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CHAPTER TWO
INTERNATIONAL TIHEORY
The Case for a Classical Approach*
By THIEDLEY BULL

I

TWO approaches to the theory of international relations at
present compete for our attention. The first of these [ shall
call the classical approach. By this I do not mean the study and
criticism of the “classics” of international relations, the writings
ol Hobbes, Grotius, Kant, and other great thinkers of the past
who have turned their attention to international affairs. Such
study docs indeed exemplify the classical approach, and it provides
a method that is particularly fruitful and important, What T have
in mind, however, is something much wider than this: the ap-
proach 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 assumptions that if we con-
fine oursclves to strict standards of verification and proof there is
very little of significance that can be said about international
relations, that general propositions about this subject must there-
fore derive from a scientifically imperfect process of perception or
intuition, and that these general propositions cannot be accorded
anything more than the tentative and inconclusive status appro-
priate to their doubtful origin.

Until very recently virtually all attempts at thenrizing about
international refations have been. founded vpon the approach |
have just described. We can certainly recognize it in the various
twentieth-century systematizations of international theory—in
works like those of Alfred Zimmern, I 1. Carr, Hans Morgen-
thau, Georg Schwarzenberger, Raymond Aron, and Martin
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Wight. And it is clerly also the method ol their various pre-
cursors, whase scattered thoughts and partial treatments they have
sought to draw together: political philosophers like Machia-
velli and Burke, interpational lawyers like Vattel and Oppenheim,
pamphleteers like Gentz and Cobden, historians like Ilecren
and Ranke. It is becausc this approach has so long been the
standard one that we may call it classical.

‘T'he sccond approuch | shall call the scientilic one. T have chosen
to call it scientific rather than scientistic so as not to prejudge the
issue 1 wish to discuss by resort to a term of opprobriuni. In using
this name for the second approach, however, it is the aspirations
of those who adopt it that 1 have in mind rather than their per-
formance. "They aspire o a theory of international relations whose
propositions are based cither upon fogical or nathematical
proof, or upon strict, empirical procedures of verification. Some
of them dismiss the classical theories of international relations
as worthless, and clearly conceive themselves to be the founders
of a wholly new science, Others concede that the products of the
classical approach were better than nothing, and perhaps even
regard them with a certain alfection, as the owner of a 1905
model might look at a vintage motor car. But in cither case they
hope and believe that their own sort of theory will come wholly
to supersede the older type; like the logical positivists when they
souglt to appropriate English philosophy in the 1930%, or like
Mr. McNamara's Whiz Kids when they moved into the Pen-
tagon, they see themselves as tough-minded and expert new
men, taking over an effete and woolly discipline, or pscudo-
discipline, which has so far managed by some strange quirk to
evade the scientific method but has always been bound to sue-
cumb to it in the end.

The scientific approach to the theory of international relations,
so defined, is present in the theory of international systems, as
developed by Morton A. Kaplan and others, in the variotts inter-
national extrapolations of Joha Von Neumann and Oskar Mor-
genstern’s theory ol games, in Thamas C. Schelling’s theory of
bargaining, in Karl W. Deutsch’s work on social communici-
tion, in William H. Riker's study of political coalitions, in the
‘models of foreign policy-making produced by George A. Modelski

and others, in Lewis F. Richardson's mathematical studics of
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arms races and deadly quarrcls, and in the theories of conflict
developed by Kenneth Boulding and Anatol Rapoport. It also
appears to be an important part of the content of what is called
“peace research.”

“I'he studies I have named vary cnonmously in the methods
they employ and in the questions to which they are addressed.
Their auhors, indeed, far from lacing the outside world with a
united front, commonly regard one another with the hostility of
leaders of Marxist sects. There are also, it may be argued, great
discrepancies among them in the extent 10 which they have il-
luminated our subject. What I have called the scientific approach,
moreover, is hot present in all of them to the same degree. There
are dangers in Jumping them all together, and it may be inevitable
that criticisms directed at the whole of the genre will be un-
fair to sume parts of it. Nevertheless, all of these studies and fash-
ions embody the scientific approach in some measure, and to dis-
cuss this it is necessary to confine our attention to what they have
in common,

