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Social Science as Propaganda? International Relations
and the Question of Political Bias

Well, it may be the devil,
or it may be the Lord
But you’re gonna have to serve somebody.
—Bob Dylan

I thank the editors of International Studies Perspectives who have offered this forum
to debate the question of political bias in the profession. Since ISP’s focus is
partly on teaching, I will begin my discussion with an observation regarding the
teaching of international relations: It is one of the most basic rules of social

seienee-methodology that researchers must retain a sense of objectivity, to ensure
that the demands of science, rather than ideology, guide their analyses. Con-
comitantly, we must present our empirical findings in a balanced manner, with-
out omitting facts that conflict with our ideological predispositions. This is
fundamental and obvious, and it is drilled into our students at both the graduate
and undergraduate levels.

What is surprising is how often these rules are violated in practice. In the
United States, now the trend-setter in academic research, the main problem is
what I will term political bias. By and large, mainstream scholarship is written
from the ideological and normative standpoint of the makers of U.S. foreign
policy. Political bias has long been a problem in the social sciences, and it was
especially obvious during the early period of the Cold War. Consider these
excerpts from a 1949 speech by Conyers Read, then president of the American
Historical Association:

We must clearly assume a militant attitude if we are to survive. . . . Discipline is
the essential prerequisite of every effective army whether it marches under the
Stars and Stripes or under the Hammer and Sickle. . . . Total war, whether it be
hot or cold, enlists everyone and calls upon everyone to assume his part. The
historian is no freer from this obligation than the physicist. . . . This sounds like
the advocacy of one form of social control as against another. In short, it is.
(quoted in Chomsky, 1982:71)

This is an extreme statement, but it points to a more general problem. And
political bias is not confined to the history profession, which is if anything more
independent of U.S. foreign policy than political science or international rela-
tions. Nor is the problem of bias confined to the Cold War era; indeed, it has
increased considerably since the fall of the Berlin Wall.

Author’s note: 1 thank Jacqueline Sharkey, who commented on an earlier draft. T also thank Ronald W. Cox,
Valentine M. Moghadam, Laura Neack, and William 1. Robinson, who cosigned my original letter of criticism to the
editors of ISQ, which triggered the controversy and led to the present debate. All the usual caveats apply.
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418 Confronting Bias in International Relations

To illustrate the problem of political bias, I will explore the way scholars
analyze the phenomenon of covert operations, practiced by the Central Intelli-
gence Agency and other intelligence services. Covert operations were clearly a
major component of U.S. policy during the Cold War. In the course of these
operations, the CIA helped overthrow governments in Iran in 1953, Guatemala
in 1954, Brazil in 1964, the Congo in 1960, Indonesia in 1965, and Chile in 1973,
to name only a few. Elections were influenced through covert CIA manipulation
and propaganda in France, Italy, and Japan, among many other countries.! The
CIA also plotted to assassinate several foreign leaders, including at least one who
was democratically elected.? And in the post-Cold War period, covert actions are
known to have been undertaken against the Aristide government in Haiti during
the early 1990s (see Morley and McGillion, 1997). The United States has contin-
ued covert support for political repression on a sizable scale, most recently in
Turkey and Indonesia (see Johnson, 2000:ch. 3). The occurrence of these oper-
ations is not seriously debated; some of the best documentation on the subject is
from hearings by the U.S. Senate (1975a, 1975b) and former intelligence officers
(e.g., Marchetti and Marks, 1980; Moynihan et al., 1984). Indeed, in the Iran
case, past U.S. interventions have become so well known that Madeleine Albright
recently felt compelled to apologize to the Iranians (see Risen, 2000). What is
interesting is how completely these facts have been forgotten and buried in
mainstream political science. The problem is not that the mainstream seeks to
justify covert operations; it is that covert operations are rarely mentioned at all.

