offlal . Vher zsuues will fall 1nto a limbo of dec151onal compe=

251b1d. , 95.
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tencerequiring that the membership of the unit be settled by a
process.gf'négotiation or'oufright sfruggle og)an,inter- ér even
intra-departmental basis. Foreign Ministers often have occasion
to deal with Cabiﬁet colleagues who harboﬁr ambitions to run their

)

own departmental foreign policies.

It is relevant here to note that the analytical scheme is
held by its authors to accommodate as decision-makers only offi-

cials and statemen involved in the process of government on an

| dfficial and formal basis. Private citimens are completely

excluded; the representatives of significant interest'groups or
even powerfulﬁindividuals are acknowledged to wield considerable
influence over decisions, but this.is defined as indirect influence

resulting from their enjoyment of 'access' to decision-makers

prbper. The eminence grise, press baron and public affairs pundit
aré alike in performing roles Which make.them.pért of the internal
setting of the decision-makers and inputs of the decisional process
(albeit of importande) rather than participants in that process.

Certainly, even if we may discern as the loci of 'real'! decision-

maki@g the smoke~-filled rooms and their equivalents, it is only

in the seats of official authority that such choices and compro=-

:mises are endorsedas'political-gowernmental decisions. The ana-
 }ytical difficulties of integrating 'informal' influence into the
déq?g%pn;paking framework are thus most.satisfaétorily-solved by

categorizingsuéh influence as 'setting', since it is not '"metho-
dologically feasible or advantageous to put non=governmental

personnel in the same action system" with governmental personnel.26

28.

Ibid,, ;é.
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This may well accommodate the'great'majority of circumstances but

K

-

exceptions do exist: can we readily‘compréhend Lord Harlech's

suégestion_df the important moving quarantine idea in the Cuban
o miscile crisls on any basis other than that of direct participa-

tion?

The 'who' bf decisign-making haVing been establiéhed, the.;
aufhors néxt tufn td”the"how'~of the decisional process, the
course adOpted being an assessment of the flimitations' to which
decision-makers are subject. »These limits fall into the two caté—'
gories oflextérnal and internal, the former consisting of the
relevant 'objective' factors perceived by the decision-maker as
thogde to which his policy must adjust, the latter of those factors
intérnal to the decisional process. These organizatibnal and
bureauératic limitations include such things as the followiﬁg:
availability of information; quality of the communications net;
the narrowing of discrimination inherent in the precedent of the
organization and the quality of perception of its members ; aﬁh
various concrete limits - the supply of scarce resources such as
time, skill, and money. ;;bm these external and internal limitsj
f&hewauthors select three ﬁmajdr determinants of,action"27: these
are spheres of ébmpetence;“coﬁmunications and information; and
wmotivation,—;id they are isélated because of th;ir consideréblg

HSignificance'in?the taking of decisions,

The first of thesew'major detérminants', spheres of compe-‘

tence, is intended to represent the 1003ely defined factor of

°’Toid., 105%t.
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'role', and the more concrete one of the 'off1c1al' - a de0151onal

A e ntaer g g

unit being understood as "a set of competences and relationships

23

among compefenceS". Ulthln thls 'set' the sphere of competence

" ship of one member to another, the hierarchy of authorlty, and the
'approprlate specialization of functlon, w1th1n the decisional unit,
Within the unit, a high degree of a memben's expectations about
his own and others' positions is assumed tc'be derived from the
rules, ‘In their discus:ion of spheres.of competence, the authors

are presenting an embryonic theory of bureaucratization (of, lee,,

of operatlon" become "oriented traditionally" ang are hence 'mo
longer easily subject\to,challenge, questioning, or amendmenf"zg). ;\;/,?
Systems of action are susceptible to this ossification only'ln S0 o 5
far, they. maintain, as thenr organizational sﬁructures amﬁlify '
the psychological proPen31t1es of 1nd1v1duals to bureaucratize
their conduct. We know little of how 1ndividuals restrict the
range of tneir alternatives, remardlng some (in the, to my mingd,
mlsleadlngtermlnology the authors borrow from Schuetz3 ) as 'open!
(i.e., not serlously;con31dened whether ‘assumed without doubt or

»entlrely excluded in the same way ) and Others as problematlc'

'(1.e., glven serious con51deratlon) ﬂhough We do not have great

111




tions of their competences - for instance, the strongly'entrenched

(and to somne. oegree,'nalvely heroic) conception of United Statee
\ Presidents as falling 1nto the categorles elther of‘actlve,
e -2'strong interpretation and use of the powers of the executlve.
I branch or of passmve,'stewardshlp 1nteroretatlon of what nmay and
‘““n ~ should be done. It lS however, very dlfi;onltﬁto 'place! a
B declslon-maker along the spectrum from strict, minimal to broad,
manlmal 1nterpretatlon of a;here of competence, As itﬂstands, the.
Snyder, Bruck and Sapin scheme gives no key to the correlation of
an individual's experience and values with his decisional unit
behaviour., The authors do suggest, however, a number of classifica-
. tory criteria according to which the competences of members of a
* de0131onal unit w1ll be dlfferentlated among which are the hier-
sarchies of~authority, degreee of opecvallzatlon and @ﬁnerallzatlon
in job specifications, and the degree of partlclpatlon(in the
'oentral decisional process.(advisory, participatofy; etce )y 0of the

decisional unit.

The second major determinant of action, communication and
information, 1s 8 looser agsregation of elements affectlng'the
behaviour of 1nd1v1duals and organlzatlons.n Obviously, a hlgh de=-
gree of facility in communication - llngulstlc, symbolic, etc. -

- ista prereoul ite of real organization, let‘alone successful.orga-
nization., ' The authors draw upon the work.of Deutsch ang Others in
- Viewing decwslonal.systems of actlon as communlcations 'nets!,

and in stres 1ng the need for adeouate 'mapping ! or the flows of

information along both actual and prescrloed channels of com:unica-
\ o - . ) N
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tion which, of course,'are'not necessarily coterminous. Reference
is made to the varieties of instruments and procedures of. communi-"

cation and to the rules governing their use., The loss of informa-

tional clarity through the distortion that is called, in cybernetics

™~

terms, noise is’ suggested as a (rough) 1nd1catlon of the adaptability
of the ‘systen to its 01rcumstances. The efficient adjustuent of

the system depends upon the;effieieney~of“itsminfUTMéfibﬁ“*féedbaék',

‘or "messages about the actions or state of the system which are

. e |
epeturned to the syst m”.31 Organizational responsiveness to such

feedback is obviously crucial to organizational integrity and

‘success, In practice, this responsiveness will not be complete, and

though formal models of decision-making often postulate Vvery full

\rationality,»based on very full information, the validity of such

models (apart froﬁ thedr heuristic value) is limited because actual
foreign policy decisien-making takes place in a milieu characterized
by '"risk, uncertainty and incomplete infermation".Bz- Much social-
pyschological analysis of decision-making focusses attention upen
rationality. The organization is regarded as khe repository-of

rationality, being defined by the authors as 'rationalization and

formalization of behaviour through the instrumentality of explicit

rules and, hence, as "itself an effort to reduce unce::'ta,:i.nty",93

thereby maximizing oc0pe for rational ch01ee. It is the quallty of

an organlzatlon s communications and 1nformat10n whlch govern 1ts

1ifet! in 1mportant respects - constituting 1ts memory, inculcating

its learned patterns, etc.

-

as the third major«deterﬁinant the authors choose motivation

Mg, 132, Pmig., 132. > Toid., 133.
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since "Behavior is.,.understood by‘motives’attributed on the basis
of inferences drawn from observed sequences of conduct'.'.34 In
'seeklng thus to make motivation ewp11c1t Snyder, Bruck and Sapln
are h0p1nm to exPlaln not only 1nd1v1dual behav1ourvbut thereby to
éaln 1n51ght into the behaviour of organlzatlonal actors -~ l.e. of
collectivities of human beings, Within an organizational context
a multip11c1ty of conflicting motlvatlons.are assumed to exist,

A general motivational analysis sets out the major properties of

'.metlves among which are the following: motivations are held to be -

learned as distinct from biologically'inherent in human beings;
and the process of! learnlng’motlves is an element of both general
‘cultural and partlcular institutional milieus and experiences cf
the declslon-maner. Because othhls acquisition process motives
tend to ﬁersist, social mechanisms reinforcing learned motive
patterns, making the decision-maker essentiallg_"a group actor".35
Hotives tend also to be functionélly autonomous and capable of
generating in turn further ﬁotives divorced from the stimulus
which gave rise +o the original set .of mctives, as for instance
when certain neans tota particular end develop into a source of

satisfaction in themselves., Ibtlves tend, further, to differ in

'strenmth and they comizonly conflict w1th other motives. Such

conflict is characteristic of the 'bundle of ends! whlch rnake up
the national 1nterest that it is .the Job of foreign policy to
secure and advance.A The»variety o£Q0pposed~policy instigations

thrown up by the decision-maker's domestic setting constitute in

technical terms "'competitive demands for energy focus and alterna- =~

. . . L 6
tive directions of actlon".3

(This is not untypicaily over-claborate

"o
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Snyder, Bruck and Sapin language,) An analytical distinction is

postulated between 'in order to' motives (directed to,theﬂattaih-

ment of future objectives) and 'because of' ones (invoking past

experience). 57 This distinction is useful in terms of the politi-

cal avowal of motlves (ratlonallzatlon) to which they next turn.

