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1

Theoretical

Approaches to

International

Relations

Theory is essential in every discipline for an understanding of phenom​ena, for thinking about their interrelatedness, for guiding research, and​to mention a more immediately useful objective in the social sciences‑for recommending sound policy action. Biological, chemical, and other scien​tists require adequate theories to provide purposeful direction to their work in seeking cures for diseases such as cancer. No less important are theoretical designs in the much older quest for a solution to what is gener​ally regarded as the central problem of international relations‑that of preventing war while at the same time enabling societies to preserve their finest and most cherished values. The international relations theorist re​jects the tendency to substitute for careful analysis such superficial bumper‑sticker slogans as "Make love, not war." A doctrine of universal love, if practiced universally, would indeed probably usher in an era of peace on earth, but such a doctrine does not seem about to be embraced by the bulk of humankind. Those who feel obliged‑whether as political executives, legislators, economic decision‑makers, advisers, diplomats, scholars, teachers, journalists, or voters‑to take a responsible approach to international affairs must go beyond ephemeral opinions and shibboleths to a systematic study of the global system. Anyone who tries to make some sense out of the apparent incoherence of the world scene, so that discrete events, instead of being purely random, can be explained within an or​derly, intelligible pattern, is a theorist at heart.

EARLY APPROACHES TO INTERNATIONAL RELATIONS

THEORY

Efforts at theorizing about the nature of interstate relations are quite old; some in fact go back to ancient times in India, China, and Greece. Although Plato's and Aristotle's reflections on the subject are quite sketchy, the ancient Greek historian Thucydides' History of the Peloponnesian War is a classic treatise that any student of international relations can still read profitably.' Machiavelli's The Prince, a harbinger of modern analysis of power and the state system, emphasized a "value‑free" science of foreign policymaking and statecraft.2 Dante's De Monarchia became one of the first and most powerful appeals in Western political literature for an international organization capable of enforcing the peace.' Other early proponents of a confederation or league of nation‑states were Pierre Dubois (French lawyer and political pamphleteer of the late fourteenth and early fifteenth centuries), Emeric Cruce (French monk of the late sixteenth and early seventeenth centuries), the Due de Sully (minister of France's Henry IV), William Penn, Abbe de Saint Pierre (French publicist and theoretical reformer of the late seventeenth and early eighteenth centuries), Jean‑Jacques Rousseau, Jeremy Bentham, and Immanuel Kant.

Despite these classical writings, no systematic development comparable to that in internal political theories of the state occurred in international theory before World War I. Martin Wight has noted that if by "international theory" we mean a "tradition of speculation about relations between states, a tradition imagined as the twin of speculation about the State to which the name `political theory' is appropriated," such a tradition does not exists Wight suggests that one explanation for this absence is that since Grotius (1583‑1645), the Dutch jurist and statesman, and Pufendorf (1632‑1694), the German jurist and historian, nearly all speculation about the international community fell under the heading of international law. He notes that most writing on interstate relations before this century was contained in the political literature of the peace writers cited above, buried in the works of historians, cloistered in the peripheral reflections of philosophers, or harbored in speeches, dispatches, and memoirs of statesmen and diplomats. Wight concludes that in the classical political tradition, "international theory, or what there is of it, is scattered, unsystematic, and mostly inaccessible to the layman," as well as being "largely repellent and intractable in form. ‑6 The only theory that infused the thinking of the period‑and it was a theory somewhat dearer to practicing diplomats than to academicians‑was that of the balance of power. In. deed, it was a collection of what seemed to be commonsense axioms rather than a rigorous theory.

The period of European history from 1648 to 1914 constituted the golden age of diplomacy, the balance of power, alliances, and international law. Nearly all political thought focused on the sovereign nation‑state The origins, functions, and limitations of governmental powers, the rights of individuals within the state, the requirements of order, and the imperatives of national self‑determination and independence. The economic order was presumed simplistically to be separate from the political and domestic politics derived from the statecraft of diplomacy. Governments were expected to promote and protect trade, but not to regulate it. Various branches of socialist thinking sought to strike out in new directions, but socialists, despite their professed internationalism, did not really produce a coherent international theory. They advanced a theory of imperialism borrowed largely from John A. Hobson (1858‑1940), the British economist, and thus derivative from an economic theory indigenous to the capitalist states.' Until 1914, international theorists almost uniformly assumed that the structure of international society was unalterable, and that the division of the world into sovereign states was necessary and natural." The study of international relations consisted almost entirely of diplomatic history and international law, rather than of investigation into the processes of the international system.

MODERN APPROACHES TO INTERNATIONAL RELATIONS

THEORY

Some impetus to the serious study of international relations in this country came when the United States emerged as a world power, but ambiguities in American foreign policy, combined with the trend toward isolationism during the 1920s and 1930s, hindered the development of international relations as an intellectual discipline. A dichotomy developed between intellectual idealists who shared Woodrow Wilson's vision of the League of Nations and politicians who, feeling pressures for a "return to normalcy," blocked United States entry into the world organization. Americans demanded a moral and peaceful world order, but they were unwilling to pay the price. This dichotomy between noble impulses and tendencies toward isolationism was clearly reflected in the Kellogg‑Briand Treaty of 1928, which "outlawed" war by moralistic declaration but provided no adequate means of enforcement.

For a decade or more after Versailles, the two most popular approaches to teaching world affairs in American universities included courses in current events and courses in international law and organization. Current events courses were designed more to promote international understanding than to apply social science methodologies to good advantage.'° Courses in international law emphasized discrepancies between the formal obligations of states (especially League members) and their actual conduct in an era of struggle between powers anxious to preserve the international status quo and those determined to overturn it.  

Whereas some English and American scholars in the period between the two world wars focused on the study of international law and organization, others looked for more dynamic, comprehensive evaluations of force and events in interstate relations. Leading diplomatic historians searcher for the "causes" or "origins" of the Great War of 1914‑1918.'2 Othe historians explored the phenomenon of nationalism, long regarded (up t today) as the most potent political force in the modern world despite th advent of universalist ideologies. 13 Specialized writings appeared in se' eral areas‑problems of security, war, and disarmament;" imperialism;' diplomacy and negotiation; 16 the balance of power;'' the geographic aspects of world power (which built on the work of Alfred Thayer Mahal and Sir Halford Mackinder, treated in Chapter 2);11 the history of international relations theory;l9 and economic factors in international relations.2 For example, Sir Norman Angell, one of the most prolific British writer of his time and the recipient of the 1933 Nobel Peace Prize, suggested tha war between highly industrialized states was a futile exercise because fre, trade had given rise to unprecedented interdependence, which in turf made international cooperation essential to their individual and collectiv, well‑being. A number of partial theories were in the process of bein, developed. Several of these later became elements of more comprehen sive efforts toward synthesis after World War 11.

E. H. Carr and the Crisis of World Politics

By the 1930s there was a growing recognition among international relations teachers of the gap between the "utopians" and the "realists." Th( academic climate after World War I made it conducive for utopians ti concern themselves with the means of preventing another war. Consequently, this task spurred the serious study of international relations. No scholars in that period more trenchantly analyzed the philosophical differences between utopians and realists than did Edward Hallett Carr it his celebrated work ,21 which, although published in 1939, did not have it impact in America until after World War 11. Most of the following comparative analysis draws heavily from that work.

Carr saw the utopians, for the most part, as intellectual descendant of eighteenth‑century Enlightenment optimism, nineteenth‑century lib eralism, and twentieth‑century Wilsonian idealism. Utopianism is closely associated with a distinctly Anglo‑American tendency to assume tha statesmen enjoy broad freedom of choice in the making of foreign policy.22 Marred by a certain self‑righteousness, the utopians clung to the belief that the United States had entered World War I as a disinterested even reluctant, champion of international morality. Emphasizing how people ought to behave in their international relationships rather that how they actually behave, the American utopians disdained balance‑of power politics (historically identified with Europe), national armaments the use of force in international affairs, and the secret treaties of alliance that preceded World War 1. Instead, they stressed international legal rights and obligations, the natural harmony of national interests‑reminis​cent of Adam Smith's "invisible hand”‑as a regulator for the preserva​tion of international peace, a heavy reliance upon reason in human affairs, and confidence in the peace‑building function of the "world court of public opinion." (The utopians, of course, might argue that the balance of power itself corresponded to the "unseen hand" that had been discredited in their view.)

Utopianism in international relations theory is based on the assump​tion, drawn from the eighteenth‑century Enlightenment, that environing circumstances shape human conduct and that such factors can be altered as a basis for transforming human behavior. In sharp contrast to realist theory, to be discussed in Chapter 3, utopianism holds that humankind is perfectible, or at least capable of improvement. At the international level, the political environment can be transformed by the development of new institutions such as the League of Nations and the United Nations. By the establishment of norms of conduct, political behavior can be changed. Once such standards are set forth, it will be possible to create educated electorates and leadership capable of accepting them. It is assumed that enlightened public opinion can be expected to make rational decisions. Central to utopian theory, moreover, was the assumption of a harmony of interest in peace at the level of the collectivity, or nation‑state, based on the interest of the individual in a peaceful world. The highest interest of the individual coincides with that of the larger community. If states have not embraced peace, it is because the leadership has not been responsive to the will of the people. An international system based on representative governments (a world made safe for democracy, in the words of Woodrow Wilson) would necessarily be a peaceful world. It is for this reason that a principal tenet of utopian theory was national self‑determination. If peo​ples are free to select the form of government under which they want to live, they will choose representative forms of rule. The result will be to create the necessary framework for the realization of the harmony of interest in a peaceful world.

