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(ABSTRACT)

The study of Great Power behavior is a relevant and timeless pursuit,
as the major powers can impact economies, societies, and lives around the
world. Be it war, trade, or other assertions of interests abroad, such
activities affect the global political landscape significantly. Important
questions raised in the current literature revolve around issues such as: Why
do Great Powers overexpand? And why do they expand at some points in
time but not in others? This study asks, Why does a power expand
differently in two similar situations at the same point in time?

To probe such a question I explore McKinley's policy choices toward
Cuba and the Philippines in 1898, the latter territory being annexed while
the former not. Each case is presented against three competing explanations
derived from recent expansionist literature. Propositions from each
perspective--offensive realism, defensive realism and domestic coalition
logrolling--are introduced in a structured, focused manner in each case.

Despite the shortcomings of realism as a progressive paradigm for
international relations inquiry, this study hints that a variant of realism--
offensive--could be a persuasive "first cut" theory at understanding foreign
policy expansionism. At least, it is not apparent here that realism should be
displaced by a domestic politics paradigm.

Practically, what follows reveals the ability of Great Powers to
expand is not necessarily thwarted due to internal characteristics
(democratic, pluralist, "weak" state), whether they have popular support or
not. The findings also suggest that it is out of confidence and opportunity
that expansionism occurs in these cases, rather than out of insecurity.
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CHAPTER ONE.
Introduction

What is expansionism? Why do rising powers expand? Why do they
not? These questions have received much attention in the study of
international politics. The debates which spawns from this attention range
from the behavior of states over time, to the behavior of states as "rising" or
"falling" powers, to differences which state structure impose on state
behavior. For instance, is the United States as an institutionally
fragmented, federated and democratic state less apt to engage in imperialist
policies; more apt to be relatively benign? The study introduced below
enters this ongoing dialogue on the dynamics of expansionism, with a focus

on foreign policy choice rather than international outcomes.

Introducing the Study

What follows is a study building off current scholarship attempting to
integrate domestic and international/systemic factors of foreign policy
decision-making. I explore United States foreign policy choice toward
Cuba and the Philippines, comparatively, in 1898. Specifically, I ask why
President William McKinley decide to annex the Philippines but not Cuba
at the conclusion of a successful war over each territory's then-ruler, Spain.

This is a dual case study, with each policy choice examined individually as



well as compared in a structured, focused theoretical analysis of variation in

policy decisions.
ORGANIZING FRAMEWORK

Since this is a study of decisions, and since decisions are made by
individuals whose choices require "compliance or even enthusiasm from"
constituents 0 the relevant actors will be the chief decision-makers in the
Executive (in this case, U.S. president William McKinley and his circle of
advisers), members of Congress (which also affects policy and ratifies
treaties) and societal groups with interests in either case or expansionism in
general. Two variations of realist thought, called here defensive and
offensive realism, are represented by the existence of threats to, or
opportunities for, the state which prompt the state to expand abroad.
Systemic threats or opportunities will be assessed through how McKinley
and his advisers perceived and interpreted them. Any "threat" or
"opportunity" existing outside the United States is only such if the chief
decision-makers of the state perceived and interpreted reality in those terms.
I choose this phenomenological approach under the assumption that a
nation-state is not "a distinct social entity" which is "a unity unto itself" but
rather a "group of individuals operating withing an institutional framework"
who must perceive and interpret events before making a decision.! In the

case of the third theoretical approach used below, domestic political

0Gourevitch, Politics In Hard Times, Cornell U. Press: Ithaca and London
(1986), p 20.
1Singer, "The Level-of-Analysis Problem in International Relations,” p. 82.



coalitions and ideology, groups need to be identified as do their interests in

the issues and politics in the policy debate.

Realist Explanations for Expansionism

Realists contend that the principal objective of states is the
maintenance and promotion of power, influence and security.2 Two types
of realism emerge from this assumption in explaining foreign policy
decisions--that which focuses on promoting influence and power actively
(offensive realism) and that which centers on promoting security in the
face of perceived threats (defensive realism).

