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Foreword

This is a book about the figures of thought of the figures of International
Relations, or, to put it in a more mundane manner, about some professors of the
profession. It started life in one of the youngest of the profession’s organizations:
first drafts for most of the chapters were presented to the inaugural conference of
the Nordic International Studies Association (NISA), Oslo, August 1993. Thanks
are due to NISA for their travel support on this occasion. In March 1994,
Marlene Wind organized a follow-up workshop at the European University
Institute in Fiesole, to which a majority of the contributors have ties. This time,
the costs were shouldered by the Centre for Peace and Conflict Research,
Copenhagen. One last institution which deserves a word of thanks is the
Norwegian Institute of International Affairs, where Ingeborg Victoria Boe and
Christian-Marius Stryken assisted in editorial matters. Finally, a word of thanks
to a number of the chosen figures themselves, who kindly provided written
comments as well as interview time to their portrayers. It is our hope that we
may prompt our readers to expand these dialogues into a heterologue about
professional figures in general, and so help to shed the unfortunate habit of
discussing the discipline in terms of paradigms, debates and schools of thought
only.



Series editor’s preface

Part of the ‘new international relations’ has been the rise of a new generation of
scholars, bringing with them new schools of thought (most notably critical theory
and postmodernism) with which to challenge the establishment. Most of the
authors of this book are younger members of that new generation. Here they
present both their choice, and their evaluation, of a set of what they see as
influential and/or interesting contemporary thinkers in International Relations. A
few of their choices, such as Wendt, are close to their own group in age, a few
others are senior figures, such as Waltz and Gilpin, but most are people now in mid-
career. All of their choices are theorists, which is in itself an interesting comment
on the authors and their upcoming generation of International Relations scholars.
It does not seem to be possible to reach ‘master’ status via empirical work! Their
strategy is to create a series of perspectives on the discipline not by examining its
‘great debates’, but by tracing and analysing a series of individual journeys
through it. As they point out, this is not much done in the self-reflections of
International Relations, a curiosity given its prominence in other disciplines. Yet
since this is the way each active scholar actually experiences the subject, there is
a wealth of useful insights to be gained from taking this approach.

Seen as a whole, the book is a thought-provoking reflection on the
fragmentation of the discipline: its lack of almost any generally shared
epistemological, methodological, or ontological premises. We would seem to be
not only a ‘divided discipline’, but increasingly one with no discernible centre at
all. The individual journeys traced here are notable for their distinctiveness and
separateness, perhaps suggesting a trend towards ever greater conceptual
decentralization. The individual chapters can be read with many purposes in
mind. Some readers will want to get a grip on a difficult author. Others will have
a more biographical interest, wanting to see how some of the names in the field
developed, and where they came from in order to reach where they are. Still
others will seek a handle on difficult theories via one of the authors who
advocate them. By providing well-lit pathways into some of the more shrouded
and murky areas of the discipline, and overviews of some of its more visible, but
still complicated, areas, this book will be a boon to both teachers and students.

Barry Buzan
University of Westminster
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Figures of international thought:

introducing persons instead of paradigms
Ole Weever

‘Masters in the Making’ was the original working title for this volume. No
Europeans reacted negatively to this, but almost every American objected on
grounds of political correctness—‘master’ carries connotations of dominance,
hierarchy, submission, control, and a whole metaphysics being negated these
years, from dominance over nature to dominance of one sex over another. Even
for those not troubled by such issues, the idea of crowning a dozen theorists
among a dynamic multitude of the competing, and ‘juridically’ equal, seemed
offensive. We were thinking of this book in part as a sequel to Kenneth
W.Thompson’s Masters of International Thought (1980). After the great,
unchallenged masters of the early and mid-twentieth century, with whom he
dealt there come the Masters in the Making. Or so we thought. Wrongly it
seems. No more masters! America seems, however, not to be totally in the throes
of political correctness. Thompson has extended the series backwards in time,
while we are extending it forward. In 1994 he published a book entitled—
Fathers of International Thought!