& =

~It 1is observed that verbal, declaratory ehplanation of policy

constitutes a policy act, and that 'declaratory' formulations

will have impact upon 'action'"polic&. Ibtives are thus deflned

as ”accentable Justlflcatlons for preseht past, and future pro-
grammes ofaction”.38 The importance of ratlonallzatlon is con51-
derable 1n mouldlng\a range of feasible alternatlvepollc1es, and
espec1ally in modifying ciiosen courseé of action -.for it is

by no means ‘easy to say one thing and to do quite another while
preserving both levels of policy formulation from the mutual inter=
action which.normaily takes,Pléce.. Extendin~ the focus of @his
séction, the authors consider attitudes, defined as "the readiness
5f individual decision-makers td be motivated'" - or, alsernatively,
Hg generélized potential of responses which are Mriggered! by~some
stlmull" 39 The attitudes of individual angd collect1v1ty alike

can be redefined so as to be more operationally useful by treatlng
them as the basis of the'decision-maker's.'frame of reference' - in
terms of which a situation is perceived, the relevant values brought
into ﬁlay, and the apprOPriate-gyaluation emerges.4o The authors
aver that'the“process in pfactice lacks preéision‘ahd tidiness

bgt they believe that~only by the application of such‘mctivational.

analysis as is contained in thelr scheme can we comprehend deClSlﬁnﬁ ,

making behaviour, To this end there is need of categorization of“

>Trbia., 14, - 3Bpiq, . w6, 2mid., 1k9, *Op 4., 150-52.,
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relevant 'motiwational data' w1thout which even such llttle theory
‘as 1s now available is uselesu.41 They suggest a number of classi-
fications including: the functions and ooaectlves of total foreign

. -
policy organlzaulon and parts thereof (strategles and prOJects)

soc1ally defined norms and values 1nternal to particular decisional -

unlts, those norms external to the total decis sion-making structure
and.internalized in decision-making (i.e., individual values);

material needs, values of society not internalized in the decision=-

- makers; and finallyi%he category of personality, which is given

fuller consideration below,

Individual men are significant in the decisional process as
'social beings' whose 'personalities' are shaped by 1nteractlons
with other men and with the overall system, In the study of perso-
nality attention is initially directed to 1ntellectual skills and

!
their application. The specific intellectual tasks discharged in
the "deliberation, choice, and problem-solving"42 that ig_deeision-

making are collectively known as "wolicy analysis™" involving, con-

cretely, a number of activities: the decision-maker will "analyze

- sltuations, estimate needs, define problems,'establish ranges of

alternatives, assign relevan01es and significance to events and

@

conditions, and. 1nterpret 1nformatlon" 43 In seeiiing to interpret

the capacity of the decision-maker to discharge these intellectual

j‘unitw(e.g;,subéSYStemvalﬁes, the methodologies of the lawyers

and théeconomists) b) his continued professional afflllatlons,
42

41_1_?_2-_@0, 153ff0 Ibldo, 161. ’431bld.,'1620

el
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his working theories of knowledge - concepts of human nature, of

socilal organization and vehaviour, e.g., national stereotypes,
There are obvious'complicafions arising from the reciprocal inter-
action of expertise and intellectual outlook - involved in, for
instance, the pfeparatiOH of a~dep;}tmental minute which iS‘liable,
in some measure, to reflect the views of the 1n 1v1dual off1c1al

/ | - j Y - L4 &
respon81ble for 1ts drafbln&. A second nead for the consideration

O et 2 e o

of personality factors is that of the interpretation of competences,

or the interaction of the individual actor's versonality with his
outlined sphere of competence., ile have referred above to this
question of variations in "role interpretation”44 brought to posts

by decision-makers of different temperaments, according to the

Snyder, Bruck and Sapin scheme, the particular role interpretation

. ’ adopted will depend upon the respective strengths of, and the king

of interaction between, the 'requirements of the group situation™

and the "ego-oriented needs and tensions™ of individual decision-

adequate personallty theory it w1ll not be p0551b1e properly to

1nclude the 'com&unlcator' 'innovator', 'tradltlonallst' Mitera-

T b4
list?, bower-seeker', and 'career-servant' 2 This final contpri-

butlon to ”the groundwork" of motlvatlonal analysis concludes

the- substance of the Snyder,

m;bldo, 160. 45

’
/

Brucx and Sapin elaboratlon of the

~

Ibid., 169-70, = -




‘theoretical frame of reference of decision-making analysis,

A reeapiiualatory’section includes a reminder that the cen-
tral focus of the study has been decision-making and that choice — -

is '"what precisely it is that the decision=-maker does when he

-»decides”.46‘ The authors mention various models of the theory of

choice as agreeing on the point that the activity of choosing

encompasses two significant elements: an orderfing of the chooser's

values as a 'scale of preferences', and the governing of those

preferences in" actual choice by the applicatien'of a 'set of rules'?7
(These twolelemenfs of,choice could perhaps alternatively be\rep-
resented)as substantiﬁe,andAprocedural choice.) In discussing how
far actual decision-making conforms to this ioSical or mathematical
type of model, Snyder, Bruck and Sapin acknowledge the likliehood
of con51derable empirical divergence, yet they feel such models as
their own to be basically realistice '"Decision-makers have prefe-
rences; they value one alternatlve more highly than another. Ihough
the scales of ppeference may not be as hlghly ordered as the logical
ones referred to above, the decision-makers may be assumed to act

. ,

. ~ 43 | |
1n terms of clear cut preferences', The preferences concerned

are not purely individual: as we have noted, these will be mediated

,through organizational and - de0151onal units. This central questien

of- de0151ona1 choice is rather brlef and concludes with g tentative

presentation of cther factors suggested as relevant, including

.

shared organizational‘eXperiences, the 'biographies' of the decision-

makers, and the available information - "assessed selectively in .

terms of the de0151on-ma kKer!s frame of reference" 49*

E6Z_r_p_3'._g., 175. 4-Ibid., 1750 &(’Ibld., 176, 9

id., 176,

1'18




'¢on0epts. categories; and relationships'is bound to be rich in

clarifying and suggesting ideas is, in fact, an almost ineluctable

the explanatory value of the work as theory, though its theoretical

slight value in performing the task for which it is designed; in

. be judged a bad theory. Hence, the work has géneratedg;iticisms

Ci%y of variables which Hoffmann criticizes - ang which should have

) ' : T
‘) . . .

 SOME OBSERVATIONS ON THE SNYDER MODEL ' -

The obvious initial observation is that the analytical

scheme presented by Snyder and his associates has heuristic value,
in the terms of our previous definition - l.cey regardless of~i§§m -

ultinate theoretical'validity.~'For the meticulous elaboration of

Suggestive insights, oringing to mind hypotheses about the nature

of important variables and their interactions, . This advantage of

product of a second major characcerlutlc of the work: its enormous
analytlcal richness and complexity., But we do not build wondrous,
brmmett-like edifices of<thebry merely to produce insights generated
'by'comtemplation of the model. Analytical richness, in this and

5

any other explanatory devide, has the disadvantage - a fundamental

one = of limiting its intelligibility,{and hence its theoretical

value, -In particular, the complexity of the scheme greatly confines

worth in the lower level respect of organizing knowledge may thereby

be enhanced, If a tool is difficult to grasp, it is obviously of

this explanatory sense, if a theory confuses and obscures, it nmust
such as the follow1ng, from btanlej H01rmann°”The box bullt by Lm.
Snyder 1s so filled with smaller boxes within boxes that before it

can be used, much has to be thrown out”.50 The luxuriant'multinli-

been apparent in ‘the precis above,- is a serious fault in the
=5 ’

Contenvorary Iheogz, Op. cit., 52’ ;., S -
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- side. of over-elaboratlon of categories whlch can be eliminated

cal testing to take place. There is clearly'sdme danger in theory-

authors' own terms. For they set~out'to produce an.analytical

scheme whose definitions and distinctions could be 0perationalized,

¥

and it is this ground.wpon which much of their criticism of-tradi-

tional .theorizing is based. The unweildy; complicated scheme

which the authors comiend to our use is{din fact, very difficult

to use, as is perhaps indicated by the pau01ty of subsequent work.
of an empirical natureucast in its mould The authors are obv1ously
sensitive to such objections; Snyder and Glenn D, Paige, in thelr
report on one of the few published empirical applications of the

51

sceme aver that: "If one mist err it oumht initially to be on the

after emp_rlcal investigation demonstrates the need to do so”f &
Granted that emplrlcal aopllcatlons protlde the ultimate function
of 'pruning! theory, there is still a ma jor need for discrimination
in the selection of variables and thelr 1nterrelat10nsh1ps for
1ncorboratlon in an analytlcal scheme or theory, and economy of
method and ciarlty and sparenees ought‘perhaps to be the initial
gulding rules rather than the ultlmate empirical test of efficiency

and validity - espe01ally since an overly corpulent theoretical

Scheme may . from the outset be too flabby for any worthwhile empiri-

building that the analytical mode}wwill,begome_theijectwinwitself,NW'

and that the activity of theorizing'w;ll become more procedural .

“"The U.S, Decision to Re51st Aggression in Korea: the application
/ of an analytical sceme', Administrative Science Quarteer, II1,3

(December, 1958) 341- 78 (and in Snyder, Bruck and Sapin, o Ope cit.
1 206-249), |

*
L ]

Snyder, Bruck and Sapin, 23. ci 227,




than hostile observers - for instance, Herbvert McCloskey, whose

sympathetic review of the 1954 publication in World Politics53 is

B

included in the 1962 refissue. Though enthusiastic in hailing the

Snyder, Bruck and Sapin enterprise as a landmark in the scientific
- study of international relations, the review condemns its major

}éhortcoming-of "inordinate co.mp].e}cit;)r".5LF of analytical layout.

A third point follows on from the question of COmplexity and
‘is closely related toyit: the theoretical status and qﬁality of the
work, It is naturally imposing avtaxing burden on an explanatory
sceme to expect‘it to explain the relationships among a large '
nunber of variables., In this respect, as suggested in the previous
paragréph, the very aﬁbitiousness of the schéme detracts from its
explanatory effectiveness. The 'frame bf reference! presented by\
Snyder, Bruck and Sapin specifies a wide range of factors whicﬁ enter
into decision-making but'their interrelationéh;ps are barely -
touched upon, vWefare presentgd with a carefully compiled lisfing
and categorization of elements that affect and determine the taking
~of decisions, but not much more. The authors introduce their work
as ah attempt to explain the working of intranational decision =

though not of international decision. Whatﬁ;hey have in fact done

is set out a statement of those factors whiggwmugt be conéidere@mmuﬂu“
relevant for such explanatory’work; they have dug the‘foundations;

to revert to our architectural-constructionél métaphor, but the&’
‘have not built the house.‘ Epistemologically their work is a

=

classificatory scheme rather than an explanatory model, an organi-

53 548nyder3 Bruck and Sapin, Op. cit.,
= 207. - |

VIIL,2 (January, 1956), 281-95.