According to offensive realism, as a state grows in relative power in
an anarchic world system, it may seek to exert influence abroad so to
advance political, economic or security interests.3 This "aggressive
realism"4 follows the logic that "a principal objective of states has been the
conquest of territory" or to "increase their influence over the behavior of
other states” in order to advance economic and security interests.? These
interests are defined by the decision-making elite in a given time and place.
Thus, the existence of expansionism may be attributed to the simple fact
that "it pays."0 This is the foundation of the "test" of offensive realism:
Did the perception of external opportunity to expand lead McKinley to

choose expansionist policies? And did variance in such perceived

2Gilpin, War and Change in World Politics, pp.23-25, discusses the state
interests in advancing influence and security through conquest and
power; Snyder, pp 10-13 and 21-26 discuss the premium on security.

3@ilpin, pp. xi, 9, 23-25.

4This term is used by Snyder in his Myths of Empire. It is also similar
to Zakaria's "state-centered realism;" see Rise of a Great Power, pS5.
5Gilpin, pp.23-24.

6Snyder, p 10.



opportunities lead to variance in policy choice toward Cuban and the
Philippines? A focus on McKinley and his advisers' conceptions of
national economic and security interests is key to explanation of either
threat or opportunity. If McKinley perceived an opportunity to conquer the
territory and people of the Philippines, he would do so if such an act
furthers his idea of commercial, political or security gains. Did this
perception not exist with regard to Cuba, thus accounting for the difference
in policy choice?

Alternatively, defensive realism asserts that if a decision-maker
perceives the intentions and capabilities of a foreign element to be
aggressive and formidable vis-a-vis her/his conception of national interest,
s/he is likely to respond defensively to secure those commercial or security
interests.” The questions to be answered here are: Did McKinley perceive a
threat to security and/or economic interests in the Philippines that led him
to annex the archipelago? Were similar such threats absent in Cuba?
Domestic Political Explanation: Coalitions and Ideology

Gilpin, who focuses largely on systemic factors in foreign policy,
understands that the interests belong not to states but to individuals and
coalitions of individuals, and that determination of political objectives is a
"coalition process."8 But some who are attempting to explain
expansionsism (Snyder among the most articulate and contemporary) place
great weight on such coalitions in the fate Great Power decisions to expand.

In such a framework, there must exist at the time of policy choice the

7see snyder p.12; Walt, Origins of Alliance, pp.25-26; and Zakaria, The
Rise of a Great Power, pp.6-7, 31-35.
8Gilpin, pp. 18-19.



following conditions:

1. Narrow imperialist interests gaining control over national policy
by joining in logrolled coalitions, trading favors so that each group

gets what it wants most;

2. By capturing the state (ties with the state as part of the coalition or
by being overrepresented in the organs of state power already),
groups in the imperial coalition harness its propaganda resources...
selling myths using the instruments and credibility of the state...self-
serving strategic arguments become less traceable to the parochial

interests that benefit from them.9

Not only do these criteria need to be met, but they need to be met
differentially based on the cases (Cuba and the Philippines). Did a coalition
favoring annexation of the Philippines and/or opposing annexation of Cuba
exist in the manner described above? Is this a case of "offensive détente”
where imperialists logrolling with anti-imperialist factions caused the
variation in policy toward Cuba and the Philippines?

Also, McKinley's perceptions and subsequent interpretations as they
are linked with his actions should be assessed. Did McKinley endorse
separate strategies because of his knowledge and accordance with, or
participation in, these coalition forces and beliefs? Did he have a choice,

making his preferences and perceptions important? Was he constrained by

9Snyder, pl7 and 38.



issues of separation of powers? The three theoretical perspectives are

elaborated and tied more explicitly to propositions in Chapter Two.

Case Selection

The cases of policy toward Cuba and the Philippines have similar
features and different outcomes in terms of policy choices, conditions
conducive to a structured, focused comparison of policy variation. Both
were ripe for the taking following the United States's lopsided war with
Spain. Both had internal insurrections fighting for independence, be it from
Spain or the United States. Both consisted of populations quite dissimilar
from the demographic make-up of the contemporary United States. The
policy decisions came at the same time and at the same point of American
capability and power, 1898, as well as the same distribution of world
military and economic power and political configurations. The same
decision-makers interpreted events and made policy surrounding both cases.

