
 Knowledge for Alexander L. George
 Statecraft

 The Challenge for Political Science
 and History

 I focus this essay on
 ways in which political scientists and historians can usefully learn from each

 other. I offer a number of suggestions for blending history and political science

 perspectives to produce more and better knowledge for statecraft. These ob-

 servations derive from personal experience of working at the intersections

 between these two disciplines (as well as with psychology), and from collabo-

 rative work with historians.

 The Study of Statecraft

 For most of my career I have concentrated my research on problems of inter-

 national conflict avoidance, management, and resolution. For this research

 program-dating back to twenty years spent with the RAND Corporation

 before coming to Stanford in 1968-I have found a historical perspective

 particularly useful (although I would emphasize also that of cognitive and

 social psychology). A cross-disciplinary perspective is needed for studying

 three questions. How and why do policymakers make the decisions they do

 in conducting relations with other states? How can one explain the outcomes

 of foreign policy interactions between states, of either a conflictful or coopera-
 tive character? And how can "lessons of history" be correctly drawn and

 cumulated into policy-relevant theory?

 These questions are of interest to political scientists and historians alike. The

 study of "statecraft," as historians used to call it, provides a basis for serious

 two-way interaction between historians and international relations specialists

 who, like myself, believe it is necessary to study what goes on in the "black
 boxes" of decision making and strategic interaction, and not simply make

 assumptions about them, as do rational choice and game theories.
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 extensively on international conflict and cooperation. His works include Deterrence in American Foreign
 Policy (New York: Columbia University Press, 1974) (with Richard Smoke), which was awarded the
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 Bridging the Gap: Theory and Practice in Foreign Policy (Washington, D.C.: United States Institute
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 I would emphasize to my colleagues in political science that such an ap-

 proach to the study of statecraft is needed to develop international relations

 theory more fully. Research that aims to develop policy-applicable knowledge

 and theory is not at all inconsistent with efforts to develop international

 relations theory. Rather, I would argue that it is indispensable for its further

 development and refinement. Kenneth Waltz's structural-realist theory, the

 dominant international relations theory in political science, is certainly neces-

 sary but insufficient by itself either for explaining foreign policy decisions and

 outcomes or for conducting foreign policy. Indeed, Waltz himself emphasized

 that his structural-realist theory is not a theory of foreign policy. He warned

 against expecting his theory to "explain the particular policies of states" and

 regarded it as an error "to mistake a theory of international politics for a theory

 of foreign policy." Waltz also acknowledged that structural-realist theory

 "makes assumptions about the interests and motives of states, rather than

 explaining them." That he regards structural-realism as a theory of constraints

 on foreign policy rather than a theory of foreign policy is made clear in his

 observation that "what it [structural-realist theory] does explain are the con-

 straints that confine all states."' We are left, therefore, with a "vacuum" in
 international relations theory that must be addressed if one is interested in

 developing more and better knowledge for statecraft.

 Theory, Practice, and Foreign Policy

 I do not believe, however, that it is useful for this purpose to try to develop a

 general theory of foreign policy. More useful contributions to foreign policy are

 made by focusing specifically on each of the many generic problems encoun-

 tered in the conduct of foreign policy-such generic problems as deterrence,

 coercive diplomacy, crisis management, war termination, preventive diplo-

 macy, crisis avoidance, mediation, cooperation, and so on. Incidentally but

 importantly, focusing on developing systematic, empirically grounded knowl-

 edge about these generic problems helps to "bridge the gap" between scholarly

 studies undertaken by academics and the needs of policymakers. As I quickly

 found out in interviews with policy specialists several years ago, their eyes

 glazed whenever I used the word "theory," but they nodded approvingly when

 I spoke of the need for "generic knowledge"-that is, better knowledge of the

 generic problems that arise repeatedly in the conduct of foreign policy.

 1. Kenneth N. Waltz, Theory of International Politics (New York: McGraw-Hill, 1979), pp. 121-122.
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 Diplomatic History and International Relations Theory:
 The Case for Cross-Fertilization

 It is my belief that useful knowledge of each of these generic problems can be

 distilled from older historical examples as well as cases since World War II.