This book can then be seen as the one in the series dealing with the writing of
International Relations (IR) in a period where the image of master (not to speak
of father) has become problematic. Therefore we address figures of thought—an
ambivalent phrase, which may refer to patterns of projects in the academic
landscape, or to the individual figures who after all move around there. The
resistance to our original title was not accidental. Ours is a time of crisis for
images of supreme authors mastering not only their own work but also a whole
discipline. That something is in crisis, however, should hardly make it
uninteresting. To the extent that something like persons or authors—or persons
aspiring to be authors—is still around even in IR, how do they operate?

This book aims to present the state of the art of International Relations theory
through a critical reading of twelve central theorists. By focusing on theorists and
their collected works, we break with the usual procedure in the field, which
reserves this method for theorists long dead and rarely treats contemporary
theorists as entities interesting in and of themselves. At most, aspects of their
work are juxtaposed with those of other theorists and presented as a ‘school of
thought’. One aim of the project is to demonstrate the well-rounded character of
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some of the leading oeuvres in the field, and to break with the tendency to present
it as consisting of a number of disembodied ‘schools’ or ‘paradigms’.

Why should this be of interest to more than twelve readers? In addition to
providing a condensed and accessible discussion of the voluminous writings of
these twelve scholars, it also has a more general value: there is a certain
‘existential’ dimension to doing IR.Usually, someone working in IR aims at
some kind of coherence at the same time as striving to make complex and novel
moves across established lines. All theorists make personal choices and the
ability to retain an integrated academic persona(lity) is not secured once and for
all by picking a ‘position’. The traditional presentation of IR in terms of
‘paradigms’ or ‘schools’ obscures this since the writings of complex authors are
often cut up and treated in separate sections. Only those who fit unequivocally
into one box will be treated as whole persons—and most writers do not see
themselves as operating within one of the boxes. As an academic person one
would therefore learn more from tracing other unboxable persons in their
trajectories through the discipline. New-comers will be at a loss regarding
lessons at the personal/academic level with the dominant self-representations of
the discipline (paradigms, schools). With the approach adopted by this book, it
becomes possible to learn from how others have made their own hard choices,
paying the costs and achieving their gains.

Persons—volumes of work carrying an identical signature—are points where
numerous cross-pressures meet; different academic projects and discourses
combine with numerous extra-academic factors. We do not claim that an oeuvre
is a natural unit marked by homogeneity and coherence (cf. Foucault 1971; 1972
[1969]: 23 ff.), but nor are the famed ‘paradigms’ or any other of those units
usually chosen for introducing the discipline. Persons furthermore have the
advantage of being cross-points of a special kind. However much we have
learned about the decentring of the subject or the death of the author, given a
mixture of academic conventions of attribution and culturally and legally
enforced notions of selfhood we all probably have to operate with the fiction of a
self making decisions and being in some sense responsible for the result. A book
organized around central theorists of the day should offer a novel—or neo-
traditional—entrance into the field of International Relations.

At the same time as we attempted an intervention in the debates about how to
read our discipline, it was also obvious to all those involved with the project that
this book could be useful in a simpler sense, as a short-cut to some difficult writers.
Therefore, one of the criteria for selecting authors has been that there should be
some puzzle (how can Gilpin the political economist be also Gilpin of War and
Change in World Polities?) or some simple difficulty in understanding the project
(Alker? Onuf ? Walker?). Thus, each chapter offers a critical introduction to and
an original interpretation of an important writer. Whether it is the development
over time of this person’s work or some continuing dilemma which can be seen
as shaping the work, each chapter has a plot of its own, beyond the ones offered
by the ‘object author’ in the writings.
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THE IMPOSSIBILITY OF SELECTION

However, if focusing on theorists rather than on schools makes it easier to
represent the discipline in some respects, it makes the task of picking
representative theorists a crucial one. Although we have included a handful of
theorists who would be on most people’s lists, we admit to a certain bias in
favour of people who are attacking International Relations theory from fresh
angles, and who have not yet been unequivocally accepted as masters of the
trade. We have tried to select the theorists with the crispest profiles in the field.