Utopianism arose at an initial stage in the development of interna​tional relations theory. In E. H. Carr's words, international relations "took its rise from a great and disastrous war; and the overwhelming purpose which dominated and inspired the pioneers of the new science was to obviate a recurrence of this disease of the international body politic. It was the destructiveness of World War I that had led not only to the quest for international norms and institutions in the form of the League of Nations Covenant and the collective security framework established by its founders. In Carr's perspective, the wish is said to be the father of thought in the sense that an abiding desire to abolish war or to reduce its destruc​tiveness shaped the approach to international relations theory. In this initial stage, purpose, or teleology, "precedes and conditions thought." Therefore, Carr contends, at the beginning of the establishment of a new field of inquiry, "the element of wish or purpose is overwhelmingly strong, and the inclination to analyze facts and means weak or nonexistent."25 Such is the perspective that guided the development of international relations in the decades between the two world wars, especially in the United States but also in Britain. The dominant approach was to embrace what was international and to condemn what was national, and to evaluate events of the day by reference to the extent to which they conformed to the standards established by international legal norms and the League of Nations. There arose a substantial literature, highly normative in content, whose purpose was, as stated in the foreword to one such volume by G. Lowes Dickinson, "to disseminate knowledge of the facts of international relations, and to inculcate the international rather than the nationalistic way of regarding them . . . for the world cannot be saved by governments and governing classes. It can be saved only by the creation, among the peoples of the world, of such a public opinion as cannot be duped by misrepresentation nor misled by passion. In addition to Dickinson, the list of contributors to this utopian literature included Nicholas Murray Butler, James T. Shotwell, Alfred Zimmern, Norman Angell, and Gilbert Murray.

As World War II approached, the gap between utopian theory and the events of the day widened. The failures of the League of Nations in the 1930s cast doubt upon the harmony of interest in peace, which appeared to accord more with the interests of satisfied, status quo powers than with the perceived needs of revisionist states seeking boundary changes, en​hanced status and greater power, and, especially in the case of Nazi Ger​many, revenge for the humiliation of the post‑World War I settlement imposed by the Versailles Treaty. Contrary to the utopian assumption, national self‑determination did not always produce representative gov​ernments. Instead, the overthrow of the old monarchical order gave rise in many places, including Russia, to a more pervasive totalitarian state. The world consisted not principally of peace‑loving states based upon the realization of an international harmony of interest in peace. Instead, in​creasingly the major actors embraced 

ideologies such as fascism and com​munism‑joined, for example, in the infamous Molotov‑Ribbentrop Pact of August 1939 between the Soviet Union and Nazi Germany, which set the stage for the Nazi invasion of Poland, the outbreak of World War II, the partition of Poland, and the absorption of the Baltic states into the Soviet Union, all in contravention of the standards of international con​duct set forth in utopian theory. Those states that most strongly embodied and were the intellectual centers of utopian theory themselves fell far short of its precepts. The United States had rejected the Wilsonian call for internationalism and had refused to join the League of Nations, reverting instead to isolationism. In Britain the carnage of World War I that had resulted in the loss of much of a generation of manhood spawned a paci​fism whose effect was to restrict greatly any ability to bring necessary force to bear within or outside the League of Nations against expansionist states such as Nazi Germany and Fascist Italy, as well as Imperial Japan, until the onset of World War II. Such was the international setting that marked the decline of the utopian phase and provided fertile intellectual ground for the reassertion and reformulation of a realist theory of international relations, discussed in Chapter 3.

Realists, in contrast to utopians, stressed power and interest, rather than ideals in international relations. Realism is basically conservative, empirical, prudent, suspicious of idealistic principles, and respectful of the lessons of history. It is more likely to produce a pessimistic than an optimistic view of international politics. Realists regard power as the fundamental concept in the social sciences (such as energy is in physics), although they admit that power relationships are often cloaked in moral and legal terms. Moreover, they criticize the utopian for preferring visionary goals to scientific analysis.

To the realist, appeals to reason and to public opinion had proved woefully weak supports for keeping the peace in the 1930s; for example, they did not save Manchuria and Ethiopia from aggression. Thus, although the idealist hoped for change that might permit disarmament, the realist emphasized national security and the need for military force to support diplomacy.


The argument pitting utopianism against realism is classic. Carr's anal​ysis of this dialectic remains timely: "The inner meaning of the modern international crisis," he contended, "is the collapse of the whole structure of utopianism based on the concept of the harmony of interests.  In his view, the international morality of the interwar years merely justified the interests of the dominant English‑speaking status quo powers, of the satis​fied versus the unsatisfied, of the "haves" versus the "have‑nots." Carr, a pragmatist, took utopians and realists to task. He saw that whereas the utopians ignore the lessons of history, the realists often read history 

pessimistically. Whereas the idealist exaggerates freedom of choice, the realist exaggerates fixed causality and slips into determinism. While the idealist may confuse national self‑interest with universal moral principles, the realist runs the risk of cynicism and "fails to provide any ground for purposive and meaningful action "21‑that is, the realist denies that human thought modifies human action. Purpose precedes observation; the vision of a Plato comes before the analysis of an Aristotle. The vision may even seem totally unrealistic. Carr cites the alchemists who tried to turn lead into gold, noting that when their visionary project failed they began exam​ining "facts" more carefully, thus giving birth to modern science.    He concludes that sound political theories contain element realism, of power as well as moral values.          

Post‑World War II Realism

Not surprisingly, World War II and its immediate aftermath shifted Western thinking on international relations further away from the idealism of the early League of Nations period toward an older and resurgent realism, 

from law and organization to the elements of power. Even idealistically inclined analysts‑and there were many who had supported the war effort for reasons of the highest moral idealism‑became skeptical of utopian programs and called instead for a merger of international law and organization, with effective power to ensure international peace, the security of nations, and the equitable settlement of disputes.

Throughout the post‑World War II period, the onset of the Cold War and the emergence of the United States as a power with global interests and commitments generated within American universities a heightened interest in the study of international relations. War veterans in college showed a keen concern over "foreign affairs." Under the impact of critical international developments, the United States government greatly expanded its operations in the areas of national military security, alliances and other international organizations, and economic development assistance to foreign countries. All of these operations, of course, increased the need for trained personnel. For the first time, many American businesses became aware of international trade and investment possibilities. Scientists, alarmed at the implications of the new nuclear technology that they had just produced, entered politics as crusading novices, warning of dangers confronting humanity. Civic-minded persons zealously organized councils and associations to educate and exhort in order to make citizens aware of international problems.

Academic scholars in Britain and the United States, the two countries in which the universities had shown most progress in the interwar development of international relations, produced analyses suitable to the postwar reality. Several works published in the late 1940s emphasized the power approach to the study of international relations. One of the more frequently quoted English authors was Martin Wight, who noted that

what distinguishes modern history from medieval history is the predominance of the idea of power over the idea of right; the very term "Power" to describe a state in its international aspect is significant; and the view of the man in the street, who is perhaps inclined to take it for granted that foreign politics are, inevitably "power politics," is not without a shrewd insight.

Another English scholar, Georg Schwarzenberger, analyzed power as a prime factor in international politics. In the absence of genuine international community, he asserted, groups within the international system can be expected to do what they are physically able to do rather than what they are morally exhorted to do. Power, in Schwarzenberger's view, is by no means a wanton, destructive thing. It is a combination of persuasive influence and coercive force, but those who wield power, while maintaining and exhibiting an ability to impose their wills on the noncompliant, normally prefer to achieve their ends merely by posing the threat of effective sanctions, without actually resorting to physical force. The textbooks in international relations published during the first two decades after World World 11 generally recognized "power" as a central concept  in the field. The text that had the greatest impact on the university teaching of international relations, that of Hans J. Morgenthau, explained nation‑state behavior on the basis of national interest (defined in terms of power) as the normal objective pursued by governments when possible. The other important textbooks of that period all devoted on the average at least three chapters to the nature of power and the elements or factors of national power. Most contemporary political scientists and students of international relations continue to distinguish between power and influence, and to regard power as a variable of major importance.

THE DEVELOPMENT OF INTERNATIONAL RELATIONS

THEORY

The earlier textbooks contained some theoretical observations on such topics as nationalism, imperialism, colonialism, the emergence of the Third World, ideology, and propaganda, and the impact of economic and technological factors upon international relations. Some contained chapters on alliances, regional or functional integration, disarmament or arms control, and such specific techniques of foreign policy as intervention, nonalignment, and isolation. Seldom was there an effort to draw precise linkages between the theories, or to find out whether partial theories could be fitted together into a larger, coherent whole .3' This is not to suggest that the authors necessarily lacked their own informing theory. But they did not present generalized theory in a systematic manner. Indeed, several of them were probably suspicious of single, overarching theories.

Throughout the period since the late 1940s, there has been a steady development of methodologies and techniques for research, analysis, and teaching in international relations, which have contributed to the growth of theory.35 The effort toward comprehensive theory‑building began with the "Great Debate" between realists and idealists (treated in Chapter 3). Originally, most of the members of both of these schools were what we now call traditionalists. Those who were interested in rejecting the premises of traditional international politics led the way in the development of behavioral/ quantitative methodologies, but were. soon joined by some realists who wished to show that the basic assessment of power could not be easily set aside.