121




T fen

AN

A RO R R IS TR AT
|

zing theory of 'how!' rather than an explanatory theory of ‘why!,

- has the low-level theoretical status of a taxonomys.6 Bﬁf“even this

;Vtibns. A nere ﬁﬁpology doéSVCQﬁétitute g step closer to“%heory”57

‘and has-great value in guiding research -‘thgugh the dividends in

' research cast in Snyder, Bruck and Sapin's terms: though disserta-

| undérstanding of even intranational behaviour and outlook.58 This

McClelland 's term for it is "an accounting system"55 with which we

may'tabulate amounts in decisional transactions. The analysis
- | A

is not to be despised in the current state of Internationalyﬁela-

this respect will only be great if the typology or classification - %
1s widely used and economies of scale are achieved. It is unfortu- .

nate therefore that we lack a considerable body of comparable

tions in that mould are doubtless stacked up in the Northwestern
University Library they have not achieved wide currency. Use isv
really the acid test of theory, and the too great complexity:of %his
scheme has obviously militated against its use extensively, e;en at

its organiéing-theory level.

A final point, which may be briefly made but which is of very
great significance, relates to the'basic focus of the study: deci-

sions, and whether concentration upon,them is adequate to impart.

point will have to be assessed but it may usefully be treated in

_._..____\:T_\'_,,,:\ Snooad - ,_______l

'térﬁé af”dé6iéi8£éi;éﬁé1jéisM6f-varibus other thinkers rather fhan

; 57Snyder and J.Robinson, ‘"D661510n~fakln¢ in International Polities™,

B

of Snyder and his associates alone. In the section follow1ng the

work of a number of’other analysts will be considered.

55NkClelland, ope cit., 103, 56MIcCloskey, in Snyder et ale, Op. cit.,
- | 195.

in H.Kelman (ed.), Internatlonal Behav1or (Néw York, 1965) L9,

58Hoffmann,'9_p_. cit., 52

. . ' . . .;
. | d ‘ ’ .
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OTHER CONTRIBUTIONS TO DECISIONAL ANALYSTS | ‘ |
‘ We may lack a body‘of empirical'writing cast'in\nhe pe;ti-
cular terms of the Snyder, Bruck and Sapin analysis, but their
work has had its influence on the general analysis of foreign
policy, which thguéh a falrly new development as a sub-field of
Internetional Relations is now almost universally presented in

explicit = albeit perheps nominal - decision-Making terminology. |

In this respect, at least, Snyder and his associates have advanced

‘methodological awareness in the field - and this is always an

objective of the scientific theorists. There are now a number of
general schemes of foreign policy analysis focusing upon the
decisional process, as well as various particular pieces of work

giving valuable partial perspectives on decision-making,

Among.the géneral theories is one, thaé of George Modelski,
contemporaneous with the work of Snyder~g£’g£. His Theory of For-
.eéﬁngolic159¥leens heavily upon macro-economic models of income/
production flows. Briefly, the decision-makenoccupies a pivotal
role mediating between flowe of input (of naticmnal resources) and
output (being the exhaustion of those resources) of policy. Model-
ski's focus wpon-the decisional process is distinguiehed from that
-of the Snyder scheme by having a wider scope; rather than the
single unit 'deciSion' he is seeking to handle the generai, contin-
uous lihkage of such units - i,e., 'poliey'. With reference to .

our final point of épgticism of Snyder and his associates above,

it is 1ntere5t1ng to note Modelski's reasons for escheW1ng the

59(London, 1962) First presented as a London University Ph.D.
thesis in 1954, - :

S
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micro-unit decision;6o He holds that the decisional focus imputes

too precise and definite an image to the policy precess. Analysis

of those partsxof the process'which are discernible as decisions
cannof'shed adequate light upon "the continuous streamn of activi=-

ties w1th1n whlch dec131ons afe embedded, and pays llttle heed, in |
theory at least to the actlons-that link one decision to another” 61 *

In any case, Modelsgl >Eserts, foreign pollcy is not ba51cally an

‘~act1v1ty.wh1ch is predomlnantly characterized by problem-solving,
" He is concerned that decisional analysis may foster the 'genetic

fallacy' of imputing to all behavioural phenomena an explanation

-~

/£

e .. q 62 .. . o
couched in decisional terns, lodelski acknowledges the value of
5 . [ " o 0 7 . - . | » » - o
declsmonal analysis for major, dicernible events in policy-making
but for minor events involving choice, and for much other policy
activity not involving choice - for instance, negotiation - in a
decisional sense, he is doubtful that decisional explanation and
classification is suitable., It is widely stated ‘that aec181ons

' ' 63

are at - or themselves are - 'the core! of politics but we

should beware of having this notion smuggled without scrutiny into

the conventional wisdom of political studies,

A more recent general model of pollcy analy51s, that of

Joseph- Frankel - concelves of decisions in a similarly broad con-

text to that adopted by'bbdelski. Although Frankel,-unlike Model- ¢
ski, is content to present his focus as nominally upon decision-

making his ﬁheoreticai/ﬁbdel, when fully clothed in the empirical

data Ultﬂ which his-book Ihe lMaking of Foreign Pollcz 1s replete,

‘. g /"
Ibla@, 12€f. 6 Ibid., 13. 2Ibld., 13-14,
56)3993 Cofley H,Slmaﬁ "Political Reoearch. the de0151on-mak1ng frame-

work', 15, 'in D bascon(ed) Varletleu of Polltlcal Theory (Ehgle-
. wood Cliffs, 1965), A

h

Op. eit. . . Jj-w v




'*actually deals with the overall policy process. Frankel's scheme

‘has something of the richness of the Snyder analyéis - though of

the empirical rather than the theoretical type: whereas it is
difficult to use the Snyder model because its theoretical coﬁplexity
defeats our ability to moblllse emplrlcél data, Franxel's ‘empirical
clothlng or flesh on the skeleton of bls tneory is such that we
cannot easily discern, let alone use, his theory. Frankel'sl

work is a compendious aggregation'of factors relevant to policy-
making within the domestic and international environments of

the decision-makers. I do not want to suggest that the Frankel
scheme is unmanageable in qulte the degree to which the Snyder one
escapes our grasp. He has in fact set out the‘theoret;cal orien-
tation of his analysis in an article published some time before the
publication of his book, "Towards a Decision-lMaking Model in Foreign
Policy’”.65 Also; in his book there is an initial attempt to make
the theoretical qgnceptidn fairly explicit.66 The model presentéd
5y Frankel is perhgps more.down to eargh and concretely useful

than Snyder's because of an important éifference of emphasis: the
sc0pé of the relevant milieﬁ of policy/decision-making is differ-

. ently determined. The emphatically behavioural emphasis of Snyder

et al. results in concentration upon what the dec151on-maker thlnks

~ is relevant whereas. Prankel feels it is necessary to treat the  ——— — ——

de¢isional process in terms of the objective enviromment of the

decision-maker as well as in terms of his subgectlve interpretation

thereof.67 In thls resnect as in that of its emplrlcal 'flesh',

‘the Frankel model is very much more broad but fo

?QR. cit. Oégg. cit., preface and’ ch.1 esp, 67Vide supra, 105,

r that very reason
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not very much easier to operationalize than that of‘Snyder, Bruck

and Sapin,

The general theorlsus/general conceptual framework bullders
_oonSLdered so‘far are consumers rather than producers of theory.
Much of the theoretical analysis applled to foeelgn policy analysis
is drawn directly from work done in other fields - uconomics,~Social
Pyschology, etc. = on the decisional process, much of which nas
considerable general valldlty extendlng to the process within our
‘mllleu. The majo? area of u:?seii‘u.~ theoretical discussion is that

- of the various contributions on the subject of ratlonal;JX in

de0151ona1 ch01ce. Most of this work takes as 1ts startlng point
an image - akin to that whlch 1s implicit in much traditional
writing'on international relations - of a rational 'decisional
.men', first cousin to 'economic man' who‘has long Served as an
ideal type and referent in the best established policy soieﬁce,
and andiétant descendant of the rational man who.was once felt to
e - ) |
people the political landscape, ‘According to this”ideal type
model the oe0151on-mak1ng process is characterized, in the words
of its most perspicacious critic, Professor Simon, as '"the selection
of an Optlmal course of actlon from among a set of specified alt-
ernative courses of ection, on the basis of a criterion of prefer=-
ence?. 8 A high degree of rationality is assumed in the handling
of the various compenents of declslonal caleglatlon, about Whlch
in turn, indeed ;s a prereculslte, & condition of rationality, a .,
high degree of knowledge is assumed., In its most formal terms

ggéimon,.gg. cit., 18.