The criterion for being a ‘Master in the Making’ follows from the definition of
a ‘master’. Quite conventionally, a master can be seen as an author whose work
remains in print and is still debated decades after his death. According to this
criterion even Waltz is not a master; we cannot know yet. In contrast,
Morgenthau and Bull are.! Whether our objects of study are then actually
destined to become masters cannot be settled at present.”? And since we prefer to
overrepresent those that are even more ‘in the making’, every reader will
undoubtedly be sceptical about some of our choices. This was deliberate; we
want to present some of the stronger candidates from the newest approaches.

This cut-off point establishes a correlation of three different measurements.
First, there is the basic definition related to the restricted notion of a ‘master’
(and thereby the expanded category of ‘in the making’). Second, our authors are
not generally treated elsewhere as authors. There are several articles and books
on Morgenthau and Bull, for example, but even a much discussed author like Waltz
has not been treated in this manner. There is much debate on Theory of
International Politics, a number of critical articles, but no treatment of his whole
ocuvre (except two chapters in Griffith 1992, there as part of Griffith’s own
project). Keohane is often quoted in introductory chapters to empirical studies,
but where do you get an overview of his development and the nature of his
enterprise as such? Most of the others are not dealt with at all in the literature.
The third ‘criterion’ is that despite the existence of a related exercise, Kenneth
Thompson’s Masters of International Thought, which covers the preceding
generation of IR masters, including such authors as Aron, Wight, Morgenthau,
Deutsch, Mitrany, Wolfers and Herz, he describes none of our figures. Our book
takes up the discipline where Thompson’s left it.?

Still, these criteria do not produce anything close to an essential list containing
exactly these twelve figures. Waltz could appropriately have been paired with
Ernest Haas who has published throughout much the same period, influenced the
discipline enormously and in many ways operated very differently from Waltz;
for instance, he has revised his own position and fields of interest much more
drastically and continuously. One could put a string of questions on the lines of
‘Why NN and not MM?” Why not Kratochwil, instead of either Ruggie or Onuf,
why not Ashley instead of Walker,* why not Enloe instead of Elshtain, why not
Smouts instead of Badie? To several of these questions there are no answers
other than pragmatic ones relating to the necessity of choice and the availability
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of authors qualified and motivated to write on these figures. We hope that each
of the chapters will convince the reader of the merits of the choice.® Still, at the
end of this process, there are regrets; the biggest is probably the absence of a neo-
Marxist such as Wallerstein, Cox, Gill, or Rosenberg (depending on the point
one picks out on the line from ‘master’ to ‘in the making’).® The difficulty of
selecting only twelve, the inevitable giving of offence and the predictability of
criticism—beyond optimistically suggesting that the discipline is vital enough to
produce a higher number of interesting figures—all suggest there should be a
second volume, although the current editors will probably be too battered from
the reactions to volume 1 to dare to edit a successor. Finally, we are not claiming
that these twelve are the Masters in the Making—they are some of the most
important, but surely there are others.

All we can do for now is to repeat the principles we used to judge every
candidate: any potential ‘master’ should present a puzzle for the author of the
chapter to have something to sort out, and for the student/reader to feel a need of
secondary literature purely for the purpose of understanding the figure. It also
weighed if there was controversy around the figure; for example, if the author
was read very differently by different subcultures. Furthermore, the work should
be of importance in the discipline. Importance here does not mean that we pass a
positive judgement on it, but that it satisfies what Vincent Descombes has called
the ‘noise principle’ (1979): being talked about. For instance, the selection of
Alexander Wendt could be questioned because he has published comparatively
little, but his two main articles have sparked so much interest and have led so
many others to label themselves constructivists and relate to structure-agency
questions, that his relevance is established by academic practice.

Inconsistency is not the only criterion for inclusion! There are authors among
our twelve who work quite clearly along one path, or who stay within one
problematique; but then their work is either extremely complicated, and thus in
need of elucidation, or may arouse questions regarding its location in the
discipline. Or we simply felt that there was an interesting story to be told about
this particular career, the academic choices made, and the lessons to be learned.

All of Thompson’s ‘Fathers’ and ‘Masters’ of International Thought were
male. Among the current Figures of the discipline, the Masters in the Making,
there are eleven men and one woman, and among those who portray the figures
here, the master-makers, the ratio is eight men to five women. A positive
interpretation would be that this looks like an exponential curve. A negative one
is certainly possible as well.