_The question of covert action has been the object of a recent debate, which I
will now address. The debate began with an article by Robert Snyder (1999) on
U.S. intervention in Third World countries. Snyder analyzes cases of U.S. rela-
tions with Cuba, Iran, Nicaragua, and Zimbabwe to illustrate a general point:
that U.S. interventions have been caused by the practices of specific Third World
regimes, rather than by the United States. Snyder argues that the internal dynam-
ics of revolutionary Third World states causes them to undertake provocative
actions against the United States, leading to a U.S. backlash against these states.
The publication of the article resulted in an extended controversy, which was
later published (in several installments) in the Chronicle of Higher Education, and a
follow-up story appeared in the November 2000 issue of Lingua Franca® The
Snyder article is a useful illustration of political bias and the selective use of facts
to establish an ideological point. In what follows I present only the most glaring
examples of this bias. To underscore the problem, I emphasize sources cited by
Snyder himself.

Cuba

Snyder (1999:273-276) argues that in the initial phase of the Cuban revolution,
January 1959-March 1960, the United States was relatively open to the Castro
regime, but that Castro consistently made unreasonable accusations against the
U.S., refused U.S. aid, nationalized American property, and moved increasingly
close to the Soviet Union. The only potentially provocative action by the United
States during this period—U.S. efforts to encourage domestic opposition to

! For a reasonably complete listing of covert operations, with an excellent bibliography, see Blum, 1995; for an
overview see Moynihan et al., 1984. See also sources in footnote 5.

2 This is the plot against the first prime minister of the Congo-Kinshasa, during 1960-61 (see U.S. Senate,
1975a:ch. 3). Though it is now forgotten, there is no question that Lumumba came to power through clections that
were regarded by nearly all parties as free and fair.

3 The controversy appeared in Monaghan, 1999. It was followed by a lengthy series of letters to the editor, which
appeared in (wo separate installments (see Chronicle of Higher Education, 1999a, 1999b). The letters were from Robert
S. Snyder, Douglas MacDonald, Mark Falcoff, Larry George, Ronald W. Cox, David N. Gibbs, and Arthur Schlesinger,
Jr. The Lingua Franca article was written by C. Mooney (2000).
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Castro—is viewed as being counterbalanced by other, more conciliatory U.S.
actions. The argument rests on the evidence that Castro undertook provocative
and hostile actions before the United States was itself hostile toward the revolu-
tion. This conciliatory period continued until February—March 1960, when Cas-
tro welcomed Soviet Deputy Prime Minister A. I. Mikoyen to Cuba, and then
Castro followed up with a strongly worded criticism of the United States. Only
after this did the United States become hostile.

The first problem is that Snyder simply omits some significant acts of provo-
cation by the United States. These acts are noted in many sources, but let us first
consider Morris Morley, Imperial State and Revolution, which Snyder himself cites.
Morley (1987:412) writes, “In early 1959, the CIA set up a front organization in
Miami to recruit pilots to fly anti-Castro missions over Guba.” In addition (Mor-
ley, 1987:95, emphasis added): “During the winter of 1959-1960, there was a
significant increase in CIA-supervised bombing and incendiary raids piloted by exiled
Cubans.”* CIA recruitment of pilots was undertaken by the Double-Chek Cor-
poration of Miami, which was established in May 1959 (for background see
Bonafede, 1963). Former intelligence officers Victor Marchetti and John Marks
(1980:125) note that Double-Chek was an “agency proprietary” and was “used by
the agency to provide air support to Cuban exile groups.” Thus, the CIA was
actively recruiting pilots to bomb Cuba, beginning in 1959. Surely actions of this
type would constitute major acts of provocation, and they occurred precisely
during the period when, according to Snyder, Cuba and not the United States
‘was acting provocatively. Curiously, the only air activity mentioned by Snyder is
an incident that involved the dropping of leaflets by a Cuban exile plane oper-
ating from Florida; the bombing and incendiary raids are simply omitted from
mention.,

And there were further U.S. provocations against Cuba: In December 1959
(according to Morley, 1987:97-98), “CIA Director [Allen] Dulles approved an
internal agency memorandum recommending that ‘thorough consideration be
given to the elimination of Fidel Castro.” [In January 1960] Dulles acknowledged
the importance of timing an assassination.” The State Department demurred at
this point from endorsing these assassination plots; nevertheless, Castro’s ten-
dency to assume the worst about American policy clearly had a strong basis in
fact. Snyder makes no mention of these CIA-sponsored assassination plots or
bombing raids and argues that Castro’s claims of U.S. intervention were baseless
and inflammatory. This grossly distorts the historical record.

