VL

Universit
s of Glasgowy

https://theses.gla.ac.uk/

Theses Digitisation:

https://www.gla.ac.uk/myglasgow/research/enlighten/theses/digitisation/

This is a digitised version of the original print thesis.

Copyright and moral rights for this work are retained by the author

A copy can be downloaded for personal non-commercial research or study,
without prior permission or charge

This work cannot be reproduced or quoted extensively from without first
obtaining permission in writing from the author

The content must not be changed in any way or sold commercially in any
format or medium without the formal permission of the author

When referring to this work, full bibliographic details including the author,
title, awarding institution and date of the thesis must be given

Enlighten: Theses
https://theses.qgla.ac.uk/
research-enlighten@glasgow.ac.uk



http://www.gla.ac.uk/myglasgow/research/enlighten/theses/digitisation/
http://www.gla.ac.uk/myglasgow/research/enlighten/theses/digitisation/
http://www.gla.ac.uk/myglasgow/research/enlighten/theses/digitisation/
https://theses.gla.ac.uk/
mailto:research-enlighten@glasgow.ac.uk

THE NON-COMPLIANT BEHAVIOUR
OF THE SMALL STATES OF SOUTH ASIA:
NEPAL AND BANGLADESH IN RELATION TO INDIA

by

Shaheen Afroze

A thesis submitted for the degree of Doctor of Philosophy
to the Department of Politics

University of Glasgow

October 1994

© Shaheen Afroze 1994



ProQuest Number: 10992253

All rights reserved

INFORMATION TO ALL USERS
The quality of this reproduction isdependent upon the quality of the copy submitted.

In the unlikely event that the author did not send a complete manuscript
and there are missing pages, these will be noted. Also, if material had to be removed,
a note will indicate the deletion.

uest

ProQuest 10992253

Published by ProQuest LLO (2018). Copyright of the Dissertation is held by the Author.

All rights reserved.
This work is protected against unauthorized copying under Title 17, United States Code
Microform Edition © ProQuest LLO.

ProQuest LLO.

789 East Eisenhower Parkway
P.Q. Box 1346

Ann Arbor, M 48106- 1346



[004 Y
Co(”*) ,

GLASGOwW ’
UNIVERSITY
LIBRARY




ABSTRACT
This thesis is a story of a particular type of behaviour of small states in their
relations with a big state. The small states in this study are Nepal and
Bangladesh while the big state is India and the behaviour examined is non-
compliance. The non-compliant behaviours of Nepal and Bangladesh in
their relations with India reveals an anomaly of power prediction based on
the notion of power as universal, monolithic, quantifiable and highly
fungible entity that can be acquired, possessed, accumulated, measured and
used irrespective of time and contexts. Departing from such an explanation
of power, which can only predict compliant and dependent behaviour of the
small states, this study seeks to place its emphasis on a contextual
explanation. An understanding of non-compliance, using a contextual
explanation, requires focusing both on small state's ‘Motivation to Defy' and
'Capability to Resist’. Within a contextual framework, this study explores the
conditions that generate Nepal and Bangladesh's motivation to defy. These
conditions include 'Vital-ness of Issues', 'Ambition of the Ruler’, and 'Political
Tilt of the Ruling Party'. The contextual analysis implies that the non-tangible
power resources show no less prospects than their tangible counterparts in
aiding our understanding of non-compliance. Given policy contingency
frameworks characterised by the motivational conditions, the non-tangible
power resources (NTPRs) that appear to constitute Nepal and Bangladesh's
'capability to resist' include popular pressure and popular support, leadership
strength, external political support and geo-political leverage. The study
concludes that, given the policy contingency frameworks, these non-tangible
power resources enabled Nepal and Bangladesh to be non-compliant, but to
a limited extent. The existence of non-compliance in the repertoire of the
small states under study also suggests that their behaviours are not

fundamentally different from that of the big states.
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INTRODUCTION

To a large extent, the politics of South Asia are covered by the Morgenthau
paradigm: "international politics, like all politics, is a struggle for power."
Not only the three wars fought between India and Pakistan since
independence, but also the continuing hostility, and rapidly heightening
conventional arms race, now with its nuclear dimension, bear out
Morgenthau's law in the context of South Asian politics. According to him,
all states are impelled by the urge to amass, protect and manipulate power;
power is the single 'national interest' of everyonei; But does the foreign
policy behaviour of small states pose special problems of understanding,
which challenge our general conceptions of the nature of international
relations? Do we find boundaries to the applicability of the Morgenthau
paradigm? Do we find small states challenging the widely acknowledged
"laws" of power politics? What are the most advantageous ecological
niches for them? Do large states behave differently in their dealings with
small states, and depart from the rigorous application of these "laws"? And
if small is different, what adjustment must be made in our general
conception of international relations.? These are the questions examined in
~ this thesis, in the context of India's relations with its much smaller

neighbours: Nepal and Bangladesh.

The history of war and diplomacy in South Asia since 1947 reveals a steady

development of power structures. Not long after the partition of the sub-

1 Morgenthau H. J, Politics Among Nations: The Struggle for Power and Peace, 4th edition,
New York, 1967, p. 25.

2 Ibid, p. 26.



continent, Nehru proclaimed that the new India was the successor of
British India and had inherited the mantle of glory that the British had
worn.3 To project itself as the security manager of the region India would
therefore play a great role in the world starting with South Asia. Pakistan,
on the other hand was equally conscious of its role: its true position could
be achieved only by attaining equality with.lndia. For India, parity with
Pakistan meant abdication of a manifest destiny.# In order to enhance their
power positions in South Asia both India and Pakistan jockeyed for the
support of extra-regional powers; this gave rise to the competing alliance
system in the region. The process started in 1954-55: Pakistan signed the
Mutual Defence Assistance agreement with US and joined the US
sponsored military alliances, South East Asia Treaty Organisation (SEATO)
and Central Treaty Organization (CENTO).5 India in the face of this huge
military posture by its staunch enemy looked around for allies and quickly
endorsed a viable relationship with the Soviet Union. The Soviet
friendship delivered India advanced military hardware, a process
accelerated following India's rupture with China over conflicting border
claims in 1962. India, around the same time at Bandung in 1955 took the

initiative of grouping the Third World countries under the banner of

3 Quoted in Akram A. 1., 'Security and Stability in South Asia', in Cohen Stephen Philip
(ed.), The Security of South Asia: South Asian and American Perspectives, 1987, p.166.

4 Gupta Bhabani Sen, 'Changing Patterns of Conflict in South Asia’, Asian Perspective,
Vol.9, No.2, Fall-Winter, 1985,p. 221.

5 Ahmed Imtiaz, 'The Superpowers Strategy in the Third World: The 1971 South Asian
Crisis' in Emajuddin Ahamed, (ed), Foreign Policy of Bangladesh: A Small State's
Imperative, Dhaka, 1984, pp. 113-114. See also, Burke S. M. and Ziring L., Pakistan's
Foreign Policy: An Historical Analysis, Karachi, 1991.




Panchsheel (Five Principles)é thereby isolating Pakistan even more and
increasing its own trade and cultural relationship with the underdeveloped
areas of the world. The Bangladesh liberation struggle and Indo-Pakistan
war of 1971 revealed a yet new alignment pattern in South Asia. To counter
the Sino-US-Pakistan collaboration, India did not hesitate to sign a 20 year
Treaty of Peace, Friendship and Cooperation with the Soviet Union thus
abandoning its old stance of not entering into alliance with any of the
power blocs. In reality, however, it did not make much difference to India's
posture as one of the proponents of non alignment because even in the

heyday of non alignment, Nehru was said to be non aligned in favour of

the Soviet Union. Although since 1971, relations between-India and -

Pakistan have not broken into open hostility, they narrowly escaped war in
the winter of 1986-87 and the spring of 1990. Moreover, for the last 10 years,
their armies have waged almost daily artillery duels on the 6,000-m-high

glaciers of Kashmir's Karakoram mountain range.

Since its own independence in 1947, India has invaded, annexed or
militarily occupied more of its neighbours than any other country in the
world. Indian occupation of the major portion of Kashmir in 1947-49
despite the fact that the majority of the population were Muslims who
wanted to be with Pakistan, its forceful annexation of Hyderabad’ and
Junagad$8, its seizure of a reluctant Goa and Pondecherry in 1962
disregarding the democratic wishes of the local people, its approach to the

McMahon line, its unilateral decision to put Nepal in its security orbit, all

6 The five principles are (1).Mutual respect for each other's territorial integrity and
sovereignty,(2).Mutual non-aggression, (3). Mutual non-interference in each other's
internal affairs, (4). Equality and mutual benefit. (5). Peaceful co-existence.

7 The Nizam of Hyderabad wanted to maintain a separate dominion status.

8 The Nawab of Junagad desired to accede to Pakistan.



undoubtedly confirm India's pre-occupation with power politics. India did
not stop here but went on to assert its own version of big state chauvinism
by annexing the princely protectorate of Sikkim in 1975, which it called
voluntary merger. Even the Hindustan Times, one of India's leading
dailies editorialized, "If it is not outright annexation it comes close to it". By
1977, India's indigenous armament industry was the largest in the Third
World non-Communist states in value, volume, diversity of manufacture,
and R&D facilities.® During the past decade, India's defence budget has
doubled in real terms.10 The country possesses a nuclear capability and
conducted its first nuclear explosion Agni in May, 1974. Following the
establishment of the Integrated Missile Programme in 1983, India has also
been able to research ahdvdeve‘lo'p' »an Inter-Continental Ballistic Missile and
an Intermediate Range Missile, tested in 1988 and 1989 respectively.1l
During the past few years, India has become the world's biggest importer of
arms. Its army is the fourth largest in the world, numbering over one
million men in 1990.12 Its airforce is impressive and its deep water navy is
growing rapidly. Nor has India been hesitant to exercise its growing power.
It went to the extent of occupying disputed territories on the borders of
China and Pakistan in 1962 and 1965 respectively. It also intervened in Sri
Lanka and the Maldives in 1988-89, explaining that its actions were
intended to help the governments of those countries. But was India's

action dictated by altruism alone? In helping those governments, India

9 Marwah O, and Ziring L., (eds.), The Subcontinent in World Politics, New York, 1978, p.
35.

10 Independent (ed.), 10 April, 1989. For details see Prakash S., 'Indian Defense: A
Consdous Attempt at Pragmatism’, Defense and Foreign Affairs, April 1990.

11 Bradnock R. W,, India's Foreign Policy since 1971, London, 1990, p. 27.

12 Hewitt V. M, The International Politics of South Asia, Manchester and New York, 1992,
p. 17. See also Appendix 1 for the actual size of her military strength.




confirmed its desire and capacity to be the regional super power. “India is,
in short, coming of age as a regional power, and is doing so at a time in
which such nations are able to exercise greater sway than would have been

the case a decade ago."13

Pakistan in its struggle for power did not lag behind India. Pakistan, which
boasts American and Chinese friendship and holds the northwestern part of
divided Kashmir, also did some consolidating of its own by swallowing up
the little Himalayan principality of Hunza. Pakistan also ranks among the
top eight importers of major weapons. While it has never been within its
means to match India's military might, it has not abandoned its ambition to
enhance its defence and deterrence capability and bring it closer to India.
Like India, Pakistan has major nuclear programmes and has intensified and

tested its own ballistic missile Hatf.