The relative dominance of Anglo-American IR might well have led us to
include not only a French but also a German (yes, there are a few candidates) and
especially some non-western authors. We felt, however, that this could be (read
as) the token symbol of political correctness, whereas the present selection
includes people who are central to the discipline as it operates today—not only
our ideal of who ought to be read. Though it would have been nice to have had a
chapter on Mazrui or Inoguchi.
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CONTENT AND CHARACTER OF THE CHAPTERS

The main body of this book consists of twelve parallel chapters each dealing with
one figure in contemporary IR. The chapters are not excessively standardized. To
impose a pattern would be artificial since the different works range very widely
in format. Some of the theorists have written numerous books and articles in
different fields, in which case the chapter needs either to deal with the different
subfields and investigate how they relate (Elshtain, Gilpin), or to do a
chronological investigation of the evolving work (Badie, Ruggie, Alker and
others). Others have one major book on which the presentation focuses (Walker,
Onuf) with the rest of their work used to put this book in perspective. In these
cases diachrony seems less interesting. In one case, Wendt, there are mainly two
—very famous—articles he wrote, and the chapter on him becomes more of an
essay in its own right discussing constructivism through the dilemmas with
which Wendt was struggling. Because there is an established, almost ritualized
debate about Waltz, the chapter, in order to keep its focus on him, not on the
debate, takes an original road into Waltz’s work by asking where Waltz stands in
terms of philosophy of science and suggesting one reads him in parallel with
Popper. The chapters on Waltz and Keohane raise the question of what their
dominance says about the field in general, and about the type of theorizing that is
most valued within the discipline in particular (or maybe: in the one case the
kind of theorizing that makes yours a position to which everyone is forced to
relate—mostly critically; and in the other case the kind that makes up the type of
paradigmatic work to which most try to conform). For some of the reflectivist or
critical authors, important dynamics derive from tensions between questioning
International Relations as a field and simultaneously making a career in it,
consequently it is natural that the respective chapters focus on such questions.

The contributors have been left relatively free in adopting a structure and an
approach as long as they considered the general themes presented above and
dealt with three other basic matters. First, each thinker is placed in the landscape
of the discipline: where is he or she toiling? Second, their epistemology is
considered: how do they go about studying IR? Third, what can we learn from
them?

All of the chapters can be read without prior familiarity with the works dealt
with, but should also be of interest to readers who are familiar with these writers.
Since our task is to present comprehensively some authors that are widely seen
as ‘difficult’, we run into what could be labelled the double bind of translation,
or the blackmail of intelligibility. New and especially philosophically inclined
approaches such as poststructuralism are criticized for being incomprehensible,
for using strange jargon, and for not even trying to communicate. If one then
tries to explain in plain words a poststructuralist work, the reaction will typically
be: ‘Oh, that is another matter—it is not so very problematic, except that this was
already said by NN in the 1960s; it is quite sensible and not very peculiar, but
then why use all these strange terms and this odd mode of expression in the first
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instance!” Either it is castigated as sophisticated but incomprehensible, or as
comprehensible but trivial. It is, however, quite common that an argument can
only be made fully on its own terms by using a specific terminology (cf.
Kantian, Hegelian, or for that matter logical positivist literature), whereas it is
possible to talk about it in ordinary language. Thus, it should be no surprise that
the new approaches in IR have developed unique concepts and styles. For
instance, some peculiarities derive from modes of expression that post-
structuralists find it mandatory to avoid, but that most others use unsuspectingly.
If one wants fully to understand, engage with, maybe criticize these writings, one
has to make an effort, has to work to get into a new language and a new
problematique (as with Kantianism, Hegelianism, or logical positivism). A
simplified presentation that abstains from such terms, stylistics and perspectives
will always betray the enterprise to some extent, which of course has its
advantages.

Our ‘introductions’ should not imply that our authors say nothing but what we
describe them saying; there will always be immense additional benefits from
actually reading their works, even the ‘difficult’ ones. But since we cannot all
read everything, there is also a need for introductions and overviews to help us at
least in judging what to invest time in reading.