The 1960s witnessed a considerable expansion of interest in theoretical analysis, ​and its validation by means of such methodologies as content analysis and bivariate and multivariate correlations. Insights from the biological, psychological, anthropological, sociological, economic, and other behavioral sciences were borrowed in the effort to explain international politics. There was an emphasis on abstract model‑building, as well as a variety of new approaches to the understanding of ecological factors and the individual relationships between humans and their milieu, regional integration, interaction in the international system, the causes of war, the conditions for deterrence, arms races and arms control decisionmaking, games theory, and related subjects in foreign policy and international relations.

"Grand" and "Middle‑Range" Theories

International relations theorists have been preoccupied with several basic questions in recent decades. Not all theorists have worked on or shown interest in all of the questions. Indeed, most of the better‑known theoretical, writers have devoted their attention principally to one favorite approach (usually a comprehensive or "grand" theory) or else to one or a few partial, "middle‑range" theories. Under the heading of "grand" theory, which purports to explain in a generalized way a wide range of phenomena, we would include such overarching perspectives as the following:

1. the field theories of Quincy Wright and Rudolf Rummel gional integration, interaction in the                                    international system, the causes of war, the conditions for deterrence, arms races

2. the realist (or power theories of Hans Morgenthau, Raymond Aron, and Henry Kissinger and

neorealism (Kenneth Waltz, and Karl   Gottfried Kindermann)


3. the systems theories of Morton Kaplan and Richard Rosecrance. Examples of partial, middle‑range theories designed to explain a limited range of phenomena with a few variables include those pertaining to



a. the influence of the geographical environment (Alfred Thayer Mahan, Halford Mackinder,    Nicholas Spykman,  Harold and Margaret Sprout)




b. communications patterns and community‑building (Karl Deutsch)




c. functionalism and sector integration (David Mitrany, Ernst Haas, Leon Lindberg, and Joseph 




S. Nye)



d. deterrence (Bernard Brodie, Herman Kahn, Glenn Snyder, and Paul Diesing)

e. international development and conflict (Nazli Choucri and Robert North)

f. the correlates of war (J. David Singer and Melvin Small) 

g. alliance behavior (William Riker and Stephen Walt)



h. bargaining behavior (Thomas Schelling and Anatol Rapaport)



i. decision‑making (Richard Snyder, Graham Allison, and Glenn Paige)

Even the effort to classify theories as "grand" or "middle‑range" can provoke debate. They are not completely disjunctive categories; some theories might fall in between, and others might not fit well into either. The decision‑making theory of Richard Snyder and his colleagues, for example, is not so much an explanatory theory with predictive power as it is a precise taxonomy or classificatory scheme, a conceptual framework

that provides a researcher doing a single or comparative case study in decision‑making with an orderly framework for collecting and analyzing data. Other theories of decision‑making such as the "cybernetic" (John Steinbruner), "satisficing behavior" (Herbert Simon), "bureaucratic" (Morton Halperin) and "rational actor" or "organizational process" (Gra​ham Allison) come closer to being explanatory. All of the theories men​tioned above, plus others, will be treated in subsequent chapters. The purpose of mentioning them here is not so much to overwhelm, much less discourage, the student, as to indicate that there are not only many differ​ent theories, but also different types of and approaches to theorizing about international relations. Authorities in the field are not at all agreed on which would be better‑to build grand theory first and let the formulation of middle‑range theories flow from it, or to test out and solidify a number of middle‑range theories before proceeding to a higher, more abstract level. Stanley Hoffmann, for example, prefers to start with grand theory whereas J. David Singer would lean toward laying the foundation with middle‑range, empirically based theories. The situation has changed little since Glenn Snyder and Paul Diesing wrote, over a decade ago,

In our teaching and research, we are like travelers in a houseboat, shuttling back and forth between separate "islands" of theory, whose relatedness con​sists only in their being commonly in the great "ocean" of "international behavior." Some theorists take up permanent residence on one island or other, others continue to shuttle, but few attempt to build bridges, perhaps because the islands seem too far apart .

At the risk of oversimplifying, we can say that those who adopt a careful "counting" approach prefer the more modest hypotheses that become embodied in middle‑range or even "small‑scale" theories, whereas those of a more philosophizing bent favor the larger, more sweep​ing vision. (This is not exactly the same as the dichotomy between the quantifying behaviorists and the traditionalists, to be explained later, but it is related to that dichotomy.) Modern academicians who are often un​justly accused of knowing and writing more and more about less and less significant things often exhibit impatience or contempt toward the prod​ucts of generalizing minds such as Toynbee, Parsons, or Morgenthau. Kenneth Boulding, on the other hand, shuns scholarly research on a nar​row scale and urges those who would understand the international system to abandon the microscope and the infinitesimally trivial and take up the telescope to encompass the whole universe as it evolves through space and time. Only then, he says, can we begin to see how the international human society on this tiny planet fits into the increasingly complex, in​teractive scheme of the larger universe. Since inevitable change is the fundamental law, he argues, we must throw off the apparently unchanging concepts of power politics inherited from Thucydides, Machiavelli, and Hobbes and recognize that threat and conflict will sooner or later give way to mutually beneficial cooperation and integration. Boulding strikes a novel and refreshing note that probably sounds more comforting to the philosopher than to the responsible policymaker, who thinks not in terms of aeons or centuries but of next year, next week, or tomorrow. The main point at the moment is that much depends upon one's general philosophical outlook, including one's view of history and human nature, as well as whether human nature remains pretty much the same or undergoes genuine progressive development from egoism to altruism during the course of history. Obviously society changes outwardly as a result of accumulated knowledge and the impact of education, science, technology, production, economics, religion, and culture. But whether human beings experience equally profound internal change in their psychological and moral qualities is a different question.

Logically Prior Questions

Before we examine in detail the writings of modern international theorists, certain issues ought to be considered first because they are logically prior:

1.   What do we mean by "international relations"? What is the scope of the field?

2.
What do we mean by "theory"? What are its functions?

3.
What is the relation between theory and practice?

4.
Which method is better‑the inductive or the deductive?

5.
What is the "level of analysis problem"?

6.
On which units (or actors) should we focus our attention?

7.
Which predominates‑politics or economics? Or, to put it differently, is "power" being replaced by "interdependence"?

8.   
 To what extent can or should theory be value‑free?

9.
What is the appropriate place of normative theory?

THE DEFINITION AND SCOPE OF INTERNATIONAL

RELATIONS

Definition is only the beginning, not the end, of systematic inquiry. Modern science began, as Alfred North Whitehead noted in a 1925 lecture, when emphasis was shifted from the Aristotelian method of classification to the Pythagorean‑Platonist method of measurement, yet he hastened to add that classification is necessary for orderly, logical thought. Every disciplinary field should be able to define itself clearly, just as every scientific thinker should undertake a research project with a precise notion of the phenomenon to be investigated. When the subject of international relations was just emerging as a field of study within British and American universities, academicians on both sides of the Atlantic had difficulty coming to grips with its nature and scope. In 1935, Sir Alfred Zimmern suggested that "the study of international relations extends from the natural sciences at one end to moral philosophy . . . at the other." He defined the field not as a single subject or discipline but as a "bundle of subjects... viewed from a common angle. Many teachers since his time have wryly noted with Zimmern that students who "major" in international relations wish that they knew more about history, politics, economics, geography, demography, diplomacy, international law, ethics, religion, and nearly every branch of contemporary science and technology. Certainly those who achieve enduring distinction within the field seem to be those prepared by a liberal educational background for a life of active inquiry based upon an insatiable interest in the "international dimension." 

Nicholas J. Spykman, among the first to propose a rigorous definition, used the term interstate relations, which, however, he did not expect would gain wide acceptance: "International relations are relations between individuals belonging to different states, . . . international behavior is the social behavior of individuals or groups aimed at . . . or influenced by the existence or behavior of individuals or groups belonging to a different state."'1 Loosely defined, the term international relations could encompass many different activities‑international communications, business transactions, athletic contests, tourism, scientific conferences, educational exchange programs, and religious missionary activities. International relations scholars have never agreed on where the boundaries of their field lie. Frederick S. Dunn once warned that the word scope is dangerously ambiguous because it implies the existence of clearly discernible boundary lines as readily identifiable as a surveyor's mark.

A field of knowledge does not possess a fixed extension in space but is a constantly changing focus of data and methods that happen at the moment to be useful in answering an identifiable set of questions. It presents at any given time different aspects to different observers, depending on their point of view and purpose. The boundaries that supposedly divide one field of knowledge from another are not fixed walls between separate cells of truth but are convenient devices for arranging known facts and methods in manageable segments for instruction and practice. But the foci of interest are constantly shifting and these divisions tend to change with them.

He went on to suggest, quite sensibly, that the "subject‑matter of international relations consists of whatever knowledge, from any sources, may be of assistance in meeting new international problems or understanding old ones.”

For more than a decade after World War II, scholars debated whether international relations could be called a discipline with a methodology and substantive content of its own, or whether it was so encyclopaedic as to belong to several disciplines. Quincy Wright regarded it as "an emerging discipline," one in the process of formation, and argued that it meets the definitional criteria of its critics as well as most academic disciplines, in the development of which history has played as much a part as logic." Morton A. Kaplan, insisting that international relations lacks the character of a discipline because there is "no common disciplinary core to be enriched as there had been in the companion subject‑matter of political science," no set of unique skills and techniques, and no developed body of theoretical propositions, preferred to recognize international politics merely as a subdiscipline of political science.