But have the weaker states in this system (Bangl'adesh, Nepal, Bhutan, Sri
Lanka) behaved only according to the power paradigm? After all, the
struggle for power has very little to offer them.!4 To evade some of the
disagreeable consequences of power politics, have they developed other
modes of behaviour, modes which may be part of a wider repertoire of

small state behaviour?

Annette Baker Fox observed that, "a traditional great power stereotype of
the small state was that of a helpless pawn in world politics. The great states

were perceived as cynical manipulators of power and the small states as

13 Independent, Op. Cit.

14 See Appendix 1 for the actual size of Bangladesh's and Nepal's military strength.



virtuous law-abiding countries."!> As Thucydides formulated in the
Athenians message to the Melians: "The strong do what they will; the weak
do what they must". Yet, on closer examination, there appears to be no easy
answers to questions such as why do the smaller states behave the way they

do?

The question is whether small state behaviour always conforms to the
power politics paradigm. There is no denying the fact that power dictates
terms which makes the weak compliant: being at the receiving end of the
coercive power system, small states do sometimes yield to the will of their
bigger neighbour. However, small states have not always turned out to be
as compliant as they are expected to be. They are not alwaYé pawné in the
game of power politics among the great powers. There is something else
besides compliance in their foreign policy which inhibits the operation of
power. The sense of weaknesses and limits to their policy chéices did not
hinder them from embarking on policies arising out of the need to preserve
independent stances in their behavioural repertoire. The various effofts of
the small states of South Asia to come out of India's orbit are the cases
worth considering, when they have not conformed to the norms of the
power system. It would therefore be useful if we could observe other modes
in the behaviour of small states, who have little to gain from the struggle
for power, (because they have none of the attributes of power in usable

forms), and offer some explanation of these non-compliant behaviours.

Although it is true that in the centre-periphery frame of international
politics the small states are peripheries of the periphery, nevertheless they

are not without political significance in the present day multipolar and

15 Annette Baker Fox, The Power of Small States : Diplomacy in World War II, Chicago,
1959, pp.1-2.




interdependent world. First, they add up arithmetically as a force in the
United Nations and other bodies. Second, in the specific geo-political and
subsystemic frame in which they are located, they possess geostrategic
values often irrespective of their size. Third, as observed by Erling Bjol,
"the small states are constantly sources of tensions and conflicts that
dominate the international scene. Not only have some of them been able
to play prominent parts in international dramas, but often they have been
able to defend successfully their interests, even against great powers."16 It is
this last aspect that is recognised but yet not fully explored. "The study of
the weak states has been sorely neglected”, admits Michael Handel.1? And
Neils Armstrup complains that "although more research effort has now
been directed towards this problem, the confusion seems greater today than
say, ten years ago."'® Commenting on the status of international relations
research in the mid 1970s, Kenneth Waltz deplored that ,'""nothing seems to
accumulate, not even criticism."1? "Studies of the Third World foreign
policies are in an even worse state and can still be called the
underdeveloped study of the underdeveloped countries™? moaned Bahgat
Kovrany in the 1980s. My own literature review in the 1990s substantiates

some of these views.

16 Bjol E., 'The Power of the Weak', Cooperation and Conflict, Vol. 3, 1968, pp. 157-  167.

17 Handel M., Weak States in the International System, England, 1981, p. 3.

18 Amstrup N., 'The Perennial Problem of Small States: A Survey of Research Efforts',
Cooperation and Conflict, XI, 1976, p.178.

19 Waltz K., 'Theory of International Relations’, in Fred Greenstein and Nelson Polsby,
(eds.), Handbook of Political Science, VIII, Reading, Mass: Addison-Wesley, 1975, p. 1-2.

20 Korany B., 'The Take-Off of the Third World Studies?' in World Politics, Vol. XXXV,
April 1983, p. 465.



The study is an exploratory research. Historical narration is avoided except
in so far as it is necessary to enrich understanding of particular events
which are the focus of analysis. Nor do I attempt to establish a precise
definition of what may constitute a small state. The conceptual problems
involved in finding a satisfactory definition of small states are quite distinct
which is evidenced by the many contradictory and diverse attempts to
establish rigorous definition that can be accepted and agreed upon by all,
attempts which abound in the literature on small states.2! The seminar on
the small territories run by the Institute of Commonwealth Studies 1962-

1964 concluded that 'it proved impossible for the seminar to decide what

"smallness" means with any precision. It is a. comparative.and not an.-- ..

absolute idea. Whatever scales of magnitude are employed seem arbitrary
and it is difficult to pick out on them where smallness begins or ends'.22
Nevertheless, several scholars of international relations have attempted to
define small states. For instance, David Vital defines a small state on the
basis of population. To him a small state is the one who has a population of
10-15 million in the case of economically advanced countries; and a
population of 20-30 million in the case of underdeveloped countries.
Vital's definition of a small state is 'frankly subjective if not arbitrary'?3 as
he himself admits and concludes that ‘these definitions are put forward to

make clear the identity of the subject of this study, not with a view to the

21 An excellent review of the literature on the problems of the definitions of the small
states is provided in Amstrup, N., Op. Cit.,p. 163-182.

22 Benedict B., (ed.), Problems of Smaller Territories, London, 1967, p. 29.

23 Vital D., The Inequality of States. A Study of the Small Power in International Politics,
Oxford University Press, 1967, p. 7. A population size of under 10 million has recently
been proposed as the most important criterion by Henderson J., 'New Zealand and the
Foreign Policy of the Small State’, in Kennaway R., and Henderson ]., (eds.), Beyond
New Zealand II: Foreign Policy into the 1990s, Aukland, 1991, p. 5.




creation of a precise concept for manipulative analytical purposes'.2¢ Robert
Rothstein gives a psychological as well as a material dimension.of the
definition of a small state. To him a small state is a one "which recognizes
that it cannot obtain security primarily by use of its own capabilities and that
it must rely fundamentally on the aid of other states, institutions, processes,
or developments to do so".25 If we accept his definition then all states in
the current international system except the United States of America come
under the heading of small states. Robert Keohane regards Rothstein's
definition as anachronistic because 'it serves well only for those periods in
the past in which obtaining"security primarily by use of its [a state’s] own
capabilities” was a live option for five to ten states in a system of limited
scope. When only! tv;o{or threest:ates —q;J‘al4if-ymfor”g1-'éat-power vs.tat_us, wnth
130-from West Germany (or atleast Italy) to Lesotho- categorized as "small",
the definition becomes useless for analysis.”?6 As such Robert Keohane has
developed a definition of his own. To him a small state appears to be one
‘whose leaders consider that it can never, acting alone or in a small group,
make a significant impact on the system'.2? Although all the scholars have
struggled at length to define small states, none has reached an unequivocal

operative definition of the subject.22 As such the problem remains: which

24 Vital, Ibid, p. 9.

25 Rothstein R, Alliances and Small Power, New York and London, 1968, p. 29.

26 Keohane R, 'Lilliputians Dilemmas: Small States in International Politics’,
International Organization, Vol. XXIII, 1969, p. 293.

27 Ibid, p. 29.

28 It certainly does not render the small states ‘too broad a category for purposes of analysis'
as held by Baehr P. R, in his Review Article, ‘Small States: A Tool for Analysis?",
World Politics, Vol. XXVII, April 1975, p. 456-466; See also, Thakur R., ‘The Elusive
Essence of Size: Australia, New Zealand and Small States in International Relations’, in
Higgott R., and Richardson, J., (eds.), International Relations: Global and Australian
Perspectives_on an Evolving Discipline, Canberra, 1991, p. 240-87, where he has
challenged the utility of the small state concept in International Relations.




criteria are to be adopted?. Should one take size of population or size of
territory? Or should the criteria be economic?® or military strength? There
may be states that may have a large population, for example, Bangladesh, or
a large territory, for example, Brazil, yet be militarily and economically less

powerful than states with a smaller population or territory.

I therefore follow a common sense division30. The countries examined are
obviously 'smaller' than the big power that is involved in the region:
India.3! Although it is true that neither Bangladesh nor Nepal is a small
country in the strictest sense of the term because compared with the 179
United Nations member countries, more than a hundred countries are
smaller than Bangladesh in terms of population and nearly seventy of them
are smaller in size than Bangladesh or Nepal. Nevertheless, because of the
sheer gigantic size of their common neighbour India and the power
capabilities which it commands, both Bangladesh and Nepal obviously
appear to be small states no matter how big they are in size or population
compared with other smaller countries in the international system.
Likewise although India is treated as one of the middle rank powers of the
world, it is nevertheless big in all respects in comparison with the other

states of South Asia.

29 As suggested by Deutsch K, W, The Analysis of International Relations, Englewood
Cliffs, New Jersey, 1968, p. 31.

30 This idea has been borrowed from Charles Edward Morrison and Astri Suhrke, Strategies
of Survival, New York, 1979.

31 Although Maniruzzaman used conventional war capability (expressed in terms of GNP
and military budget) as absolute criterion in defining smallness, the treatment of
smallness as a relative term can also be observed in his definition. He defines a small
state as ‘a state with a very low conventional war capability, not only in absolute global
comparative terms ... but also vis-a-vis the Large Powers in its region.' (emphasis
added). See Maniruzzaman T., The Security of Small States in the Third World,
Australia, 1988, p. 14.

10



The aim of this study is to provide some key to the understanding of the
behavioural repertoire of weaker states locked by the compulsions of

geography into a constant relationship with a far bigger and more powerful

neighbour.

Chapter one looks at the differing perception of relationship between the
small states under investigation and their bigger neighbour. Chapter two
reviews the literature on small state foreign policy and tries to uncover
what is wrong with the existing literature. Chapter three seeks to
understand new and expanded ways of explaining the foreign policy
behaviour of the small states. Chapter Four and Chapter Five deal with the
particularized study of small state behaviour (Nepal and Bangladesh) vis-a-
vis the big neighbour (India) and discovers the behaviours which do not fit
the power model. Chapter Six shows the response of the big state and the
extent of such behaviour of the small states. The Conclusion draws

together the threads of the discussion and gives a summary of the findings.

11
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CHAPTER 1

DIFFERIN G PERCEPTIONS OF RELATION SHIP

Western analysts have treated small states as little big states, and this has
led them to see compliance as the main mode of small state behaviour,
and to treat non compliant behaviour as at best odd, at worst irrational.
To achieve a better understanding of small state behaviour, we should

start by observing it, and by listening to the accounts given by small state

practitioners. So before we go to look for the factors that appear to be

associated with Non-Compliance, "the perspective of the actor that
perceives, understands and reacts to the perception and behaviour of the
other actor needs to be taken into consideration"! since perceptions
mould behaviour to a large extent. More importantly, the smaller states
in question perceive their relations quite differently from the big power.
And it is these big-small perceptual differences and interests gap that are
very much responsible for their respective behaviour towards each other.
It is a commonplace that perceptions shape a state's behaviours and
perceptual differences are inevitable between interacting states in matters
of external relations. Therefore, an understanding of the differences in
perceptions of the interacting states is likely to provide insights into the
ways in which they behave in relation to the other. With this point in
mind, this chapter explores the perceptual differences between India and

its smaller neighbours to see how the two clusters of perception mould

1 Khan Abdur Rob, 'Post-Indira India and her Neighbours', BIISS Papers No. 3, 1985.

13



their behaviour.2 The perceptual differences are discussed under four
headings : Self Image ; Foreign Policy focus ; Ways of settling disputes ;

and Security Issues.