 Accordingly, in designing the course, "The Diplomatic Revolution of Our

 Time,"2 a collaborative course I taught beginning in the late 1970s with a series

 of historians (Paul Gordon Lauren, Peter Paret, and finally Gordon Craig), I

 chose-with their help-three cases of each type of generic problem: one rather

 old, going back to the early or mid-nineteenth century, one quite a bit later,

 and one fairly modern one. The three cases of coercive diplomacy were the

 Egyptian crisis (1838-41), U.S. policy toward Japan (1938-41), and Arab oil

 diplomacy (1973-74). The three cases of deterrence were France and the Con-

 gress system (1816-22), the Western Allies' attempts to deter an attack on

 Poland (1938-39), and U.S. deterrence policy in the Middle East since the end

 of World War II. The historical perspective was invaluable for both teaching

 and research. One could see how efforts to use deterrence, for example, have

 been affected in the past 150 years by changes in the nature of the international

 system, technology, the role of diplomats, the influence of public opinion, the

 communications revolution, and so forth. At the same time, one could appre-

 ciate how some of the essential elements and challenges of making effective

 use of deterrence, crisis management, war termination, and so on, persist

 through time.

 In this connection, I call attention to Gordon Craig's presidential address,

 "The Historian and the Study of International Relations," which he gave to the

 American Historical Association in December 1982.3 I believe that as a result

 of our collaboration Craig saw the possibility not of reviving old-fashioned

 diplomatic history but, by incorporating some aspects of a political science

 approach, of developing a more rounded way of producing knowledge for

 statecraft. Consider the following quote from his address to the historians:

 2. I taught this course six times, the last three with Gordon Craig, and it provided much of the
 material for our book. See Gordon A. Craig and Alexander L. George, Force and Statecraft: Diplomatic
 Problems of Our Time, 3rd ed. (New York: Oxford University Press, 1995). Chapters 13-18 report
 briefly the results of comparing cases of each generic problem in different historical periods.
 Co-teaching with Gordon Craig was the highlight of my teaching experience at Stanford. Hence
 you will understand why I strongly recommend collaborative teaching by historians and political
 scientists.
 3. Craig's presidential address was published in the American Historical Review, Vol. 88, No. 1
 (February 1983), pp. 1-11.
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 In dealing with these and other problems of recent diplomacy, we may gain in
 analytical sophistication if we overcome our congenital distrust of theory and
 our insistence upon the uniqueness of the historical event.... and in this spirit
 some of our colleagues in political science have reminded us that one can, after
 all, on the basis of similarity, treat unique cases as members of a class or type
 of phenomenon and, by appropriate methods of analysis, discover correlations
 among different variables that may have causal significance or, at the very least,
 serve as indicators of predictive value. By the use of case studies and what has
 been called the method of structured, focused comparison, Alexander L.
 George and Richard Smoke have described the various ways in which deter-
 rence has been used in U.S. foreign policy and the combinations of techniques
 and circumstances that have made for success or failure in its employment,
 elaborating in the course of their analysis a theory of deterrence; and there is
 no good reason why this method should not be applied to the study of a whole
 range of diplomatic modalities and issues.

 This enterprise can best be conducted by means of a collaboration between
 disciplines, to the benefit of both. Political scientists would profit from the
 fidelity to milieu et moment that historians would bring to case studies; they, in
 turn, might learn from the analytical techniques employed by their partners
 some new questions to ask in their individual research and some new ways to
 test the validity of their hypotheses.4

 Another reflection of the interest taken by some historians in broadening the

 approach to diplomacy and statecraft is to be found in the book Diplomacy: New

 Approaches in History, Theory, and Policy, edited by Paul Gordon Lauren, who

 studied with both Craig and myself. Contributors to this book include histo-

 rians (Gordon Craig, Samuel Williamson, Jr., Roger Dingman, Samuel Wells,

 Jr., and Lauren) and political scientists (Ole Holsti, Melvin Small, Richard

 Smoke, Robert Jervis, and myself).