Frederick S. Dunn states that international relations may "be looked upon as the actual relations that take place across national boundaries, or as the body of knowledge which we have of those relations at any given time. This is a fairly standard approach, but is it adequate? It is comprehensive, and it does not limit the subject to official relations between states and governments. But is this delineation too broad, and would it be better to include transnational relations on the basis of their political significance, for example, by focusing upon the influences that they exert on the world's political units? As students of politics, we are concerned with relationships between or among all of the actors‑state and nonstate, international and transnational‑to the extent that they contribute to an understanding of political phenomena. We define international politics as the effort of one state or other international actor, to influence in some way another state, or other international actor. An influence relationship may encompass the actual or threatened use of military force, or it may be based entirely or partly on other inducements, such as political or economic ones. International politics, moreover, like all politics, represents the reconciliation of varying perspectives, goals, and interests. Thus international politics includes many but not necessarily all transactions or interactions that take place across national frontiers.

Stanley Hoffmann found that "debates which try to determine the scope of a social science are rather pointless" because there are no immutable essences in social relationships. In his view, all definitions are bound to involve ambiguities and difficulties, especially in the case of a field marked by constant flux. Preferring a formula that leads to perceptive investigations and does not violate common sense, Hoffmann suggests an operational definition of the field to encompass "the factors and the activities which affect the external policies and the power of the basic units into which the world is divided. He warns, however, against trying to gather everything within the fold, noting  that "a flea market is not a discipline."

The prudent international theorist will avoid the Scylla and Charybdis of either including trivia or excluding significant phenomena. A field that is too broad or cluttered cannot be comprehended by the human mind, and may seem to outsiders in other academic disciplines to be intellectually arrogant, if not downright imperialistic. On the other hand, if something can be shown to be relevant to a full understanding of an issue 

that belongs to international relations, it should not be "kept outside the walls" on the grounds that it is part of a different academic preserve. Much depends, of course, upon the nature of the problem under investigation and 

upon the degree to which material from another field can be incorporated and handled competently. As for the scope of our field, more will be said below when we take up "The Level‑of‑Analysis Problem" and the "units" or "actors" on which we should focus attention.

Should international theory focus on the contemporary scene? There is an inescapable attractiveness about the present, bounded by what has recently happened and what is imminently about to happen. Fascination with the contemporary is heightened by the attention it receives in the news media, by the preoccupation of policymakers, and by the fact that research funding is more readily available for topics of current interest and concern. Nevertheless, most experienced scholars in international relations realize that a knowledge of history is essential because it broadens immensely the data base from which extrapolations into the future are to be made, and it also refines our ability to formulate hypotheses that approximate social reality. Morton Kaplan opens his principal work on the international system with a tribute to history: "There is one respect in which a science of international politics must always be indebted to history. History is the great laboratory within which international action occurs. "4' Kaplan calls for investigations into the ancient Greek city‑state system the Italian state system of the Renaissance period, and the balance‑of‑power system that dominated Europe during the eighteenth and nineteenth centuries, so that typical system behaviors in different eras might be compared .'9 In his view, international theorists should be interested in all systems‑past, present, future, and hypothetical .s° (Kaplan's theory will be examined in Chapter 4.) If we limit our attention exclusively to the existing nation‑state system, and ignore the vast record of the past out of which present reality evolved, we seriously restrict our ability to imagine possible futures. The history of international relations is not an international theory, but as the primary source of empirical data it is the essential raw material with which the theoretician works. One can hardly grasp, for example, the functionalist theory of economic sector integration (cf.Chapter10) without accurate historical knowledge of the European Community's formative years.

The Nature and Function of Theory

A theory‑any theory, in any field‑is a general explanation of certain selected phenomena set forth in a manner satisfactory to someone acquainted with the characteristics of the reality being studied. It need not be acceptable to all experts; indeed, it may satisfy the expounder and horrify all others. Powerful theories are those that exercise great influence upon the thinking of large numbers, perhaps the overwhelming majority, of knowledgeable persons for a long time before being replaced by new theories. (Among the enduring theories are those of the economists pertaining to the division of labor and the principle of comparative advantage; those of social theorists pertaining to the ethnocentricism of groups‑the preference for traditional over new and alien ways‑and the relationship between external conflict and internal cohesiveness; those of physicists pertaining to the conservation of energy and the relativity of the time‑space continuum; and those of international theorists in the realist school pertaining to the nearly universal tendency of states to seek their interests as defined in terms of power.) In the social sciences, however, not even the most powerful theories command unquestioning assent within a disciplinary field. As we survey throughout this text a variety of theories in the academic discipline of international relations, it will become clear that no single generalization, principle, or hypothesis has yet been demon​strated with sufficient force to serve as the foundation for a universally accepted comprehensive theory of international relations.

A theory is an intellectual tool that helps us to organize our knowl​edge, to ask significant questions, and to guide the formulation of priorities in research as well as the selection of methods to carry out research in a fruitful manner. In other words, theory‑although not to be confused with scientific method‑enables us to apply the methods of scientific inquiry in an orderly rather than a haphazard way. It helps us to relate knowledge in our own field to that of other fields. Finally, it provides a framework for evaluating the policy recommendations, either explicit or implicit, that abound in all the social sciences. We are often in a better position to judge the soundness of specific policy recommendations if we know something about the theoretical assumptions on which they are based, and if we are also familiar with alternative theories that might lead to different policy recommendations.

In literature on the philosophy of science the term theory has assumed a specific meaning. A theory is defined as a symbolic construction, a series of interrelated hypotheses together with definitions, laws, theorems, and axioms. A theory sets forth a systematic view of phenomena by presenting a series of propositions or hypotheses that specify relations among varia​bles in order to present explanations and make predictions about the phenomena. In the physical sciences a theory may be viewed as a system consisting of the following elements: (1) a set of axioms whose truth is assumed and can be tested only by testing their logical consequences‑an axiom cannot be deduced from other statements contained in the system; (2) statements, or theorems, that are deduced from the axioms, or from other theorems and definitions; and (3) definitions of descriptive terms contained in the axioms.  A theory is a group of laws that are deductively connected. Some of the laws are premises from which other laws are deduced. Those laws deduced from the axioms are the theorems of the theory. Whether or not a law is an axiom or a theorem depends on its position in a theory.

A theory does not depend necessarily upon empirical referents for validity; it need only state logically deduced relationships among the phe​nomena with which the theory is concerned.  According to Abraham Kaplan, the ability to apply the theory successfully is not a necessary condition for its success, since the failure of the application may be traceable to many factors external to the theory itself." But the development of empirical referents makes possible the testing of a theory. Carl Hempel has offered the following analogy:

A scientific theory might therefore be likened to a complex spatial network: Its terms are represented by the knots, while the threads connecting the latter correspond, in part, to the definitions and, in part, to the fundamental and derivative hypotheses contained in the theory. The whole system floats, as it were, above the plane of observation and is anchored to it by rules of interpre​tation. These might be viewed as strings which are not part of the network but link certain parts of the latter with specific laces in the plane of observa​tion. By virtue of those interpretive connectors, the network can function as a scientific theory. From certain observational data, we may ascend, via an interpretive string, to some point in the theoretical network, thence proceed, via definitions and hypotheses, to other points from which another interpre​tive string permits a descent to the place of observation

In the field of international relations, as in all the social sciences, theory is somewhat more diffuse and less precise than one finds in the physical sciences (for reasons to be explained later), and may assume several different forms. In international relations, the term theory has been used, like so many other terms, in distinctive and often confusing ways. Among the most important usages are the following. Theory has been equated with a philosophy, ideology, hypotheses, a set of interrelated concepts, a set of interrelated hypotheses, a set of interrelated hypotheses with a requisite amount of supporting evidence, and a set of axioms and concepts from which hypotheses may be derived. Theory may be deduc​tive or inductive, a distinction to be elaborated below. It may be a taxon​omy—a classification scheme or a conceptual framework that provides for the orderly arrangement and examination of data. It may be a description and analysis of the political behavior of rational actors, based upon a single dominant motive such as power. Or, instead of describing how rational actors do in fact behave, it may be normative, indicating how they ought to behave‑a subject on which more will be said subsequently. Finally, as suggested above, it may be a set of policy recommendations for following a particular course of action.

Relation Between Theory and Practice

Despite their complementarity, basic differences exist between academic social science theory and political‑diplomatic practice. There are also dif​ferences, perhaps less basic, between general theoretical approaches to international relations and the "policy sciences" that deal with the foreign policy problems of particular states, just as there are differences between the "policy sciences" and the actual conduct of diplomacy. Each of the several levels of knowledge and action has a legitimacy of its own that ought not to be disparaged by one who happens to be operating at another level. In all cases it is useful to keep in mind the distinction between the scholar who seeks to achieve a theoretical understanding of phenomena and to formulate generalizations about political behavior based on a high level of probability, and the decision‑maker who has to choose a specific course of action in a concrete set of circumstances in which probability analysis may not be helpful.