In the United States in the last ten years the scientific approach
has progressed from being a [ringe activity in the academic study
of international relations to such a position that it is at least possi-
ble to argue that it has become the orthodox methodology of the
subject. The award in. 1963 of the American Dolitical Scicnce
Association’s prize [or the hest study of the year to a practitioner
of the classical approach (to Inis Claude for his Power and Inter-
national Relations) already had the appearance of a perverse action
ol the rear guard

t See, for example, Kaplan, System and Process in futeruational Politics
(New York, 1957); Morgenstern, The Question of Natfonal Defense (New
York, 1959} ; Schelling, The Straregy of Conflict (Cambridge, Mass,, 1960},
Dettsch and others, Political Community and the North Adantic Area:
International Organization in the Light of Historical Experience (Prince-
1on, 1957); Riker, The Theory of Political Coalitions (New Haven, 1962);
Maodelski, A4 Theory of Foreign Policy (Mew York, 1962); Richardson,
rms and Insecurity: A Mathematical Study of the Cuauses and Origin of
War, ed. Nicolas Rashevsky and Ernesio Trucco (Piusburgh, 1960}, and
Statistics of Deadly Quarrels, ed. Quincy Wright and C. C. Lienau {Pits.
burgh, 1960); Boulding, Conflict and Defense: A General Theory (New
York, 1662); Rapoport, Fights, Gumes, and Debates (Ann Arbor, 1960).
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In the British academic community’, by contrast, the scientific
approach to the theory of international relations has had virtu-
ally no impact at all. The only Englishman to have made a major
contribution in the new genre—Lewvis F. Richardson—worked
alone and unrccognized in his lifctime, and wlien a few years
ago his work was exhumed and haile d as that of a great pioneer,
it was by American editors addressing themselves 10 a predom-
inantly American audience. Not orily have British students of
international relations not sought to contribute to theory in this
vein, but, with one or two exceptions, the work of the American
and other writers who have ploughed this field has failed to com-
mand their respect or even their attetition.

If it were clear that this disdain has been founded upon an
understanding of the scientific approach and a considered rejec-
tion of it there might be no cause for us to revise our attitude.
We might even see in our imperviottsness to this fashion the proof
of the fundamental soundness and solidity of our own approach.
The actual position, however, is that we are largely ignorant of
what the new literature contains and that our rejection of it
stems much less from any reasoncd critique than it does from
feelings of aesthetic revulsion against its language and methods,
irritation at its sometimes arragant and preposterous c|;lims, frus-
tration at our inability to grasp ies meaning or employ its tools,
a priori confidence that as an inv. Jlectual enterprise it is bound
to fail, and prolessional insecurity induced by the awlul gnawing
thought that it might perhaps suceced.

There is no doubt that the writing that has emerged from the
scientific approach should be taken seriously. Judged by its own
standards of logical precision and sciemific rigor its quality is
sometimes high, Morcover, however adverse a view we take of
this literature, it is impossible to examine it with any degree of
care and sympathy and yet to conclude that its contribution
to the understanding of internutional relations is nil. Indeed,
given the great concentration of wnergy and talent that has gone
into producing it in reeent years, it would be extraordinary if this
were otherwise, e -

Ttis therefore desirable that if we are to reject the wientific ap-
proach we should at the same time piay attention to it and



PR THE CASE FOR A CLASSICAL APPROACH

formulate such objections ta: it as we may have. It has now devel-
oped so much momentum that silence toward it, or worse, the
facile abuse with which it is sometimes greeted by British re-
viewers, will no longer sullice to keep it ac bay. If, as I believe,
the scientific approach shoul d be kept firmly in the background,
this can only be accomplisheal by rational eriticism,

i

In seuting out o provide s ch a rational eriticisin one may begin
by dismissing a number of @ mplaints commonly directed at the
scientific approach which are |eside the point.

One such complaint made: of these theorists, especially, per-
haps, of Morton Kaplan, is that their writing is tortuous and in-
elegant. But the fact that Mon ton Kaplan's book is not a pleasure
to read is no more a criticisni of the theory of international politics
it contains than is the difficulty of reading Einstein a dehiciency
of the theory of relativity. If Kaplan could be charged with de-
liberately constructing an unnccessarily obscure terminology, or
with employing it clumsily and inefliciently, this would be an-
other matter; but such a charyre would be quite misplaced. Kap-
lan's terminology is a vital part of his whole attempt to construct
arigorous system, and his use a [itis precise and economical.

Indeed, while one need not' 70 so far as to regard literary medi-
ocrity as a positive merit in a book about politics, Kaplan’s work
derives much of its originality and force from preciscly this dis-
dain of the tradition that regwi-ds historical and political wiiting
as a branch of belles lettres. '1'he power of this tradition reflects
the fact that historical and political writing, in addition to serv-
ing the purpose of communication between specialists secking
understanding of the subject, nerves such other purposes as edu-
cation, persuasion, public entertainment, and the exhibition
of gentlemanly accomplishments. Kaplan is surely correct in dis-
missing the literary embellishiment that is a proper clement in
writing for these latter purpases as an irrelevance and an en-
cumbrance in writing {or the former.