Snyder acknowledges that, after a long period of hesitation, U.S. policy turned
belligerent. As evidence of belligerence, Snyder notes that “Eisenhower autho-
rized the CIA to work with anti-Castro exiles.” No other evidence is presented of
military or paramilitary U.S. action against Castro other than this one sentence.
This is a bit of an understatement, given that the CIA began to operationalize its
assassination plots mentioned previously, and sought to kill Castro. These plots
have been exhaustively documented by a U.S. Senate (1975a) investigation, pub-
lished under the title, Alleged Assassination Plots Involving Foreign Leaders, widely
available in research libraries. Surely assassination plots against a head of state
deserve mention in this case study. Snyder deals with these assassination plots
through the simple expedient of ignoring them.

In the ensuing debate, which followed the Snyder article, the Cuba case study
emerged as a point of contention. Mark Falcoff (one of Snyder’s defenders)
claims that the assassination plots only began during the Kennedy administra-
tion, that is, long after Castro accepted support from the Soviet Union (in

4 Even the New York Times (1960a, 1960b) coverage of the era reported unidentified planes dropping “incendiary
bombs” over Cuba in January 1960. These reports contradict the implication in Snyder’s article that air activity over
Cuba during this period entailed only leaflet droppings.
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Chronicle of Higher Education, 1999a). This is clearly incorrect, and the facts are
readily accessible. Let us go to the original source on this subject, the U.S.
Senate investigation (19752:92-93): “On December 11, 1959, J. C. King, head of
CIA’s Western Hemisphere Division, wrote a memorandum [which included a
recommendation that] ‘thorough consideration be given to the elimination of
Fidel Castro. . .. Many informed people believe that the disappearance of Fidel
would greatly accelerate the fall of the present Government.” [CIA Director
Allen] Dulles, with [Deputy Director Richard] Bissell’s concurrence, approved
the recommendations.” And in January 1960, in “what was apparently the first
Special Group discussion of a covert program to overthrow Castro,” assassination
was one of several options discussed; Dulles noted that he did not favor “a quick
elimination of Castro” (emphasis added). While it is true that these assassination
plots were not implemented until later, the plotting was itself a significant prov-
ocation. And let us consider the counterfactual: If a high-ranking official of
Castro’s cabinet had been plotting to assassinate President Eisenhower, surely
this would have counted as a serious provocation against the United States.
Accordingly, there is no excuse for Snyder’s failure to mention the CIA’s assas-
sination plots against Castro.

Iran

Snyder (1999:276-279) argues that the United States adopted a reasonably benign
and passive policy vis-a-vis the Iranian revolution of 1979, only to be provoked
into hostility by the Iranian revolutionaries themselves. The United States, it is
again argued, took no action that reasonably could account for the intense
anti-Americanism that followed. There was no U.S. military or material support
for the Shah (“The U.S. had not intervened to support the Shah during the
revolution”). The Carter administration provided only “advice” to the crumbling
regime of the Shah, and even this advice “provided no clear direction as to how
[the Shah] should respond.” Following the revolutionary takeover, according to
Snyder, the Carter administration was perfectly ready to accept the new regime.
The Iranian revolutionaries alleged that the United States was intervening, but
Snyder dismisses these allegations. He writes that “one cannot plausibly claim
that the Shah’s arrival in the U.S. foreshadowed Washington’s intervention”—as
if this was all the evidence of intervention the Iranians had.

The Snyder account of the Iranian case is far from balanced. Consider, for
example, James Bill (1988), The Eagle and the Lion, cited by Snyder. While Bill
acknowledges confusion and inconsistency in U.S. policy during this period, he
notes: “It is also clear, however, that the major foreign policy making forces in
Washington had determined that the Shah was to be supported at all costs and
that his regime could be protected through the application of enough military
force. Nothing was going to change their minds” (251). There can be little doubt
that American support for the Shah and his military—which was U.S. supplied to
a considerable extent—was viewed by many Iranians as a provocation. These
facts are omitted by Snyder.