This book is not written as a first introduction to the field. It will bring
students who have read a standard textbook and learned the usual (and useful,
but untrue) stereotypes of ‘paradigms’ and ‘debates’ closer to the complexities of
contemporary theorizing. Thus it can be used as a graduate textbook for classes
in International Relations theory. It may also be seen by both students and teachers
as a door-opener to texts which they should have read, but have not yet come
around to deciphering. (Should we after all have chosen the blunt title: ‘How to
save 500 hours of IR reading: books you always pretend you have read but
actually never did’? No, we should not, because our purpose is not to replace the
reading of primary texts by secondary ones; it is to tempt people to get started on
some of the more challenging theorists and to help those who already read them
to step back and reflect on complete oeuvres.)

Whereas a number of the contributors have studied with the theorists they
discuss, none of them is now working in the same department or even the same
country as the subject of their chapter. We have tried to combine theoretical
familiarity with geographical and intellectual distance.

In addition to the twelve core chapters and this introduction, which tries to
present both the project and the state of the art as a whole, the book contains a
conclusion by my co-editor. It suggests how other students of International
Relations can draw lessons from the theorists under discussion and tries to
identify blind spots in their coverage of the theoretical landscape.

In this way, the book will, at a minimum, produce lessons on three levels:

 substance (i.e. theory substance): an understanding of the work of Alker,
Onuf, and others.
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 life as an IR theorist: the strategies adopted by different writers facing
different kinds of dilemmas. What happens if you try to cultivate your own
school, or, conversely, if you want to integrate numerous theories, or, for
instance, to work very interdisciplinarily? What kind of ironic effects do we
find in the works of these known figures, and thus how can tensions and
dilemmas in their ambitions explain the peculiarities in their works?

* the landscape of current IR theory: what is happening in the various districts,
what are the trends and patterns, who is trying to do what to whom and why?
(Theorizing is never a simple two-part relationship between the theorist and
‘the world’, it always involves an understanding of which other theories exist
and how one wants to relate to them.)

The purpose of the rest of this introduction is to do the opposite from the (rest of
the) book. While the book tries not to write about IR the usual way in terms of
‘paradigms’ or ‘schools’, this introduction will give a condensed version of the
story about them. Its overview provides a common basis for the rest of the
chapters. Thus, the story that follows is in part, and deliberately, traditional,
because it has to present the self-images which the discipline has established and
used to guide its course. In part, it ventures a novel suggestion on how to see the
main patterns of debate and the definition of research programmes in recent
years where no dominant metaphors or ‘debates’ have gained general
acceptance. Finally, it reflects on the uses and abuses of debates: in relation to
each period it comments on the advantages of the dominant depiction as well as
its main disadvantages.

FATHERS, DEBATES AND PARADIGMS

The origins of international thought is a strangely bifurcated business. Some
point to timeless wisdoms and ancient masters (Machiavelli. Thucydides,
Kautilya—the older the better), others restrict themselves to treating
international thought as essentially a twentieth-century matter. In between these
two practices there are two cases that can be made at least as forcefully as these
two extremes.

One can argue with Arnold Wolfers, for example, that our ‘contemporaries’
are the writers with whom we share the modern state and the modern states
system, i.e. those based in the European or Europeanized international society of
the last three or four hundred years (Wolfers and Martin 1956). The concepts and
problematiques emerging around the sovereign territorial states have set such a
specific agenda that it is difficult to apply ‘wisdom’ from other ages where the
units were completely different. Even if Hobbes, for instance, is constantly
misrepresented and ‘normalized’ according to twentieth-century expectations of
what he probably said, to read Hobbes today still has the advantage that his
writings were involved in shaping key political ideas and concepts at a
constitutive moment of European political history. Thus his practice is linked to
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our current system—although not in exactly the way our textbooks would like it
to be (Walker 1993; Williams 1996).