 As Craig's remarks above indicate, the method of structured, focused com-

 parison provides a methodology that bridges the two disciplines. The resem-

 blance of what I have called "process-tracing" to historical explanation has

 often been noted. The similarities and differences between process-tracing and

 historical explanation are discussed in my chapter in Lauren's book. It may be

 briefly noted here that process-tracing is indeed a special type of historical

 explanation. Political scientists who undertake to do historical case studies of

 a phenomenon such as deterrence in order to develop generic knowledge of

 it typically convert a historical explanation into an analytical one couched in

 4. For a detailed explication of this method, see Alexander L. George, "Case Studies and Theory
 Development: The Method of Structured, Focused Comparison, " in Paul Gordon Lauren, ed.,
 Diplomacy: New Approaches in History, Theory, and Policy (New York: Free Press, 1979).

This content downloaded from 81.152.81.80 on Mon, 21 Jan 2019 12:09:04 UTC
All use subject to https://about.jstor.org/terms



 International Security 22:1 | 48

 theoretically useful variables. To this practice historians often offer an objection

 that thereby some unique characteristics of the historical case are lost. This is

 undoubtedly often true; some loss of information and some simplification of

 the understanding of the case is inherent to any effort to develop generic

 knowledge of the phenomenon or a theory about it. Political scientists, how-

 ever, reply that the critical question is whether the loss of information and

 condensation of the explanation jeopardizes the validity of the generic knowl-

 edge and its utility for diagnosing and dealing with new instances of that

 phenomenon. This question cannot be answered on an a priori basis. Much

 depends upon the sensitivity and judgment of the investigator in choosing the

 explanatory variables for purposes of arriving at an analytical explanation.

 Hence, while there are important basic similarities between historical explana-

 tion and analytical explanation, there are also these differences; and it must be

 recognized that the research tasks and objectives of the political scientist are

 different from those of the historian. A more detailed explication will appear

 in a forthcoming study that I am doing with Andrew Bennett, which evaluates

 the considerable experience gained in the past twenty years in using case

 studies for theory development.5

 Case Studies and Historical Research

 In addition to co-teaching and undertaking collaborative research with histo-

 rians, political scientists engaged in the difficult task of doing historical case

 studies should be encouraged to follow the example set by Richard Smoke.6

 Smoke employed the method of structured, focused comparison to study

 successes and failures in controlling escalation in five cases: the Spanish Civil

 War, the Austro-Prussian War, the Franco-Prussian War, the Crimean War, and

 the Seven Years' War. The study was designed to test, refine, and elaborate

 Thomas Schelling's earlier analysis of escalation dynamics in The Strategy of

 Conflict and Arms and Influence.7 In preparing his study, Smoke asked historians

 to recommend the best scholarly studies available for each case and to review

 his case studies before publication. (Historians, in turn, could check with

 appropriately selected political scientists and psychologists regarding the best

 5. Alexander L. George and Andrew Bennett, Case Studies and Theory Development (Cambridge,
 Mass.: MIT Press, forthcoming 1998).
 6. Richard Smoke, War: Controlling Escalation (Cambridge, Mass.: Harvard University Press, 1977).
 7. Thomas C. Schelling, The Strategy of Conflict (Cambridge, Mass.: Harvard University Press, 1960),
 and Thomas C. Schelling, Arms and Influence (New Haven, Conn.: Yale University Press, 1966).
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 relevant work on the theories and methodologies they wished to use in their

 studies.)

 Political scientists employing the approach to research outlined above should

 take "the cure of history." Many of us, in fact, have been trying to do so for

 years. Not only most of my own Ph.D. students8 but other political scientists

 specializing in international relations have done serious, intensive work on

 archival sources, and on occasion have consulted historians specializing in the

 particular period or problem under review to receive advice on archival

 sources.

 Historians, in turn, have an obligation to produce an authoritative, detailed

 analysis of the problems associated with making scholarly use of archival

 sources, something that I have not encountered.9 Such a tract would be invalu-

 able in training political scientists as well as young historians.