Immediately after the Shah fled the country, there were additional U.S. prov-
ocations. According to Bill (1988:286), there was a “CIA plan designed to estab-
lish close working relationships with the moderate faction within the Iranian
revolutionary establishment.” In addition, the CIA made repeated efforts to
“recruit” a top figure in the revolutionary movement, Abol Hassan Bani Sadr.
The latter case was especially sensitive, since Bani Sadr was a close advisor to the
Ayatollah Khomeini and became the first president of the Islamic Republic.
These CIA attempts to meddle in Iranian politics were inept and ultimately
counterproductive to American objectives. However, they demonstrate that the
United States was not simply a passive bystander in the revolution, and that
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Snyder’s claims to the contrary are erroneous. The interventions in Iran during
and immediately after the revolution certainly contributed to the anti-Americanism
of the revolutionaries. The Iranians overstated these interventions, but it was an
overstatement that held a substantial kernel of truth. Snyder’s approach to deal-
ing with these inconvenient facts to is avoid mentioning them.

Nicaragua

Snyder’s (1999:279-282) treatment of the Nicaraguan case makes arguments
similar to those in the Cuba case—and with similar flaws. He argues that imme-
diately after their seizure of power in 1979, the Sandinista front began provoc-
ative anti-American acts. The Carter administration and even to some extent the
Reagan administration made efforts to propitiate the revolutionaries, without
success; only after a long and sustained period of Sandinista provocation did the
United States act in a consistently hostile manner. A critical point in Snyder’s
argument is that the United States took no actions during the Carter presidency
that reasonably might have triggered the antagonistic acts of the Sandinistas. The
anti-Americanism of the Sandinistas, he argues, was unprovoked.

Once again, Snyder’s account distorts the historical record and omits facts
pertaining to U.S. intervention, which commenced shortly after the Sandinistas
came to power. Consider Morley’s Washington, Somoza, and the Sandinistas, a source
cited by Snyder. According to Morley (1994:293): “[T]he [Carter] White House
authorized a CIA political action program in support of anti-Sandinista political,
Tabor, and media forces.” According to the Los Angeles Times (Toth and McManus,
1985) covert political support during the Carter period was approximately $1 million—
a considerable sum for a country with only 2.5 million people. A comparable fig-
ure for the United States would be approximately $100 million. Again consider the
counterfactual: Surely, if a foreign intelligence service were to spend $100 million
to influence U.S. internal politics, this would be regarded as a major affront to
American sovereignty; and there is no reason to believe that the Nicaraguans
regarded the CIA intervention any differently. Snyder is correct that the U.S.
offered economic aid to the Sandinista government, but this was coupled with a
covert program aimed at weakening the Sandinistas. Snyder’s account empha-
sizes the economic aid—but makes no mention of the inconvenient covert funding.

Snyder also neglects to consider evidence submitted to the International Gourt
of Justice, in support of Nicaragua’s legal case against the United States, includ-
ing the following testimony by David MacMichael, who worked for the CIA
during 1981-83. This testimony provides important insight into Agency motiva-
tions. According to MacMichael, it was anticipated that (CIA-supported) opera-
tions by counterrevolutionary forces

would provoke cross border attacks by Nicaraguan forces and thus serve to
demonstrate Nicaragua’s aggressive nature. ... It was hoped that the Nicaraguan
government would clamp down on civil liberties within Nicaragua itself, arvesting its
opposition, demonsirating its allegedly inherent totalitarian mature and thus increase
domestic dissent within the country, and further that there would be reaction
against United States citizens, particularly against United States diplomatic per-
sonnel within Nicaragua and thus serve to demonstrate the hostility of Nicaragua
towards the United States. (quoted in Kornbluh, 1988:138; emphasis added)

The evidence that the CIA hoped the Sandinistas would use repression, and
sought to provoke this, is especially relevant, given the emphasis on domestic
repression in Snyder’s overall argument. Surely, the information that Snyder
provides regarding Sandinista repression would look very different if one were
aware of MacMichael’s testimony. Unfortunately, this too is omitted from the
case study.
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Snyder emphasizes the salience of Nicaraguan support for left-wing rebels in
the Salvadoran civil war and this is seen as a highly provocative action against the
United States. He neglects to note an important point: The United States was
also intervening in the Salvadoran civil war, during the same period, and the
Sandinistas surely regarded this as a provocation against their country. Snyder’s
identification with the objectives of U.S. foreign policy is transparent.

