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From t:1.e tirnc ο D Toque ιll~, 

looked ιιt, appraised, eχi'la:ι.ned !lnj un ~rsto~d y '-:-ι.e e ιngl} 

detached, s.ιr9ical attitude that ouly 'non-ιnvolved fore1.gnerδ 

cou1d preswnιιbly essumc . 

Befor e we yield Aαιerica ' s irnage ο cc π.;>re ο our panclιstε 

keen observs r s eyes~ aηd while being 10! f. 1 ~h<ot ι:heir dJ ιΛο .ιc 

tact will be somewhat eroded by t.he off-the-rccord charιιcter of 

our proceed i ngs, we s ho uld ask ou:rselves a fe•JΙ qucst ions ιιbοι;t ou, 

topic, "What is f o r e i gn p o licy decision-m:oιking in Wash1.ngton?" 

Thia ques tion i s easier to i!ISk ... ;:ιs usua.l - than to ~ιιsι'l'er. 

We a ll know thιιt there a r e rnany types leνel3, and dimensions 

in wh i ah decis i on-making might be discussed: 

Fo r i nstance, there .11re criticaJ vs l$E:O...tl~ vs (Fg:r.!U,y 

..X.OM.Un.c.. dcc isions (and of course diff -ert groιψs ο.._ deι::is1.on-

makers trom different levels of gov rnr:lCΓ!t beCDrn9 ηvolved in 

eιιch c:ategory ) . 

'I"here rιre politic.Bl, ιιιilitary, ecoro ic, techηical, cult.ur 1 

hwnan i tarien a nd - most often - -~ ιypen of dec sions. 

There a r e decisions involving F:!ist-"tfest relations vs:. intra-

Na to a lliιιnce decision s vs. inteτ.-Al:ιez:;,.can cOJr.munity docis!on~ νs 

decisions v i •-a-vis various portions of the so-c.Jl l ed ηoη-We!it. 

There ιιre, Λ lso , b i lateral (or dyad:!.c) dcciδions νs. wid~r 

The r e ιι re deci.sions relating to ι.ssuc-areaa hich ιιrouse 

gre.Bt doses of Congressional, specia l interest grοι.φ, and genera1 



public concern vs. decisions whιch go by \. ir ua ι .ι. Υ unnot~ced 

There arc decisions which inνolve d1:e:natic chnngc• in h 

nation'e course (suoh ae Nixon's t.r~p to China) vs. dec1s1.ons 

wbich are increm.enuιl or decremental depcrtureε from a \-Ιell-

estιιblιehed cour•e (e.g. how πuch or hοι-ι 9.!l!.ά1;l to oscalat a ο 

deescalate in Vietnam). Wc could contιηne on for long \οιι1.h sιch 

typologies, but inst.ead let. ue tι•rn to th task at hand. 

Ι would like t.o take t:.he remainiηg few minutee to review -

euperficially at bent. - some of the li ... cr. ture, produccd prim<Ιrily 

by atudents of internat~onal polit.i.c:3, on the subjεct of deciSΙion-

malting in '.4'ashington. 

This is easier said than donel J)irectly or indircctly, JUSt 

about eνery piece, in the vast array of f::~ct and ficl:.ion per.I\ed by 

u.s. oriented political scientists, r~lates to thc subject or 

deciaion-ιnaking. 

Traditionalist. treatises, whethe:c decιling with biograpt1y, 

diploraat.ic history, or po\oιer/interest anaJysi8 of strategic/diplomat.ι.c 

actio118, haνe consistently attemptcd to dr-scribe, explιιin and even 

to ~ various important decisιona sel<!cted for int.ensiνe study. 

Whether one reads Morgenthau, Kissingcr, Hoffιnann or Drzez:insJci --

one reads about docision-making and i ;:s ups and do"'ns. 

Modern:lsts (another term for sci.entific behaviorists) have also 

addresaed the eama problem at analogous levels. They, too, have 



sought to diasect the "belief systems" (or operational C'Odo~) 

of individual decision-makers and. alιιο, to assee:s the ..!:!!L!!~ 

iJDpact of idioayncrotic, role, goνernmantal, nation<:ιl and internation.l 

system. varinbles upon νar~ous types and levelc of official 

deciaiona and actions. 