Q&'uiility—functionl;gp~'pre£eréﬁceaordéring' in terms of whieh that

(with thé potentiai of pure mathematicalhtreatment69)»the inage of

ratioﬁal‘man depicts him.responding to decisional problems by
resort to a whole-sgt of given alternatives; each of which is

seen as having certain‘outcomes (varying in the degree of knowledge
and certainty). The‘selectioh from this range of an appropriate

alternative is done by reference to an articulated, explicit

outcome is chosen which is 'valuationally' most desirable.7o This
model of decisional choice is variously held to gchieve a maximi-
zation' of goals or an "optimization!' of choice. Becéuse it is
characteriéed by rationality to sﬁch_an extent this précess is
often described as 'means;ends analysis'; the rational man is
picturéd as ‘''cool énd clearheaded” in.calculating the best means

to attain his known end.’) Rational man‘is, then, a tidy, analyti-

cally satisying paragon of decision-making,

There is howéver the great disadvantage to 'rational man'
ihat.he.does not exist, From our intuitive knowledge and from
what empirical work that is a%aiiable it is clear that decisional
choice is just not rational to the extent depiéted in the ciaésiéal
model, of pure ragionality. (It should be noted that feiatively few

analysts have actually been guilty_of*asserting'that rational man

1s completely isomorphic to reality, but as a critical technique SR

it has been useful for Simon, Verba and other observers to set up
- a classical straw man in érder to enlighten in the process of

klknocking hinm déwnf)m.Having~set out criticisms of this conception

)

-

Seey, o, L.DeJBross, Design for Decision (New York, 1953), on
"statistical decision=-making". "

70

See J.March and H.Simon, "The Concept of Rationality", in J.D.
Singer (ed.), Human Behavior and International Politics (Chicago,
1965), 340, | *“""" T

S.Verba,'"Assunptions of Rationality and Hon-Rationality in llodels
of the International System", in S.Verba and K.Knorr(eds.), Thé
International System, op. cit., 95. | |

127.
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and its shortcomings as a description of what really happens,

Simon, ILindblom, Verba and others attempt themselves to depict

the decisional process as it is in the untidy and unsatisfactory

'real' world, seeking in ILindblom's expression to build a 'less
' S .fd . . " 72 ,r‘ . .
heroic model of policy-making", this can best be done by way

of destructién of the unreal and abstract assumptions of the model
of pure rational choice. March and Simon are typical in taking
exception to three basic assumptions of the model, namely: the

—~ S |
assumption as known givens of the range of alternative courses

"open to the decision-makers; the assumption that the-éonsequences

or outcomes of these will be known to a fairly complete degree;

“and the belief that the decision-makers interpret and choose deci-

sions in terms of an articulated framework of values.73 ‘Simon has

elsewhere made a general statement of some force criticizing these

assumptions:

Our world is a world of linited, serial information
processors dealing with complexity that,for all prac-
tical purposes, is infinite in conparison with their
information-gathering and =-computing powers. It is

& world peopled by creatures of bounded rationality,
Because we cannot simultaneously attend to everything
that is potentially relevant, we must have processes
that determine the focus of attention., If alterna-
tives are not given but must be discovered, then
there must be processes for seeking them out, 'The
actual choice among alternatives may well turn out

to be relatively inconseguential in comparison with

the processes that determine what'alterna§ives"aref
avallable for choiee.74

»

The relevant information is not, of course, 'given' from te view- '

point of the decision-maker; there is, therefore, a need for him -

»

C.E.Lindblom, "The Science of 'Muddling Through'', Public Admin-
istration Rewiew, XIX,2 (Spring, 1959), 80m.

e Y

73ﬁaTCh and Simoh,.o o Cit., 341; see also Simon, Administrative
. Behavior (New York, 1957 - 2nd. ed.), 80ff. |
7h -v |

Simon, in Easton,’OD. cit., 19.

Y, gt

&
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to work out alternatives, outcomes, and even values., The most

crucial element of perfect rational knowledge - predictive knowledge

N T T e S I s T e e D [ERPN

. of outcomes - is certainly not available. Hence, decision-makers

-

can be only 'infendedly' and"limitedly"rational.75 bven in hind-

sight the objective reality of which courses were open to a deci-

| ? sion-maker in a particular circumstance is not likely to be per-
fectly kmown.7 .The rationality which is attainable is relative
and subjective = in that it can at best be rational in ternms of the
particular frame of reference or world-picture which is the real
, ~ 8
world in the view of the de0151on-maAer. e choose always with
; ’ - -
| | respect to "a limited, approx cinate, simplified 'model! of the real
situation”.77 Our conceptions of the worlid are neces: arlly lmper-

fect because the biological capacities of human beings,; and the

social capacities of the organizations they establish, are not

finite while the informational- and computational demands of
complex decision-making are virtually infinite. Even guite simple

problems tax our minds and cannot be handled in pure rational terms

eannot assign to them meaningful outcomes, our value-structures

are inchoate, and our abilities to calculate‘OPtimum policies in

terms of those values are af a low level of sophlstlcatlon. In

e e . LeNeTto ot mc o sommoecs ot - SO

order ior the de0151onal process to be manageable, decision-makers

g "must restrict their attention to relatively few values.and relati-

; - vely few alternatlve pollc1es among the countless alternatives that

~

might be imagined", 73 Similarly, Bertrand de Jouwenel refers to

L

75 " o

| | Simon, Administrative Behavior, op. cit., xxiv.

g,
78
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March and Slmon,.ggo 01t., 342 77Ib1d., 342,
Lindblom, op. cit., 80.
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a polity having to apply what he calls the 'law of conservative
exclueion' according to which certain kinds of instigations cannot
be allowed into free competitioﬁ in the political market place
becauoe the& are incompatible with the rules of the game79 On the
individual level, but more crudely, the decision-maker must conser-
vatively exelede_many considerations if his decisional role is to

be manageable., As de Jouvenel notes, our conscious and unconsecious

'minds perform this role, analogous to, that of a secretary securing
- a bu51neusman from minor and irrelevant distractions in order to

.conserve his capacity to handle major suestions. At the conscious

level man's decisional capacities are protected by his prejudices,
that is to say, by '"built in principles- by virtue of which some
cases need not be Brought up before our court of justice”.go On a
lees philosophical plane,»this screening process of diserimination
among factors which may appear relevant in the decisional process
does have some rational character; it is not 31ﬁply random or arbi-~
trary. Though allowane¢e must be made for capr1c1ous, careless
decision-making, it seems intuitively reasonable to accept Simon's
concept of decision~making as involving, in each case, considerable

elementary 'substantive planning', the deciding involving an elabo-

ration of basic values and of objectives as much as of courses of

action, Only by such prior rational dlscrlmlnatlon can the‘%J

dec151on-maker»s‘"frame of attentlon"81 be sufllclently narrowed
to av01d~swamping his intellectual capacity. Thereby each decisional

choice can.be "guided &irectly-or indirectly by much broader con- -

‘slqeratlons of rationality than would be possible if it had to be

]

79B de Jouvenel The Pure Theogx of Politics (London, 1963), 112;

see geperally, Part IV Ch 2o

80Ib:_d., 95; see also 172. 1Slmon,Admin. Behav.,, 22, gig;, 93,

130
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made 'on the spot' without benefit of previous consideration'’,
The decision-maker is, then, "selecting general criteria of choice
| > » L. . '- . I e .‘ .
and (then) particularizing them by avplication to specific situ-

53

ations!',

£

,.
s

The term used by another writer, Sir Geoffrey Vickers,
5 : - as equivalent to 'frame of attention!'! is ‘appreciation! (of both
! o value; and reality-judgements in compositidh) is useful because i§§

everyday’usage focuses our analysis.upon the crucial factor of

§

the human capacity to, as we say, 'take in' and absorbd the impact
| | | 2
- of events and the range of variables in decision-malking,

Simon 1s, then, presenting a model of decisional choice in
which the scope for rational 'problem-solving' decision is greatly
narrowed, and yet the facility of decision-making is increased
within that scope by the establishnent of a category of 'routinizeq!

// reésponses to decisional

difiiculties, simplifying and indeed enabling

the solution of problems. In terwms of stimulus-response, this

/ means that:

when a stimulus is utterly novel, it will invoke
| ) o problem=-solving activity aimed initially at con-

" - structing a definition of the situation and then
at developing one or more a&ppropriate performance
[ : prograns.o§ |

rd

This moified model of decisional choice 1s a rational model, only

differing in degree, thquéhw

CglilS;.d eI'@b-LY, frOmthepuPeﬂme&eh _____ St ¢

termns of this conception of decisional behaviour the information

at the disposal of the decision-maker is infinitely less extensive

“and reliable.‘ A very great deal of decisioﬁal attention is devoted

to the question - ignored in

the pure model - of deciding what to
2 83__ . U o
Ibid.,, 98=99, 3Ibld., 99; see also Sir Geoffrey Vickers, The t
- | of Judgement (London, 1965), 68, | '
84Vickers, ibid,, 39, 2

March and Simon, Ope. cit., 343,
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decide. The specification of alternatiVes, this model asserts,
is a difficult, partly raticnal, process of 'searching'.87 Hence
only a part of the overall decisional. process con51sts of the acti-
vity of deciding as 1t'1s presented 1n pure rational terms.‘ The
model of Slmon and hls school is one which dlrects attention to
"the whole spectrum of dec151on-mak1n~‘activity - attention direc-
ting, de51gn, and choice”.as, It thus difrfers in respect of focus
as well in respecf of the'raticnality held to characterize the

‘process of deciding from the formal, pure model of rational deci-

sion-making,

A major difference between the models is in the autonomy

imputed to means and ends respectively, Whereas the pure rational
»

‘means-ends' analysis rests upon the interaction of means ang

ends as clear,distinct mna jor varlables of ch01ce, in the adapted~’
model this cateworlzatlon is blurred. Since it holds that a pre-
selected otructure of values is not avallable to guide the decision-
maker's choice of means, it ic obvious that the adapted model

cannot be centred upon a conception of choice of means in the

light of known ends. The distinction from the pure model is magde

most clear in the work of ILindblom, whose model of decisional

. ’
choice is intended to cover a process of "successive limited con-

;iscnsﬂminfpelicymselection, and which eschews the "ratlonal-

= comprehensiveU image of the process.89 Lindblom holds that in

policy-making'the evaluatlon of governlnc prlnclples and the selec-

tion of approprlate courses of actlon are not uequential steps in
- 3T — | | : B
- Simon, in BaSbon (ed.), Op. cit., 19, -87lhrch and Simon, “

Op.e
op. cit., 19. 01t., 943.