Long ago Aristotle differentiated between knowing and doing, between the speculative intellect and the practical intellect.sfi David Hume drew a sharp contrast among three classes of knowledge: (I) deductive reasoning, which relates to the logical and necessary truths of mathematics and metaphysics; (2) empirical knowledge, which pertains to apparently causal relationships that are not really rationally necessary; and (3) value judgments, which derive from an accumulation of historical facts as they have affected human emotion and intuition. For Hume, politics and morals must always be inextricably bound with value judgments and hence can be neither deductive nor empirical. s' To state the problem of theory and practice in Humean terms, we might say that whereas the pure theorist is usually concerned principally with deductive thought processes to generalized formulations, the policymaker has a principal interest in the empirical, inductive knowledge derived from one's own personal experience rather than from any systematic research effort. The policymaker is concerned also with the subtle details of the political values, forces, and preferences operating in a particular situation in all its existential reality rather than to a universal abstraction or probability. Whereas the social theorist wishes to concentrate primarily upon elements common to many situations, the decision‑maker invariably wants detailed information about those elements that are unique to the case at hand.

However, lest anyone receive the wrong impression, we stress that the differing emphases of theorist and practitioner do not alter the desirability that each should try to appreciate the modes of knowledge peculiar to the other. Neither can afford to dismiss generalized or particularized knowledge. Leaders in the late twentieth century must weigh and mix different theories in their ongoing efforts to understand developments, choose appropriate policies, and predict outcomes. They will be likely, however, to continue to prefer their own "intuitional theories"‑the cumulative effect of their own education and political experience whether in elected, appointed, or usurped offices, executive, legislative, or diplomatic‑as more reliable guideposts to policy choices than abstract theoretical constructs developed in academic circles and often couched in terminology unfamiliar to policymakers. Academic theoreticians aim at understanding; practical politicians must choose courses of action. The former try to prescind from day‑to‑day events; the latter cannot.

Finally, we must remember that political leaders are usually preoccupied with shaping the foreign policies of their own countries vis‑a‑vis major allies and adversaries. Their span of attention in the international realm is limited by the greater amount of time and effort they must devote to domestic matters. They can seldom afford the luxury of thinking about the entire international system. The international theorist may be deeply interested in the foreign policies of a number of states, depending upon 'the precise phenomenon being investigated, but realizes that "international relations" are more than merely the sum of the foreign policies of nations. Even though there is a strong linkage between international and domestic politics and economics, there is an “inwardness" to the making of foreign policy that requires a nationally specific perspective. The academic scholar who deals with international theory views the subject from a larger perspective and focuses upon the net results of interactive processes that national policymakers may try to understand and influence, but not always completely or successfully. Lest we be misunderstood, let us quickly add that a great deal of our substantive 

knowledge about international relations has always come and will continue to come from studies of national and comparative foreign policies .The two approaches intersect in many places but are not identical.

Deductive and Inductive Theorizing

Two eminent theorists in the field‑Quincy Wright and James N. Rosenau‑-offered, at an interval of two decades, some useful advice to would be theorists of international relations. According to Wright, "a general theory of international relations means a comprehensive, coherent and self‑correcting body of knowledge contributing to the understanding, the prediction, the evaluation and the control of the relations among states and of the conditions of the world. Wright's mandate is quite ambitious: He has a "grand theory" in mind, one that covers all aspects of the field. It should be expressed in generalized propositions as clear, as accurate, and as few as possible. It should not be cluttered up with a lot of exceptions. In short, the theory should be parsimonious‑that is, it should state an important truth as accurately, elegantly, and briefly as possible. Scientists have always been disposed to equate scientific truth with esthetic beauty, and the latter with intellectual simplicity. Every part of the theory should be logically consistent with every other part. The theory should be formulated in a manner conducive to continual updating and improvement in the light of new evidence. Thus it should be capable of constant verification and refinement. It should contribute to an objective understanding of international reality, rather than one distorted by national perspective. Theory, said Wright, should enable us to predict at least some things, and also help us to arrive at value judgments‑even if the process of moral assessment may not be entirely consistent with the value‑free tradition of Western science. Wright himself agrees, and we agree with him, that a theory fulfilling all these ideal requirements would be extremely difficult, and perhaps impossible, to achieve.

Rosenau agrees with Hoffmann that being able to define "theory" precisely furnishes no guarantee that one will be able to theorize imaginatively or creatively. He would distinguish more sharply than Wright between empirical and normative (or ethical) theory. He considers both types important, but fears that both can be distorted if "what is" and "what ought to be" are mixed too closely together.* The theorist, Rosenau insists, must assume that in human affairs there is an underlying order, that things do not happen randomly, but that their causes can be explained rationally (even when what we call "irrational behavior" is involved). He urges the theorist to seek not the unique but the general, and to sacrifice detailed descriptions of the single case in favor of the broader, more abstract patterns that encompass many instances. The theorist should be ready to tolerate ambiguity and to be contented with probabilities rather than certainties and absolutes. One must give the mind free rein to "play" with unusual, even absurd, ideas that may produce insights into previously unthought‑of explanations. International phenomena should be looked upon as "puzzles" or "mysteries" awaiting solution by the inquisitive mind. Finally, the theorist must always be ready to be proven wrong. (Most are, sooner or later.)

The summaries just given make it clear that Wright had general deductive theory in mind, while Rosenau's advice seems pointed somewhat more toward empirical, inductive, and middle‑range theories. These are the two basic approaches to theorizing in the Western intellectual tradition. The deductive method can be traced to Plato, who used it to construct his Ideal Republic. One begins with an abstract concept, model, or major premise‑flowing from a set of definitions and assumptions drawn more from "wisdom" than from systematically collected evidence‑and then proceeds by plausible, logical steps to deduce ("draw out") subordinate propositions and necessary conclusions. Deduction is a formal process of deriving hypotheses from axioms, assumptions, and concepts logically integrated. The hypothesis so derived, in a "scientific" conception, should be tested with data that are not impressionistic, but systematically and carefully selected. Take, for example, the notion that all political communities are concerned in one way or another with power‑acquiring, consolidating, or expanding power, projecting an image of power to preserve it, balancing power for security, or accommodating to the power of another political community. This is an example of a deductive theory. 

Theorists of power have not pulled it out of thin air. Far from disdaining empirical data, they have developed their ideas on the basis of one highly credible reading and interpretation of historical evidence. It is a mistake, therefore, to equate deductive theory with nonempirical theory. The deductive differs from the inductive method in the way historical factual evidence is collected, converted into usable data, analyzed, and inter​preted for purposes of theory. The deductive thinker may arrive at a concept, model, or major premise in an "impressionistic," "intuitive," or "insightful" manner rather than according to strict methodological crite​ria for selecting cases, rigorous coding rules for classifying events, or math​ematically precise ways of determining correlations.

The inductive approach entails a different route toward generalizing from experience. Instead of leaping to a conclusion by way of an "inner mental light," as it were, the inductive empiricist is more careful about observing, categorizing measuring, and analyzing facts. This method is traceable to Aristotle, who wrote his Politics after examining the constitu​tions of some 150 Greek city‑states. The inductive thinker may consider the deductive method excellent in mathematics, logic, and metaphysics, but prefers to investigate physical and social phenomena by observing a number of instances in the same class and by describing in detail both the research procedures followed and the substantive results, so that others (who may be skeptical) can replicate, or repeat, the work if they wish. The inductive method produces no certainties, only probabilities, and in the social sciences (as contrasted with physics or chemistry) these are usually not of a very high order‑nor does the deductive method, nor do methods utilized by chemists physicists, or biologists. Newton was the greatest physicist of his age, but Einstein demonstrated that his work was partial and flawed, just as eventually even Einstein's work may be superseded by a new theory. In international politics research, it is a rare thing to obtain statistical correlations at high levels of significance--such, for example, that there would be only one chance in a thousand that they were due to coincidence.

Deduction and induction should not be regarded as either competi​tive or mutually exclusive approaches. Some scholars will prefer one over the other and will make better progress with one than the other. Theory​ building requires a fruitful combination of the two, plus something more, to be discussed in a moment. The argument that in the nuclear age a bipolar international system is more stable than a multipolar one, and vice versa, not being amenable to empirical proof, usually proceeds by logical deduction from assumed premises regarding the amount of uncertainty in the system and the number of actors to whom the states must allocate their attention. (See the reference to Singer, Waltz, and Bueno de Mesquita in Chapter 8.) On the other hand, the middle‑range theoretical proposition that governments find it relatively easy to pursue policies of regional economic integration in periods of prosperous growth and tend to re​trench toward national particularism at times of recession can be arrived at by deduction and can then be tested by reference to the evaluation of the European Economic Community. (See Chapter 10.)



Kenneth N. Waltz distinguishes theories from empirical data, statisti​cal correlations, hypotheses, and inductively arrived at laws or generalizations. Statistical Correlations, even when significant, are not facts, and they can never establish causal connections. We can arrive at laws and empirical generalizations through inductive methods, and these may identify invariable or probable associations, but cannot explain them. The ancient Babylonians were familiar with the laws of tidal movements, which they could observe measure, and predict but they could not explain those laws. That is the function of theory, which cannot be arrived at by deduction alone, for deduction merely proceeds logically from initial premises and thus can provide no powerful new explanations. Theories have to be invented by a creative intellectual process that takes a number of disparate laws and generalizations, simplifies them by isolating a few key factors, abstracting them from what is not relevant, aggregating them in a previously unknown way, and synthesizing them in a new, ideal, quasi‑perfect explanatory system. Such a process can hardly be taught. A textbook can do no more than show how others have theorized. Students can judge for themselves whether a particular theory is insightful, satisfying, and promising. Hopefully a survey of many theories will inspire those who study them to embark on their own road to theorizing.