PERCEPTION OF SELF-IMAGE

One of the factors that underline the behaviour or policy of a state is the
perception of self-image. Such perception, as shown in fig-1, could take
the form of one's own perception of self-image or others' perception of
one's self-image. In this section attempts are made to explore the
differences between these two forms of perception with respect to India

vis-a-vis its neighbours.

FIGURE 1.1 : THE DIFFERENT FORMS OF PERCEPTION

N Py
IMAGE
INDIA NEIGHBOURS

NOTE: The arrows indicate the perception of 'Self-Image’

India's perception of its own self-image: Indian self-image as

described by its elites is one of pre-eminence; this has developed from its

urge to play a pivotal role in the region in particular and an active role in

2 The main source for this chapter is interviews with academicians and policy makers
of the countries under study conducted during field work in those countries as a part of
the study.

14



the third world and the world at large. A number of factors have
contributed to the generation of this self-image. These include its size,
population, economic resource base and growth potential, quantum of its
foreign trade,® military strength and finally viability of constitutional,
political and administrative structures. India commands 77 percent of
South Asian population, 72 percent of the total area of the region, and 78
percent of her GNP.4 India has recorded spectacular growth in agriculture
in terms of boosting food production; in health in terms of raising life
expectancy by more than 20 years; in education in terms of doubling the
literacy rate. Besides, India has earned the respect of the world
community for the preservation of a democratic-system to whatever

extent in a highly pluralistic society. Nehru asserted,

A free India with her vast resources, can be a great service
to the world and humanity. India will always make a
difference to the world; fate has marked us for big things.
Leaving the (se) three big countries, the United States,
The Soviet Union and China aside for the moment, look
at the world. There are many advanced, highly cultured
countries. But if you peep into the future and if nothing
goes wrong, wars and the like, the obvious fourth

country in the world is India.5

3 See Appendix 2 for bilateral and overall trade figures of India, Nepal and
Bangladesh.

4 Dieter Braun, 'India’s Relations with Indian Ocean States’, in lan Clark and Lawry
W. Bowman (eds.), The Indian Ocean in Global Politics, Boulder, Colorado, 1981, p. 27.

5 Quoted in Iftekharruzzaman, 'India Doctrine: Relevance for Bangladesh’, in Kabir
and Hassan (ed). Issues and Challenges Facing Bangladesh Foreign Policy,
Bangladesh Society for International Studies, 1987, p. 21.
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This thinking of Nehru has been carefully injected into the minds of the
present day politico-strategic thinkers of India. It is not at all surprising
therefore that scholars make claims which are resonant to the theme of

the preceding paragraph. For example, Subramanyam states that,

India is within the top 12 industrial producers of the
world, has the fourth largest armed forces, is a nuclear
power, has launched satellites and has the world's second

largest population. 6

Given these factors, the pre-eminence of India has been stressed by
another Indian scholar who writes, "India is far superior to any one of
her neighbours, or even to all of them put together"”. Such superiority
and power potential constitute only a part of its self-image. If only the
enormous character of Indian power potential mattered then there might
not have been a substantive perceptual difference (rather perceptual
conflict) between India and its neighbours. India's self-image, more
importantly, is constituted by the projection of power and such power
projections transcends Indian borders involving interaction with other
states. Fundamentally, as we shall see later, Indian self-image, which is a
product of the realization of its own potential, creates a substantive

perceptual difference between itself and its neighbours.

With all this power potential, India perceives itsself to have a world
mission which, as a matter of fact, boils down to the projection of power.

As Kreisberg writes,

6 Subramanyam K, 'India’s Image as a Major Power’, Far Eastern Economic Review, 5
March, 1982.

7 Muni S. D, ‘South Asia’ in Ayoob M., (ed.), Conflict and Intervention in the Third
World, London,1980 p. 39
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India's perceived role in the international system has two
related strands: a strong, stable nation and a world
mission commensurate to its size, population, resources

and power capabilities- military, political and economic.8

A more formalistic projection of its self-image took the form of its active
involvement in the Non-Aligned Movement? as early as in 1950s
although the smaller states hold that non aligned movement which
India set out to lead turned out to be neither nonaligned nor a

movement. As Peter Willetts observed,

the Panchsheel were only a tool of Indian diplomacy
and not the basis of policy, the real basis of policy was the

claim to be a special type of Great Power ...10

However, a more recent and ambitious aspiration of India's power
projection is evident from the following expression made by one of the

Indian elites,

India constitutes one-sixth of humanity, is among the
leading industrial and agricultural producers, major

military power and a R & D power. India has to look at

8 Kreisberg P. H, 'India after Indira', Foreign Affairs Vol. 3, Spring, 1985, p. 876.

9 For India and her involvement in Non-Aligned Movement, see, Willets P., The Non-
Aligned Movement, London, 1978; Nair N. P., 'History, Ideology, Prospects’ and
Devdutt, 'India, National Interest’, in Karunakaran K. P., (ed.), Outside the Contest,
New Delhi, 1963, Muni S. D., 'Nonalignment in Asia: Recent Trends and Future
Prospects', IDSA Journal, Vol.XV, No. 1, July-September, 1982.

10 Willetts, Ibid, p. 8.
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international relations in terms of its interaction with

China, the Soviet Union, USA and West Europe. 11

A further variant of the theme of its power projection is India's
lamentation which has been expressed in the following statement- "The
priority which China compels on the foreign policy agenda of the Super
powers has never been India's."!2 India thus resents that the world
powers are "still unable to fix for India a place in strategic schema of the
planet which would respond to India's national pride and aspiration and
reflect its considerable achievements'13. A more pragmatic view is

expressed by an eminent Indian scholar thus,

A major obstacle is that because of the given realities and
the history of this region and even more the perceptions
of these realities and history which prevail among India's
neighbours, India's size and power potential become an
obstacle instead of being the asset they could be to the
region as a whole and to her individual countries. India
is suspected to harbour hegemonistic ambitions. The
obverse of this and equally an obstacle, is the suspicion
which often arises in India that some forms of regional

cooperation which are proposed from time to time are

11. Subramanyam K, 'India’s Pre-eminence’, World Focus, November-December, 1985,
p-12.

12 Gupta Bhabani Sen, 'India, and the Super Powers', in Rajan M. S. and Ganguly Shivaji
(eds.), Great Powers, World Order and the Third World New Delhi, 1981, p.131.

13 Ibid,p.131.
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only attempts to bring India into frameworks in which

her neighbours can gang up against her.14

Neighbours' perception of Indian self-image: While India

perceives its self-image as one of pre-eminence, the neighbours perceives
Indian self-image as one of pre-dominance. India is seen as a hegemonic
power with a Big Brotherly attitude (a proverbial expression with all its
negative connotation). They see India as an ‘expansionist’ power
bullying its smaller neighbours and seeking the status of a sub-

superpower in the region. India's self-image as put by an Indian scholar,

generates legitimate and understandable, although often
exaggerated apprehensions among India's neighbours vis-
a-vis New Delhi. It makes the former feel insecure and
uncomfortable in the company of such a giant

neighbour.15

Commenting on India's view of itself as almost unchallengeable a
Nepali scholar (during the author's interview with him) sarcastically
endorsed a report in the Economist which referred to India's

unchallengeable role:

Britain and the rest of the world often forget India's
claims to greatness. India is seen as a poor and faraway

corner of a lost empire. Indians abroad are the people

14 Chopra Pran, 'South Asia Conflict and Divergence' in Gupta Bhabani Sen (ed.),
Regional Cooperation and Development in South Asia, New Delhi, 1986, p. 64.

15. Muni, Op.Cit., p. 39.
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who run late-night grocery shops;, at home they are the

object of Oxfam charity.16 -

The smaller states feel also that India preaches one thing and does
something else. It claims itself to be democratic and talk of equality but in
actual terms the situation is different. Basically, Indian politics operate

from a power position.

India found no fault in negating its own principle of non-
interference and in critically challenging the Nepalis
concept of independence in the process of 'legitimizing’

its security interests in the country.l?

One Nepali scholar summed up the Indian attitude towards its

neighbours thus: "What is ours is ours, what is yours is negotiable."18

Nevertheless the smaller states feel that the mistrust and misgivings
stemming from asymmetry in military and economic strength can be
overcome if the use of the superior power is informed by enlightened
national interest and moderated by due regard to the legitimate interests
of the neighbours. India's neighbours are not averse to acknowledging its
pre-eminence in the region. But the continuing suspicions are rooted in
India's failure to convince them that it does not intend to convert this

pre-eminence into pre-dominance.

.16 Economist, London, 27 March 1982, p. 28.

17 Author’s interview with a Nepali scholar (Unpublished). The names of the
respondents of this study, being confidential, could not be spedified.

18 Author's Interview with a Nepali scholar. (Unpublished)
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The present gap between India's vastly superior and
rapidly growing power- military and economic and its
capacity to manage this power in furthering its
enlightened self-interests without detriment to those of
its neighbours is reflected in festering bilateral problems

and tends to breed misgivings and mistrust.19

If the purpose of India's enhanced regional role is to maintain stability,
protect democracy, and preserve national unity and generally shelter the
area from superpower rivalry, it can be appreciated. Such policemen
perform a necessary international function. But there is a fine line

between help and interference, between leadership and dominance. ~ - -

If India thinks it is big, it has to act like that: it has to be
more generous and should remember that there is no
harm in becoming a leader but that leadership has to be

well accepted by others.20

Neighbour's perception of their self-image: The small states of South

Asia are independent and sovereign states, which came into being with
their own vision of identity (at least in political terms). This vision
provides the impetus for necessary growth, development and progress.
Given the independent political identity among the nations of the world,
these states feel that they have, quite justifiably, the right to choose
whatever course of action they feel appropriate and act in whatever ways

are necessary for their national growth and development. But whatever

19 Haque Shamsul, South Asia in a Changing World, a lecture paper delivered on the
Thirty - Ninth Foundation Day Lecture of the Asiatic Society of Bangladesh, 3
January, 1991, p.7.

20 Author's interview with a Bangladeshi academician. (Unpublished).
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the national aspirations of the South Asian small states, their self-image
is characterised by fear and apprehensions vis-a-vis India. Such fear and
apprehension emanates from three sources: India's power capabilities
and power projection as has been discussed earlier; their own
vulnerability in terms of economic, socio-cultural, political, strategic and

military factors; and the legacies of the past.