Another unsatislateory line of criticism is that which focuses
not upen the doctrine of the scentific theorists hut upon the mo-
tives that 'have driven them to propound it. Thus it has been ob-
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served that those who follow the scientific approach are new
scholastics, who have sought refuge in a world of intellectual
constructs cssentially in order o escape from political reality;
that they are natural scientists, mathematiciaps, and economists
manqués who, unable to make careers for themselves in their
own fields, have moved into another where the going is easier,
bringing their techniques with them; that they are interested in
claborating a mathematical or scientific methodlology for its ewn
sake—or for the sake of demonstrating their mastery of it to
the uninitiated—rather than in iluminating our subject by the use
of it; or even that they represent a new form of the cargo cult.

These observations, or some of them, are true or half true, and
they help us to understand the character of the new theorizing
as an intellectual movement. It is true of any intellectual style or
scholarly fashion that it is pursued for a variety of motives of
which the disinterested desire for knowledge is oaly one, and that
some of these motives are much removed from any such desire
and are even discreditable, But precisely for this reason a discus-
sion of the motivations ol theorists docs not provide any basis
for the defense of one intellectual style against another. It is too
casy for the scientifically-minded theorist to turn the tbles, Do
not those who adhere to the classical approach do 10 out of a vest-
ed intercst in their own techniques, a slothful relwctance to learn
new ones? Arc they not also wedded to a methadology for its
own sake, to the art of judgment aver and against. measurement,
and to literary forms as against symbolic ones, clinging to these
instruments of their trade like horse cavalrymen in the age of
mechanization? Do they not represent an outgoing generation,
trained in one set of techniques, expressing jts resentment
against an incoming gencration trained in another? I should need
to be surer than 1 am that my own motives in preparing this paper
are wholly disinterested before inviting criticism of them by at-
tacking those of others. We shall be well advised, therelore, to
confine our attention to the doctrines themselves.

Finally, it is a mistake to sce in the scientific approach, or in
any one of the methods that go o make it up, the instrument of
any particular political purpose in foreign or dfense policy. In
the ranks of the systems theorists, game theorsitty, communica-
tions theorists, and contflict theorists, it is possible to find attitudes
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ranging {rom the most conservative to the most radical; nor is
there any logical connection between any of the techniques and
any particular pelitical attitude. Writers like Herman Kahn,
Thomas Schelling;, and Morton Kaplan, whoe may be broadly
described as proestablishment in their attitudes to foreign and
defense policy, hiave been the object of political attacks that hinge
upon their use of these techniques. But such attacks take no
account of other writers such as Kenneth Boulding, Anatol
Rapoport, or J. avid Singer, who are dissenters from United
States forcign and defense policies but stand intellectually in the
same camp. Similarly the current fashion for “peace research”
or “conflict resolution” often seems to embody the misconception
that the application of these new techniques to the study of in-
ternational relations is bound to vindicate radical policies or to
facilitate their implementation.

HHowever, the scientific approach has contributed and is likely
to contribute very little to the theory of international relations,
and in so far as it is intended to encroach wpon and ultimately
displace the classical approach, it is positively harmiul In sup-
sort of this contlusion 1 wish to put forward seven propositions.

/ “T'he first proposition is that by confining themselves to what can
be logically or mathematically proved or verificd according to
strict procedures, the practitioners of the scientilic approach are
denying themseves the only instruments that are at present avail-
able for coming to grips with the substance of the subject. In ab-
staining from what Morton Kaplan calls “intuitive guesses” or
what William Riker calls “wisdom literature” they are commit-
ting themselves to a course of intellectual puritanism that keeps
them (or woulel keep them if they really adhered to it} as remote
from the substance of international politics as the inmates of a
Victorian nunnery were from the study of sex.

To appreciate our reliance upon the capacity for judgment in
the theory of international relations we have only to rchearse
some of the central questions to which that theory is addressed.
Seme of these are at least in part moral questions, which cannot
by their very mture be given any sort of objective answer, and
which can only be probed, clrified, reformulated, and tentatively
answered from some arbitrary standpoint, according to the meth-
od of philosophy. Others of them are empirical questions, but of
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so elusive 2 nature that any answer we provide to them will leave
some things unsaid, will be no more than an. item in a conversa-
tion that has yet to be concluded. It is not merely that in framing
hypotheses in answer to these empirical questions we are depend-
ent upon intuition or judgment (as has often been pointed out,
this is as true in the natural as in the social reiences); it is that in
the testing of them we are utterly dependent upon judgment
also, upon a rough and ready observation, of a sort for which
there is no room in logic or strict science, that things are this way
and not that.