3
89. :
Llndlom, "The Science of 'Muddling anoueh'”, Op. cit., 81, see

also, idem, ”POlle Analysis!", Amerlcan Economic ?ev1ew, ALVIIT
(June’ 1 5 ), 290—j13. 4 ‘ :
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a process but are'inextricaﬁly interfwined as one stage of overall
problem=solving. This view would seem to be intuitively correét:
'1nd1V1duals' value structures tend to be 1nartlculated to some,

and not infrequently to a very great, extent ahd hence do not
often constitute an 0peratlonally useful ranllng of goals, The
problen of-values in politics has always presented major obstacles
“to theorizing; in thls connectlon, the difficulties of measurlng
the 1nten51ty w1th which a given value is held, and conse juently
the enormous problems involved in assessing the comparative
attachment of an individual to a number, even two, of distinct
values, greatly compllcate pollcy analysis and vitiate fully
rational procedure for the well-eculpned oucslde observer, let alone
for the participant in decisional choosing. ILindblom feels that
the‘policy'analyst'is thus forced to concentrate upon value choices

which are marginal. "The value problém is...,always a problem of

adJustments at the margin'. 9Q What Lindblom is asuertlnv bere is

-that the de0131on-maker in practice grasps the problems of value

involved in decisional choice by comparing differences between the
Xisting policy course and an (or a few) alternative modification

which is in cuestion for that policy course 'at the margin' of the

‘policy where it enters the continuum of time and space and circum-

stances., loreover, even these 'incréﬁentg;lmghaqgesm;gwgglues are

themselves most attainable if mediated through a choice of policy

means., For it is the case, in Lindblom's view, that it is only

through 'successive limited comparisons' of conerete, specified

@ |
policies that decision-makers really ecome to know what their rela-

tive values are, The process of decisional choice tends therefore




comparisons of policy alternatives. There is an ongoing process "
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the rtionality of choice within that process is confined to the

[ o]

bounds of Lindblom's marginal, incremental, successive limited

whereby policy is suecessively approximated to somne desired objec—

tives which themselves nay substantially change. This is admitt-

edly an imperfect and untidy model but it would appear that it is,

e

by that very fact, isomorphic to reality to a far greater extent

than is the pure rational chOice model., In particular the adapted

‘model would seem nore apprOpriate‘%o accommodate the bulk of policy

decisions «~ which are unlike the major 'revolutions' in policy in
that they do not involve clear-cut issues upon which much attention
is. focused. (This recalls Medelski's reservations concerning the
applicability of the concept decision.) In short, decision-making
is a process of 'muddling through' thoughﬁin its limited way, ILind-

blom maintains, a scientific process.

The general distinction between‘pure and modified decisional
choice models is perhaps most explicit in their understandings of

the rules governing actual decision., Whereas we have seen that the

pure model assumes the objective of optimizing or maximising the

choice of policy alternatives, the adapted model is less ambitious

and its decision-maker seeks instead {in the term coined by Simon)
to 'satisfice' - more intelligibly, to achieve merely g.sétisfac-
tory solution - and does not (because he can not) quest after the

one, optimal course or choice. For given that the information at

the dispesal of the decision-maker - about the range of possible

<a1ternatives, the outcones thereof, the relevant values and their

Jhierarchy, and the relationship of values to alterqativee‘courses

NI . ) -~
\.J M . " . : . .
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of action - is eeuerbly limited, itviS'simply not possible for

us to discern the best SO£Zti0n. This would only be possible,
according to March and Simon, if there ex1sted a2 set of criteria
accordlng to which all alternatlves could be compared and, further,

if the alternative thereby preferred would be preferable in terns

of the relevant criteria ‘to aul the other al eruatlves.91 Since

values are normally numerous and conflicting,'within the individual i

mind and far more so within foreign collcy organlzatlons it is

e 4

most unllﬁely that such a hlerarchy of values could be arrived at.&

//

There is obviously a problen of opportunity cost, in terms of

value X cay, of selecting policy A to achieve Objective B which

L4

- embodies value'Y, r"'her'e is /the additional comollcatlon that means

are not valuatlonally neu ral. It-is.thus one thing to conceive, in

game-theoretic terms, of a ninimax of values and culte another thing,

which is largely beyond us, to calculate what it will be in practice.
_Hencevwe noriially confine our decisional efforts to satisficing
rather than to maxAimizing or optimizing. The distinction is made

succinctly by Marech and Simon when they say that satlsf1c1ng is

like searchin;/a haystack for a neodle sharp enough to sew with,

while optimizing demands that the haystack be combed to provide us

w1th the sharpest needle.gz» Sir Geoffrey Vickers prOV1des a further,

.
mcr et o e
G e
g R
(2R T p

perhaps more helpful,lllustratlon of the nature of satlsflclng

when he defines it (though confusingly, he uses the term optimi-

cing) as "the progressive elimination of alternatives which are

~Judged 'not good enough', until one 'good enough' is found" He

gives Lhe example of a hlmh-gump cotest in whlch "the bar is pro- °

91March and Simon,‘ggé cit-, 343. 72

L ]

Loc., cit,
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gressively raiséd-Uﬂtil all competitors but one are proved !not

good enough'; and the survivor, being 'good enough' sy 13 conseq-
uently 'best”,'.93 Charles Lindblo:i is in broad agreement with
this concebtlon but he goes beyond it to the ex tent of asuertlng

&

that 1n even tne llﬂlbedly rational choice of satlsfactorj policy

‘the operational significance of value preferences nay be almost

nil. This is not to say that policy choice isventirely random or

capricious. Since in his view policy is chosen more on the basis

of specifying policies which are better than others on ineremental
value grounds than upon the basis of cnds-means mediation, a 'good'!
policy may be selected by way of "agreenent on policy itself, which
s . : - c oy 9%
remains posclble even when agreement on values is not', Aithin

an organizationalyﬁecisional unit it seems empirically correct

that the only practicable test of 'good! policy is agreement upon

~

its goodness(for_whatever reaSOns) as Lindblom maintains; ends are
often left unresolved, conflicting and unsettled in the practice

of sﬁch units, This inage is supported by the experiences of the
impact of 'unnattached' (i.ee, advisory or‘expert)‘academics and
intellectuals upon the workings éf policy machinery; their rational

aporoach tends to engender ‘conflict because it ilupells them £o

make explicit their assumptions and values,-and such procedure

&
{%
b
N
i3

" bered that not even the pure ratlonal ch01ce model can properly .

'93V1Cﬁers, Op. c1t., 42-3n.

is iani_Qw_im_;mpﬁdﬁ_themachlexﬁmeniuof_pgl;gy_eenseﬂsus by way

of satlsf1c1ng. We must recognize, then, that,satisfactory poiicy

may result from quite unsatisfactory reasoning processes., This

is, certalnly, a most subjective procedure but it should be remem- .

-3

be founded upon obgectlve, absolute givens; for it is the case

. 9L}L:i.ndblom, ""Science', op. cit., 33

‘136 |
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that "objectives themselves have no ultimate validity other than

(that) they are agreed on".95 . » | o -

CONCLUSION

If is now necessary to attempt a summing up of the'theory‘;

‘purporting to explain foreign policy decision-making., Initially

e RO B
.

it may be helpful to note that even' did we have at our disposal
a fairly complete organizational and explanatory theory of deci-
sion-making in the foreign policy proceSS‘- and we manifestly do

not have such a body of theory - we tfould not ipso facto have a

complete theoretical accommodation.of the actions of individual
states as policy-making and -ercuting entities, As has been
noted above96 objections can be made to conceptions of policy
which hinge solely upon the‘Fecisional perepective, and so the
scope of foreign policy theory is being arbltrarlly - thfugh not
{necesuarllj ungustlflably reuearch may not yet be frultful at the -
more diffuse pOllCJ level - confined to what may be discerned and
grasped as deeision. The self-evidently central, pivotal nature

of decisions in political activity 1s, in fact, open to serious
question. Decisional analysis of the kind de?eloped‘by Lindblom,

4
which is distinguished by its clooeness to empirical reallty

from much other theoréfical writing, comes near to seeing the

| raulonal really decisional element in policy- formulatlon in its
true perspectlve, but even hls‘worl would appear to overstate the
coherence of the process.-'muddllng through' is in-practice

more of an art than a science = ang it is often not even that and

is simply muddle.

'95'Ibid., 8L, 96Vide supra, 1“24*5? ‘
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Having mentioned an important present limitation upon this
particular theorFtical perspecfiﬁe upon policy analysis - oﬁe
_whbsg éxisténce inciines muich policy analysis in writing and
teaching to remain in a 'litera;y' theoretical mould - it is
meet to set out what are thé requirenents of a theory of B

foreign policy analysis, in order to make clear the overall

contributions discussed above.

There are obviously a numbér‘of.key clusters of #ariables,
treated in most of the schemes so far mentioned but upon the '
place of which in overall policy analysis little consensus would
-appear to exist. One obvious category is that~concerned'with
the individual'men‘who occupy policy roles and take'-'in so far
as they are discernible - decisions. It is a com:onplace of
traditional analysis that the personal prgdispoéitions of tlisj
foreign minister and that president afé of impoftance, and thefe'
would not 5e dissent from the pr0positioﬁ that we must'therefore'
étudy men, The question'upon which dispute will iﬁevitable centre
is: to what degree are men important and how can this degree be
determined? Obviously, it is interesting to have some insight

9
into the\gfrsonality traits of men in office, and the highly

M,:f;developed;sQgiggp¥&ghglggiaai@se%ggees@havekgeﬁer&teéfawSﬁbstantial“

body of theoretical work =- classificatory and also eeplanatory -

4

on these traits. In their raw form such theories have dubious
applicability to international relations analysis - as witness

the general reception given to the Bullitt-Freud S£udy of Woodrow

O +
- - / . ® 1 - & ° 'y
Wilson, / Less extravagent and more careful interdisciplinary

97Thomgg Woodrow Wilson: a Psychological Stu@z;(London,.1967).
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borrowing has produced very useful worlk, enlarging the horizons

‘of.fhe international relations milieu = to take one area as illus-

trative, consider the many valuable articles in the Journal of

Conflict Resolution on the subject of national images, their

formation, modification;'and affects, Psychoéeocielwperspeetives
giyemany fruitful.applicatibns o the study of individual values,
Eackgrouﬁds,and behaviouralveheraeferistics. Such analysis

yields mueh ofvobvioﬁs value‘ﬁo our study of men in foreign policy

situations. But these insights‘and'theories,‘though increasingly

uscd in International Relations, are not of sufficient value

 £0 explain policy. For the personal variable must be related to

others, one of which is the context or milieu of policy. There is

sone variation. in the verspective which is adopted here. Sone
studies concentrate upon the organizational structure of the
policy machineri itself, while others see that as of importance
only iﬁ its role as a sub-system of the sovereign comaunity as a
whole. The nature of organizational structure, the hierarchies

within the society, and similar factors must be organized to

acquire a sufficient theoretical framewofk‘into which the personality

A
variables can be integrated. Within a general framework accommo-

dating personal and organizational (restricted or extensive)

factors it will be necessary to pay particular attention to the

way in which they interact, far it is such interactionAwhich will

itself constitute national policy~méking{{ UPOn the existence of

- at least these three'clusters of Variables, or factors, most

observers would be prepared to agree, but in theoretical treat-

ment of them their relative importance differs considerably.