The small states are psychologically boxed in.  Their
feelings about themselves are that their history, economy,
geographical position and previous relationship with
India cast shadows on the present independence and self-

assertion of their countries as independent nations.2!
As one Nepali political scientist puts it,

The problem is the gap in the psychology, gap in terms of
power and gap in terms of discrimination between India

and its smaller neighbours.22

Basically, what is happening is that just as within each society, people and
groups are asking for more economic, political and social rights, and so
realizing their ownselves, the small states feel that they as nations are not
getting what they should get in full measure. They expect India to be as
magnanimous at heart as it is in size. They expect India to be
constructive and rational and to initiate rather than react. As one former
editor of a Pakistani newspaper advocated on behalf of the smaller states

of South Asia in a seminar paper,

21 Author's interview with a Bangladeshi official. (Unpublished).

22 Author's interview with a Nepali academician. (Unpublished).
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India has to be large hearted and broad minded in her
dealings with neighbours rather than being petty and
niggardly, literally counting every paisa and penny, as her
track record has shown so far. For instance, such pettiness
extends to such areas including whether it is the Tin
Bigha Island issue with Bangladesh or Nepal's purchase

of arms from China.23
A former foreign minister of Bangladesh told the author in an interview,

Curiously enough, the easing of tension between the two
power blocs and growing cooperation between them did
not produce a correspondingly favourable impact on the
South Asia political environment. On the contrary, the
structural change in the power pyramid boosting the pre
eminence of regional powers has aggravated the

situation.24
He further assessed that,

this dialectical tension is due to the conflict in the
conservative and progressive interpretation of pre-
eminence, the former equating pre-eminence with
‘predominance’ with a hegemonic undertone, and the
latter with a ‘higher level of development' which is fully

compatible with achieving a balance in interstate relations

23 Hussain M., ‘South Asian Security: Perspective from Pakistan’, paper presented at the
International Seminar on South Asia’s Security in the 1990s: Primacy of its Internal
Dimension, organized by BIISS Dhaka, 5-7 Jan 1992.

24 Author's interview (unpublished).
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and developing regional cooperation mutually beneficial

to all peoples of the region.25

India's perception of neighbours' self-image: India perceives the
South Asian small states as its backyard. The small states, in the minds of

India, are incapable of maintaining an independent course. Therefore,
they have to remain within India's direct sphere of influence. An Indian

diplomat asserts,

India’'s relations with its smaller neighbours are not
purely an adversarial relationship like Pakistan and
China. It is more a paternal relationship which to some
extent the countries have accepted as part of their own

interests.26

Accordingly, India assumes the role of a regional police man without
considering whether it is acceptable to the smaller states. India expects
the small states to confirm its policies in every aspect of state functioning.
India looks upon itself as the heir to all the glory of Indian history:
Mughal, British and all. Therefore, Indians feel that they have made
great concessions by acceding to the plan for partition when Pakistan
came into being, withdrawing troops from Bangladesh immediately after
its liberation without being asked for it, allowing Nepal and Bhutan
independence; and that all these acts of generosity have proved their
credentials. Consequently, they feel that their neighbours ought to be
grateful and show understanding of India's genuine security and other

requirements; instead they see their neighbours being nasty to them.

25 Author's interview {unpublished).

26 Author's interview with a former Indian diplomat. (unpublished).
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Instead of trying to help India in its security concerns, they have been
bringing people from outside (Americans, Chinese and others) and

creating problems for them.

Such Indian view can be substantiated by the remarks made by Gupta
who states that South Asian neighbours "do not understand and
recognize the sensibilities of India as the largest nation in South Asia".27
India thinks that neighbouring states attempt to exploit India by keeping a
high profile internationally; that they create problems deliberately with
its to get better leverages elsewhere; and that they need to perceive an

enemy to define their identity.

Finally, India perceives that neighbours should come to an agreement on
its terms, that neighbours should not indulge in arms build-up, that
neighbours should not speak ill of its (while it may do so), that
neighbours should have no right to talk of its internal affairs (while it
frequently talks of democratic rights in the neighbouring countries).
India does not see anything wrong in the patron-like behaviour which it
justifies as being necessary to assert the undeniable and accepted fact of

India's primacy in the region.

PERCEPTION OF FOREIGN POLICY FOCUS

The ways in which a particular state perceives itself and other states
(including its neighbours) are manifested, among other things, by the

focus of its foreign policy. One can observe stark differences in perception

27 Gupta Bhabani Sen, 'Regionalism in South Asia: Roles and Behaviour' in Gupta
Bhabani Sen (ed.) Regional Cooperation and Development: Perceptional, Military
and Nuclear Arms Race Problem, Vol. 1. New Delhi, 1986, p. 23.
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between India and its neighbours in terms of their respective foreign
policy focus. Stated simply, as shown in fig 2, while India perceives its
principal foreign policy focus to be concentrating attention on the world
politics at large, India's smaller neighbours perceive their relations. with

India as a single overriding concern.

FIGURE 1.2 : FOREIGN POLICY FOCUS OF INDIA AND ITS
NEIGHBOURS

World at large

e Neighbours
44—

NOTE: The direction of the arrows indicate the direction of the focus
and the darker the arrows the more the degree of focus

To quote one Indian scholar,

India's foreign and security policy has tended to operate in
three concentric circles, namely the Super Power, the
Third World and the Neighbours. The outer most circle
received the most attention while the closest ones

received the least. (emphasis added)?s.

28 Singh Baljit, Indian Foreign Policy: An Analysis, New York, 1976, p. 82. See also Dutt,
V. P., India’'s Foreign Policy, New Delhi, 1984.
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His judgement is confirmed by a former diplomat who avers,

India had never really evolved a foreign policy vis-a-vis
its neighbours. The reason basically was after India's
independence under the leadership of Nehru we kept
thinking of larger global issues, war and peace and so on,

and evolved a concept of non-alignment.2?

The Nehruvian model of Indian foreign policy concentrated so much on
Asia and Africa in general that the sub-continent, a small region, got lost
and sunk into oblivion. Given India's overall foreign policy orientation
relations with the South Asian states appear to be insignificant and
tangential in the Indian perspective. Indian foreign policy aspirations led
its to evolve a global perspective and consequently the matters
concerning the immediate neighbourhood are taken for granted. Indeed,
India's attention to its South Asian neighbours has been drawn only
when the latter had some trouble-making value or when matters

impinged on its security.

On the other hand, if we examine South Asian smaller states' foreign
policy content, we find that for them relations with India fill the horizon.
Among other things, the physical contiguity and unfavourable power
differential might help explain Indian pre- eminence in the minds of the
small states of South Asia. First, South Asia is basically Indo-centric not
only in geographical terms but also in terms of history, culture, politics
and economy. In geographical terms, all the South Asian states are
physically contiguous to India but none of them is contiguous to one

another. Consequently, the concern about India surfaces more strongly in

29 Author's interview with an Indian diplomat (Unpublished).
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their minds than about any other state. Besides, India is so close to each
one of them in terms of shared history and inheritance and a shared
culture (with all the pride of success, follies and misgivings) that one
cannot help but recognize her overwhelming influence. For them, to
divorce the past which all these countries shared with the present India is
to cut themselves off from their roots. Similarly, the over-powering
Indian presence in their politico-economic system can hardly be over

emphasized.

Again, given the power profile of the states in question, none of the small
states matches the Indian power capabilities with respect to any of the
attributes of power. The power differential is so enormous that no small
state can either singly or collectively encounter the Indian pressures and
threats. Therefore, both militarily and strategically the states are
extremely vulnerable vis-a-vis India. All these issues bear out the fact
that India, a single overwhelming factor, looms very large in the minds
of the small states of South Asia when matters not only of external
relations but also of domestic importance are considered. India, therefore
is very important in their foreign policy calculus. Difference in power is
not the only significant difference between India and its neighbours: they
are also aware that India matters more to them than they do to India.
Their perception of India's self-image is not simply that India sees itsself
as big; they believe that India sees itsself as unaffected by relations with
the neighbours. They see themselves as mice in the presence of an
elephant which is indifferent to their presence and cares less of their
interests and feelings. To quote a Nepali scholar, "India's overall goal is

not survival but primacy, whereas ours is survival, and so we naturally
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consider India as pre-dominant."30 For example, the water issue in
Bangladesh or the trade and transit issue with Nepal are not crucial in the
minds of the policy makers in New Delhi and hence get little attention
there. But for smaller neighbours with little capacity for absorbing stress,
with heavy burden of population and fragile socio-economic base, the
issues are vital and substantive, at times putting their socio-economic
survival at stake. Moreover, the emotional aspects never matter in
Indian minds because these are peripheral to them and peripheries never
trigger emotions. But since the issues are vital to the survival of the
small states there is a risk that a lot of emotions can be triggered. In the

words of a former foreign minister of Bangladesh, -~ -

India’s pre-eminence in the military and economic power
should not be seen as predominance and it should not let
India to seek predominance but this pre-eminence should
be matched by a re-adjustment of the relations with its
neighbours in such a manner that it serves its own

enlightened national interest.31

WAYS OF SETTLING OUTSTANDING ISSUES

Perceptual differences regarding modes of settling outstanding issues can
also be observed in the relations between India and its neighbours. India
operates from a strong power position while India's neighbours operate
from a weak power position. Consequently, India perceives that it can get

the most out of a conflict situation if the mode of settlement is bilateral

30 Author's interview with a Nepali scholar. (Unpublished).

31 Author's interview with a former foreign minister of Bangladesh. (Unpublished).
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while the smaller neighbours perceive that they can extract the most out
of India by creating pressures from third parties which is only possible if

the mode of settlement is multilateral.

Though never officially defined as bilateralism, India's
policy sought the dual and interrelated goals of first
clearing the subcontinent of all external power influences
and then elevating India to her rightful regional position
by subordinating India's smaller neighbours to New Delhi

through exclusively bilateral relations.32

India abhors promoting multilateralism because it fears it might
degenerate into an anti-Indian forum. Instead it favours bilateralism for
it gives India the power to influence the policies of its neighbours at the
same time as protecting its own security and freedom of action. Through
bilateral relationships India seeks to tie the smaller states of South Asia to
Indian authority. India has attempted to implement bilateralism in order
to achieve regional primacy. As such it suspects all multilateral proposals
and negotiations as aimed at reducing its stature. One Bangladeshi

official remarks,

India is being ambivalent in its policy. It always advocates
collective approach in international forums, particularly
on matters of its own national interest but when dealing
with its smaller neighbours it always insists on

bilateralism. 33.

32 Krol Ronald J.van de, Bilateralism in the "Old" and "New" Subcontinents: Indian
Diplomacy and the Farakka Barrage Dispute, D. Litt thesis (Unpublished), Oxford
University, 1981.

33 Author's interview with a Bangladeshi official.(Unpublished).
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Although India failed to drive out foreign influences from the
subcontinent and established governments in South Asia similar to its
own, its determination to implement bilateralism never faded. Because
India knows that if it succeeds in doing so, Indo-centric bilateralism
would give India maximum regional control at a minimal political price.
That India continued to reject multilateralism in the subcontinent is
reflected in various disputes with its neighbours. The Farakka barrage
dispute with Bangladesh is one such case. The Farakka bickering between
India and Bangladesh has not been settled by strict bilateralism because
disagreement over bilateralism itself lies at the heart of the Farakka

controversy and the various proposals advanced for its solution.