The "Level‑of‑Analysis" Problem: Who Are the Actors?

In all the social sciences‑politics, economics, and sociology, for example one cannot help wondering where to begin, where to focus attention, where to try to “get a handle” on the subject. In all these fields the "micro" and "macro" perspectives have their ardent partisans. Determining the proper "fulcrum point" is particularly difficult in international relations because of the comprehensiveness of the field. On which of many possible levels of analysis should we focus our attention? Which are the proper units of study​--or "actors"? From the "micro" to the "macro" level, one can draw up a lengthy inventory of logical candidates.

Individuals Although most international theorists would probably reject the notion that individuals are international actors (somewhat as nearly all legal authorities have denied them any status as subjects of international law), a classical liberal would argue that the individual should be the foundation for any social theory, since only individuals are real, while society is an abstraction. Although few theorists would agree with that position, and most would probably tend to think that social forces produce the heroic figure more often than the other way around, it cannot be denied that scholars in the fields of history, politics, and international relations do pay attention to leaders who have played a prominent role on the world stage. Moreover, those who survey, for example, the attitudes of voters on international issues are, for all practical purposes, placing the individual at the center of their investigations. It bears repeating, how​ever, that most theorists do not do this, but subsume individuals into nation‑state or other organizational context. 

Subnational Groups These may take many forms: political parties; the communications media; and organized interest groups of a nongovernmental nature that seek to influence foreign policies by lobbying or shaping public opinion. These actors fall primarily within the scope of foreign policy studies, national and comparative. International theorists, however, while not placing them at the center of their attention, are obliged to recognize their relevance because of the undoubtedly significant linkage between domestic and international politics. Numerous important examples will come to mind if one thinks about the implications of the Iran arms​hostages‑Contras affair and the Greenpeace incident, the relation between media coverage and international terrorism, the effect upon foreign policies of governmental changes as a result of elections in democratic countries, and the impact that ethnic minorities can have in parliamentary systems upon the foreign policies of their countries, as for example when Greek constituents prompted Congress to cut off aid to Turkey for having invaded Cyprus in 1974‑and in Gorbachev's Soviet Union.

Nation‑states Realist theorists subscribe to what is called the "state‑centric" view of international relations, focusing upon the action of states and governments. They recognize other realities mentioned in this inventory, and take them into account as appropriate, but insist that all others, whether less or more extensive, are subordinate to nation‑states, which are the principal actors at the international level. In recent centuries, the world was divided into imperialist powers and colonial territories or protectorates. The number of states claiming to be legally sovereign and politically independent has increased steadily in this century: Whereas there were only about 60 in the 1930s, there are more than 160 as we move into the decade of the 1990s. Throughout the various eras of history, the patterns of political organization have always reflected some relationship with political, military, economic, technological, cultural, and other forms of power (including religious and psychological). Realists do not assert that currently existing nation‑state structures will endure forever, but they have no doubt that those structures are now firmly entrenched and are likely to constitute the basic units of international political reality for a long time to come .64 Non‑state actors derive their significance from states or from the degree to which they can influence the policies and behavior of states.

Transnational Groups and Organizations Not Made Up of States This category includes all entities‑political, religious, economic‑commercial, and so on‑that operate transnationally (across one or more international boundaries) but do not have governments or their formal representatives as members. For centuries the Catholic church was recognized as an indisputable example. In more recent times the category has included the World Zionist Organization, Communist parties, or national liberation movements that follow orders from foreign headquarters (Moscow, Beijing, or Havana, for example), the Palestine Liberation Organization (PLO), international terrorist groups (such as Haerzbollah), international arms dealers, and many international nongovernmental organizations.6s In recent years there has been a growing awareness of Islamic fundamentalism (with. its center in Shi'ite Iran) as a force of considerable transnational potential, regardless of the fact that historically Islam has not been characterized by either a priesthood or a hierarchical organization.

Among the transnational phenomena that have attracted academic attention during the last two decades is the multinational corporation (MNC)‑a term that has been subjected to a variety of subtle definitional refinements by other scholars. 66 Multinational corporations, in contrast to nation‑states, regard boundaries and territory as irrelevant. Despite the amount of concern expressed over their potential for politically intervening in host countries (especially in the Third World), they are primarily interested in profits rather than politics, except insofar as the latter affects the former. Apart from the deductive literature on dependency and interdependence (to be discussed below) and the limited number of case studies of specific MNCs in specific countries, there has not yet been an impressive amount of scientific research on the role of MNCs in the international political system, on their political power in comparison with that of host states, and on the degree to which they are controllable or uncontrollable by home countries, host countries, or international organizations. Much of the debate has been normative, turning on whether MNCs have been beneficial or harmful to less developed countries (or less advantaged social classes) in the Third World, a subject to be treated in greater detail in Chapter 6. There can be no doubt, however, that General Motors, Westinghouse, Royal Dutch Shell British Petroleum, SONY, Volkswagen, and International Telephone and Telegraph are important transnational firms and international actors.

International Groups and Organizations with States or Their Representatives as Members These include such principal universal international actors in this century as the League of Nations, the United Nations, and the World Court, as well as such specialized agencies as the United Nations Educational, Scientific and Cultural Organization (UNESCO); the World Health Organization (WHO); the Food and Agriculture Organization (FAO); the International Bank for Reconstruction and Development (IBRD); the International Monetary Fund (IMF); the International Civil Aviation Organization (ICAO); the International Telecommunications Union (ITU); the International Fund for Agricultural Development (IFAD); and other intergovernmental bodies that report to the UN Economic and Social Council. A study by the Union of International Associations estimated that the number of national representatives of more than 110 countries in more than 2,100 international organizations exceeded 54,000. Most of these carry on routine administrative activities that do not attract the interest of the international theorist. On those occasions, however, when Arab and other countries attempt to expel Israel from UNESCO, or when the ICAO debates what to do about the hijacking of aircraft by terrorists, or when the adequacy of the IAEA safeguards system becomes an issue in regard to compliance with the provisions of the Non-Proliferation Treaty, the specialized agencies are removed from obscurity into the spotlight of international politics, and become for a time at least "bit players" if not full‑fledged actors.

The International System At the most comprehensive and abstract level we come to the international or global system, which will receive detailed treatment in Chapter 4. The systems analyst contemplates the whole rather than focusing on the component parts (described in the five previous sections). In this global scheme, specific nation-​states and other international actors are not absent, but they are present in blurred rather than sharp outline. J. David Singer has noted that the nation‑state model produces richer descriptions and causal explanations (e.g., of how and why specific wars begin), whereas the systemic model is more conducive to 

broader generalizations about how all states normally behave. Singer sees Morgenthau's thesis that states seek their national interest defined in terms of power as a systemic theory, a general rule to which one might be able to find some exceptions that do not vitiate the rule.

Generally speaking, those who favor an international systems level approach are convinced that the international system exerts a more profound effect upon the component parts than the other way around. This, of course, is a modern version of the ancient philosophical problem known as the "one and the many," one of those profound and recurring problems that seem always to defy solution but that make the intellectual life fascinating. In earlier historical periods, it was possible to recognize partial international systems (e.g., the Greek city‑states, and the European balance‑of‑power system), but political communities could scarcely be said to be aware of the existence of a "global system" in the sense in which we now use that term. In fact, it is difficult to say precisely when the development of communications technology made possible the emergence of a truly global system. Nevertheless, it cannot be denied that the impact of "global" factors upon component units is perceived increasingly to be the international reality as we approach the close of the twentieth century.

There is no "official" list of international actors, nor can one be compiled. Realists continue to concentrate on the nation‑state as the central figure in the dramatis personae. The nation‑state is assumed to be a unitary, rational actor pursuing its national interest (viewed in terms of power) within an anarchical society, a system of self‑help in which security remains the primary concern. Pluralists who study multinational corporations, international organizations, terrorist groups, and the burgeoning importance of economic interdependence insist that the realists are too narrow and single‑minded in their approach, if not absolutist and simplistic. Foreign policy decisions that affect the international system are not really taken by nation‑states, which are abstractions "reified" by the real​ists. Instead, decisions are taken by groups or individuals who can act with the authority of the state .s9 Moreover, they contend, many significant decisions are taken outside the framework of nation‑states‑by interna​tional organizations or by multinational corporations (which, invested with formidable economic resources, may pursue policies different from those of their home governments) .'° Marxists and many international sys​tems analysts are convinced that global structures and processes (whether "capitalist" or other) predominate over those of states and that only the global system, therefore, is a worthy object of serious investigation

The international systems level provides a neat, manageable yet com​prehensive model that assigns homogeneous goals to all national actors, but it also gives rise to simplistic images of "look‑alike" nation‑states, while underestimating their differences and exaggerating the degree to which the total system determines member/actor behavior. Focusing on the nation‑states, by way of contrast, enables us to see the unique characteris​tics and situational circumstances of the actors, but it also involves the risk of excessive differentiation, which may obscure the general patterns for which the theorist is searching. Analyses of the international system and of the individual states as units focus on different, equally legitimate ques​tions. Such questions cannot be adequately addressed except with differ​ent kinds of studies from one level to another. One question to be asked is "Which kind of actors are most important in the global system?" A second is "What kind of factors‑characteristics of individual leaders, the differing structures of states, or states' relationships to the system‑are the most important in their impact on the policies of states?" A third is "What is the relationship between studies that focus on different levels‑that is, on different social entities? For example, what can one infer about the behavior of individual states from studies that focus on the entire interna​tional system?" States are undoubtedly the most important kind of entity, but that does not detract from the fact that their behavior may be most importantly influenced by individual leader characteristics or interna​tional system structure, or from the fact that studies on different levels are equally legitimate, while addressing different questions. Balance‑of‑power systems have operated for thousands of years, for example, and have operated in similar ways independent of the importance of states or of the aims of the constituent units. Basic to such analysis is the question of what is the logical relationship between system‑level and national‑level studies, and what inferences from one level can be made about another. Equally important is the question of which social entities 

(individuals, states, or the entire international system) one should look to for factors that have the greatest impact on the behavior of states. Stated somewhat differently, what independent variables at the international level shape the behavior of individual actors? What independent variables below the level of the state shape its foreign policies?