Scholιι.rs such 58 Snyder, Bruck, Sapin, Πosenau, Qle and K.J 

Bolstj., Alωtό!lnder Caorge 21nd othera haινe all sought. to navigate 

through the murky watsrs of the dacision-making 8\.,ιllm_ι:ι. You see 

the Department of St21te and the Pentagon haνe not gnined 

reputations-such aa ~ ~ <ιnd ~ ~ respect:ivcly-

without conaiderable and hδrd-earned efforts on their parts. 

Let ua now. arbitrarily ~nd for purposes of quick revie'r:, 

divide the litorature to be saιnpled in this survey into three 

categoriea: 

1) The atructura, function and procesa .&chool 

2) 'εhe iαιpressionistic-scientific (or rea.Hst or historical/ 
aociological) school 

3) The revisionist school 

Ι. Τhει structurB function and proceos Gchool, involves all 

these authors who are lumped •..mder the .eub-heuding of "decision-

making theorists" in most compendia and teχtbooks. Here one, 

naturally, begins with the mnnumental contribution made by Snyder, 

Bruck and Saptn.l Convinced t.hnt thε r.eificι=t.ion of the nation­

state (a characteristic of the historical/:Jociological αpproach) 

bad been leading to impressionistic, i.J:ιprecise and unu.ε:eful --

fraa the thcoretical standpoint -- endcavors, they souσht to 



focus on th';! spccific decision-r:ιakers {flesh cιnd b!.ood) who spo~k 

and act in th:s name of th~ State. As f<>r ;ιιs they were concerned, 

the so called "real" and "objectiνe" world did not matterl What 

mattered was the imδge of the dccision-makers. For only the 

perceptions of decision-makers eere the operatiνe forceo behind 

their subeequent decisionα. 

The Snyder, Bruck and Sapin scheme lookcd at the clecision-

raaking unit or team as a massiνe filter through which processed 

a rnyriad of variables {including the decision··ttιakers' beliefs 

and role.o, bureaucratic iιnperatives, political and societal 

pressures, as well ιιs perceptions of tl'le constraints posed by the 

rest of the world). 

The Snyder, Bruck and Sapin construct hao bcen considerably 

dLscussed. refined, revised and rev5.cwed, but relatively few hard 

data applic3t.ons of this frame1ιιork hε~ve actually taken place. Α 

major and walJ.-kno·.~n exception is Glen Ρ ige' s volwninous stu.dy 

on the :Κ0re3n decision. 2 11ov) despi te the fact that there is 

considerable historical value to his mic~oanalytic treatment, Paige' s 

theoretical proposition!ol about decision-naking have not ΘΚI!ICtly 

caught firo. Propositions such as the size of the c:onfcrence table 

determines the nαιnber of operatives invited to attend ιι dec:isio11 

session, or th;ιιt crises tend to ba reached by .αι1 h,_<?,g. declιιional 

units, or that partic:1.pating in the cris i.'l decision-making tea!D 

reinforces friendships (i.e. t-ιhat he c:alls ''pooitive affect" 

relationshiρs), such Ρ.Ωd similar propositions appear to be too near 



the "co:τιmon sense" level to ju.3tify τelJ.. o·ν'er 300 pages of .Λc.ro-

anaιlyaia to c!erive. 

Another ιαιι.jοr contribution to decision-ιuaking thcory has been 

atade by Jaaιes Ν. Rosenau.3 His conc::!pt& of. "linkage" and ,.issue 

area• (deapite the fact that they haνe not been rigorously 

opera.tionalized) have helped us becomc conscious of the t'ι:~ct that 

there ie no euch thing <ιs a constant (static) decision-making 

teδ!D -- but that such teams really vsry \'•ith the type of 

issue area (which is another ~ιord for policy, probJ.em or crisis). 

"Linkί!:ge theory", in turn, dr~matizes the interpenetrability of 

domestic aa woll as international politico. 