For example, does the collectivity of rovercign states consti-
tute a political society or system, or does it not? 1f we can speak
of a society of soveteign states, does it presuppose a commeon cul-
ture or civilization? And if it does, does such a common culture
underlie the worldwide diplomatic framework in which we are
attempling to operate now? What is the place of war in interna-
tional society? Is all private use of force anathema to society’s
working, or are there just wars which it may tolerate and even
require? Docs a member state of international socicty enjoy a
right of intervention in the internal aflairs of another, and if so
in what circumstances? Are sovereign siates the sole members of
international society, or docs it ultimately consist of individual
human beings, whose rights and dutics override these of the
entities who act in their name? To whit extent is the course of
diplomatic events at any one time dete rmined or circumseribed
by the general shape or structure of the international system; by
the number, relative weight, and conse rvative or radical disposi-
tion of its constituent states, and by the instruments for getting
their way that military technology or the disiiibution of wealth
bas put into their hands; by the particular set of rules of the
game underlying diplomatic practice at that time? And so on.

‘These are typical of the questions of which the theory of inter-
national relations essentially consists. But the scientific theorists
have forsworn the means of coming directly to grips with them.
When confronted with them they do one of wwo things. Fither
they shy away and devote themselvess to peripheral subjects—
methodologies for dealing with the subjeet, logical extrapolations
of conceptual [ramewaorks for thinking g about it, nurginalia of the
subject that are susceptible of measur2ment or direct observation
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—or they break free of their own code and resort suddenly and
without acknowledging that this is what they are doing to the
methods of the clawical approach—methods that in some cases
they employ very badly, their preoccupations and training having
left thens still strangas to the substance of the subject.

This congenital inability of the scientific approach to deat with
the crux of the subjuct while yet remaining true tw its own
terms leads me to an wbservation about the eaching of the sub-
ject in universities, Whatever virtues one might discern in the
scientific approach, it & a wholly retrograde development that jt
should now form the basis of undergraduate courses of instruc-
tion in international politics, as in some universities in the United
States it now does. 'The student whose study of international
politics consists solely of an introduction to the techniques of
systems theory, game teory, simulation, or content analysis is
sinply shut off from contact with the subject, and is unable to
develop any feeling cither for the play of international politics or
for the moral dilemmas t which it gives rise.

The second proposition I wish to put forward arises out of the
first: It is that where peactitioners of the scientific approach have
succeeded in casting light upon the substance of the subject it
has been by stepping beyond the bounds of that approach and
employing the clssical method. What there is of value in their
work consists essentially of judginents that are not established
by the mathematical or scientific methods they employ, and
which may be arrived at quite independently of them.

Let me take as an example the work of Thomas Schelling,
who has contributed as much as and perhaps more than any
other thinker of the scientific genre to the theory of international
relations, His elaboration of the notion of arms control, the ele-
ments of deterrence, the pature of bargaining, the place in inter-
national relations of threats of force are of a rare originality and
importance and will prolmbly prove to have made a lasting im-
pression on the theory and, indeed, the practice of these matters.
At the same time he is ant economist by training; he has written
studies of a technical natiwe about game and bargaining theory;
and he has sometimes seemed to lend his support to the call for
more theory of a scientifie sort.
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It appears to me that Schelling’s illuminating observations about
violence and international politics in etary case have the status
of unprovable and untestable judgmentsy, and that they have not
been and could not be demenstrated by s work in formal game
and bargaining theory. Schelling happere to combine with his
interest in the latter techniques a shrewd| political judgment and
a philosophical skill in thinking out predslems in terms of their
basic clements, It is possible that his icksis about international
relations have been suggested to him by his technical studies,
and he has evidently thought it useful to provide illustrations of
his ideas in formal, theoretical exercises. T hose of his readers who
share his interest in these techniques will find it amusing and
perhaps profitable to pursue these illustrations. But they are at
best a helpflul analogy; they de not represent the foundation of
his contribution to international politics ot the road that must be
travelled in order to arrive at it

My third proposition is that the practitieners of the scientific
approach are unlikely to make progress of the sort to which
they aspire. Some of the writers I have bewn discussing would be
ready enough to admit that so far only peripheral topics have
been dealt with in a rigidly scientific way. Tlut their claim would
be that it is not by its performance so {ar that their approach
should be judged, but by the promise it contains of ubimate ad-
vance. They may even say that the modesty of their beginnings
shows how faithful they are to the example of natural science:
Modern physics too, Morton Kaplan tells ur, “has reared its pres-
ent lofty edifice by setting itself problems that it has the tools or
techniques to solve

The hope is essentially that our knowhedge of international
refations will reach the point at which it becomes genuinely
cumulative: that from the present welter of competing terminol-
ogics and conceptual frameworks there will eventually emerge a
common language, that the various insignifizant subjects that have
now been scientifically charted will eventually join together and
become significant, and that there will then exist a foundation of
firm theory on which newcomers to the enterprise will build.