~
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Of all existing classificatory-eXplanatory theories in the .ﬁ

foreign policy analysis field, one of the most interesting is

that of James Rosenau, recently"published.9 Though this pur-

| g - | ' '
ports only to be a 'pre-theory' = i.e. aimed at "the prelinminary
processing of foreign policy materials”99 - 1t is in character
more ueveloved and more useful than many. putative 'zeneral theories'!,
especially in its clascificatory aspects (though these are dev-
eloped to the point at which they have considerable explanatory
value) - see, for instance, Rosenau's diagrariatic ranking of

e

relevant factors in the classification of foreizn policy.1

But even this wori does not pr0pérly constituté analysis ‘of
general thgoretical type - as Rosenau is modestenough to admit
in his usage 'pre-thedry'. The fact is that foreign policy analy-
sis, and even the more restricted decisional analysis, has not
advanced beyond the stage of organizational theory. A4s. Rosenau
- states, "the dynamics of the processes which culminate in the
:exterﬁal behéviour of societies reméin'obscure. -To identify

] L ’ ; .o | 101 . _ w
factors is not %o trace their influence.,! lioreover, even at
> 9

~this level of classificatory theory progress has been by no means

impressive. The schena developed by-Rosenau is breaking new

I —

ground which should by navha?ebeen 1ong‘%iiled.Néverthéless,
advances are being made. Though International Relations cannbtf
be said yef to enjéyatwthe micro-unit level a bddy of analysis
comparable in scope and quality to the pre-Keynesian theory of the

firm, there is much effort going into the very necéssary, pre-.

theoretical step of "inventorying the determiﬁants of exterﬁal
Bop. cit. Pmid., 41, "mia., 50-91. %4, 31,

} ; : ) e




béhairior”.1o2 Without adequate prepartion at this level it is
perhaps directly harmful to the enterprise of building scienti-
fic theory to engage in formulating 'if-then' hypotheses. Ve

fiﬁst‘have to know fhey'what',vbéfore we can - dr should - seek

to be certain about the 'why' of foreign policy. Ideas about

the why will naturally shape our understanding of what it is thas

SR : Qe should be finding out at the what level; but conclusive as

- distinct from tentative explanatory hypotheses must wéit'upon the
developménfvof adéquate organizational-classificatory theory. 1In
‘the sub-field of foreign policy analysis the study International

rd

Relations is perhaps now in sight of the anke-off into self-

sustaining growth' of explanatory theory; it has not happened

yet because we have not yet finished building the air-strip,

1921154, 32.

b
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Chapter §:_§§bro-Theogx; Systems Analysis in Internationa%ggelations

INTRODUCTION
Just as the terminology, if not very much of the substantive

theory, of decision-making analysis has becone assimilated to the

canventional wisdom of the subject, the language of systems

analysis is béginniné to have influence in International Rela-
tions, Students and teachers and researchers ére increasingly
éble énd ready to 'think system'. A4t the purely terminological
level, 'systens analysis!' is something'of a fashionable usage -

a fetish expression. But the aprroach is gaining ground at other
and more significant levels in the subject; books are beginning
to’appeér,in the text category which focus explicitly and’meaninm-
fully upon 1nternat1§nal relatlons in a systens theory perspecblve,

one of the most notable examples being Herbert J, Spiro's World

Politics: the Global sttem.1

1t would be misleading, however, to give the 1mpresdlon that
Ve

analysis in system terms - nominal and conceptual - has been enti=-

_,enqulry. For althOLgnmlt is. these advecates cf and borrowers from SRR ———

the idea of system. Semantically, the milieu which we study is a

. tonnected parts- whether or not explicitly artlculated as a system

L

the ngW1ng corpus of general systems theory' who have taﬁen systems

analysis furthest, in a less scientific (but nonetheless 1nf1uent1al)
sense the study of international relations has long re%olved around

§

system, in that it is a complex whole made Up of a set of inter-

1Homewood, I11., 1966.
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~analysis upon the latter, though we may note in pa351ng that the

the 'complexe relationnel international! (to use Prof. Chevalier's
eXPreSSionz) comprehends such a wholeencompassing certain parts.
Throughout polltlcal thouoht men have drawn ins olratlon fron”the
consideration of varloue systems, blolo 1cal mechanlcal and

what might be.called social - like Mandeville's Fable of the Beese

In advance of 1nterdl501nllnary attention belnc*oald to deve10p1ng
a tnegxy to make such eclecticisn respectable (and, admlttedly, -

-,

more frultful) tadents of the social sciences were inclined to
con81der the polﬂty, economy, and society as usefully approached
as systems., For International Relations, especially, the sovereign
states constitute a number of discernible parts of the international

societal wholej the centrallty to the subject of the 1nterrelatlon-

ship of the two perspectives makes Internatlonal Relatlons par

gxcellence amenable to systems thinking. For all that the subject
has traditionally been studied in implicit systens terms, the over-
whelming influence making for the current systems’ awareness has

been the readiness of scientific theorists. to establish systems

- thought explicitly. ‘he inchoate and fraéﬁentary nature of inter-

national relations systems theory prior to the scientific theorizing

of recent decades compels us to concentrate our attention in this

”L.slgnlflcance of systems 1deao in the 1nternatlonal outlook of bo h

practical men and academics would provide a fascinating treatise in

~the history and philosophy of ideas,

- As dlstlnct from the mlcro théoretlcal focus of declslon-

-~

making analy51s recent excur51ons into systems theory have been
3 .

2é&uoted in Manning, Unlver51tz _pachlngh Op. cit.,_10.
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applied to international polities at the macro-theoretical level,
This ambitiously broad scope need not necessarllv héve been
outllned in pureterms, systems ‘theory is applicable to any
unip or aggregation thereof and, indeed, given the'fbrmidable

problems of complexity and mu1t1p11c1ty existing at the interna-

- tional level a focus upon the national sub-systems of the overa;l

'international system' might have been more appropriate because
more fruitful., However, with the discovery of the'system tool in-
conceptualizing it came to be applied vrincipally at the macro-

level and it is with this emphasis of the literature which exists

that it is necessary here to deal. In attempting to do so, some

more operative understanding of 'system' and 'systems analysis

must be sought, and this will concern us next. (The issue of the
scope and nature of systems theory in International Relations will

have to be returned to below.)

THE IDEA OF SYSTEHM

Any exercise in ﬁheorlzlnr ought to be 'sys tematlc' it is
universally held (though in certain respects, for instance in the
generation of hypotheses from flashes of intuitive insight, the

I'4

systematic utilization of mental resources may be at one remove:

in preparlng the mlnd to produce the soumht-apLer-1pépiféfi;p)

By this is meant that we shpuld be;consistent and organized, and
generally follow the sc1ent1f1c method, in our thlnkln ; concre-
tely, a systematic appfpaéh to data is oné which subjects relevant
observed phenomena to the Scrutiny’of thewhole range of évailable
relevant hypotheses.- In this sense every fheotist has - or should

1y
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have - a System in the sense of means of procedure.' Yet theorizing
§ , | need not involve a substantive conception of system in its compre -
‘heﬁsion of aparticula£ subject=-matter, Phiiosophers'of HiStory,,
for example, may or may net discern and point to a system of

universal human history though we would expect then to be syste-

Oy T A 5 T T S by £y Ao 0 B < it F - £ b et TOT T AT
E4

matic in sifting the evidence of civilizations fromn whose experi-

ences they infer lines or cycles of progress or regress; and for

this reason Toynbee's A Study of History is of enormous value as
-a compendium of the history of men's societies, regardless of the

validity of the compiler's systen of history.

To be more precise about the substantive nature of systems

analysis, it involves a particular conception of the character of

% the milieu to be studied - whereas focus upon the process of deci-
sion-making is based upon what might be called a more neutral

conception of the milieu (albeit that deecisional analysis may in

i .~ practice have tended to colour its practitioners’ underStanding‘of
% | ~the political process, perhaps considerably). Treatment of inter?
i ,ﬁational relations as constituting an '1nternatlonal system' has
in fact tended to rest upon an at least implicit stressing of the
~ - | global whole over the various discrete 'sub-systems"', Thls is "a
p01nt whlch mﬁstﬂeemeen51eered in detail in the conteyt of exami-

natlon of the work of various systems theorists; before doing so, it

is necessary to be~cleér,about ternms, “
_ ) \
At one level of understandlng, everjthlng and anything can be

subgected to a uystems analysis perspectlve. Kaplan is entlrely in

-~
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saccordance with the technical, though broad, definition of 'systems

of action'! - as béiﬁé:consbdtuted by any Specified set of variables -

\

in stating that: ""Hapoleon, the Columbia River, and a dinosaur may

be considered a system".3 It is a reflection of ‘the genesis‘of-

oo cianshiun b h S

the systems perspective that we regard it as ‘apvropriate to conceive

; AN

of biological organisus, mechanical constructs, and various types

of polity as systems., In practice, however, the emphasis in the

L4
/

deflnltlon of systems of action is upon sets of variables whlch
are related significantly together = as are the components of a
radio set, the organs and matter pf-a human body, the cells of a
living plant, respectively - and thus constitute a recoghizable,
meaningful‘whole; kippers and custard dobnot. ‘Put in characteris-

1

tically austere langauge, Kaplan thus defines a system of action

operably as:

ce ol set of variables so related, in contradistinec-
tion to its environnent, that.describable behavioral
regularities characterlze the internal relationships
of the variables to each other and the external rela-
tionships of the set of individual variables to
co*blnatlons of external variables.b

Aniother analyst, Nettl, stresses the importance of approaching

the concept system from the perspective of the whole and not simply

from that of its'component parts - i.e. the individual variables.5

rence to the work of David uaston, of the Jnlver51tJ of Chicago, -

whose reputation'is greatest among all those approaching politicél'

analysis in systems terms. Easton has published three significant

3 S L L ” *
BKaplan, Oope Cit., 4. “Loc. cit.

tninesinany
SEuieEocf .