There eιre too many other scholars inνolνed here, for a 

brief survey of this ~ort, to do justice t.o most. Ono should 

mention, for instance, Ole R. Holsti's study4 of John Foster Dulles 

belief system. Holsti finds Dulles to have a "closed" min.d 

vis ... a-vis the Soviets, and to be given ::ο self-reinforcing inter-

pretations of oll events for his "diabolical" conception of So;riet 

leoders. λlong siιnilar lines, should b3 grouped studies on 

the ·~ ~· of various lead~rs cond11cted by 

λlexander George, David s. HcLellan and Ole Holsti. 5 λt a much 

higher leνel, viewing the n~tion as an aggregate, κ.J. Holsti has 

conducted a c:ontent an!'ιlytical study6 d~signed to clasaify "national 

roles"· beyor:ιι" t.he "crude c;:ιtegories·', s ch o:s statψι-qtιo and 

revisionist, which had been used in the traditional literature. 



He findιι, for instance, that the υ.s. enjoys playing the rolec 

of "RegioΩλl Leader", "Reqional Protector•, "Defender of Faith" 

(quite 21 bit of that), "Med.iator/Intcgrator", "Regional Sub-syote:u 

Collaborator" , •neveloper", "Faithful Dlly" and ''other". 

The main probleιn with the above image ond perccpl:.ion typ:;o 

studies is that by usirιq variations of the "content analysis" 

technique, an;ιlysts survey published zourc:ets for trιιcea of imaqes, 

ideologies or idioayncratic c:haracterι.stics of. indiνldual leadera 

or mass ideological nιoνem.ents. But when one is stud:ιing political 

leaders, (e.g. Charles de Gaulle) who conaciously cultiνate a 

mystique of ambivalence, inscrutabili1:y and maneuνerability, one is 

hard presΘed to ιnzιp out their "cognit-;_ve processco". They refuse. 

si.ιuply, to have their heads "shrunk". 

There are a fe•.ι m.ore names which e.hould not escape montion 

in this br:..ef reνiew. Lindblom and Brιιybrooke7 argue, for inεt~nce, 

that most political decieions fall in tho quadrιιnt of "disjointαd 

incrαmentalisιa." That iιι to say, ιι:ο:.t. political decisions are .D.2t 

rationally and aynoptically arriνed ;;ιt.. nor zιre they designei! to 

optimize society's C'OI'D!Don good. Rather, nιost decisions are 

aιarginal, disjointed and narrow-gaugc.d incremental and decreιnental 

steps, ai.JDed to "satiafice", to bring about gradual change, to 

stop gaps ι:nd to avert cr1.ses. Hhat the construct is, in effact 

a theoretical glorl.f:_cation of the ti e-h..,nored Brltish approach 

to aιanagem~nt -- tΓιe science- i.e - of ";.ιvddli.ng througb." 



Αιιit ιιι i nztoni, o f ~ ~ fameθ hae tried to split 

ttuι d if"t erance b eheen t:he rat:ionalt.ot. ιιynopt.icist:a end the 

politicιιιl increaιe.b.talists, by recoawending tohe ιιdoption of ιιn 

iaterιaedi.ete deoision ... making approacb wbich, he calla, "mixe~ 

acδnninq • • Bare you sbould visualize a decision-maker w:Lth one 

eye on a microscape and the other on a telescope -- but hopefully 

not simul taneouely. 

Pinally, there ie 1!1 hιtge crowd of eclectics (bridging the 

behavioral-traditional pseudo-\ι7ar) which could be names "buroau-

cracy watcherει." Men auch as Davis Bobrow, Ι.Μ. Destler, .J\ιnthony 

Downa, Alzιin Enthoven, Alexander GsoX";So Morton Halpern. Charles 

Bitc b, Pred Rigga, and Thomas Scbelling - - using oariations οι? systems 

analys1• and g am.e theory techniques -- have all written on the 

dyaυιiea ot bureaucratic/aιanaqerial processes and on the so-called 

bureaucr a tic/ o rqanizational iιnperatives. 'rhe result:s are both 

usef al aa vel l aa d i ffic:ult to sumιnarize. 