Second, a good case can be made for revisiting the nineteenth century. Instead
of illustrating the main IR traditions through a picture of twentieth-century
theories and ancient classics, it might be more relevant to look at the immediate
predecessors to twentieth-century IR: nineteenth-century thinking about peace
and war. Important schools which have for various reasons been downplayed in
the self-understanding of the discipline were the Machtschule and the free trade
liberals. The romantic and historicist movement among German historians
(sometimes known as the ‘Power School’) gave to power politics and state
centrism much more radical expressions than had been seen among the ‘realists’
of previous centuries. The state became a strong abstraction with its own drives,
and at the height of historicism (with historian von Treitschke and philosopher
Hegel) the result was a closed system where the state is defined as power and
power as the state. This is closely akin to twentieth-century realism, which is
disowned because the authors were German, and some of their ideas were
continued in less fortunate ways by geopolitics, social Darwinism and (German
and non-German) political practice. On the ‘peace’ side we moved from peace
plans to a more ‘sociological’ thinking among free trade liberals arguing that
modern capitalism, trade and public opinion, together with general
enlightenment and progress, would produce peace.” While Kant has had a recent
revival, and international political economy (IPE) might be more aware of the
nineteenth-century, the predilection of the discipline of IR, especially in its most
‘official’ moments, is for an image of age-old classics and twentieth-century
works (or, rather, postwar works), but the nineteenth-century is strangely absent
despite the fact that it is actually in the late eighteenth- and nineteenth-century
works that one is best able to find connecting lines, continuous ideas and real
inspirations. Equipped with Ranke’s essay on the great powers, Clausewitz,
Bentham’s works, maybe Cobden and finally Kant, it is difficult to be surprised
by much in twentieth-century IR; except for the form, the scientific wrapping, of
much of it.

Despite the possibility of tracing both realism and liberalism to nineteenth-
century writings, it is very much a twentieth-century idea to see them as two
distinct, competing schools and to hold that the main tradition is one connected
to Realpolitik and that the second most important quasi-tradition consists of
various mixes of ‘idealism’ and liberalist belief in the promises of modernity.
These ‘timeless’ traditions are largely made up of nineteenth-century ideas in their
twentieth-century political roles. These ideas unfolded in politics and in various
other disciplines—only after the First World War was it possible, and only after
the Second World War generally acceptable, to talk about a discipline of
International Relations.

The discipline of International Relations has a convention of telling its history
in terms of a number of ‘great debates’: idealism versus realism in the 1940s is
the first; behavioralism versus traditionalism in the 1960s is the second; and the
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interparadigm debate in the mid-1970s between realism, interdependence theory
and neo-Marxism is widely seen as the ‘third debate’. In the 1980s there was a
major—and often brutal—confrontation between what Keohane has labelled
rationalists and reflectivists, and what others have seen as the arrival in IR of
continental philosophy, postmodernism, or the humanities.® This debate either
goes unnumbered or is referred to as—the third debate (e.g. Lapid 1989; Neufeld
1993; Holsti 1993). Neither the arena of confrontation nor the pattern of
positions, however, has much in common with the ‘third debate’ of the 1970s.
This introduction focuses on comparing this most recent debate with the previous
‘great debates’. The discussion will help to situate many of the authors
considered in this book as well as to clarify disagreements about how this ‘fourth
debate’ should be presented.

One advantage of not accepting the fourth debate as a separate one is that one
can stick to the general preference for the number three—there are always three
approaches, three paradigms, three scenarios. But this is not a simple counting
matter. It assimilates the fourth debate into the third, and thereby the
interpretative schemes of the third debate are prolonged/reproduced. The third
debate is the typical ‘interparadigm debate’, the triangle of realism, pluralism and
structuralism, or realism, liberalism and Marxism, the standard textbook version
of IR. It is not very helpful when applied to a discipline where this game is not
driving most of the action. Self-reflection in IR of the 1990s is blocked if
presented with the choice of either using the triangle as scheme or abstaining
from pictures of its own development. We need new metaphors.