Zimbabwe

This is presented as a “control” case, where a purportedly revolutionary party
seized power and implemented a political revolution—yet it remained on rela-
tively cordial terms with the United States. The case study (Snyder, 1999:282-
284) focuses on Robert Mugabe and his ZANU party, which fought against the
white minority government in the country. ZANU was ultimately successful in its
struggle and came to power in 1980. A key point of Snyder’s argument is that
ZANU initiated radical changes after its rise to power. He states that ZANU
“implemented some socialist measures” and he notes ZANU’s “increasing radi-
calism” during the 1980s. Despite this alleged radicalism, the Reagan adminis-
tration furnished significant foreign aid to the country. Snyder cites this U.S.
support for Zimbabwe to sustain a key point in his overall argument: The United
States is capable of acting with toleration toward revolutionary regimes, provided
they do not excessively provoke American hostilitcy.

There are two problems here. First, there is no concrete evidence that Mugabe
undertook any radical or socialistic actions. Snyder claims that Mugabe under-
took socialist actions, and he cites only an article by Shaw (1986) to sustain his
point. On checking Shaw’s article, however, one finds that it was mispresented by
Snyder. Shaw’s article states that “even a preliminary assessment of the relevant
empirical evidence is beyond the scope of this article, which is concerned merely
with probing ZANU (PS)’s commitment to one party rule, in light of its Marxist
ideology” (394). In other words, the article discusses Mugabe’s theoretical and
rhetorical Marxism, but there is no mention of the “socialist measures” that Sny-
der attributes to it. Second, Snyder’s contention that ZANU implemented social-
ist or radical measures is contradicted by evidence that he supplies. At one point,
Snyder concedes that Mugabe’s government “refrained from large scale nation-
alizations,” “sought to keep the bourgeoisie content,” and “sought to gain con-
siderable capital from abroad.” Snyder’s argument that the ZANU regime was
radical in practice is self-contradictory. It should also be pointed out that the
case study of Zimbabwe is based on sloppy research. It claims, for example, that
Rhodesia’s unilateral declaration of independence from Great Britain occurred
in 1963; the correct date is 1965. It also claims that Jonas Savimbi’s UNITA
organization was “Marxist” during the 1980s; this is very misinformed (see Cow-
ell, 1985).

Robert Mugabe has been widely viewed as a figure who used revolutionary,
Marxist thetoric—while he followed orthodox economic policies (see sources in
Shaw, 1986:394, n. 2). Indeed, Snyder himself provides ample evidence for this
interpretation, as we have seen above. Reagan’s cordiality toward the regime
seems easy to understand in light of Mugabe’s lack of radicalism. Snyder presents
Zimbabwe as a “critical case,” which demonstrates that the United States is
capable of establishing businesslike relations with radical Third World regimes.
Once one corrects for Snyder’s errors of argumentation, however, what we are
left with is the following: The United States established businesslike relations
with a regime that was radical in its »hetoric, but orthodox in its practices. Snyder
claims a great deal for his findings in the Zimbabwe case; on reflection the case
proves very little.
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Tendentious Reasoning

Overall, these case studies are marred by both subtle and overt ideological biases.
The empirical sections systematically omit virtually all facts that present U.S.
foreign policy in an unflattering light. In addition, the interpretation of these
facts is predicated on the following assumptions: Whenever a Third World state
seeks to break out of the American sphere of influence and establish an inde-
pendent foreign policy, this constitutes a provocation against the United States.
The fact that the U.S. used military force and other forms of intervention to
establish these spheres of influence in the first place, and that such interventions
occurred over a period of decades, is considered nonprovocative. It is under-
standable that diplomats might adopt such assumptions while defending them-
selves in their memoirs, but this stance does not seem appropriate for an
independent scholar writing in a refereed journal. The article also contains
ideologically charged language: Castro’s accusations of U.S. intervention are
referred to as “Castro’s tirades against the U.S.” and “anti-American dialribes”
(Snyder, 1999:275, 276; emphasis added). Such language is question begging,
and assumes that these charges were unjustified. Surely if the reader were informed
that the CIA was plotting Castro’s assassination during the period under study,
and that the assassination plots were documented by congressional investiga-
tions, then the “tirades” would appear in a different light.