Por exaιaple. we nον know that when the President. enee:tes the 

bureδuc:raςy c:at obes cold -- if not pnewnonia. 1fe elso know thιιt 

aοπιe t.Uaes there are bridgeless qaps betweeιn ~he adminietration'e: 

"deciaion" end the bure.!l.ucratic response in terrns of proceesing, 

i.Jnplernentation and follow-through. Mei!!!sages constantly euffer 

manegement and dist:ortion whethcr they traνel up or down the 

governm.ental pyramid. This is t.he well known "PFC Wintergreen 

effect. • 9 Herb Dienerstein. for inst.ance. argues in ιι recent articlelO 

t:hat duα to eonteι:nporary fragm.entation of intelligence gathering 



functiono, decision-mskers' images in the l6ttι and 17th c;:enturics 

were ~ .ltl!, distorted, manιιged, garbled and e11en ideglnαiφιllv 

polluted, than they are today. 

Anotber interestinq proposition has been adt>anced by a Btate 

Departnιent ft.1nctionary who wishes to rmnain anonymσua (onother 

way of sayinq be wishes t:o retire grocefully). His proposition 

involves the Κno-,..ledge vs. Responsibility pyramid. The more 

responsihle, that is, you ere -- and neιιr the top of the py:ι.·amid --

the lcιιa you know (or you. have time to absorb) about specific areas 

beih9 coneidored. 'l'here ιιre, of course, "super human" eκceptions, 

hc concedes, auc::h as Henry Kissinqer. It folloωs from nll this 

that those who kno-.ι a lot abot.ίt a giνen izsue-area arω not uaually 

"responaible" enough to have a bearing on thQ dec1ιsion.. 

Grahan Allison, in an outstanding recent book on the Cuban 

toiissile Crisisll swnm.arizea brilliantly the oh<:ιllengea and the 

opportunities confronting decision-rr:aking tl1eoriote today. Depending 

on your "ιnodel" or your "cutd or your Npnradigro.υ you can rezιιch 

valid, but often contradictory and non-reinforcing, conclusions. 

In order to u,nderstand a deCision, you haνe to study the key 

deci8i.on-maker8 and thair politics, as wall ae the organizational/ 

bureaucratic snνironment, ιιs well as the global/systoΙnic parameters. 

lfo aingle paradigπι. and for that m.atter not all of tham together, 

is enough to doecribe, explain and predict a situntion. Λnd we 

naed at leost predictive cap<\city to have theory. Don't wc7 



It one were to summarize his i.Jnpressions on this first. school 

o f ~ought . one would •ay that it is ιnade up primaril~ of theorists 

who claim t o be νalue t'ree. and who opt for nιodern r.:ιetbodological 

tochniqαe• . !'heir c:ontributions. so far. to the st.at(!l of the art 

have been modeetly disappointing. Theae scholars have offered 

us useful frarιιeworks (mδps) "'hich help us to study l!mι policy 

is raade or h.QJ! it. could be made. But the emphasis. so far has been 

more on proCesa and less on substance of decision-mnking, more 

on explanat.ion and less on prediction. 

lιn adequately t.ested predictive theory of decision-maki.ng is 

yet to. be developed. 

My own modest contrihution to this pa:nel (and conference) 

fall• vithin t.his first category of deciιιion-making atudies just 

discuasad. Ι have conducted -- together with a small team of 

graduate students - - a aurvey among professional bureaucrato (in 

tbe State and Drefense Depl!llrt:mentl!l and Congress) in ord~r to 

gaage their perceptions of the iιnpact of acaderιιicionr; upon 

foreign policy formulators/implementors. 12 The r.euult• are 

rather disheartening for academiciens, especially thoee "policy 

types" who would like to whi13per adνice to the Prince. Academicians 

\.ιere ranked near the bottom of the totem pole coιnpared to other 

.. influential coιnmunities" such as the White House. Mase Media. 

Ptιblic Opinion. Special Interest groups -- and eνen Think Ta.nks . 



But let us now swiftly and briefly moνe to 

categories: 

ΙΙ. The aecond and third categories of our typology would not 

be ordinarily considered within the decisioJ:.-meking subspecialty. 

But, Ι \o/ΌUld like to bring the:rι into tha pioture - anγ:tey ... becuuse 

scholars in these areas haνe tried to tell us a lot about decision-

making in generel end decision-malting in the υ.s. in particular. 