Just as India reasoned that bilateralism was a necessary reaction to India's
perilous infancy in a hostile world and region, so the smaller states of
South Asia have always sought diversified ties to attract foreign aid and
guarantee that their giant neighbour does not encroach upon them

economically and militarily.

It is in fact the power perception of India that led to its highhanded
dealings with its neighbours, specifically emphasizing diplomacy on a
bilateral basis only, so that India might be able to exert an inevitable
hegemonic posture without the interference of a third party, and thus

avoid an equal relationship in negotiations with neighbours.

PERCEPTIONS OF SECURITY ISSUES

Another substantive area of perceptual difference between India and its
neighbours concerns security issues, where the states have diametrically

opposite concerns.
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India's perception of neighbours is framed through security optics. India
has adopted the legacy of the British strategic view and as such perceives
itself as an ‘inheritor' state despite the fact that the political reality of the
sub-continent went through dramatic changes i.e., from the political
unity of the British period to multiple national entities. The small states
of South Asia see India's self-image as inheritors of the legacy of the Raj

as an historical hangover.

The doctrine of strategic unity of South Asia, a colonial
legacy, continuesA to dominate the security perceptions and
strategic planning in India. Technological developments
in the weapons system with advances in nuclear and
space sciences have radically changed the military strategy
in recent times. Buffer states have ceased to be a

meaningful shield even in a conventional warfare.34

Indian aspiration for the strategic unity of the region have been reflected
in official Indian policy, which "came to assert India's interest in the
integrity and territorial inviolability of India's smaller neighbours as a
variant of the policy of integration with India".35 India, therefore, does
not see anything wrong in trying to bring all the smaller neighbours

especially the Himalayan ones under its own security umbrella and make

34 The former foreign minister of Bangladesh Prof. Shamsul Haque during an interview
with the author quoted this from his lecture paper on South Asia in a Changing
World,which he delivered on the Thirty - Ninth Foundation Day Lecture of the
Asiatic Society of Bangladesh.

35 Kodikara Shelton, 'Strategic Factors in Interstate Relations in South Asia', Canberra
Papers on_Strategy and Defence, No. 19, Canberra, 1979, p. 17. For a detailed
discussion on India’s regional aspirations and the obstacles on her way see, Ayoob M.,
‘India in South Asia: The Quest for Regional Predominance’, World Policy Journal,
Winter 1989-90, p. 107-33. See also, Ayoob M., ‘India as Regional Hegemon: External
Opportunities and Internal Constraints', International Journal, Vol. 46, Summer 1991,
p. 420-448.
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them feel like a client state. It accordingly went on to assert its own
version of big nation chauvinism by annexing Hyderabad, Goa and
Sikkim without any hesitation. For India, it was not annexation but a

question of boundary settlement.

In more recent years the Indian security posture, as succinctly expressed
by the Indian elites,came to be known as 'Indian Doctrine'. Gupta

expounded the doctrine thus,

India has no intention of intervening in the internal
conflicts of a South Asian country and it strongly opposes
intervention by any country in thg internal affairs of any
other. India will not tolerate external intervention in a
conflict situation in any South Asian country if the
intervention has any implicit or explicit anti-Indian
implication. No South Asian government must
therefore ask for external military assistance with an anti-
Indian bias from any country. If a South Asian country
genuinely needs external assistance to deal with a serious
internal conflict situation or with an intolerable threat to
a government legitimately established, it should ask help
from a number of neighbouring countries including
India. The exclusion of India from such a contingency
will be considered to be an anti-Indian move on the part

of the government concerned.36

36 Gupta Bhabani Sen, 'Regional Security: The India Doctrine’, India Today, 31 August
1983, p. 20
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Interestingly, the paradox is while India considers its neighbours as
integral to the security of India, India's neighbours regard India itself as a
source of threat to their security. To substantiate the point one can cite

Kodikara,

One of the biggest dilemmas of South Asian politics is
that India conceives of its neighbouring countries as lying
within the defence perimeter and being integral to the
security of India, while India's neighbours themselves
regard India itself as the source of their insecurity against
whom it is necessary to organize their own security

interests, sometimes on an extra-regional basis.37

While India acquires huge armed forces, with the latest in combat aircraft,
tanks and guns, a vast industrial establishment, a nuclear capability, and
even a nuclear powered submarine, which its defence needs can hardly
justify; and insists on showing the world how big and strong it is, the
smaller countries of South Asia cannot help but watch it with a high
degree of nervousness. This nervousness is heightened when India takes
a one sided view of security and interprets it in ways which are not
acceptable to the smaller states. This nervousness was expressed by a

Nepali when he said,

How can we forget what India did in Goa and Sikkim.

That's why we have always had a deep distrust of Indian

37 Kodikara S. U, 'Regional Roles and Behaviour in South Asia: A Theoretical
Framework of Regional Cooperation’ in Gupta Bhabani Sen(ed.) Op.Cit., p. 9-10.
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ambitions. We are an independent country, but the

Indians seem to think we are just a bit more of India.38

India's threat to its neighbours is seen as a combination of a hegemonic
design related to its security concept, an unwillingness to make
accommodations and resolve outstanding problems lest compromise is
perceived as weakness and its readiness to interfere and threaten

destabilisation because of a desire to have compatible regimes all round.

The smaller states assert that if India's concern is its security sensitivity,
theirs are their national independence and economic welfare. All of
India's neighbours see that most of their problem of security is related
one way or other to India's policy pursuits. In sum, neighbours find in
India's behaviour a great deal of unneighbourliness. India, on the other
hand perceives anti-Indianism in its neighbours' behaviour. The
assertion of Hedley Bull that "the deepest fears of the smaller units are in

fact of their larger neighbours"3? thus becomes true of India's neighbours.

38 Author's interview with a Nepali academician.(Unpublished).

39 Bull Hedley, The Anarchical Society: A Study of Orders in World Politics, London,
1977, p. 310.
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CHAPTER 2

LITERATURE SURVEY

Existing literature on the foreign policy of small states contains generalized
observations about the problems, prospects and dynamics whereby small
states fend off, acquire resources from or somehow manage to cope with
their external environment.! "Focusing on size per se, measured in terms
of population, GNP or defence expenditure involves making arbitrary cut
offs and yields little of great significance beyond the obvious regarding the
characteristic behaviour of those states which happen to fall within the
specified parameters.”? These studies are, no doubt, helpful in many ways
but in one important respect they are unsatisfying. They are more
concerned with describing the 'what' of state behaviour. The 'why' and
'how' remains unexplained and is consequently easily overlooked in their
analysis. Some believe that ‘although the "why" questions are
fundamentally most important of all ... they cannot be answered without
establishing before hand exactly what phenomena need to be explained'.3

But since we are talking about countries which are ‘under developed',

1 Some of these are: Mathisen T., The Functions of Small States in the Strategies of the
Great Powers, Oslo, 1971; Singer M., Weak States in a World of Powers: The Dynamics
of International Relationships, New York, 1972; Sveics V. V., Small Nation Survival:
Political Defence in Unequal Conflicts, New York, 1969; Barston R. P., (ed.), The Other
Powers: Studies in the Foreign Policies of Small States, London, 1973, Handel M., Weak
States in the International System, London, 1981, Calvert P. The Foreign Policy of New
States, Dorset, 1986.

2 Sharp Paul, Irish Foreign Policy and the Furopean Community, England, 1990, p. 22.

3 Hill C,, 'Theories of Foreign Policy Making for the Developing Countries',in Clapham
C., (ed.),Foreign Policy Making in Developing States, Farnborough, 1979, pp 1-2.
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‘peripheries of the periphery’, 'dominated’ or 'dependent’, should we not

explore how and why they behave the way they do?

Annette Baker Fox -- the '‘God Mother' of small states led the way on small
state's study. In her study of the power of small states!* Annette Baker Fox
analyzed the position of six small states during the second world war to
explain the circumstances in which the power of small states -- as measured
by their ability to resist the demands of great powers -- can be maximized.
She argued that a situation of heavy external pressure was suited for the
study of small states behaviour. In this way, the power of each of the small
states at each particular moment of the crisis could be assessed and then a
more generalized picturg__p_f_ the great power-small power confrontation
could be attempte.c-i-. Analysis of war time events led Fox to suggest that
diplomacy is the field within which small states should concentrate their
efforts and that much of small states' influence was due to skilful
diplomacy. She argued that although not all the small states had equal
opportunities for diplomatic manoeuvre, the small states which she
examined (i.e. Turkey, Finland, Sweden and Spain.) did escape submission
at the hands of the big power in some cases. Not only did Finland and
Norway emerge from the war as totally independent entities but the others
also survived without devastation of war with increased military strength.
But as one of the critics® of her work pointed out that this was possible
because none of them was surrounded by hated or hostile neighbours. Each
one of them possessed geographical advantages giving it some chance to

remain non-belligerent through self-defence. Moreover, the possession of

4 Fox A. B, The Power of Small States: Diplomacy in World War II Chicago, 1959.

5 Anglin D. G, 'Review Article’, International Journal, Autumn 1960, Vol. XV, No.4, p.
364.
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the scarce resources of critical importance to the conduct of the war- such as
chrome (Turkey), nickel (Finland), iron ore (Sweden), wolfran (Spain) and
shipping (Norway) strengthened each country's bargaining position.
Otherwise in a world that is characterized by the interplay of sheer interest,
diplomacy alone has very little role to play unless a state has something in
possession to create, enhance and sustain the interest of the other party.
Although there is no doubt that the above work by Fox is a pioneer work of
immense interest it does not explain why and how the small states behave
the way they do. To Fox, small nations appeared to be but appendages of the
spheres of great power influence, helpless fragments likely to be swallowed
by the giants at will. And as such she had a missionary approach, revealing
to the small states how they ought to behave (diplomatically, peacefully,

and nicely) and encouraged them to think of themselves as morally special.

David Vital dealt generally with how small states could defend their
existence and independence despite the great disparity between their
strength and that of the military giants and how they could counteract
dangers. He described three paradigms: the classic case of Czechoslovakia in
1938; the contemporary paradigm of Israel; and the paradigm he took for the
future was Finland.® In the first case the author provided the evidence that
this well armed power might have been able successfully to stand up to the
threatening great power if only its leaders and friends had had the nerves to
match, but concludes that this example of intrinsic military capacity can no
longer be followed. In the Israeli case, he concluded that a conflict in a grey
area like the Middle East will end either with a stalemate confirming the

irreversible division of the minor powers between the major contenders or

6  Vital D.,, The Survival of Small States: Studies in Small Power/Great Power Conflict,
London, 1971.
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with the isolation of the minor state 'alone in the ring with its great
opponent’. He attributed Finland's relative freedom in the previous two
decades to the internal stability of northern Europe and to the well

recognized strength of Russia's opponents in the general area.