Ideally, Puerto Rico would have made a good rival case for Cuba,
allowing me to control for geographic location (though at the expense of
the existence of an internal insurrection and significant independence
movement). But a feasibility probe found little documentation revealing the
processes of decision-making regarding Puerto Rico. The Philippine
decision process, on the other hand, is a well-documented case. And it may
be enough that Puerto Rico was annexed--with seemingly little
consideration or hesitancy--to quell speculation that the different policies
directed at Cuba and the Philippines can be attributed solely to their
different geographic locations. That is, if Cuba did not have to be taken



because it was safely within the sphere of influence of the United States,
then why did the United States take Puerto Rico; conversely, if the
Philippines had to be taken because they were well out of the United States'’
sphere of influence and thus vulnerable, why did Puerto Rico have to be

taken?

Raison d'étre

Why does it matter? Is territorial conquest at the hands of Great
Powers not an artifact of another time, outmoded in terms of international
norms of behavior? While this may be (for the time being), it is as
irrelevant as it is true. Territorial acquisition was the contemporary
realization of Great Power status and behavioral expectation of the time,
rightly or wrongly. The following, then, provides case studies of a Great
Power response to the structure and norms of a given time (latter 19th
century) when territorial acquisition was part of the "accepted and
successful practices" to which nations conformed in competition and
socialization if they were to "rise to the top and...stay there," as Waltz
suggests.10 This was a time in history when the system was dominated by
Great Powers of European origins whose fundamental assumptions at the
time included (1) a lack of faith in the ability of non-European, non-
"white" societies to govern themselves (at least at a level meeting the Euro-
centric expectations of governance) and (2) that territory was finite and, as

such, part of a zero-sum game, such that land which one country possesses

10See Waltz's Theory of International Politics, reprinted in Keohane (ed.), pp.63-67, 86-87, and 128. He
discusses the structural pressures to compete and conform to "common international practices" which
reward Great Powers that obey and punishes (or "selects against") those which do not.



is that much more which other countries do not). The two are related in
that the skepticism of "native" governance mattered to a Great Power to the
extent that they would see the natives' territory vulnerable to the exploits of
its (the Great Power's) competitors.

Nevertheless, conclusions drawn from this research should be seen as
indicative of Great Power behavior generally, as a rising power becomes
socialized into the system and its norms within a given spatio-temporal
context. It could be useful in exposing the general behavior of a rising
power today by exploring the domestic and international threats and
opportunities which affect the behavior of states. That is the goal and

rationale for this research.

OUTLINE OF THE THESIS

Chapter Two will discuss the theoretical basis for the debate on
expansionism as well as methodological and procedural issues involved in
the research.

Chapter Three involves decision-making regarding the Philippines,
circa 1898. It begins with a brief historical introduction and follows with
the Domestic politics, defensive realist and offensive realist approaches to
explaining the United States foreign policy decision to take the Philippines.

Chapter Four follows the pattern of chapter three, though the context
here is the process of deciding U.S. policy toward Cuba during the same

time period as above.



The concluding chapter summarizes and analyzes the results of these
two cases in the context of the questions posed in the study. It also offers

limits to the study as well as implications and suggestions for further work.

CONCLUSION

This study investigates whether perceptions of opportunity or threat
bring about Great Power expansionism, or whether domestic coalitions
form to influence policy choices of expansionism. The findings below
suggest that McKinley and his advisers saw an opportunity to acquire new
influence in the Pacific, establish coaling stations and a more authoritative
say in the world dealings in the China Market as a result. Defensive, or
security, issues played a role only in deciding to retain the entire
archipelago (as opposed to just part) after the United States, for strictly
ambitious, "offensive" designs, opted to retain Luzon--the Philippine island
holding Manila and Manila Bay.

Cuba likewise was sought for opportunistic reasons, yet its taking was
denied in part by factors of domestic politics and structure (though not due
to the coercion or co-opting of McKinley by some Snyderian coalition)--
pointing to the importance of domestic politics in the understanding of
foreign policy and validating the use of the State-Centric approach. Yet
McKinley and the expansionists ultimately got their way by an early defeat
of recognizing Cuban independence and, later, through the enactment of the

Platt Amendment. This suggests that, despite domestic obstacles (such as



the Teller amendment), the chief of state can accomplish his/her goals, even
if by different means. In the case of Cuba, where the public was fervently
for Cuban independence, it also shows how a "benign public" can be
thwarted by the assertion of leadership by their elected executive. This does
not settle the debate on whether democracies are more benign than other
forms of government, but it strongly cautions against early dismissals of
democracies as capable of carrying out ambitious, expansive policies--with
or without the initial support of the public. |

Domestic coalition logrolling seemed to be marginal if ever existent
in these cases, suggesting that there may be a worthy distinction between the
roots of "overexpansion" and general "expansion" on empirical grounds;
although again, logically the distinction is flawed in the neglect of systemic
factors and focus on international outcome which decides what is
overexpansionism in the first place.