2 *Problems of Theory Building andd Theory Confirmation in Inter-
national Politics,” Warld Politics, XIV {Dctober 1oh1), 7.
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No one can say with cenainty that this will not happen, but the
prospects are very bleak indeed. The difficulties that the scientific
theory has encountered do not appear to arise from the quality
that international relations is supposed to have of a “backward”
or neglected science, but from characteristics inberent in the sub-
jeet matter which have been catalogued often enough: the un-
manageable. number off variables of which any generalization
about state behavior muit take account; the resistance of the ma-
terial to controlled experiment; the quality it has of changing
before our eyes and slipping between our fingers even as we try
to categorize it; the fact that the theories we produce and the
affairs that are theorized about arc related not only as subject
and object but also as cause and effect, thus ensuring that even
our most innocent ideas contribute to their own verification or
falsification.

A more likely future for the theory of international politics is
that it will remain indlefinitely in the philosophical stage of con-
stant debate about funckimentals; that the works of the new scien-
tific theorists will not prove to be solid substructure on which the
next generation will build, but rather that those of them that sur-
vive at all will take their place alongside earlier works as partial
and uncertain guides 1o an essentially intractable subjeet; and that
suceessive thinkers, while learning what they can from what has
rone before, will continue 1o feel impelled to build their own
lhouses of theory from the foundations up.

A fourth propoesition that may be advanced against many who
belong to the scientific school is that they have done a great dis-
tervice to theory in this field by conceiving of it as the construc-
tion and manipulation of so-called “medels.” Theoretical inquiry
into an empirical subject normally proceeds by way of the asser-
tion of general conncctions and distinctions between events in
the real world. But it is the practice of many of these writers to
cast their theories in the form of a deliberately simplificd ab-
straction from reality, which they then turn over and examine this
way and that before considering what modifications must be
cffected if it is to be applicd to the real world. A model in the
strict sense is a deductive system of axioms and theorems; so fash-
ionable has the term become, however, that it is commonly used
also to refer to what is simply a metaphor or an analogy. It is
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only the technique of constructing models in the strict sense that
is at issue here. However valuable this technique may have
proved in economics and other subjects, its use in international
politics is to be deplored.

"The virtue that is supposed to lic in models is that by liberating
us from the restraint of constant reference to reality, they leave
us free to set up simple axioms based on a few variables and
thenceforward to conline ourselves to rigorous deductive logic,
thereby generating wide theoretical insights that will provide
broad signposts to guide us in the real world even if they do not
fill in the details. ‘

I know of no model that has assisted our understanding of
international relations that could not just as well have been ex-
pressed as an empirical generalization, "This, however, is not the
reason why we should abstain from them. The {reedom of the
model-builder from the discipline of looking at the world is what
makes him dangerous; he slips easily into a dogmatism that em-
pirical generalization does not allow, attributing to the model a
connection with reality it does not have, and as often as not dis-
torting the model itself by importing additional assumptions
about the world in the guise of logical axioms. "The very intel-
lectual completeness and logical tidiness of the model-building
operation lends it an air of authority which is often quite mis-
leading as to its standing as a statement about the real world.

1 shall take as an example the most ambitious of all the model-
builders, Morton Kaplan. He provides us with models of two
historical and four possible international systems, each with its
“cssential rules” or characteristic behavior. He claims that the
models enable him to make predictions—only, it is true, of a
high level of generality—about characteristic or modal behavior
within the present international system, about whether or not
transformations of this system into some other are likely and
what form they might take.

The six systems that Kaplan identifies, and the “essential rules”
or characteristic behavior of each, are in fact quite commonplace
ideas, drawn from the everyday discussion ol international affairs,
about the general political structure that the world has had or
might have. They arc the international political system of the
cighteenth and nineteenth centuries, the present so-called bipolar
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system, the structure that might exist if the present polarization
of power were not mederated by the United Nations and by
powerful third partics, the system we might have if the United
Nations were to become the predominant political force in a world
of still sovereign states, a world state, and a world of many nu-
clear powers.

In discussing the conditions under which equilibriun is majn-
tained in each of these systemns, and in predicting the likelihood
and direction of their transformation into different systems, Kap-
lan appears to resort 10 a kind of guesswork a good deal mwre
arbitrary than any invelved in the style of international theory he
wishes 1o displace. In discussing the two historical systems he
uscs some pertinent examples [rom recent history, but there is no
reason to assume that behavior in future international systems of
this sort is bound to be the same. In discussing the nohistorical
systems, his remarks are cither tautological extensions of the deli-
nitions he employs, or are quite arbitrarily formulated empirical
judgments that do not properly belong to the model at ail.