In an earlier work the essence of Vital's” analysis was that small states
could best protect themselves and enhance their power and influence by
maximizing strength. He therefore asserted that small isolated states that
were threatened by a great state should maximize their intrinsic military
potential, determinedly and carefully use their diplomatic and military
capabilities to show the high cost of conflict and judiciously exploit all
contingent attributes, political as well as strategic, in order to exercise the
greatest possible external counter pressure on the big power. He analysed
the disabilities and possibilities of small states and generated three broad
policies or strategies: Passive, Active and Defensive8 - from the perspective
of the amount of strength a small state may possess. The Passive Policy is
the policy of renunciation: ie, doing nothing and hoping for the best. The
state gives up its effort to maintain its freedom of choice. The lack of ability
to withstand conflict does not matter to the state any more because either it
perceives no conflict; or it lacks confidence in its ability to create a national
safe base (total national pool of economic and military, human and
material resources); or the social and economic cost of the conflict could not
be justified when other social ends are taken into account. This is a policy
of total submission on the part of the small state. Under the Active strategy

a small state strives to alter its external environment to its advantage either

7  Vital D., The Inequality of States, Oxford, 1967.

8 Ibid, p.121.
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by minimizing the discrepancies in strength that are important between
itself and the big power, or by widening the limits of freedom of political
choice and maneuverability, or by increasing the total resources of the state
and thereby strengthening the safe base. In other words, an Active strategy
attempts to exploit contingencies in the international system. Defensive
Strategy is in effect a strategy of building up one's internal strength.
Although Vital admired the active strategy, he recommended the defensive

approach.

Vital's conceptualization of a small state in relation to a bigger one
essentially emphasized a power-politics view of weakness and strength.
Handel has argued that the concern should not be with small states but
with the conduct of weak or weaker states in conflict with the stronger
ones.? One advantage as Sharp remarks is that such a comparative
conceptualization shifts one away from the endless debate of what
constitutes a small state ie. whether one can bracket a host of countries
(which are apparently small) into the category of ‘small state'.10 Although
the present study adopts Vital's line of thinking and considers the states in
question as small states in terms of comparative size and strength, it
nevertheless cannot identify itself with the said work because of certain

limitations of the study

The principal thrust of Vital's work is to evolve strategies that a small state
might adopt. There is a significant difficulty in using strategies for the
purpose of the study in question. Strategies are prescriptive and in Vital's

sense they provide ways in which a particular country can strengthen its

9 Handel M., Op. Cit. 1981, p. 11.

10 Sharp, Op.Cit., p. 22-23.
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'safe base'; thereby augmenting its power profile. Strategies help one
achieve what ought to be or should be; but they do not explain why
something is the way it is ; they have little value in trying to understand a

particular behaviour of states.

If one accepts Vital's strategies as the only available models of small state
behaviour one would be inclined to conclude that since most small states
do not possess any of the power attributes that would enable them to
respond to any military-political threat, they are all to be grouped as
countries which pursue a passive policy.!! The countries which pursue a
passive policy, according to Vital are unable to respond to external threats.
Therefore, accepting Vital's categorization would imply that the states in
question cannot and do not respond at all. This seems to be rather
unrealistic. Although the problem concerns the behaviour of states who
have little to gain from the struggle for power, because they have none of
the attributes of power in usable form, they nonetheless have developed
certain other modes of behaviour. Thus, there ought to be something other

than power attributes which is worth examination.

Rothstein in his study "Alliances and Small Powers'l? mainly contended
with the problerh of defining small states and dealt extensively on the
functions of different kind of alliances. Rothstein argued that small states
could be analyzed in terms of certain behaviour patterns and discounted
comparison of relative power in terms of socio-economic, military, or
population data. He took the traditional approach classifying all small

states as 'nothing more than or different from Great Powers writ small'.

11 Although few small states can pursue his 'active’ strategy.

12 Rothstein R. L, Alliances and Small Powers, New York and London ,1968.
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But in the area of small states foreign policy analysis this has not been the
case in recent years. He therefore developed a definition with a perceptual
dimension arguing that there is a psychological, as well as material,
distinction between great and small powers. Thus "a Small Power is a state
which recognizes that it cannot obtain security primarily by use of its own
capabilities, and that it must rely fundamentally on the aid of other states,
institutions, processes, or developments to do so; the Small Power's belief
in its inability to rely on its own means must also be recognized by the other
states involved in international politics". Rothstein, like Vital, aimed at

prescription.

He examined the advantages and disadvantages of several types of alliance
relative to small powers. Rothstein argued that from the point of view of
Small Powers, "alliances have increasingly become instruments designed to
achieve nonmilitary goals” In his opinion three different alliances seem
possible for the small states. The first one is the bilateral alliance with one
great power, the second one is the alliance with other small powers and the
third is an alliance with great as well as small powers ie. a mixed
multilateral alliance. The best solution for the small state in his opinion
was the third type. "Small Powers ought to prefer mixed, multilateral
alliances. They provide the most benefits in terms of security and political
influence. If unavailable, they probably should choose a small Power
alliance in preference to an unequal, bilateral alliance, particularly if the
Small Powers do not fear an immediate threat to their security, and if their
goals in allying are primarily political. An alliance with a single Great
Power ought to be chosen only if all the other alternatives are proscribed,
and if the Small Powers fear an imminent attack-- and even then only in

hopes of improving their deterrent stance.”
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Central to his analysis was the idea that both large and small powers ally for
similar reasons but each tends to perceive relevant options in a different
light. He discussed these differences as reflected in a dual problem of
choosing allies as well as the kind of alliance to be created. Rothstein only
studied the alliance behaviour of small states before the second world war.
He regarded their alliance behaviour as nearly exclusively determined by
the demand for security of the small state instead of seeing the same

behaviour as part of the foreign policy of small states.

These studies were written from a great power perspective: small state
behaviour is treated as deviant from the norm of power politics, even
when it attempts to be imitative. The main problem with these kind of
studies lies in the fact that they are so preoccupied with explaining one
variable, i.e,, the smallness of the Small State, that they neglected the
possibility that there was another important variable ie. their Behaviour.
They were naturally interested in how the new states of the Third World
would behave but they tended to believe that "small” would determine
behaviour. To what extent was their use of the term 'small' code for less
flattering ideas: poor, silly, a nuisance, unreliable?. Fox (being a quaker and
a great peace and law campaigner) stressed the morality of the small powers.
Vital (being an Israeli) was more concerned about the survival of the small
state of Israel. He over- emphasized the weaknesses of small states largely
by considering their worst possible situations and as such prescribed
survival strategies. Rothstein recommended policy options. But 'if
Lilliputians can tie up Gulliver, or make him do their fighting for them,

they must be studied as carefully as the giant'.13

13 Keohane R. O, 'Lilliputians’ Dilemmas: Small States in International Politics’,
Intemational Organization, 1969, p. 310.
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Another significant study focusing on small state behaviour was conducted
by Maurice A. East , ‘Size and Foreign Policy Behavior: A Test of Two
Models'.14 East abstracted the conventional model of small states'
behaviour in foreign affairs from the literature on foreign policy. He began
his work with the conventional definitional characteristics of small states!>
and observed the behavioural patterns that were traditionally attributed to

small states. These behavioural patterns included--

Low levels of overall participation in world affairs.

p

o

High levels of activity in international organizations (IGO's).

High levels of support for international legal norms.

e}

d. Avoidance to the use of force as a technique of states craft.

e. Avoidance of behaviours and policies which tend to alienate the
more powerful state in the system.

f. A narrow functional and geographic range of concern in foreign
policy activities.

g Frequent utilization of moral and normative positions on

international issues.

He argued that the major implicit assumption underlying this attributed
behavioural pattern is that the small state behaviours are the result of the
same general processes of decision making that are found in large states. He
observed that these patterns correspond quite closely to the outcomes of the

application of a 'rational' model of foreign policy in which a small state's

14 East M. A, 'Size and Foreign Policy Behavior: A Test of Two Models', World Politics
Vol.25, 1972-73.

15 East mentioned that small states are traditionally defined to possess one or more of the
following characteristics: small land area, small total population, small total GNP (or
other measures of total productive capacity) and a low level of military capability



behaviour is governed by its limited resources and a limited international
potential. Consequently, he argued that all behavioural expressions
mentioned above indicated a low-profile course of action in which small
states minimize their perceived risk and their consumption of scarce
resources such as manpower, military capabilities and hard currency. The
assumption espoused by the conventional model in the literature,
according to East is that the small states' actions "are the results of the
decisions arrived at by a decisional unit which has been monitoring world
affairs closely, has an adequate information base from which to operate and
has a long range policy perspective."16 Essentially the point East
emphasized is that the conventional model assumes that the small states,
like their larger counterparts, evaluate 'all possible' alternatives and-then
make a 'rational’ choice. This is precisely the point where he appears to

disagree with the conventional model and its assumption of 'rationality’.

East accordingly developed an ‘alternative model'. In his discussion of the
alternative model East made an opposite assumption i.e. the foreign policy
processes of large and small states are fundamentally different. Similarly to
the discussion of the conventional model, he began with the definitional
characteristics of small states and constructed the said model on the premise
that the small states are constrained in terms of resources. He maintained
that since the small states have a smaller proportion of an already small
resource base to devote to international affairs, the organizational size and
capacity of a small state's foreign office is also likely to be small. He argued
that this implied that there would be fewer persons involved in

monitoring international events and executing foreign policy decisions. As

16 East, Op.Cit p. 558.
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a consequence, he stated that small states are unable to deal adequately with
the total range of international issues facing them. Small states have to be
selective and prioritize their involvement in terms of functional and
geographic areas. Another consequence of smaller capacity to monitor the
system, he argued, is that the small states are likely to be slow in perceiving
international event and developments. This inability to gather early
signals implies that small states are likely to get fewer opportunities and
alternatives to influence the éituation. VConsequently, he maintained that
by the time a small state receives é signal it is likely to be too late for
negotiation or ambiguous behaviour (including softer low-risk alternatives
such as verbal response) to be effective. Hence, contrary to the predictions
of the conventional model the small states, at this stage, are more likely to

adopt a definite, unambiguous and high-risk behaviour.

East then tested the assumptions of both the models on 32 countries (large
and small, developed and developing) generated by the Comparative
Research on the Events of Nations (CREON) project and finds the
assumptions of his alternative model sufficiently validated. But on a closer
examination it appears that the assumptions of the alternative model seem
not only surprising but little convincing.1? It appears rather simplistic to
assume reliable linkages between size and capacity of foreign office of a
small state and the degree of ability to perceive early signals and finally the
manifestation of high-risk behaviour. The author did not provide any
empirical evidence. Perhaps the size and capacity of a small states foreign
office is adequate for perceiving early signals in the limited and narrow

range of areas that concern the small state. This assumption seems to be

17 For a detailed critique, See, Afroze S., ‘Do Small States Behave Differently from Big
States?A Critique of Maurice East's Alternative Model’, BIISS Journal,Vol. 2, 1993.
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convincing if we consider the aspect of rationality. It can be argued that the
areas of interest for a small state are prioritized in such a way that more
resources (from what is available) are committed to those areas that are
most important; so that the foreign office can function best in such areas
and is capable to perceive early signals that are needed most. Then using
the author's argument, the small states will not be required to exhibit high-

risk behaviour.