It is of course true that no scholar can present all the facts, and reasonable
scholars will disagree about which facts are relevant and which are not. This does
not apply to the Snyder article, however, since it omits facts that are clearly
relevant to the case studies. These one-sided case studies raise disturbing ques-
tions. When one reads an academic article, one assumes that the author has
presented a reasonably fair and balanced account and has not stacked the deck.
A reader who lacks specialized knowledge of the cases may assume that Snyder’s
presentation is balanced and accurate, while being unaware that he has omitted
a considerable body of information at odds with his thesis. Once one corrects for
the misuses of source material and the errors of argumentation, Snyder’s
conclusion—that the “breakdown in relations between the U.S. and these Third
World revolutionary states was caused primarily by the revolutionary states” (Sny-
der, 1999:286)—falls apart. With the publication of the Snyder article, a scholarly
imprimatur is placed on an effort to rewrite history, by omitting unflattering
details pertaining to the conduct of U.S. foreign policy, and thus altering the
record.

Appeal to Authority

The Snyder article is thus marred by serious errors, which go against some of the
most basic standards in social science. In the ensuing debate, which followed the
article, additional errors appeared. It is well understood that argument by appeal
to authority (argument ad vericundium) is a classic fallacy, one we regularly cau-
tion our undergraduates to avoid. But this fallacy appears repeatedly in the
debate over the Snyder article. In response to my criticisms, ISQ editor James M.
McCormick (1999) insists that the Snyder article “was recommended for publi-
cation by a number of highly respected and accomplished reviewers’—without
addressing the substance of my criticisms. In his own defense, Snyder (in Chron-
icle of Higher Education, 1999a) writes, “Gibbs is wrong in his claims that the
Central Intelligence Agency was plotting to assassinate Castro and was supervis-
ing the raids of exiles before March 1960.” To sustain his point, he appeals to the
authority of “Jorge Dominguez, of Harvard University, and Wayne Smith, of the
Johns Hopkins University.” These gentlemen “are the leading scholars on U.S.-
Cuba relations®—and their views are therefore correct. Douglas J. MacDonald (in
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Chronicle of Higher Education, 1999a) defends Snyder and cites “Timothy Lomp-
eris, Robert Kaufman, Aaron Friedberg, Samuel Huntington, Lucian Pye,” to
support his views. And MacDonald finds “Snyder’s work to be closer to some
recent intellectual trends in the field . . . than anything I have seen Gibbs write.”

This is not just a question of appeal to authority per se, but rather an unjustified
appeal to authority. There is nothing wrong with citing authorities to buttress one’s
argument; the problem here is the omission of easily available primary sources that
contradict the authorities. Consider the case of Cuba: The assassination plots against
Castro are fully documented by U.S. Senate (1975a) investigations during the 1970s.
No one questions the accuracy of the Senate report. Snyder and his defenders deal
with this report by the simple expedient of ignoring it and pretending it does not
exist. Snyder is correct that many prestigious scholars omit covert operations from
their analyses, but this seems a very weak defense of his article.

In essence, the above arguments by Snyder et al. are an exercise in circular
reasoning: To validate a mainstream argument, all that is needed is to show that
the mainstream agrees with it. The mainstream is by definition correct, since
one can always cite prestigious authorities who “validate” it, while critics are
automatically incorrect, since the authorities “invalidate” their criticisms. Sub-
stantive arguments and primary sources are rendered irrelevant; appeal to author-
ity is what counts. The mainstream thus emerges as a tightly bound tautology
that cannot in principle be challenged. The result with regard to U.S. interven-
tion has been a major distortion of the historical record.