 Various organizational arrangements have been tried for bringing historians

 and political scientists specializing in international relations together for sus-

 tained interaction. For example, several years ago the American Academy of

 Arts and Sciences sponsored a series of such meetings. More efforts along these

 lines would be useful. Similarly noteworthy is the successful effort made by

 some individual historians-a leading example being John Lewis Gaddis-to

 acquire a deep and broad understanding of the uses and limitations of various

 theories and methods employed by political scientists. Postdoctoral programs,

 such as the two-year Social Science Research Council-MacArthur Fellowships,

 can be used and to some extent have been employed to enable well-selected

 younger scholars to acquire training in other disciplines relevant for their

 research programs.

 Types of Knowledge for Policy

 Much scholarly theory and knowledge is cast in the form of probabilistic

 generalizations. These are not without value for policymaking. But it leaves the

 8. See, for example, the intensive work in archival sources that Deborah Larson did in preparing
 her study, The Origins of Containment (Princeton, N.J.: Princeton University Press, 1985), a book that
 won praise from John Lewis Gaddis in his review in the American Historical Review, Vol. 91, No. 2
 (April 1986), pp. 485-486.
 9. A small but encouraging step in this direction was taken in the roundtable on use of archives
 and other primary sources for understanding U.S. foreign policy held at the annual meeting of the
 International Studies Association in San Diego, California, in April 1996. The panel included
 historians and political scientists. It was organized by Benjamin Fordham of the Center of Inter-
 national Studies at Princeton University.
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 policymaker with the difficult task of deciding whether the probabilistic rela-

 tionship in question applies to the particular case at hand. I therefore urge

 moving away from theory and knowledge cast in probabilistic terms to condi-

 tional generalizations. For example, we need to move away from the proposi-

 tion that arms races are likely to lead to war toward research that will identify

 the conditions under which arms races do (or do not) lead to war.

 Similarly, it is true that statistical-correlational findings about different as-

 pects of international relations are not without some value for policymaking,

 but their value is often sharply reduced because such studies seldom include

 causal variables over which the decision maker has some control. A better form

 of knowledge for shaping policy is needed that identifies the causal process or

 "causal mechanism," which explains how an antecedent condition/variable is

 linked to variance in the outcome variable. It should not be surprising that

 policy-relevant research attempts to go beyond statistical-correlational findings

 to identify causal processes.

 In this respect, the science of microbiology and its relation to medical practice

 offers us a highly relevant model. Consider the relationship of smoking ciga-

 rettes (and exposure to other carcinogens) to cancer. Statistical-correlational

 studies have long since convinced most of us that some kind of causal rela-

 tionship does indeed exist. Microbiologists have been working for years-

 lately with considerable success-to identify the intervening causal processes.

 Why is this important? Finding the causal link creates opportunities for devel-

 oping intervention techniques to halt the development of cancers.

 This medical analogy is highly germane for the development of policy-

 relevant knowledge of international relations. Knowledge of causal mecha-

 nisms offers practitioners of foreign policy opportunities to identify possibili-

 ties for using leverage to influence outcomes of interaction with other actors.

 Of course, the success microbiology is having in identifying causal mecha-

 nisms cannot be easily duplicated in the study of international relations. None-

 theless, it is heartening that in recent years political scientists have increasingly

 acknowledged the importance of trying to identify causal mechanisms.

 The Relationship between Theory and Practice

 In my writings I have emphasized that a "gap" exists between theory and

 practice. The nature of this "gap" needs to be better understood, and such

 understanding leads to a sobering conclusion: the "gap" between theory and

 practice cannot be eliminated; it can only be "bridged." Progress in this direc-
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 tion requires that scholars take a realistic view of the limited, indirect, but

 important impact that scholarly knowledge about foreign policy can have on

 policymaking. Scholarly knowledge of generic problems encountered in the

 conduct of foreign policy is best viewed as an input to policy analysis of

 specific problems within the government. It is an aid, not a substitute for judg-

 ments that decision makers must exercise when choosing a policy.