Kaplaw's six systems are of course not the only oncs possible.
He admits, for example, that they do not cover the cases of Greek
antiquity or of the Middle Ages, and they do not embrace the
infinite variety the future might unveil. What reason, therefore, is
there to suppose that transformation of any one of the systems
must be into one of the others? The whole enterprise of at
tempting to predict transformations on the basis of these models
requires at every stage that we go outside the models themselves
and introduce further considerations.

One objection to Kaplan’s models, therefore, is that they are
not models; they are lacking in internal rigor and consistency.
But even if they possessed such qualitics, they would not provide
the illumination of reality that Kaplan claims for them. We
have no means of knowing that the variables excluded from the
models will not prove to be crucial. He has provided an intel-
lectual exercise and no more, T shoudd not wish to contend that
someone exploring the question of what changes might take
place in the present internationa! system, or the question of what
might be the shape and structure of a world of many nuclear
powers, is unable to quarry some nuggets of value from Kaplan's
work, But how much more [ruitfully can these questions be ex-
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plored, how much better indeed might so gifted A person as Kap-
lan himself have explored them, by paying attention to the actual
variety of events in the real world, by taking note of the many
clements that are pushing the present imcrnaluonnl system F!us
way and that, and the large number of political and technical
factors that might contrive to moll a world of many nuclear
powers in any one of a dozen shapes different from those that can
be confined within the bounds of Kaplan’s model.

The {ashion for constructing models exemplifies a mucl.i wider
and more long-standing trend in the study of soci.al :l‘lers: the
substitution of methodological tools and the question “Are they
useful or not?” for the assertion of propositions about the \'vorld
and the question “Are they true or not?” Endemic though it has
become in recent thinking, 1 believe this change to have been for
the worse, The “uscfulness” of a tool has in the end to be trans-
lated as the truth of a proposition, or a series of propositions, _nd—
vanced about the world, and the effect of the substitution is sim-
ply to obscure the issuc of an cmpir.icnl.tcst :u?d to pave the W’l);
for shoddy thinking and the subor(]m:\tmn. of inquiry to practica
utility. However, this is a theme that requires more amplification
than it can be given here, and in introducing it I am perhaps tak-
ing on mare antagonists than I need do for my.prc.:;cnt purpusfc._

A fifth proposition is that the work of the scientific school is in
some cases distorted and impoverished by a fetish for measure-
ment. For anyone dedicated to scientific precision, quantifica-
tion of the subject must appear as the supreme ideal, whether
it takes the form of the expression of theories themselves in the
form of mathematical equations or simply that of the presenta-
tion of evidence amassed in quantitative form. Like the Anglican
hishop a year or so ago who began his scrmon on m_omls by
saying that he did not think all sexual intercourse is ncces-
sarily wrong, I wish to take a liberal view of t]}ls matter. Ih.crc is
nothing inherently objectionable, just as thch is nml.nng loglc.a_lly
peculiar, in a theoretical statement about llltCl’lmthl?ﬂl politics
cast in mathematical form. Naor is there any objection to the
counting of plienomena that do nat :li.ﬂcr [rm_n one flnmhcr in
any relevant respect, and presenting this as cv:deluce in support
of a theory. The difficulty arises where the pursuit of the meas-

nrable leads us to ignare relevant differences between the phe-
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nomena that are being counted, to impute to what has been count-
ed a significance it does not have, or to be so distracted by the
possibilities that do abound in our subject for counting as to be
diverted from the qualitative inquiries that are in most cases
more fruitful.

I should like to take as an example the work of Karl Deutsch
and his pupil Bruce Russett. These writers have sought to inves-
tigate the bonds of community that link different nations, and in
explaining the cohesiveness or mutual responsiveness that exists
between different peoples or different groups within a single peo-
ple they have especially focused their attention upon social com-
munication, that is to say, upon the flow of persons, goods, and
ideas, or of the “messages” they carry. Karl Deutsch, together
with a number of collaborators, has provided a study of the ex-
tent to which the various peoples of the North Atlantic area are
linked by such bonds of community, and he is concerned partic-
ularly with the question of the measure in which these peoples
form what he calls a “security-community”—that is to say, a
group of people who agree that their common problems must be
resolved by “peaceful change,” and who for a long time have had
dependable expectations that their problems will in fact be re-
solved in this way.* Bruce Russett has tackled the more manage-
able subject of community simply in the relationship between
Britain and America, and has sought in particular to determine
whether these two peoples have become more or less “respon-
sive” 10 one another as the twenticth century has progressed.*

A f{eature of the work of both these writers is their presentation
of quantitative material as an index of the degree of community
that exists between one people and another. They produce fig-
ures, {ar example, on resources deveted to trade as a proportion of
total resources; mail sent abroad, or to a particular destination, as
a proportion of total mail; number of diplomatic agrecments ar-

2 Dentsch has, of course, been author or partauthor of 3 number of
other works besides Political Community and the North Adlantic Area,
but apart from his Political Conrmunity at the International Level (Prince-
ton, 1953}, this is the one that most comes 1o grips with the theory of
international relations.

s Community and Confentfon: Britain and America in the Tewenticth
Century (Cambridge, Mass., 1663).
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rived at with another country as a proportion of total agree-
ments arrived at; student exchanges; “content analysis” of news-
papers and learned journals; and so on.