Despite the shortcomings of realism as a progressive paradigm for
international relations inquiry in the Lakatosian sense, this study hints that a
variant of realism--offensive--could provide a persuasive "first cut" at
understanding foreign policy expansionism, a conclusion similarly reached
by Zakaria.!l At the least, it is not apparent here that realism should be
displaced by a domestic politics paradigm such as that advanced

by Snyder and included in the study below.

11See The Rise of a Great Power (1993).

10
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CHAPTER TWO.
Theory and Method

Inquiry into the behavior of Great Powers is by no means a new
endeavor; great attention is understandably devoted to it, as the activities of
Great Powers impact the contours of international relations and possibly the
lives of all (in the case of war). Some have focused on the rise, others the
fall, of them; while others are interested in the policies of these powers:
both outcomes and formulation. This is the study of the latter. That is, the
focus below is on the initial formulation and articulation of United States

policy decisions; not the outcome of implementing such policies.

SCOPE OF THE STUDY

The dependent variable in this thesis is the foreign policy choice
made by United States decision-making elites toward Cuba and the
Philippines in 1898, as consummated by the Treaty of Paris ending the war
with Spain. Three different perspectives are used below in an attempt to
explain variation in choice of expansionist policies: why the Philippines
were annexed and why Cuba was not. Two of the perspectives carry with

them the independent variable of decision-makers' perceptions (of threats or

12



opportunities). A third framework focusing on domestic politics has as its
independent variable the existence of domestic imperialist coalitions
influencing the outcome of policy choice toward Cuba and the Philippines.
How each of these variables is defined and operationalized will be discussed
below.

The focus on foreign policy choice below can be clarified by a survey
of the competing explanatory approaches that are brought to bear in the
study of expansionism. Below is such a survey, offering the breadth of
approaches to be used in this study. After a discussion of realism and its
challengers in the context of paradigmatic research and efforts at progress in
international relations, the rest of the chapter is devoted to alternative
explanatory possibilities and their controls, as well as technical issues of

case selection and procedures of data collection and analysis.

EXPANSIONISM DEBATED

Expansionism is the key concept of this debate; it refers to the
expansion of a nation-state's influence and interests abroad. In this case, the
question is about territorial expansionism and why it occurred in one place
but not the other during the same time frame? I will define territorial
expansionism as the establishment of sovereign control over territory
previously not under the sovereign control of the state in question.

This 1s a case about the choice to expand territorily, not the actual act of

expansionism itself.

13



Expansionist tendencies may stem from many factors, from Lenin's
contention of imperialism as the "highest stage of capitalism"12 to some
realists who see it as a natural outgrowth of increased state power in an
anarchic, self-help system. Still others may see such policies as the result of
domestic coalitions advancing parochial interests under the cloak of national
policy (a proposition, in fact, not necessarily incompatible with the Marxist
thesis). American expansionism, more specifically, has been studied
intensely for the "roots" of such behavior at the end of the 19th century.
The imperialism of this period is deemed "the great aberration" in
American diplomatic history as it marks a departure from traditional
practices of isolationism and avoiding the domination of foreign lands and
peoples. Different studies point to different reasons for this "departure":
among them are (1) the extension of Manifest Destiny abroad once the
frontier was settled, (2) the ascendancy of social Darwinist thought and its
assumption of survival of the fittest (state), (3) the rise of big business
interests and their quest for resources and markets, and (4) the "emotional
root" stemming from turmoil of depression and the country's "psychic
crisis" with hard times.13 These various factors in reality no doubt overlap,
some of them necessary but not sufficient causes, others more compelling
than some. What they have in common is the focus: why did the United
States expand at that time?

Though these are important issues to address, the following thesis

121 enin, V.I. Imperialism: The Highest Stage of Capitalism. International Publishers: New
York. 1916/39.