Politics, Economics, and Interdependence Since World War II, the study of international relations in American universities has usually been orga​nized within departments of political science, or else those departments have played a pivotal role in interdisciplinary programs. Political scientists traditionally have focused their attention on the policies and actions of governments, but in recent decades they have become interested in a broader range of phenomena that influence and are influenced by politics and diplomacy. In the international no less than the domestic field the tendency has been to expand the concept of "the political" to include trends in economics, science and technology, and even education, culture, and religion. Today, "international relations" encompass the operations of multinational corporations, trade balances, fluctuations in the value of currencies, satellite communications, the superconductivity revolution, environmental pollution, Islamic fundamentalism, and the Olympic Games insofar as they have political aspects.

No sensible observer would deny that the world has become progres​sively integrated in this century as a result of economic and technological developments that link together all parts of the global system. It has not become politically or culturally integrated, however. Indeed, many na​tions, regions, and subnational groups have sought to resist or limit inte​grative processes (discussed in Chapter 10) by asserting their own identity and independence against larger unifying or centralizing forces." The powerful new transnational forces that have emerged on the international scene in the last quarter‑century give rise to concern because it has not yet proved possible to subject them to control or regulation by effective political authority. One of the most frequently cited modern definitions of "politics"=that of David Easton, who described the process as that whereby societal values are authoritatively allocated'.'‑is simply not suited to the international dimension. Since it presupposes the organiza​tion of a society under effective authority able to take decisions on values and priorities by way of the budget process, and able to enforce its laws by holding in the background the threat of sanctions, the model of the national political system cannot be extended to the international realm because there is no effective authority in existence at this level. Easton himself admitted that "decisions and actions performed by international systems rely for their acceptance upon accord with the perceived self​-interest of the participating members" among whom "the impact of a sense of legitimacy is still extremely low. Raymond Aron, Stanley Hoffmann, Roger D. Masters, Kenneth N. Waltz, and several other theo​rists in the realist school have frequently warned against losing sight of the crucial difference between national societies in which values, law, and power are often quite highly centralized, and the international system in which they are so decentralized that each state, taking into account its own interest, can decide which norms it will observe and which ones it will ignore.

During the last fifteen years, several international theorists have sought to bridge the wide gap, as it were, between national and international systems between the political and economic orders, and between the realists and pluralists/globalists by spotlighting the concepts of "interdependence" and "international regimes." Both concepts will be discussed more fully in the chapters on realism and systems. Here it is sufficient to note that "interdependence" carries the connotation that nation‑states are becoming increasingly sensitive and vulnerable to economic‑technological changes in other nation‑states and in the global system as a whole, and that they are slowly adjusting their policies accordingly. International regimes, discussed more fully in Chapter 3, are those sets of governing arrangements‑procedures, norms, rules, and, in some cases, special functional institutions‑designed to regulate and control certain kinds of transnational activity, where such regulation and control would seem to be a matter of common interest (or at least coincident interest) among several or many 

states. Examples would be the international regimes designed to manage monetary rates (in the International Monetary Fund), to remove impediments to international trade (in the periodically revised General Agreement on International trade, or GATT, which began its eighth round of negotiations in Punta del Este in 1986), and to prevent the proliferation of nuclear weapons through the Non-Proliferation Treaty, the safeguards system of the International Agency for Atomic Energy (IAEA), and various agreements among nuclear‑supplier countries to regulate their exports.

The Controversy Between Traditionalists and Behaviorists

The 1960s witnessed a "great debate" between traditional advocates of a "classical" approach to international relations and those who preferred the methods of the newer behavioral sciences that placed emphasis on quantification. Both schools, as Norman Palmer noted, tended at that time to accept the basic assumptions of state‑centric realism. The acerbity of that debate has now worn off, and the controversy seems less relevant in the contemporary field of international relations theory. At the time, however, it reflected a fundamental dichotomy in the American discipline of political science that disturbed Europeans. A summary of the principal arguments on each side can still contribute to an understanding of how our field has developed. The two perspectives are less polarized than they once were, but by no means can they be said to have merged synthetically.

Hedley Bull called "classical" that "approach to theorizing that derives from philosophy, history, and law, and that is characterized above all by explicit reliance upon the exercise of judgment and by the assumption 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. Traditionalists are usually skeptical of the effort to predict or to apply probability analysis to human affairs. They will occasionally use quantitative data to illustrate a point they are trying to make in an otherwise discursive presentation, but they are critical of the proclivity of some contemporary analysts to quantify in order to demonstrate by tortuous statistical analysis a proposition that ought to be obvious to a person of common sense. Traditionalists are typically but not rigidly interested in the single and unique event, case, situation, or problem, which they seek to understand in the subtlety of detail, including relationships with other relevant phenomena. Often the traditionalist will study several cases of a similar nature, drawing appropriate comparisons and contrasts along the way. (Scientists, too, of course, may rely on a small number of case studies to develop, illustrate, or test a general model.) Traditionalists would insist that they are at least as meticulous in gathering, sifting, weighing, and interpreting evidence as any social scientists. They would not deny that they make use of judgment, intuition, and insight in arriving at their conclusions, after having reviewed and digested all the data that they deem relevant and reliable.

The behavioral‑quantifying approach places considerable emphasis upon what it regards as scientifically precise methods. Different social scientists stress different methods or combinations of methods‑attitude surveys, content analysis, simulation and gaming, statistical correlations, model‑building, and the use of quantitative analysis as well as computers as a basis for achieving precision in measurement. The scientific approach is not to be fully equated with quantitative methodology, but the latter is much more likely to be employed, and certain to be utilized on a grander scale, in the scientific than in the traditional approach. Although scientific scholars cannot avoid using personal judgment in the selection of their problems, the formulation of their hypotheses, and the development of their classification schemes, they attempt to go beyond personal judgments and to launch into deductive or inductive methods that are independent of personal bias,el and that invoke either logic or mathematics to serve as substitutes for intuitive interpretation.

The traditionalist often criticizes the behavioralist for allegedly being too confident of the ability to generalize, to convert problematic statements into causal propositions, and to use these propositions to predict behavior in an area in which things are not predictable; for attributing to abstract models a congruence with reality that they do not have; for avoiding the substantive issues of international politics because, in the zeal for scientific method, he or she may never have really mastered those issues in all their complexity; and for 

succumbing to a "fetish for measurement" that ignores crucially important qualitative differences among the quantities being measured .


Behavioralists assert that when they test for statistical correlation between two factors, they are determining whether the relationship between the two might be merely coincidental, and when they engage in multivariate analysis they are trying to find out which of several factors constitutes the most reliable predictor of a particular outcome. The scientific analyst regards the traditionalist's distrust of precise method, quantification, and verification through statistical testing as irresponsible and arrogant. Traditionalists retort that in their own way they perform a careful "content analysis" of the primary and secondary sources (documentary and otherwise) that they adduce as evidence‑speeches, press statements, government reports, diplomatic messages, personal memoirs, newspaper accounts and commentaries, interviews, scholarly studies, and so on‑and intuitively select what they deem important and relevant without a systematic counting of words and phrases. The traditionalist remains convinced that the essence of politics is the qualitative difference‑that subtle shade or nuance of meaning that can be communicated in the choice of a single word or phrase but does not lend itself to quantification.

TRADITIONAL THEORY: BALANCE OF POWER

The oldest, most persistent, and most controversial of all theories of international politics‑the balance of power‑was recognized at least implicitly in ancient India and in ancient Greece, although it was never formally articulated. David Hume noted that although the term balance of power may be modern, "the maxim of preserving the balance of power is founded so much on common sense and obvious reasoning that it is impossible it could altogether have escaped antiquity," concluding that it had been practiced from ancient times to the eighteenth century.

Insofar as it could be called a formal theory of international politics, the modern concept of balance of power was associated with the Newtonian conception of a universe in equilibrium. (Frequently a social science theory has been adapted from a physical science theory or at least influenced by development of one.) Actually, the notion of equilibrium is basic to many sciences. Chemists speak of a solution in stable equilibrium. Economists perceive a balance of countervailing forces, such as supply and demand. Biologists warn against human activities that disturb the "balance of nature" between organisms and environment. Political writers often analyze the interaction of interest groups or of governmental branches within national society in terms of "checks and balances." Naturally, theorists of international social reality employ "balance" as a central organizing concept for the power relations of nation‑states, and then assume that the latter are driven, almost by a law of their own nature, to seek their security by some form of power‑balancing.