The work of Karl Deutsch and Bruce Russett in this field is
certainly original and suggestive. Moreover, these two writers are

- not uncritical in their use of quantitative analysis. But the prom-

inence they give to it is a source of weakness rather than strength
in their arguments. Their counting often ignores (or, if it daes not
ignore, skates over) the most relevant dilferences between the
units counted: differences between the content of one item of
mail and another, the diplomatic importance of one treaty and
another, the significance of one inch of newspaper column and
another. Differences in these other relevant respects may cancel
themselves out, but they also may not; and in practice we are
likely to respect these statistics only in cases where they confirm
some jntuitive impression we already have, as, e.g, where Rus-
sett’s ligures conflirm, as many of them do, the very confident
judgment we may make that as this century has progressed
America has become relatively more important to Britain than
Britain is to America. Even so, such a judgment is quite external
to the statistics that are provided, and does not establish that they
measure anything relevant,

Deutsch and Russett, furthermore, are inclined to attribute to
their statistics a place in the total chain of the argument that they
do not have. They often seem to assume that there is something
so irrefutable and final about a piece of evidence that can be
put into figures that they are absolved of the necessity of show-
ing in detail how it supports the general thesis they are seeking
to demonstrate, Forcign trade is forcign trade, and a precise
measurement of foreign trade is not a preeise measurement of
anything else unless an explanation is advanced as to why this is
s0, A number of the crucial but missing links in Deutsch’s chain
of argument seem to have been lost to sight because of this
tendency of those who have succeeded in producing figures to
be blinded by the illumination they cast. Are the figures of “com-
munication flow” an index of political community at the inter-
national level, or a cause of it? Does the “communication flow”
contribute to producing the vital element, in Deutsch's scheme,
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of “mutval identification,” or does the latter arise in some quite
different way?

Finally, even if one may concede that statisties have some place
in an inquiry into political community and social cotnmunica-
tion, it appears to me that Deutsch and Russett have been dis-
tracted by them from the more fruitlul parts of the subject. By
far the most interesting things that these two writers bave to say
lic in their attempts to think out the distinguishing features of
a community, the different sorts of communities that obtain, the
clements that make up the cohesion of a community, the de-
terminants of mutual responsiveness between one people and
another. And by far the most pertinent evidence they bring for-
ward lies in the qualitative judgments they are able to bring to
bear on history and contemporary afTairs.

My sixth proposition is that there is a need for rigor and pre-
cision in the theory of international politics, but that the sort of
rigor aud precision of which the subject admits can be accom-
modated readily enough within the classical approach. Some of
the targets at which the sciemtific theorists aim their barbs are
quite legitimate ones. The classical theory of international rela-
tions has often been marked by failure to define terms, to observe
logical canons of procedure, or to make assumptions explicit. Tt
has sometimes also, especially when associated with the philoso-
phy of history, sought to pursue into international politics im-
plications of a fundamentally unscicentilic view of the world. “The
theory of international relations should undoubtedly attempt to
be scientific in the sense of being a coherent, precise, and orderly
body of knowledge, and in the sense of being consistent with the
philosophical foundations of modern science. Insofar as the scien-
tific approach is a protest against slipshod thinking and dogma-
tism, or against a residual providentialism, there is everything
to be said for it. But much theorizing in the classical mold is not
open to this sort of objection. The writings of the great inter-
national liwyers from Vitoria to Oppenheim (which, it may
be argued, form the basis of the vaditional literature of the sub-
ject) are rigorous and eritical. "lhere are plenty of contemporary
writers who are logical and rigorous in their approach and yet
do not belong to the school 1 have called the scientific one:
Raymond Aron, Stanley Hoffmann, and Kenneth Waltz are ex-
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amples. Moreover, it is not diflicult to find cases where writers
in the scientific vein Lave failed to be rigorous and critical in this
sense,

My seventh and final proposition is that the practitioners of the
scientific approach, by cutting themselves off from history and
philosophy, have deprived themselves of the means of sell-criti-
cistn, and in consequence have a view ol their subject and its
possibilities that is callow and brash. [ hasten to add that this is
not true, or not equally true, of them all. But their thinking is
certainly characterized by a fack of any sense of inquiry into inter-
national politics as a continuing tradition to which they are the
latest recruits; by an insensitivity to the conditions of recent his-
tory that have produced them, provided them with the preoc-
cupations and perspectives they have, and colored these in ways of
which they might not be aware; by an absence of any disposition
to wonder why, if the fruits their rescarches promise are so great
and the prospects of translating them into action so f{avorable,
this has not been accomplished by anyone before; by an uncritical
attitude toward their own assumptions, and especially toward
the moral and political attitudes that have a central but unac-
knowledged position in much of what they say.