Roglil r Hilsman in a ree ent bookl3 views tho decision-making 

process very much as an incremental i.st Gf the Lindblom/Brl!ybrooke 

variety wou.ld. He atates: 

"'l'he making of foreign policy i::ι a groping effort 
at understanding the nature of the evolving \'ιarld around 
a.s. It is a painful sorting out of our own goals and 
purposes. It ia a tentative, incrαιncntal expsrimentetion 
with various means for achieving these pι:ιrposes. It is 
an unrsm.itting aιrgument and debat~ δfllong variouιs 
constituencies about all these questions and an ettempt 
to l:::uild a con::ιensus on ho-,... the u.1ited States es the 
United States should decide on these questions and 
\oihat action it should take.n 

'l'he ff!'.-1 scholars who will b9 referred here, .so as to give 

you s flavor of this school of thought, are reρresentatiνe but 

scholara in thi& cat.egory is "qenere.lists." Ι hsνe instead chosen 

the title "impresoionistic scientists". for science, at t.ho 

leνel of watching "international phenomena", blende tιith impre~sionisπ. 

'I'hey are historians. political scientists ιιnd other social scientists 



who aggregato their findings {m.ostly Lrnpresaiontstica.lly) at the 

group-actor levels. E.g. they ta.lk sbout such term.s aa national 

character, and national ιι8 well as international eystema: they 

study concepta such σ8 culture, ideoloqica m.oveιnohts, social-

psychologic:al forces, or unit• environment relationships -- including 

studieιs on the iJ'IIpact and the i.m ratiνes upon decision-ιnaking 

of technology, weaponry, population, ecology etc. 

But let ro.a, now refcr to my fe'tι -- and not nec:Θssarily well-

chόsen -- exδ!Ί!:ples of contribαt.ions of this typa. How muny 

of U8 think. for inatance, o f Hans Morgenthau as a decision-

σιaking theorist ? And yet his focus has been primι:ιrily αιι diplo:natic/ 

atrategic decisions. In his many writings he haιι sketched for us 

the profile which a rational/realist diplαιnat or soldier ohauld 

fit. Α man, i.e., who acts to maximize his country 1 a "national 

interests" {these incidentally are never well-defined) within the 

limits of prudence. and who does not bel .eve in the legιιlistic/ 

moralistic or ideological Emokescreen3 ..,;hich he iιι often forc:ed t.o 

employ . How many of ua can forget Hans J. Morgenthau's "rules" for 

P-U".dtn.t diplomacy and hie exhortations to statesmen to live and survive -· 

aa beat. as poasiblc - .. in eιn imperfectible, power-dominatsd world. 

Morgenthau. in his most recent phasel4 aeem!l to haνe rediscovered 

"morιιlity". as a funct1on of his exειsper.::ιt:ed criticism of υ.s. 

policiea in Victnam. Concerned with Jl.m~rica' :;ι mech~nistic-



mesai<ιnism (or the effort to bιlild .a "Gra:ιt Sacie::y" for tbe 

world), and with ite vigorous anti-revolιιtionist. (garbed ιιs 

anti-cOΩWuniat) reactions. Morgentbau councols us to return to a 

Europeen-oriented, loνer-cese stance:. and to a Voltairian attitude 

of after all "cultivating our oι'in garden." 

Stanley Roffm21nnlS. 21nother great i.n;pressionistic •cientist , 

viewa Americe's policy makers as the heirιι of a du;;ι.liatic paet.. 

They are the product of those L<nmigrants who left behind theι:π ιι 

"sinful end corrupt" European arena, anά who came to th.e ΝΙ!Ιw World 

detenained to build a new harmonious societ.y -- and by extension 

e new breed. of diplomatists. Amarica's policy .. makers today, 

according to Roffi'Dann, are torn bet»een thoir drivli! for harmony 

and their instinc:t for violence. This results in c:yc:lical exces.nes 

of American Foreign Policy Which Hof!mann Cδlls "Quietism" llnd 

•Activisrι. • The alternatio-es appear to be a "world missionary 

America" vs. "Let us bring the boys ho!i!e . " There seems to bφ no 

"middle way" for this country. 