Conclusion

It is difficult of course to generalize from a single article. Nevertheless, I believe
that the flaws in the Snyder article form part of a larger trend: The mainstream
journals overwhelmingly publish on themes that flatter the U.S. foreign policy
establishment, while they omit facts that the establishment finds distasteful.
Consider the familiar discussion regarding democracies and war: This discussion
is very flattering to U.S. foreign policy, and was even mentioned in President
Clinton’s speeches (Bass, 1997). American officials must appreciate that the “dem-
ocratic peace” literature omits some very embarrassing covert actions that the
United States launched against other democracies, including support for the
overthrows of the Arbenz government in Guatemala or the Allende government
in Chile. The bromide that “democracies do not fight other democracies” would
break down if covert actions were considered.” The reality—that democracies do
not fight other democracies through conventional warfare, but they do fight
each other through covert action—may be unsettling, but it is true all the same
(Forsythe, 1992). The democratic peace literature usually sweeps all this under

5 There are nine known cases where democracies undertook militarized covert operations against other democ-
racies: U.S. actions against the government of Indonesia in 1958; U.S. actions against Guatemala in 1953-54; U.S.
actions against Nicaragua after 1984; U.S. actions against Chile during 1970-73; U.S. actions against Brazil in 1964;
U.S. and Belgian actions against the Congo in 1960-61; and U.S. and British actions against Iran in 1953. On these
operations, see the following sources: Forsythe (1992); Gibbs (1991); U.S. Senate (1975b); Risen (2000); Muller
(1985); and Moynihan et al. (1984). These covert actions involved either the support for paramilitary forces
operating against the governments in question, or measures aimed at fomenting coups d’état.

Note that this figure of nine covert operations does not include cases where covert operations have been
strongly suspected, but not yet proven. The latter would include suspected U.S. involvement in coups, undertaken
against democratic governments in Ecuador in 1963, Greece in 1967, and Haiti in 1991 (see Blum, 1995:chs. 25, 35, 55).

The practice of official secrecy constitutes a major, if largely unrecognized methodological problem in assessing
covert operations (and international relations more generally). In fact, the CIA has released very little documen-
tation pertaining to covert operations, even for events during the 1940s and 1950s. This matter raises the possibility
(or in my opinion, the near certainty) of selection bias, through the understatement of covert operations. On the
methodological salience of secrecy see Gibbs, 1995, and the secrecy Web site by the Federation of American
Scientists: www.fas.org/sgp.
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the rug. On the rare occasions that covert operations are mentioned (in Bruce
Russett’s 1993 book, for example), the analysis is marred by basic errors.’

And the problem of political bias is certainly not confined to the issue of
covert operations. It is easy to think of other instances of bias, including the
popular (and very ideological) rational choice approaches; the omission of large
corporations as major actors in shaping the U.S. “national interest”; the role of
deception, manipulation, and propaganda, combined with the neglect of these
issues by the mainstream; and the complicity of social scientists in helping the
U.S. government to develop techniques in psychological warfare. The close con-
nections between the social sciences and the U.S. intelligence services—a matter
well documented for the period of the 1950s (see Cumings, 1997; Gendzier,
1998; and Simpson, 1994)—constitutes another aspect of history that has been
buried and forgotten by large segments of the profession.

It really should come as no surprise that social science reflects the ideologies of
the most powerful nations and social groups. It is after all a truism that the victors
write the history (and, it might be added, the social science). Prior to 1945, the “so-
ciology of knowledge” was recognized by such diverse scholars as Karl Marx, E. H.
Carr, Charles Beard, and Karl Mannheim. Max Weber (1949:9) noted that the scholar
“who speaks for the dominant interests has, of course, better opportunities for as-
cent due to the influence which these have on the political powers that be.” Now,
in a very different intellectual climate, challenges to the image of academic inde-
pendence appear as sacrilege.” Douglas MacDonald (in Chronicle of Higher Educa-
tion, 1999a) writes: “to argue thatitiseasier to getarticles published that exonerate
American foreign policy . . . than ones that criticize it is simply ludicrous.” And he
cites “the venerable Robert Keohane,” who agrees with him.