13These are from a myriad sources but are all summarized and critiqued in Emnest May's American

Imperialism: A Speculative Essay, pp. 7-14. See also Leopold, pp. 122-129, for a discussion of the
economic and emotional roots of expansionism, and LaFeber's The New Empire for an extensive

discussion of the economic roots of American imperialism.

14



demands more than "why does a Great Power expand?"--a topic which has
been subject to a wealth of debate and research. I ask why a Great Power--
the United States--simultaneously engaged in different policies surrounding
similar cases. Zakaria states that a theory of foreign policy should explain
why "the same state at different times in history" have different intentions,
goals, or preferences in foreign policy.14 This study suggests that a theory
of foreign policy expansion needs also to consider such differences given
the same state and the same time in history. The competing explanatory
approaches used below derive from some aspects of current expansionist
literature, including Zakaria and Snyder. The approaches are realism--with
its defensive and offensive offshoots--and domestic coalition politics. Other
possible explanations are discussed at the end of the chapter as to how they

are controlled for or why they are not explored in more detail.

Realism

Realism is consensually understood by international relations scholars
to be, for good or ill, the dominant paradigm guiding international relations
inquiry since the end of World War I1.15 Despite its seemingly hegemonic
reign, realism is criticized by some for its poor record in adding to the
progress of the discipline with new and insightful discoveries. As a
knowledge-builder, its theories and hypotheses have failed "over time to

produce a significant number of findings," Vasquez implies in his

145 17,

15The obvious has been put to extensive, systematic "testing” with supportive results. See Vasquez,
especially Chapters 4-6.
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introductory chapter, suggesting that such a paradigm may be "inadequate”
and in need of rejection.6 He reaches such conclusions after analyzing the
record of realist hypotheses using a narrow, strict interpretation of realism.
Reduced to its fundamental, traditional assumptions, his analysis of
hypotheses excluded any work not specifically focused on the nation-state
(as opposed to the chief decision-maker therein, for example) and dealing
only with topics of conflict and power; ignoring domestic politics and non-
power issues.!” With this narrow definition, derived from Morgnthau, his
findings reveal the lackluster record already mentioned. Yet rejection of a
paradigm, albeit after several decades of testing and poor performance
(based on a strict interpretation of realism such as that which Vasquez
proffers) may be a harsh sentence, especially in the absence of a superior
rival paradigm. As Lakatos states, "There is no falsification before the
emergence of a better theory."18

Nevertheless, defenders and detractors alike have recognized and
responded to the inadequacies of realism as realized in the volume of
anomalies to realist expectations in post-war research. The defenders
commence with ad hoc auxiliary hypotheses to explain away such
anomalies--the degree of their success determining whether they are
progressive or degenerative in contributing to the "continuous growth" of
the research program embedded in the paradigm.!® Such auxiliaries are
excluded from the Vasquez analysis, contributing to the appearance of

inadequacy within realism. This thesis, as with Zakaria, preserves realist

16See pp.12 and 223-227.
175ee Vasquez, pp. 18, 26-37.
185 119.

19bid., p.118.

16



assumptions while attempting to incorporate domestic aspects for potentially
richer analysis (see below). Critics, meanwhile, seize on the "poor" record
to advance alternative theories and hypotheses altogether--some stemming
from the post-structuralist movement as well as 2nd-Image theorists like
Snyder, looking within the state for explanations of state behavior.

This thesis takes a Lakatosian approach to analyzing the research
questions posed below. Creating a set of principles to be used for
comparing theories, Lakatos expected such rules to help guide the basis on
which one might decide to follow one research program or another: (1) that
the rival theory (T1) predict facts improbable or forbidden by theory T; (2)
that T1 explains all the unrefuted content of T; and (3) that some of the
excess content of T1 is corroborated.2® While these immense issues will not
be solved here by any means, what the following provides is the rival play
of alternative propositions grounded in alternative theoretical assumptions:
two within the realist paradigm, and one outside. These rivals will battle
for the high ground of explanation of these two cases and the underlying
link between them, with the purpose of adding to the expansionist debate
some clues as to why a Great Power expands differently in a given time and
space. This is merely following Snyder and Zakaria in approach (though
Zakaria does not allow for a domestic politics approach in his work), and in
doing so I hope to keep the language and dialogue on as similar of grounds
as possible, keeping concepts and structure analogous whenever plausible.