Balance of Power: Problems and Definition

The term balance of power has been roundly criticized for causing considerable semantic confusion. Ernst B. Haas found at least eight distinct meanings for the term: (1) any distribution of power, (2) equilibrium or 
balancing process, (3) hegemony or the search for hegemony, (4) stability and peace in a concert of power, (5) instability and war, (6) power politics in general, (7) a universal law of history, and (8) a system and guide to policymakers. "The trouble with the balance of power,' says Inis L. Claude, Jr., "is not that it has no meaning, but that it has too many meanings." The term has been used to connote equilibrium and disequilibrium, or any distribution of power whether balanced or unbalanced, or as both policy and system (either automatic and self‑regulating or wholly dependent upon manipulation by shrewd statesmen). Claude concludes that the concept of the balance of power is extremely difficult to analyze because those who write about it not only fail to provide precise clues as to its meaning but often "slide blissfully from one usage of the term to another and back again, frequently without posting any warning that plural meanings exist. 

It is true that the concept of balance of power is riddled with ambiguity. Many statesmen have sought a unilateral superiority rather than an objective bilateral balance with their principal rival. Nevertheless, it is theoretically possible to conceive of the balance of power as a situation or condition, as a universal tendency or law of state behavior, as a guide for statesmanship, and as a mode of system‑maintenance characteristic of certain types of international systems. As long as we think in terms of equilibrium rather than of superiority, these four usages need not be inconsistent with each other.

Conceived as a situation or a condition, balance of power implies an objective arrangement in which there is relatively widespread satisfaction with the distribution of power. The universal tendency or law describes a probability, and enables one to predict, that members of a system threatened by the emergence of a "disturber of the balance"‑that is, a power seemingly bent upon establishing an international hegemony‑will form a countervailing coalition. Balance of power as a policy guide prescribes to statesmen who would act "rationally" that they should maintain eternal vigilance and be prepared to organize a countervailing coalition against the disrupter of equilibrium. Balance of power as a system refers to a multinational society in which all essential actors preserve their identity, integrity, and independence through the balancing process.

Balance of Power: Purposes and functions

Various purposes and functions were attributed to the balance of power in classical theory as expounded by Bolingbroke, Gentz, Metternich, and Castlereagh. It was supposed to (1) prevent the establishment of a universal hegemony, (2) preserve the constituent elements of the system and the system itself, (3) ensure stability and mutual security in the international system, and (4) strengthen and prolong the peace by deterring war, that is, by confronting an aggressor with the likelihood that a policy of expansion would meet with the formation of a countercoalition. The traditional methods and techniques of maintaining or restoring the balance were (1) the policy of divide and, rule (working to diminish the weight of the heavier side), (2) territorial compensations after a war, (3) creation of buffer states, (4) the formation of alliances, (5) spheres of influence, (6) intervention, (7) diplomatic bargaining, (8) legal and peaceful settlement of disputes, (9) reduction of armaments, (10) armaments competition or races, and (11) war itself.

A review of the list of objectives and methods will show that there were internal inconsistencies in the theory and in the practice. These were probably unavoidable, given the historic oscillation between stable and unstable equilibria within the nation‑state system. If the balance of power had worked perfectly as all statesmen expected, and if the existing distribution of power had posed no threat to their national security, then the balance of power as situation, law, policy, and system would almost certainly have contributed to the prolongation of peace. But the dynamics of the international political system were conducive neither to serene stability nor to prudent rational decision‑making at all times. Moreover, statesmen pursuing only what they considered their own legitimate national interest‑a term closely associated with the balance‑of‑power system‑may have appeared in the eyes of other statesmen as conspiring to overturn the international system and gain predominance. Conversely, a government embarked upon a hegemonial path might not provoke the formation of a countercoalition until it was too late to prevent a large‑scale war declared to restore the balance. In theory the balance helped preserve the peace and identity of member‑states, but in practice balance‑of power policy sometimes led to war and to the partitioning of "less essential" actors (such as Poland in the 1790s). But keeping the peace and preserving all the lesser members intact were subordinate to the more fundamental aims of preserving the multistate system by observing the maxim expressed by Friedrich Gentz: "That if the states system of Europe is to exist and be maintained by common exertions no one of its members must ever become so powerful as to be able to coerce all the rest put together.”

Another key concept in the classical theory must be mentioned. Under normal circumstances, with several nations seeking to maximize their power position through the various methods and techniques of balance‑of‑power politics, no one nation gains hegemony, and a precarious equilibrium is maintained. But for various reasons the balance might be on the verge of breaking down. At this point an impartial and vigilant "holder of the balance" emerges, which is strong enough to restore the balance swiftly once it is disturbed. 

Historically, England played this role in the European state system. In a famous memorandum published on January 1, 1907, Sir Eyre Crowe wrote that it had "become almost a historical truism to identify England's secular policy with the maintenance of this balance by throwing her weight now in this scale and now in that, but ever on the side opposed to the political dictatorship of the strongest single state or group at a given time."' Winston Churchill reiterated this as a fundamental tenet of British foreign policy in 1936.92 Perhaps the theory of the balance of power, as a policy guide to statesmen, is a distinctively British theory, at least in modern times.

Critiques of Balance of Power

In recent decades, the balance‑of‑power theory has encountered much criticism even from traditional analysts, and for reasons other than the semantic vagueness mentioned earlier. Nicholas J. Spykman held that the theory inadequately explained the practice:

The truth of the matter is that states are interested only in a balance (imbalance) which is in their

 favor. Not an equilibrium, but a generous margin is their objective. There is no real security in being just as strong as a potential enemy; there is security only in being a little stronger. There is no possibility of action if one's strength is fully checked; there is a chance for a positive


foreign policy only if there is a margin of force which can be freely used.

Hans J. Morgenthau finds the balance of power deficient on several grounds. It has failed on a number of occasions since the end of the eighteenth century to preserve the independent existence of states. The multistate system precluding a single state from achieving universal dominion has been preserved only at the price of frequent and costly wars. He finds the balance of power (1) uncertain because no completely reliable means of measuring, evaluating, and comparing power exist; (2) unreal because statesmen try to compensate for its uncertainty by aiming for superiority; and (3) inadequate for explaining national restraint during most of the years from 1648 to 1914 because it does not give credit to the restraining influence of the basic intellectual unity and moral consensus then prevailing in Europe .

Ernst B. Haas has observed that using the balance of power as a policy guide assumes a high degree of flexibility in national decision​-making. The vigilant political leader must engage in a constant power calculus and be ready to enter into a countervailing coalition, regardless of ideological differences, economic interests, and domestic political attitudes. Haas had questioned the degree to which policymakers, especially in democratic countries, can enjoy the kind of flexibility that the balance‑of‑power theory would seem to demand. It should be pointed out, however, that the Anglo‑American democracies managed to overcome their aversion to Soviet communism in World War II against Nazi Germany, and in more recent decades the United States has apparently sought to play a balance of‑power game vis‑a‑vis the People's Republic of China and the Soviet Union.

Kenneth N. Waltz has defended the balance‑of‑power theory against critics who, in his view, have misunderstood certain crucial points. Every theory, he argues, must begin with some assumptions. He assumes that states are unitary actors that seek, at a minimum, to preserve themselves and, at a maximum, to dominate others if possible. They strive to achieve their objectives through internal efforts (e.g., increasing capabilities) and external efforts (e.g., strengthening their own alliance and weakening that of the adversary). He then adds the condition that states are operating in a self‑help system with no superior referee. Those who do not help themselves as well as others do will become disadvantaged. Assumptions, Waltz points out, are neither true nor false, but they are essential for the construction of a theory. In Waltz's theory of structural realism, the balance of power is rooted inescapably and necessarily in the international system of states. Thus he parts company with other theorists of the balance of power‑Hume, Churchill, Organski, Morgenthau, Haas, Kissinger, and others‑who have held that the balance‑of‑power policy is something to be followed voluntarily by wise and prudent political leaders. For Waltz, the tendency toward equilibrium is automatic, regardless of whether "some 

or all states consciously aim to establish and maintain a balance, or whether some or all states aim for universal domination." If the results to be produced (i.e., balance) depend upon some or all states' consciously working for it, then international politics can be explained by theories of national bureaucratic policymaking, and an international balance‑of power theory would have nothing to explain. Waltz wants a theory applicable to the international system irrespective of the behavior of particular states. 

Balance of Power: Contemporary Models

Even aside from Waltz's trenchant analysis, it would be ‑erroneous to suggest that the balance‑of‑power theory is obsolete. Several "modern," "nontraditional," and "scientific" theoreticians have found it to be worthy of attention. Morton A. Kaplan makes it one of his six heuristic models of international systems. He devotes more space to the balance‑of‑power system with its essential rules than to any of the other systems. (For a discussion of Kaplan's system models, see Chapter 4.) Arthur Lee Burns, after studying the problem of the system in stable balance, concludes that "the most stable arrangement would seem to be a world of five or some greater odd number of Powers, independent and of approximately equal strength," since these would not be readily divisible into two equal sides. For simplicity in calculating relationships, and for the certainty and stability that such simplicity would yield, Burns holds that, optimally, the most stable system would be a world of "five roughly equal blocs, each including a family of exchangeable client nations."

More recently, R. Harrison Wagner has argued that any number of actors from two through five can produce a stable system, but. that the most stable system is one with three actors. Several analysts in the field of nuclear deterrence and arms control theory have updated and cast into