Accepting the definitional characteristics of small states, it may be argued
that as a result of a narrow resource base small states have less international
aspiratio.ns, consequently they have fewer stakes in their relations with
other countries. This implies that they have less need for early signals
hence they have less risky behavioural expressions. Unlike some of the
larger states, small states (for example) are barely concerned with 'star war'
nor have burning goestrategic concerns or desperate need to amass
sophisticated military hardware (including nuclear capabilities) nor do they
need to maintain regional and global sphere of influence. The importance
and need for early signals appears to be crucial in these and other similar
areas. Such need and importance seem to be much depreciated in the area
of small state's primary concern i.e.,, economic growth and development.
The diminished need for importance of early signals in the area of
economic growth and development implies that there will be fewer
surprises for the small states in an evolving situation. In influencing such
a situation the small states are not likely to exhibit high-risk behaviour.
However, instances of high risk behaviour in such situation may be found.
It, therefore, appears that the understanding of high-risk behaviour in

terms of the lack of early signals does not take us far.
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Finally, a crucial contradiction may be observed in East's formulation. East
asserted that as a result of resource constraints, the size and capacity of a
small state's foreign office will be small; thereby such state will unable to
perceive the early signals and this ultimately would lead to the
demonstration of high-risk behaviour. It may be argued that the same
resource constraint which East maintained as the premise for his argument
of small states' high-risk behaviour is likely to prohibit such states in
adopting such behaviour. This is because high-risk behaviour frequently
involves commitment of resources which is significantly scarce in case of

small states.

It also appears that the study might have been biased by the a priori
categories and the structure of the data set upon which the study was
wholly dependent. In a description of CREON, its own originators which
includes East too, recognized that the 'validity of any findings from the
CREON data set are dependent upon more certain knowledge of what kinds
of bias may be inherent in the data source.l® Further, despite the
impression of imperviousness conveyed by the use of statistics the study
remained 'vulnerable' to subjectivity. Certainly the decision about which
event will fall in which category in the data set is a matter of opinion and
judgement. As Amstrup observed, 'the description of the data set seems to
indicate a distortion of data on small states compared to large states, and

having such possible, and yet not investigated, distortions in mind, results

18 East M., (ed.), Why Nations Act: Theoretical Perspectives for Comparative Foreign
Policy Studies, London, 1978.
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derived from CREON data on small states should perhaps not be taken too

seriously.'19

Peterson tried to address the question in a limited sense in understanding
the specific problem of the small states. In an attempt to explain foreign
policy behaviour, Peterson proposed a model?0 using the concepts of
'influence capability' and 'stress sensitivity'. This model was developed on
Rosenau's adaptation theory and also Hansen's revision of it. According to
Hansen, influence capability refers to a country's ability to control and
manipulate its external environment and to structure it according to its
values, while stress sensitivity refers to the degree to which societal
structures and the distribution of societal values are affected by changes in
and demands emanating from the external environment. Peterson posited
that the degree of 'Influence Capability' and 'Stress Sensitivity' determines
the foreign policy behaviour of a given country, because these two variables
determine the extent to which a given state can further its interests in the
international system and also the extent to which it has to accept external
influences on the functioning of its essential structures eg. physical,
political, economic and social. Depending on these two variables he
specifies four patterns of overall foreign policy behaviour- dominance,

balance, acquiescence and quiescence.

What is interesting here is that Peterson presents the two forces, influence

capability and stress sensitivity, as varying independently of each other on

19 Amstrup N, 'The Perennial Problem of Small States: A Survey of Research Efforts',
Cooperation and Conflict, Vol. XI, 1976, p. 177.

20 Peterson Nikolaj, 'Intemational Power and Foreign Policy Behaviour: The Formulation
of Danish Security Policy in the 1870-1914 period’, in Kjell Goldman and Gunnar Sjostedt
(ed.) Power, Capabilities, Interdependence- Problems in the Study of International
Influence, London, 1979.
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axes set across each other, rather than as different ends of the same
dimension. So it is possible theoretically to place any state at any point in
the circle. But there is doubt as to whether this is practicable., because of the

difficulty of operationalizing the dimensions in the model.

Influence capability as viewed by Peterson is a function of the negative and
positive sanctions a nation uses to influence others. And so he measured
influence capability by size of GNP, GDP, investment, energy production
and consumption, defence expenditures, economic aid given, output of
steel and cement, combat aircraft and international trade. Some of these
factors refer directly to the ability to manipulate the international

environment; others seem to bear no necessary relationship to that.

Stress sensitivity is measured by developmental indicators like GDP per
capita, GNP, contribution of agriculture to GDP, foreign trade/GDP, balance
of payments, and energy consumption. It appears that these indicators of
stress sensitivity are drawn from the same field as those of influence

capability.

The essence of Peter‘son's model is that the two qualities (Influence
capability and Stress sensitivity) should not lie along the same dimension
and must be able to vary independently of each other. But if both are
measured using the same information and criteria drawn from the same
field, the model collapses : there are no axes and no circle. All we are left
with is a monolinear banality: powerful states have more freedom of action
than weak and small states ( which may not be true in all the cases and at all
time). In fact the dimensions in the paradigm seems to be of very complex
nature and hence do not lend themselves easily to operationalization as a

single indicator. These kind of models encourage tautologous usage; the
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analyst is tempted to work back from the policy style to the attributes. This
confirms the model but without testing it. Peterson’'s model can best be
described as a miniature theory of state behaviour which takes large states

and scales them down.

Other writers have dealt with small states simply by applying to them a
universal theory of foreign policy behaviour.2! Rosenau for example, in
his 'Pre-Theory'?2asserts that all foreign policy behaviour can be explained
in terms of the relative influence of five sets of variables viz., idiosyncratic,
role, governmental, societal and systemic. The values, talents and other
aspects of a decision maker that distinguish him from others are subsumed
in the idiosyncratic variable cluster; behaviour that is generated irrespective
of the occupants of governmental position is held to be caused by role
variables; those aspects of governmental structure that limit or enhance the
chances of foreign policy decision makers are defined as governmental
variables; all other aspects of a society, ie. non governmental, that influence
its external behaviour are classified as societal variables; and any material
aspects of or action occurring in a society's external environment that
influences its foreign policy behaviour are regarded as systemic variables.
Rosenau tries to assess the relative influence of the variables by ranking

them according to the following criteria: size of the country (large v.

21 To name a few other than the ones mentioned above, Menkhaus X, J., and Kegley C. W.,
‘The Compliant Foreign Policy of the Dependent State Revisited: Empirical Linkages
and Lessons from the Case of Somalia, Comparative Political Studies, Vol. 21, No. 3,
October, 1988; Moon B.,'The Foreign Policy of the Dependent State’, International
Studies Quarterly, Vol. 27, 1983; Herman Kegley and Rosenau (ed.}, New Directions in
the Study of Foreign Policy, Boston, 1987; Korany B., and Dessouki A. H., The Foreign
Policies of Arab States, (2nd ed.), Boulder, 1991.

22 Rosenau J. N, ‘Pre-Theories and Theories of Foreign Policy’, in R. Barry Farrell (ed.),
Approaches to Comparative and International Politics, Evanston, 1966.
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Small), state of economy (developed v.developing) and type of political

system (open v. closed).

Rosenau's critics contend that most of his concepts remained ambiguous
and overlap with one another and the criteria by which the variables are
ranked are not sufficiently precise.23 According to his pre-theory,
idiosyncratic sources are the most important influence on foreign policy
formation in an under developed country because of decreased bureaucratic
constraints. He says nothing about where to go from there. He does not
operationalize his own model, nor does he suggest any guidelines as to how

others might do so. Another problem is posed by his assumption that all

foreign policy behaviour can be explained in terms of his fxve sets of

variables. "His choice of categorles determines the nature of the ultlmate
theoretical product to a much greater extent than he is willing to admit."24
But his categories miss some important distinctions. For example, to say
that domestic political competition can be subsumed under societal
variables is to bury it amid a host of other 'non governmental' factors,
including historical experience, economic capability and elite attitudes. In
other words, the distinction between third world actors where these issues
are basic and other actors where these issues are not basic is at least
blurred.Z> One can suspect here that the universalist assumption that the

model fits all actions is not fully questioned and that the model's empirical

23 Brecher, Steinberg, and Stein, 'A Framework for Research on Foreign policy Behaviour',
Journal of Conflict Resolution, XIII March 1969,p. 79, and Handreider W. F,
‘International and Comparative Politics ; Toward a Synthesis?’ World Politics, Vol. XX
April, 1968, p. 487-89.

24 Weinstein F. B, ‘The Uses of Foreign Policy in Indonesia: An Approach to the Analysis
of Foreign Policy in the Less Developed Countries’, World Politics, Vol. XXIV, No. 3,
April 1972, p 360.

25 Ibid, p 360.
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relevance is centred on developed polities.26 The way in which explanatory
variables operated might vary considerably in different types of nations.
What might account for one kind of behaviour in one state might not do
for another.state. As Weinstein observed, Rosenau tells us nothing about
the kind of limits each set of variables can impose, or about the manner in
which one set may affect another. He simply chose four conditions viz size,
level of economic development, degree of political openness and extent of
penetration- which he proposes to correlate with his five sets of variables.
Except to the extent that his four conditions can be subsumed under one or
another of his sets of variables, there is no suggestion in his framework as
to how the five sets of variables interact with each other: for example, how

societal variables relate to idiosyncratic ones, or role to governmental.2’

The framework for research that was proposed by Brecher and his
associates28 focuses on foreign policy behaviour of any state in general
rather than any specific type of behaviour (such as non-compliance) of a
small state. Hence it is only tangentially relevant to the purpose of this
thesis. Despite such observation, it might be possible to gain some insights
from this study which might enhance understanding non-compliant
behaviour in terms of the variables mentioned and relationships

emphasized.

Brecher and his associates examined different schools of foreign policy

analysis such as power, decision making and input-output analysis and

26 Korany B., 'Foreign-Policy Models and their Empirical Relevance.to Third World
Actors: A Critique and an Alternative', International Social Science Journal, Vol. XXVI,
No. 1, 1974, p. 80-81.

27 Weinstein, Op. Cit. p.361.

28 Brecher et al, Op Cit. p. 75-101.
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observed that the former studies conducted in these traditions "do not, for
the most part, distinguish the crucial variables of the foreign policy process
nor do they establish relationships among them". The researchers
therefore, set out to devise a new approach that would guide systematic
inquiry into cause-effect relations, as well as the search for patterns of
regularity in state behaviour. This led them to formulate "a framework in

which the interplay of different pressures can be observed and measured "

Theoretically, the research framework as proposed by the authors appeared
to be elegant. However, it failed to overcome the concerns that the authors
had set out to overcome. They wrote,"underlying this kind of enquiry is
the proposition that social science models are of little value unless they are
subjected to the rigorous test of empirical utility”. It is the contention of the
author of this thesis that despite certain degree of conceptual success (such
as categorizing variables, specifying their relationships and using the idea of
feedback) some of the concepts and variables used do not seem to be
empirically viable if one wished to measure them. To appreciate the
assertion it is first necessary to highlight the research framework itself.
Having done so, we shall return to consider this point in the subsequent

discussion on the difficulties associated with the research framework.