‘BP ettl, "The Concept of Systenm in Polltlcal Sc1ence”, Politiéél

Studies, XIV 3 (October, 1966), 305.
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books embodying and advancing the systems perspective. In one of

these, A

Frameworlk for Political Analysis, there is a section (chap-

ter two: Political Life as a System of Behavior) outlininghis//

basic conceptions in this regard, His analysis tends to be highly o

rigorous, and couched in prGCisely turned language. Political
"life\is a system in Easton's terms in the sense thatAit is:
a‘bounaary-malntalnlng set of interactions imbedded
in and surrounded by other social systems to the
nfluence of which it is constantly exposed.?
In more tradltlonal analysis, this is to say that p011tlcal act1v1ty
is one facet of human 1life for which other aspects constitute an
environment., Withan the specifically political system are a number
of prodesses among a number of important variabl;;)which Easton
megards as characterizing - as def nlng - political life, wherever
it may be found, Sinca he'has gone further than most political
scientists in the application to his subject-matter of the abstract
models and.concepts af 'general systemstheory'8 it may be fruitful
to begin the analysis of‘the subatantive lateratura with Easton's
work; juat as in the_considerationof decision=-making analysis.it
- proved convenient to begia.with the Snyder modelg because of its

oomprehensiveness, it may also be most advantageous to approach

systems analysis through the work of its most elaborately methodo=

. {

SYSTEMS GENERAL AND INTERNATTONAL

It is not intended here to make anything Tike so extensive an

The Political S System (iew York, .1953); A Tramework for Political
Analysis (&nglewood Cliffs, 1965) A §X§tems Analysis - of ‘Political
Life (Wew Yorl, 1965) | | o 1

8 | 2

7FTamework op. cit., 25.': On which see: L von Bertalanf»v "Gen-

~.eral Systems", in 3inger (ed.), fuman
Behavior and Internatlonal Polities |
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exposition of Easton's ideas as was attempted in the case‘bf“SnyQ§r,

oo S

This is not meant to indicate a relative valuation of the two theo-

riSts'éF on the contrary; but it is a reflection of the relevance

¥

g E of each theoretical contribution to the study of international

oo v , tiona

relations. In the case of Easton the reasons for this Judgement

N w1ll not be argued at tnls p01nt for they should become plain from

a brief exposition of his analytical scheme.

Easton'!s objective, to which he has drawn nearest in §'§z§tems

Analysis of Political Life, has been to develop a general conceptual

framework, empirically valid, for the accoriiodation of political
interaction in all milieus. To this end hé has elaborated his own
set of categories of significant variables - those factors which in

his view must inhere in all political life, His concern is with

| the generality of po}itics,.to the extent that Easton's‘concern with
| empirical relevance is put at some hazard.‘ Nonetheless, the scope

and richness of his scheme is Gery considerable = far in advénce,for
example,_of the framework put forward by Almond and Coleman in their

o
~ The Politics of the Developing Areas’ - and it is certainly produc-

’tive of heuristic insight, at least. Before cominz to grips with

Easton's categories, this p01nt 1s worth emphasizing for it bears

_________ P —

o | upon the derlvatlon from general systems theory (1tself derlved in

Py

turn from a motley body of biological, mechanical and social‘models,

.és we have already noted) of models or conceptual schemes purporting
to poésess relevance for pafticular'milieus'df other sorts. The degree

of relevance will vary, and it will always be arguable, but our ex- -

9(Princeton, 1960)
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perience provides justification for the confident assertion that

there is some scope for what has been termed "1llumination through
. ,10 . e
retranslation o The transference of a statemen:t or proposition
f ) ) / ’
from one medium to another - for instance from verbal to mathemati-
cal representation - may yield new insights. This has clearly

/\/
been a characteristic of game and bargaining theory, and the work

of Karl Deutsch in gerneral, and his Nerves of Government in particu-

'larjq has denonstratedy the great potential to be gain€d throug

5,

restatement of propositions in different 'languages's The borrowing
of general systems theory and its application to such a field as

international relations is thus bound to have some worth.

ihe éxtent of that worth dépends;upon how accurately the theore-

tical models and concepts borrowed yield an appropriate, representa-

~

tive model of the segment of reality in question. For political

life in general Easton presents a systemic model of flows, both

inputs and outputs =~ the former beiﬁg denands and support, and the
latter being the responses to inputs mediated throﬁgh a regulator,

whose function is defined as '"the authoritative allocation of res-

12

ources't, This function, ihdeed;_is felt to be the central,

defining, feature of a polifical system: allocating resources
authoritatively is what political systems do, and by what fhey are

15

known, The effectiveness of this regulafive function must be

* e e e = e . - P - P S [ - P :;..\,_':. - .,-,..N, e e W i e 22T v;......”_.fa.z._i;.,,

2 RREA [k
1l

- adequate to relieve the stress which besets the system; by adopting

suiltable modifications of behaviour or even of structure, to the
extent, perhapé, of systemic transformation y 1in order_that‘thé
(or a) systenm may endure. .What'governs the effectiveness of such

adaptive . ‘response by the system is the quality of its faedback -
10,, .

M.lficholsdn and P. Reynolds, ”General SysteJS, the Internatlonal
System, and the Eastonian Analysis', Political Studies, XV,1 (Feb.

121907) 1. 11(hew York, 1963) |
Systens Analysis of. Political Life, 22-3.” 13 - 21.
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its capacity to modify future performance in the light of past

 reactions - a concept upon which baston leans heav1ly, likening 1ts

importance in the present age to Darwin's evolutlon theory in an

14

earlier, -Thls, in large outline, is the constellation of compo-

nents of Easton's system model of politics; to determine its empiri-
cal validity for our\nurposes - as students of international rela-
tlons - it is necessary to look at Easton's more specific treatment

.

of the 'international system',

A first, and by no means trivial, observation about his

attention to the international system is. that it is grossly inad-

equate with respect to the length of the work: a mere handful of
pagee in a bcok containing 500, It is true that everything thet
EBaston hae written in his major bcok~purports tc deal with the '
general nature of political systems; including international ones.
But since the comparability of national and international systeme

is generally felt to require demonstration by those who assert it
_ ﬁ |

‘(see for instance Cefe Alger's article, '"Comparison of Intranatio-

nal and International Politics”qs), and since the identity is

widely rejected by students of politics (under one rubric or ano-

I T fryein = i

pains to forestall cr1b1c1sm”élong the 11nes of an attack upon the

unwarranted subsﬁming»of the international system under a category

'of system which cannot prOperly accommodate kA .He\has not, in-

fact devoced suf¢1c1ent attention to pleading the appllcablllty of

P .y 367, 5Amerlcan Political Science Rev1ew, LVII (June,'1963),

L) -‘-Z;ui_.;-*i—.-—___

506-19.
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‘*“students of iﬂterhational society would not be inclined to regard

.
his abstract general scheme to this concrete particular systemn.
Easton merely asserts that: - | S,

Hot only is there an international political sys=-
tem, but it may in fact be usefully interpreted
as just another type of systern, to be analyzed,
described, and comvared with all other systems. It - . .
1s not any more atypical or unigque than other o ‘
. classifications...16 ‘ |

And further: o | “

The international system is comparable in all
respects to any other kind of" system, at the theo-
retical level, although the values for the relevant
variables will clearly be different. That is to
. 8ay, we can identify in the international system
all of the basic variables... (of) politiegal systeus
in general.q1?

S,

This terminology is a little obscure. If the international'system(s)
are to be.rega?ded as ';nother type' of syétem(s) there would seem;
in logic, to be grounds for expecting' its characteristic features

to be different, perhaps significantly, from the 'type'of‘system
opérating at the national state level. Differéggés of éegree, if

not of kind, would be widely suoposed to'exist as betwaen the_mainu

elements of a cohesive national system and a fragmentary,global one,

even if it is to be granted Easton that it is possible to !identify

" in the international system all of the basic variables'. In fact,

however, few observers would grant this point to Easton. Whereas

political systéms is performed internationally by "the great

powers and, more recently, various kinds of international organiza-

'tions,_such as the League of Mations and the United Nations"18, most

ng;ston, op. cit., 485. "Ibia., 487, B pide, 487, N
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theegreat povers or global inter-state bodies as very significantly
characterized by 'authority' in the sense that it would be under-

stood domestically. Elsewhere in the book Easton does, it is true,-“ P

"qualify his notion of authority and legitimacy with respect to
1nternational society, acknowledging their very limited scope

19 What it is necessary for us to decide, if onlyupro-

therein.
visienally, 1s how much, to what extent, this central element of
Bastonian systems nature is present in international society. It
"is unfortunate that Easton makes no serious attempt to‘come to
grips with this; the central question from the International Rela-
- tions Standpoint -'and this neglect is not allied té-a respect for'
what_nay be achieved in that subject by independent effort.zo ‘There
is much need for atudents of international society to clarify the
nature and extent of the societal authorities characteristic of
their milieu, and Eastors concepts may prove valuable as points of
reference (and probably for much else besides) even though he him-
self appears content simply to impose his analytical scheme upon
- an international reality enormously recalcitrant to its shape. The
nature of 'authority in an anarchy having some quasi-governmental
. institntions is an area of enquiry to which more may be encouraged
to turn by Easton's manifest failure to accommodate - -and perhaps
to comrrehend - it. Thi field stands in need of clarification on

7

such matters as, for instance, the effect of General Assembly

resolutions within the international System.21

114, 284-5. Omia,, 484-5.

Gabriella Rosner Lande, "The Effect of the Resolutions of the
United Nations General Assembly", World Politics, XIX,1 (Oct.

1966), 83-105

21
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. are expected and hoped to have considerable relevance to empirical

R

In eonclusign, we may readily admit of the application of

systems terminology and conceptualization in respect of international f

-society - acknowledging the generality of the systems perspective -

but this 1s not p_mnse to endorse each and every formulatlon of
system as appllcable to the spe01f1c, concrete 1nternat10nal field.
The Baston scheme has value only of a negative sort, it wouid
appear: it may be used as a stone upon which to hone a more
suitable blade, as an Aunt Sally, but it does not constitute even
an adéquate introduction to viewing system 1nternatlonally.