But there is no intuitive reason to think that prestigious journals are immune
from influence by the dominant societal interests. International relations schol-
arship reflects the dominant interests—which in our field means U.S. hegemony.
And for those who disagree with me, the bottom line is simply this: There has
been no extended discussion of covert operations in any article in any main-
stream U.S. international relations journal during the past ien years.?

Can anybody explain this?

6 Bruce Russett (1993:121-124) discusses six cases where the CIA helped to overthrow democratic governments
through fomenting coups d’état or other violent means, but dismisses these cases, partly because the six countries
were not really democracies at the time of overthrow; they all were “anocracies,” which are in between full
dictatorships and democracies.

However, Russett uses a concept of what does and does not qualify as a democracy that is inconsistent. Two
examples: Russett asserts that Guatemala during 1950-54 was an anocracy, not a democracy, mainly because
“illiterate men had to vote in public rather than by secret ballot, and illiterate women could not vote at all.” This
is tendentious: During the same period, in the United States, much of the southern black population was de facto
disenfranchised, but Russett does not consider the United States an anocracy. Russett also notes that the Allende
government in Chile was one of several regimes that were “not fully democratic, according to the criteria that have
been applied here for late twentieth century regimes.” What evidence does Russett present? The “Allende regime
harassed the opposition in minor ways, but the country is widely regarded as a democracy until the Pinochet coup
in 1973.” This is the only evidence presented to sustain the view that Chile was an anocracy. Apart from being
self-contradictory, this claim sets a curious standard for a country to qualify as a democracy, since nearly every
government in every country has “harassed the opposition in minor ways.”

In a subsequent article on the democratic peace, Mansfield and Snyder (1995:9) uncritically accept Russett’s
claim that Allende’s Chile was an anocracy, not a democracy.

7 However, the sociology of knowledge still elicits interest in scholarly circles outside of the United States. Susan
Strange (1982) has assessed the international regimes literature, through the prism of the sociology of knowledge.

81 base this conclusion on a survey of the following five international relations journals, from issue number 1
of 1990 to issue number 1 of 2000: International Organization, International Security, International Studies Quarterly,
Journal of Conflict Resolution, and World Politics.

Based on the above, I was able to find very cursory references to covert operations in a small number of articles.
The most in-depth discussion of covert operations in any article in these five journals appeared in a JCR study by
Yoon (1997:586, 588-589, 598-599). This article contains a2 number of sentences that mention covert operations,
although these references are very brief and appear mostly in the footnotes. In IS0, the most extensive discussion
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Postscript

The above article notes: “The close connections between the social sciences and
the U.S. intelligence services . . . is well documented for the period of the 1950s.”
As it turns out, this understates the matter. While my article was being reviewed
and edited, new information became available, which reveals that distinguished
social scientists have continued to work with the CIA, long after the 1950s. The
academia-CIA connection is not just a matter of historical interest, but is, in fact,
a very current issue. For analysis of recent information see David N. Gibbs,
“Academics and Spies: The Silence that Roars,” Los Angeles Times, Sunday Opin-
ion Section, January 28, 2001. I have designed a Web site with full text links to
all publications, which form the background to this debate (wmv.gened.arizona.edu/
dgibbs/debate.htm).

David N. Gibbs
University of Arizona
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Farewell to “Old Thinking”: A Reply to Gibbs

I appreciate the opportunity that the editors of International Studies Perspectives
have given me to respond to David Gibbs’ remarks about bias and IR scholarship
and his criticisms of my article titled “The U.S. and Third World Revolutionary
States: Understanding the Breakdown in Relations” (1999b).! Gibbs makes three
general points about bias and IR: (1) that IR scholarship is so marred by bias that
its status as a social science is in question; (2) that “mainstream” scholars of U.S.
foreign policy are too sympathetic to Washington; and (8) by implication, that an

T Gibbs chose the unusual route before his International Studies Perspeciives piece of protesting my article by going
to The Chronicle of Higher Education and Lingua Franca as opposed to submitting a rebuttal to ISQ. Both Lingua Franca
(Mooney, 2000) and the Chronicle (Monaghan, 1999) discuss this.