 In other words, it is a mistake to view theory or systematic generic knowl-

 edge as capable of providing policymakers with detailed, high-confidence

 prescriptions for action in each contingency that arises. Such policy-relevant

 theory and knowledge does not exist and is not feasible. Rather, we must think

 in terms of an analogy with traditional medical practice, which calls for a

 correct diagnosis of the problem before prescribing a treatment. In accord with

 this analogy, I argue that the major function and use of theory and generic

 knowledge is to contribute to the diagnosis of specific problematic situations

 with which decision makers must deal, rather than to attempt to provide

 prescriptions for action. Like the medical doctor, the policymaker also acts as

 a clinician who strives to make a correct diagnosis of a problem before deter-

 mining how best to deal with it.

 Some Implications for Research in Foreign Policy

 The preceding reservations have important implications for at least some

 research that is needed on foreign policy. One implication is that theory and

 generic knowledge do not need to satisfy the high degree of verification that

 science attempts to achieve. Just as intelligent people are generally able to

 manage the many chores of everyday life reasonably well without benefit of

 knowledge that meets the highest scientific standards, so too can intelligent

 policymakers use knowledge of the different generic problems of statecraft

 when it is available. In other words, when scientific knowledge is not attain-

 able, we can at least strive to produce "usable knowledge."

 A second implication is that scholars should include in their research design

 variables over which policymakers have some leverage. A third implication is

 that too strict a pursuit of the scientific criterion of parsimony is inappropriate

 for developing useful policy-relevant theory and knowledge. The policymaker

 has to deal with complex situations that embrace many variables; he or she

 will get more help from "rich" theories, by which I mean theories that embrace

 many relevant variables. Such theories must meet two criteria: their contents

 must be at least plausible, and they should contain indications of the particular
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 conditions under which their propositions are likely to hold. Such theories and

 generic knowledge serve at the very least as a sophisticated checklist that

 reminds policy specialists of the numerous conditions and variables that can

 influence their ability to achieve desired outcomes. But when more fully de-

 veloped, such "rich" theories of generic problems identify the conditions that

 favor-although they do not guarantee-the success of a policy option. Hence

 the objective of this type of policy-relevant knowledge is to produce condi-

 tional generalizations and "usable knowledge."

 Finally, my studies and those of others lend strong support to the observation

 that top policymakers often operate with inadequate conceptual and generic

 knowledge of problems they encounter and of the strategies they employ in

 conducting foreign policy. Also, such policies are often based on an inaccurate

 image of other actors whom they are trying to influence. I conclude by urging

 political scientists and historians to accept as a challenge to scholarship the

 necessity to develop better conceptualization and knowledge of the many

 generic problems that foreign policy specialists must deal with every day.

This content downloaded from 81.152.81.80 on Mon, 21 Jan 2019 12:09:04 UTC
All use subject to https://about.jstor.org/terms


	Contents
	image 1
	image 2
	image 3
	image 4
	image 5
	image 6
	image 7
	image 8
	image 9

	Issue Table of Contents
	International Security, Vol. 22, No. 1 (Summer, 1997), pp. 1-198
	Front Matter [pp. 1-2]
	Editors' Note [pp. 3-4]
	Symposium: History and Theory
	Diplomatic History and International Relations Theory: Respecting Difference and Crossing Boundaries [pp. 5-21]
	Too Important to Leave to the Other: History and Political Science in the Study of International Relations [pp. 22-33]
	Brothers under the Skin: Diplomatic History and International Relations [pp. 34-43]
	Knowledge for Statecraft: The Challenge for Political Science and History [pp. 44-52]
	The Wonderland of the Political Scientist [pp. 53-63]
	History and International Relations Theory: Not Use or Abuse, but Fit or Misfit [pp. 64-74]
	History, Theory, and Common Ground [pp. 75-85]

	From Preponderance to Offshore Balancing: America's Future Grand Strategy [pp. 86-124]
	Militarization and Diplomacy in Europe before 1914 [pp. 125-161]
	The Controversy over the Democratic Peace: Rearguard Action or Cracks in the Wall? [pp. 162-198]
	Back Matter