) Of more positive value are certain other works, applying

the systems analysis perspective more narrowly, focusing upon the
interﬁational systen (or systems)vand thereby avo%ding the distortion
which might be called 'domesticism', Chief among these works is

Morton Kaplan's System and Process in International gplittgs,zz the

pioneering work in this, as in many other fields of scightific theory

in its international relations applications. In System and Process

Kaplan is writing abstractly, though his conclusions and procedures

reality. The work has several dimensions, being directéd towards

the employment of (then-new) 801ent1f1c perspectlves in & number

f°1 ways, Kaplan approaches separately four 1mportant aspects of the

subject and treats tnem theoretically, namely: the overall system;
the processes of 1nteract10n of units within-it; values; and stra-
tegy. BEach of these aspects is alloted a part of the work and the

resultant discrete nature of the volume makes for difficulty in

229Eo cit.
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coherent whole. This is only to be regretted, though it is not

of the subject has long recognized intuitiVely, and empirically in =

that,_for 1nstance, the world of 1924 difrered from that of 191k, .

...........

-~

assembling a detailed expositién of a cohesive; integrated type.
Though there is a (very brief) chapter (the twelfth) presenting a
"unified theory", it is a fault of the book that the theoretical -

richness of its several parts is not matched by the impact of a

perhaps reasonable to expect everything from a work which énéapsu-

lates such important innovations.and réfinements as doés Systen
and Procéss; it means, hoﬁevér, that the expository effort deyoted
to other works is less readily applicable and fruitful for this -
it is important that the scalé of treatmeht here is not-taken as
indicative of the view’of this writer of the:relative worth of, say, ~
Snyder, Bruck and Sapin, on thé one hand, and Kaplan,;on the other.
| //.

The most important =- and most widely remarked - elément of
the analysis revolves about Kaplan's elaboration of the‘structure
of (various types of) international systems, which it is his view

detérmines the process - the working - of those systems. The study

\ -

so far as research has taken place, that there will be differences

in the 1nternatlonal relations of worlds dlfferently constituted - —

'and both from that/1715 as of 2000 B.C. Kaplan attempts to make

such as the presence or otherwise of an international organization,

and its character; the number, and relative weight, of the sovereign

of A

ourunderstandlng of the nature of, and reasons for, such differen-

ces more firmly based by specifying the most significant variables -
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units comprising the international society; the extent of hostili-

ties and alliances among states; the ethos of the system - for

example the perceptions entertained of international roles enjoined

by some such doctrine as that of the 'balance of power'. Ultimately,
Kaplan is hopeful that it will be“possible to attain'some.degree . e
of predictive skill in aésessing'the nature of a particular'interna_
tional systemic reality and therefrom iﬁferring the ways in which

23

it will operate or develop. To this end he seeks to determine

Ithe distinct past, and likeiy possible future,sideal-type interna-

. tional systems;'it is in the cohtext of the models adduced that

the author develops his hypotheses concerning the inter-relationships
bf structure and proéeés in international systems. Of thése, Kaplan
" specifies six, respectively_ﬁamed, the 'balance 6f powér' systemn;
the loose bipolar system; the tighf bipolar system; the universal
sjstem; the hierarchical system (encompassihg directive and non=di-
rective varieties); and the uﬁit'veto system?A(These are for the
most part what th%%f labels suggest; thér'unit veto! system is of a
- singular kind = th;ﬁgh‘one conceivable,-indeed conceived by Kahn -
in which each member is caﬁéblé of destroying any 6ther but‘isnoF
capable of preventing its own destruction simultaneously.) Kaplan

also explores the mechanism of transformation of systems one to

another. -

It is of interést to look a little more closely at onéAOf
Kaplan's systems - the 'balance of power' system, one of the two

outlined which has existed historically. This system lacks an over-

2h ..

23Chapter 3, "The International Actors ', | Ibid., 21ff.

hat
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~ever. The first'rule applies to all‘international relations; the" S

arching = or rather intercomnecting - organizational dimension,
but a degree of centrality and cohesive, purposive behaviour is

lent to the system by a number of "essential rulegt respected by

LS ]

type of system: 15 act to increase capabilities but negotiate rather“
than fight° 2e fight rather than pass up an 0pportun1tj to 1norease
CapabllltleS’ 3¢ stop fighting rather than eliminate an essential
national actor; 4. act to Oppose: any coalition or single actor which
tends to assume a p081tlon of predomlnance° 5. aot to constrain actors “

who subseribe to sSupranational organlzlng principles; 6, permit

defeated or constrained essential national actors to re-enter the

System as acceptable role partners or act to bring some previously

»

inessential actor within the essential actor classification. ﬁTreat
all essentlal actors as acceptable role partners. In somewhatcsore
rigorous language, these rules sPecify the characteristics of

diplomatic and political motivation and moderation which we regard

as typical of the'17th and 18th centurles of European history - the

golden era of the 'valance of power' Ubgectlons may be made, how-

w

adJustment by negotlatlon, whlch was a very s1gn1flcant feature
of balance sys tens moreover, it is dubious Whether States did or

would now be ready to restraln themselves before point at which ¥

the "ellmlnatlon" of a state as an-"'essential actor" would ensue -
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for the malntenance of the balance system cannot truly be said to

have been the constant, overriding objective of all the states

within it: Brlt zin, w1dely supposed to have been manlpulatlng the
.19th century 1nternatlonal system to maintain an equlllbrmum, can
equally be seen as operating a hegemonial sway - in limited but

'f51gn1ilcant areas - over the system. - On the point of/ellmlnatlon,

Poland was not an essential actor'by any criteria., On balance,
therefore, Kaplan's rules acnnot be accepted as wholly satisfac-

tory, because they are not adequately isomorphic with reality,

While Kaplan's general thesis of the determinacy 'of system
strucure in shaping system process has great attractiVeness, the
particular nature of his abstract assertions concerning the rela-

tionship in various Systems is open to question. This is in part

"“tlvely 1essen the analytlcal dangers to which his work is subJect

For,all this, the work is of Seminal 1mportance = not only in the

sc1ent1f1c-theoret1cal school but, for its truly enormous heurlstlc

value, in less rigorous quarters. Even without the fallacy of
¢

'domesticism' to which we referreg above the systems'theorist can

S
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- the class1flcatlon ad0ptea by Rosecrance has been criticised on the

-

be liable to error - particularly if his analysis is pitched at

a level of abstraction which allows the lines of general systems

~theory toloverwhelm the substantive nature.of‘the perticular 

reality to which it is applied.
gOne adherent of the systemslepproach who attempts to avoid

the dangers inherent in this over-abstraction is Richard N, Rose=-

crance, whose Action and Reaction in World Poiitics: International

25

Systems in Perspective ~ intendedly eschews both the 'general

explanatory concepts' pitfall of abstraction and the 'detailed
empirical analysis' pitfall of over-particularization (of which

schools typical examples are, respectively, Kaplan and Snyder).

Rosecrance is seeking a via meédia allowing the blending of sytematic

S

gy

~and empirical concepts and technigues - attemptinz to gef the best

of both worlds but ready to acknowledge the drawbacks of such a

comprcmise: ".s ethe approach of §x§§emat;2_ggpif§ge; ana%zsis would
ray aftention-to:the largest trees, but not to all trees; it would
look at the forest, but probably fail to see all of it."26 His in;
tention is to ground his analysis in diplomatic historical data in

order to give flesh to the skeleton of systems theory, and this exer-

cise takes up the bulk of the volume. The 1dentlf1catlon and list-

1ng of 1nternatlonal systems is an 0perat10n Open to objection, ‘and

ground that his spe01f1cat10n of systems - all of whlch.he draws
from actual hlStorlcal experience - is too rigorous and prone to

subdivision, in accordance with "tradltlonal divisions of hlstorlcal
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scholarship"27 which have not been framed in terms of, and allegedly
do_not reflect,‘significantﬁchanges in "the mode of conducting inter=-
national relations".28 Wlthln the tlme-scale covered by the Kapian
‘é”‘ o ” 'Balance of power' system model = Say, from the mid-18th century
untll the penul:iimate decade of the 19th century - Rosecrance
discerns as many as six systems, marked off one from another by'
"bench marks™ of'iéportance in the charficter of international inter-
course, Whether thé most valuable systen SPecification'is - or is_
‘nearer to - that of Kanlan or that of Rosecrance isg unclear, though

it would seem evident that formulations of w1der Or narrowver gauge

With a theoretiecal saétion in which a'major objective is to accommo-

date thevproblem of systenmic change which, he fairly Observes, is not

g at all well treated in Xaplan and other writings. In a sense Rose-
cranca goes further than Kaplan in abstracting, for he constructs a
mathematical formulatlon of the varlables of greatest szgnlflcance'
in in international systems.29 Here he is resorting to formal
Systems theory and analogizing-and it cannot be said that hls
sc1ent1flc theoretlcal formulae can be readlly converted 1nto quane

}tlflably valuable hypotheses in terms of hls prev1ous, in many ways

most helpful_(though arguably prone to distort accepted historiogra- =

; -

ped the true golden mean'of‘abstraét and concrete,'theoreticalrand

7Ibld-, 7. “%Loc. cit. “PIvid., 2akrs. o

A
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empirical; which he sought.

Systems analysis - understood catholically- as enconpassing,

V) .

, as“borrowing from, a variety of scientific-theoretical concepts and

techniques, including inter alia cybernetics and com-unications

theory, and (several Varietieé of) equilibrium analysis - has
constitutéd the most challenging area in tﬁe confeﬁporary exPloéion
of theorizing within the field. That is not to say that it has
been butstandingly productive - of oberational hypotheses, useful
empirical work, and so forth; but it has promised much, and hence
canalized much energy into, more céreful theorizing., The systenm
- conéept, though essentially simple, and heuristically beneficial
even af low levels of the subject, has in a sense become the
~domimant substantive idea of Internatiénal.Relations. _ﬂhough there
aré thosé who‘warn'of the dangers inherent in teaching as‘well as
researching in the light of the systems perspective alone, it is
probable that the general progress éf the subject will be largely

carriéd out in terms of, and owe a very great inteliectual debt to,

~these early proponents of 'thinking system'.
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