In essence, one observes two crucial constructs upon which the framework
rested . First, the dichotomous view of reality ie. "reality out there" and
"reality as perceived". The authors asserted that while the former exists
independently and shapes our perceptions, the latter is what one thinks the
reality is and not what it really is. Second, one's decisions and actions
follow from what one thinks the reality is and not from the reality out

there.



Based on these underlying constructs Brecher et. al. developed their
framework from a system perspective. They asserted that a foreign policy
systems may be viewed as a network of structures or institutions that
receives certain inputs and transforms them to certain outputs (decisions)
through the performance of certain functions. These outputs are in turn
fed back into the system as inputs in a continuous flow of demands on
policy, policy process and products of policy. They argued that from a
systems view the content and interrelations of the key variables such as
environment, actors, structures and processes can be explored as demands

on policy or inputs and products of policy as outputs.

Operational Environment: The operational environment refers to the
setting in which foreign policy decisions are taken. It represents the 'reality
out there' which is constituted by a set of potentially relevant factors and
conditions that affect a state's external behaviour. The variables that were
identified as constituting the operational environment were categorized
into two types: external and internal. External variables referred to the
conditions and relationships that existed beyond the territorial boundaries
of a state. These included, global, subordinate, subordinate other, bilateral
and dominant bilateral. Conversely, the internal variables included
military capability, economic capability, political structure, specific demands
on foreign policy made by interest groups and the general demands

advocated by competing elites.

According to the authors, the total web of relationships among all the actors
within the international system (states, blocks, organisation) made up the
global system. A subordinate system was referred to as the intermediate

level of interaction between the actors within the global system. Four
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categories of subordinate system were identified. The categories were-
geographic, with contiguous membership; geographic, with non-contiguous
membership; organizational, with contiguous membership and finally
organizational, with non contiguous membership. The authors used the
term 'subordinate system' to refer to the first category i. e., a regional system
of which a state is a member. The term 'subordinate other' referred to the
rest of the three categories, while the term 'bilateral system' was used to
refer to the total pattern of interactions between any state (except for
relations involving superpowers or preeminent powers within the global
system). The dominant bilateral system referred to the total pattern of
interaction between any state and a superpower or preeminent actor in the

global system. e

The authors then defined the internal variables. Military capability was
defined as the ability to wage war or to deter other states from attacking.
Economic capability implied the sum total of all material and human
resources available to the state for external behaiour. Political structure
referred in part to the political institutions and constitutional matrix in
which authoritative decisions were made. It also denoted the traits of the
political system which may influence the decision process in foreign policy.
Examples of such traits included the type of political regime, the character of
party system, civil military relations of contol, and the system of continuity
and stability of the authority structures in the system. Interest groups
represented the different groups that convey information and/or exert
pressure on the decision makers. Examples of such groups included
military establishments, bureaucratic organizations, religious bodies, trade

unions, business organisations, peasant associations, ethnic and civic
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groups, kinship and lineage groups, regional groups, status and class

groups.

The final variable in the operational environment as described by the
authors was 'competing elites': it referred to those elites that vie for
authority to make political decisions in the system. Further as a variable it

is closely linked to interest groups both structurally and functionally.

Having described the variables, the authors asserted that the operational
environment existed independently of its perception by the decision maker.
However, it is likely to influence foreign policy process to the extent that it
is communicated to the elite. Such communication may take place in
variety of ways which included mass media, face to face contact and direct

observation.

Psychological Environment: = The authors contended that the
psychological environment consisted of two closely related sets of data. One
was designated by them as the 'attitudinal prism' while the other as 'elite
image'. The attitudinal prism was referred to as the context of psychological
predisposition within which a decision maker operated. It may be
understood a$ a frame of reference comprising societal factors (such as
ideology and tradition derived from cumulative historical legacy) and
personality factors (such as the idiosyncratic qualities of a decision maker).
The authors argued that when the variables constituting the operational
environment are viewed through the attitudinal prism, they constituted a
reality as perceived by the decision maker. Such a perceived reality was
termed as ‘elite image'. Borrowing the idea of 'cognitive behaviourism'
from the Sprouts they further asserted that the decision makers act in

accordance with these perceptions of reality itself. This implied that image
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or reality could coincide or diverge. The authors argued that a decision
made on the basis of an elite image that is divergent from what operational
environment actually is, would produce unsuccessful results while
decision based on an elite image that is convergent would produce

successful results.

Issue Areas: In an effort to facilitate systematic analysis of state behaviour
in foreign relations the authors classified various decisions into four issue
areas: Military-Security, Political-Diplomatic, Economic-Developmental,
and Cultural-Status. The Military-Security issue area comprised all issues
which focus on questions pertaining to violence, including alliances and
weaponry and those which are perceived by the foreign policy elite as
constituting a security threat. The Politico-diplomatic issue area is a
residual category that contain issues which are found classified in other
areas. All such issues may relate to foreign policy interaction at each of the
three levels of external environment such as global, subordinate and
bilateral. The Economic-Developmental issue area comprised all issues that
involve the acqtiisition and allocation of resources such as trade, aid and
foreign investment. Finally, the Cultural-Status issue area contained those
foreign policy issues that concerned cultural, educational and scientific

exchanges.

The main problem posed by this framework is that it does not appear to be
empirically viable. We shall examine this point along with other

difficulties associated with the framework.

The difficulties that may be highlighted include the following. First, critics
observed that although Brecher and his associates neatly integrated an array

of relevant variables in a systemic model, they nevertheless failed to offer
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any indication about specifically relating the variables in their systems;
instead they demonstrated by example how one might discover discrete
proposition from comparative case studies.?’ Second, given the authors'
desire for measurement the framework seems to suffer from an inadequate
operational expression of the variables identified. Although some
indicators were mentioned for the measurement of military3? and
economic3! capability, the authors did not spell out how they measured the
rest of the variables. One remains uncertain as to how one can measure the
impact of interest groups and competing elites. Further as far as the
external factors are concerned, measuring the ‘total web of relationship'
implies measuring both the tangible aspects (such as quantum of trade
between two countries, amount of material aid- given)-and non-tangible
aspects (socio-cultural legacy of conflict such as in case of India and
Pakistan) of relationships. It is not clear how such grey areas of relationship
could be operationalized in measurable terms. Third, it appears to be
extremely difficult to know the operational environment (as discussed in
the framework) ‘as a reality that exists independent of one's perception'.
The variables identified do not help us in such task. The knowledge of
operational environment in terms of the variables mentioned (except
military and economic capability) is a matter of an individual's
interpretation (ie. a perceptual reality). Human interpretations cannot be

dissociated from a reality theoretically designated as 'independent’ of one's

29 Herman C. F and Peacock G., 'Evolution and Future of Research in the Comparative
Study of Foreign Policy’, in Herman, Kegley and Rosenau (ed) Op. Cit., p. 25.

30 Measured in terms of geography, level of technology, military manpower, financial
resources available for defence and weaponry.

31 Measured in terms of demography, GNP, balance of payment, level of production and
employment.
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perception. If that is the case the theoretical distinction between operational
environment (an independent reality) and elite image (perceptual reality) is
not available in practical terms. Hence, there remains no basis for
comparing the operational environment and elite image for ascertaining
which decisions are successful and which are not. Therefore the authors
cannot achieve objectivity in the way they theorized. Further, there are
grounds to dispute their contention that the researcher will be more
objective than the elites. If the elite's world view is a perceived reality so is
the researcher's and for that matter anybody else's. Which view is more
objective than the others? Also there has not been any unequivocal
research method in social science that can claim complete objectivity.
Furthermore, the researcher as an outsider does not have the insider view"
and the crucial information needed to make a more accurate assessment of
operational environment than the decision maker. Fifth, the authors
indicated that the purpose of their study was to guide systematic inquiry
into cause-effect relations and the prediction of behaviour through the
search for patterns for regularity. However, no attempt was made in the

study to control extraneous variables. One remains uncertain as to how

_causality could be established and predictions made without the control of

extraneous variables. Sixth, the introduction of the concepts of elite image
and attitudinal prism were also criticised by scholars in the field. It was
noted that these concepts lacked the refinement to reveal how they would
act as the interface between the operational and psychological
environments.32 Another critic noted that the images that are reflected in
the public utterances of governement officials cannot be the source of policy

decisions or the product of them. One can hardly expect the statements

32 Herman and Peacock ,Op. Cit., p. 25.
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issued to defend a policy decision will reveal images that do not support the
decision. The question is whether images taken from such materials really
constitute a variable that can be distinguished from the decisions
themselves.33 Knowing the images that exist in the decision maker's mind
before they decide certainly will help us understand the subsequent
decision. However, to speak of predicting outcomes based on images
contained in official statements is no more meaningful than to say that one
who knows in advance the arguments that will be used to justify a given
decision can predict that decision. Finally, the framework seems to have
been based on the assumption of a free flow of information where one can
get all the undistorted information about operating environment and elite
image. This assumption does not seem to be realistic. As indicated above
public utterances of decision makers are clearly inadequate for the purpose.
Methodologically, one is likely to prefer some form of indepth interview
with key officials as a principal means of data collection not the public
utterances. However, because of the various stakes involved in foreign
affairs one is not likely to get necessary access to undistorted view of elite
image. From this perspective also the toncept of elite image does not take

us far in empirical terms.

Thus from the observation mentioned above, one is likely to conclude that
despite the theoretical effort the framework does not offer much promise in
empirical terms. As the constructs, variables and relationships do not seem
to stand the empirical test, they seem not to provide encouraging insights

for the purpose of this thesis. More importantly, as the framework did not

33 Weinstein, Op. Cit, p. 362.
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concern itself with the small states' definite form of behaviour, the study

does not seem to be of much help for this thesis.

Whatever the disappointment with some aspects of, or other, of the above
discussed conceptual models, all these are no doubt impressive assemblies
of variables and elements that are supposed to affect the foreign policy
behaviour of the states in general. But again the point of departure is that
these approaches and models are also not very much different from the
previous ones: same plethora, same open endedness. They are either
prescriptive or banal. And unless these theories could serve practically,
they would remain only, ‘elegant monuments to their author's

comprehension and logic.'34

Thus it is clear from the above discussion that although the existing and
developing theories increase our knowledge of foreign policy behaviour,
they give but very limited help in the specific problem on analyzing the
behaviour of small states. The models are basically designed with power
and the super powers in mind. They seem to have only minimal utility for
those of most of the third world states. In short these kinds of theories are
conceived from a big power perspective and hence help us to understand
the policy of medium to great powers. They do not take us very far in
understanding the behaviour of a particular type of small sta<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>