The scientific approach to international relations would provide
a very suitable subject for the sort of criticism that Bernard Crick
has applivd to a wider target in his admirable book The Anier-
ican Science of Politics—eriticism that would, by deseribing its
history and social conditions, isolate the slender and parochial
substructure of moral and political assumption that underlies the
enterprise.® There is little doubt that the conception of a science
of international politics, like that of a science of politics gencrally,
has taken root and flourished in the United States because of acti-
tudes towards the practice of international affairs that are cspe-
cially American—assumpuions, in particular about the moral sim-
plicity of problems of foreign policy, the existence of “solutions”
to these problems, the receptivity of policy-makers to the fruits of
research, and the degree of control and manipulation that can be
exerted over the whole diplomatic ficld by any one country,

P The dwmerican Scienee of Polivies: Irs Oviging and Conditions (Beckeley
and London, 1950).
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III

Having stated the case against the scientific approach 1 must
return to the qualifications 1 introduced at the outset. I am con-
scious of having made a shotgun attack upon a whole flock of
assorted approaches, where single rifle shots might have brought
down the main targets more efficiently and at the same time
spared others that may have been damaged unnecessarily. Cer-
tainly, there are many more approaches to the thcory of interna-
tional relations than two, and the dichotomy that has served my
present purpose obscures many other distinctions that it is im-
portant te bear in mind,

Students of international relations are divided by what arc in
some cases simply barriers of misunderstanding or academic
prejudice that cut across the whole field of social studies at the
present time. No doubt it is desirable that such barriers be low-
ered. But in the present controversy, eclecticism, masquerading as
tolerance, is the greatest danger of all; if we are to be hospitable
to every approach (because “something may come of it some
day”} and extend equal rights to every cliché (because “there is,
after all, a grain of truth in what he says”), there will be no end
to the absurdities thrust upon us. Lhere are grains of truth to be
had from a speaker at Tlyde Park Corner or a2 man on a Clap-
ham omnibus, but the question is “What place do they have
in the hierarchy of academic priorities?”

I hope T have made it clear that 1 sce a good deal of merit in a
number of the contributions that have been made by theorists
who adopt a scientific approach. The argument is not that these
contributions are worthless, but that what is of value in them can
be accommodated readily enough within the classical approach.
Morecover, the distinctive methods and aspirations these theorists
have brought to the subject are leading them down a false path,
and to alt appeals to follow them down it we should remain reso-
lutely deaf.

CHAPTER THREE
THE NEW GREAT DEBATE
Traditionalisin vs. Science in International Relations®
By MORTON A. KAPLAN

VER the past decade traditionalists have lmm‘chcd a sf:r.ics

of attacks on scientific approaches to international politics.
Most of the arguments employed against the scim}tiﬁc approach,
stem from those used earlier by E. H, Carr in The T, wenty Years
Crisis* 'The general arguments that have been cmp.loycd include
these among others: that politics inw.)lvcs purpose in a way lllmt
physical science does not; that scicnuﬁc. kn(.)\‘vlcdgc is ap_phcu hle
to facts, but understanding, wisdom, or intuition are rcqui'rcd fo_r
arcas where human purpose is involved; that those pursuing sci-
entific models tend to mistake their models for reality; that sci-
entific method requires high precision and measurement and
therefore is incapable of coping with the most important ele-
ments of international politics; and that the practitioners of
scientific method can never be sure that they have not lelt some-
thing out of their model.

!

According o Carr, “The laboratory workcr.u'\gngcd. in linvcsti-
gating the causes of cancer may have been or.:gumlly 1ns.p1r_cd by
the purpose of eradicating the disease. But this purpose is, in the
strictest scnse, irrelevant to the investigation and separable from
it. His conclusion can be nothing more than a true report on fact.
It cannot help to make the facts other than _thcy arc; for the
facts exist independently of what anyone Llnnk‘s about them.
In the political sciences, which are concerned wth .hun.mn be-
havior, there are no such facts. The investigator is inspired by
the desire to cure some il of the body politic. Among the causes

* This chapter originalty appearcd in the October 1966 issuc of Borld
Politics.

Vand ed. {London, t950).