As this is a study of foreign policy choice rather than international

political outcomes, the realism to be explored here is more toward the

20ibid., p.116.
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classical vein as opposed to the structural, "neo-realist,” type. The latter
addresses international outcomes in a system dominated by competing states
and an anarchical environment.2] The general conclusion is that, in a self-
help world, states with competing interests ultimately engage in balances of
power to prevent one or more powerful states from threatening the interests
of others.

Classical Realism?22 is state-centered and focuses on the interests of
states as well as the desire for power (and thus influence) so to further state
interests in an anarchic universe of sovereign states. Translating to the
understanding of foreign policy choice, the realist asks "How does this
policy affect the power of the nation?"23 Conversely, it is equally plausible
to ask how power affects the policy of a nation. Gilpin, for instance,
hypothesizes that a state attempts to expand its interests abroad24 "in
response to developments that increase its relative power or decrease the
costs of modifying political arrangements."25 One dilemma arising out of
the realist school is how exactly to interpret the vague nature of its
principles. Two variants of realism reflect different interpretations of the
assumptions of realism. The "defensive realist” sees the pursuit of interests
in terms of power as a minimalist response to the insecure nature of the
international environment. At the other extreme, what I call the "offensive
realist" would predict, as Gilpin does, that a self-interested state will pursue

interests as actively and extensively as the international environment permits

21The current seminal defense of neo-realism is Kenneth Waltz's Theorv of International Politics.
22Whose chief defense is best presented by Hans J. Morgenthau in Politics Among Nations.
23Morgenthau, p. 12.

24or "change the political system"

25p. Xi.
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or is perceived by the decision-making élite to permit. I will explore both

in turn.

Defensive Realism

Among defensive realism's champions is Jack Snyder. Though his
study's goal is to show the domestic politics behind expansionism, he notes
that his arguments are "fully consistent with the defensive version of
realism."26 Defensive realism sees foreign policy chiefly as the reaction by
a state to international anarchy. The need for security drives policies,
including expansionist policies. "States balance against threats," says Walt,
amending the balance-of-power assumption of Waltz; thus, states that are
seen as aggressive or threatening are "likely to provoke others to balance
against them."27 Defensive realism is modest in its policies, expanding
only as much as is needed to be secure against international threats. Itis
modest because of its assumption that offensive action is counterproductive
to security, either by causing the state to overextend itself and its resources
(imperial overstretch) or by provoking a balancing coalition of rival powers
(self-encirclement)--both of which undermine the interests of the expanding
state.

Snyder claims his logic is "consistent with defensive realism" because
he attributes the counterproductive outcomes of "overexpansion" to the state
being too aggressive. However, the cause of this overaggressive nature
which he has found in all Great Powers in modern times is not attributed to

offensive realism. Rather, Snyder insists that only the "capturing of the

26p. 12.
278ee Walt, p. 5 and p. 25.
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state" by parochial, imperial, domestic interests can account for "aggressive
behavior” grounded in the "myth" that "offensive action often contributes to
security."28 Rather than assume that states should know not to expand for
offensive advantages, as Snyder does, I leave it as an empirical question of
whether or not states do expand for offensive advantages or for defensive
security, or for the pleasure of domestic interests.

Defensive realism, then, proposes that the state expands when state
decision-makers perceive a threat to its security.29 In terms of this study,
this translates into the following proposition: McKinley decided to annex
the Philippin t not h rcei hreat t .

inter: in the Philippin n

Offensive Realism

Another variant of realism is what I call offensive realism (or what
Snyder calls "aggressive realism"). As opposed to the reactive minimalist
policies of defensive realism, offensive realism is based on the chief of
state's perception of opportunities to expand interests and influence abroad.
For an opportunity to exist, the decision-maker must perceive external
conditions as ripe for the advancement of state interests and conducive to
state action. Broadly, state interests and objectives include (1) the

enlargement of control (however defined) over an increasing amount of

2855 1-2, 12. As mentioned in the introduction, Zakaria addresses the weaknesses of this aspect of Myths
of Empire in a compelling fashion, stating that "Defensive Realists have confused the effects of the
international system on states with the lessons that they believe states should learn...By smuggling in
normative assumptions about state behavior, Defensive Realism ends up regarding much foreign policy
behavior as abnormal and then explaining it by attributing abnormality to guilty parties.” See pp. 57-58.
29Somt:thing similar to this is found in Zakaria, pp.33 & 74.
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