Our pσlicy-makers ere impa:tient with "uncertιιinty" and 

"disorder." So they continue relying on their struct'ural/engineering 

inιδgery. The call is: Let ua ''organize" the World for Peece ι 

Hcnc:e our preoccupation with geometric schemδta s'lch as stδbilit;y. 

There are rnδny others one could c:s.te in thie vsin. George 

Κennδn arques for a strengthened professional diplon:ι:atic role:. 



Sent~tor Fulbright cautions us not to bc arrogant in power. Henry 

Kissinger ν;ants us to "restore" the balance of the ι;ιlobe. Charles 

ο. Lerche used to argue that An:ιericans pltιy foreign policy "poker", 

whil e the Rus:siat\ game is "cheas." George Liska wants Araericzι to 

enjoy h&r "imperizιl" ιnoraent in history. ZbiqnieΊιΙ Brzezi.nski feels 

that we ahould eet the world's exzιmple in managing the "technatronic" 

era. λnd, of courae, Herman κahn, \110Uld have ua think the unthin}:able. 

One could go on for long citing the literat.Ure. The historiann, 

the journaliιιts, the impressionistic CJenerzιl istιι -- they <~11 help 

us Rfeel" the stuff of politics: Frustrating, shift.ing, indeter-

minate, impenetrable1 Through their word• t!cho the aphori!ims of 

that grand, old decision-making theorist, Nicolo M.achiaνelli: 

RDo not place your truet in mercenaries •.• " 

111. The third school of thought will not tzιke long to describe 

for ίt 1• strictly "zιboνe theory", in fact it rezιches -- in its 

apprOδch to "ineνitability" -- a near religious certaint.y. 

Gabriel Κolko16 in most of his "τorks argues, essontizιlly, 

that it io a total w•ste of time to study bureaucrzιtic structuree, to 

trec:e inf'orznational flσ.ιte, or to c:onduc:t "ι;ocial origin" type 

studies, in order to arrive at th& ιoιource& or c:auses of bureaucrιιtic 

decision-making behaνior. For Kolko, the writ.ings of sociologiats 

such as C. Wright Mills, or our own Snyder, Bruck and Sapin, ere eo 

much of well-meaning, scholarly, and painfully ac:cumulated auperfluities. 



For Κolko, he "pawer elite" in the u,s. (whic:h is an urotbrellzι 

texm. fo.r •b tg bueinesσ") has canplete c:ontrol of oll the levers 

of power, •n4 is ei.Λgle-handedly respons ible for the DEFDI'ITION 

For Κolko, the Vietnam. war is a ~. pcrhaps ~;:oble. 

outcOlUe of our policies -- as long a11 tAe u . s. definΘs its interes t s 

in terms of mllintaining raw---material-producing ~in the 

Third World . From thio objective, allegedly, flΦιrB our consistent 

post-War oppoeition to all "nationul indepsndence" rcvolutions. 

Vietnam, of course, is worth the price , not for w!ιat it hιιο to 

offer in tarmει of markets or ra\'i materialo, but because !t serves 

as a gigantic demonstration of our counteτ-revolιιtiorι.!!U resolve fσr 

all thoαe others who might be similarl:t io ~:npted. 

l"or a schσlar like I<olkσ, it appεars thnt nσ a.n:σunt of c!1."1nge 

in idiosyncratic:, role and bureaucratio/organiztιtional 11ariablea 

can haνe a aignific ant iιnpact on σur policie!'. so long ea the 

"Powor Blite" (prσtected by and protectinq σur capitalist aystem) 

is firmly entrenched. 

Richard B<ιrnet, Williaro Apple."!Ί n Williarn5 and mony others --

haνe Ι.,.ritten a qreat nwnber of variatiσns tσ the samΘ the:ne. 



λnCI. eo, after a full circle we are bDck where we started. 

Deciaion-raaking whether in Washington, Τοι...Ύο, Athe.ns. Accra. 

Κοιιcοw or Bracilia. i.ιs alrnost as difficult and eluaiνe a concept 

aa Peanuta ' happiness. 

Perceptions νary as often as do the obserνera anCI. their 

mind-picturea of reality. 

It is my pleasιιnt taak , now to yield the floor to you 

gentlamen _ ... so that we may confuse the pict.urΘ even further. 
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