Pictures of specific constellations, debates, or triangles become problematic,
especially when one model of schools, such as the timeless triangle, gets fixed
and is projected backwards as well as forwards, as the map of all possible IR
positions.” But, we cannot simply purge ourselves of metaphors and pictures;
images of the internal battlelines do exist and they have effects. We should take
seriously the question of how they function, what they are, and what could be
achieved by trying to reshape them. The ‘debates’ operate as a dialectic between
implicit pictures and articulate self-representations of the discipline. In part, they
are implicit operators in (and thereby shape) actual academic practice, in part
they are constructed and artificially imposed on much more diverse activities. In
the second capacity they are selective readings amplifying the elements that fit into
their story. But in the first, they are distinctions involved in the work of the
discipline (and thus real and effective). A picture of the discipline itself as the
immediate social context always guides academic work. Each of the debates first
emerged as a constellation, an implicit picture. Then, the second step, this
constellation was labelled., this reinforced it as a constellation, but also shaped
the phase of moving beyond it, because that phase was defined in relation to this
picture of the discipline. It makes a difference whether one tries to operate in
today’s IR according to an understanding of this as ‘after the third debate’ or
‘after the fourth debate’.
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The rest of this chapter will concentrate on the third and fourth debates. Since
the first and second are well known, I will briefly discuss their character as
debates and the role of the debates as images in shaping self-understanding and
practice in the discipline.

The first debate—between ‘realists’ and ‘idealists’ (or ‘Utopians’)—was not
so much a discussion as a heroic post-hoc self-presentation by the (self-
proclaimed) realists. In the 1920s and 1930s there was not much ‘debating’
between ‘idealists’ and ‘realists’, but after the Second World War had
‘demonstrated” how wrong the idealists had been, the realists could tell a story of
how right they were at a time when actually little debate took place. In the interwar
period, ‘idealism’ was hegemonic within ‘International Relations’—not within
the practice of international relations, not in terms of the totality of academic
reflection on international relations, but within the discipline as such. The
discipline of International Relations was born after the First World War as a
reaction to four years of savage conflict. Thus, contrary to the widespread idea
thatits history is closely linked to realism, it was born in the liberalist corner,'® with
the clear task of avoiding a repetition of world war. Normative and prescriptive,
the focus of its interest lay not in studying historical experiences but in working
out new models and solutions, as well as in arguments about why the future did
not have to repeat the past, i.e. what social change had made war outdated.'' One
can construct positions, such as realism and idealism, and one can search the
classics for corresponding arguments, but two well-defined positions did not
emerge until the end of the period of IR interwar idealism, i.e. Carr 1981 [1939],
Morgenthau 1946.

The idea of a debate between realists and idealists has had a powerful effect on
the discipline. Positions critical of realism could be dismissed as reincarnations of
interwar idealism. In addition, realism was decisively shaped by its birth in this
alleged debate. As pointed out by Hedley Bull (1972), for example, postwar (or
twentieth-century) realism is distinct from the more cynical Realpolitik of
previous centuries. Much realist reasoning for power politics was presented on a
battleground defined by the ‘idealists’ as a moral argument why idealist policies
did not serve these aims, which required an understanding of reality—a line of
argument quite different from Machiavellian logic, which would not accept this
context of debate. Furthermore, realism’s coherence is anchored in this debate. It
is very difficult to come up with a list of views shared by realists, but because
authors of textbooks and people debating ‘paradigms’ think this a necessity a
string of fixed dogmas has increasingly been attributed to realism.'? Seen in the
context of its historical emergence, realism is a coherent tradition demarcated by
denying (basic, qualitative) progress in international relations. The different
realisms do not share premises, but they do the same—in different ways. They
are united by their conclusion: the denial of the basic liberal argument that there
is a possibility of progress.

Where most liberals assume that general societal evolution somehow must
influence and change international relations (cf Keohane 1990; Nye 1988; Waver
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1992: Ch. 2; and in this book Chapter 4 on Keohane and Chapter 7 on Ruggie),
realists argue that progress has no place in international politics. Martin Wight
claims, for instance, that ‘International politics is the realm of recurrence and
repetition; it is the field in which political action is most regularly necessitous’.!3
‘If this is indeed the character of international politics, it is incompatible with
progressivist theory.” This ‘no’ unites realists. They have found different ways to
argue the no (human nature, structure, philosophy of history, pessimism of
knowledge; Waever 1992: 33-49; Donnelly 1992). Thus, realism is unified
performatively. This can be understood only when seen in the context of the idea
of a founding debate. ‘Realism’ is not a ‘school’ because of any objective
proximity of its members or any uniformity of their positions, but is unified in
and by its contrast to idealism and in particular by the form of this opposition:
denying progress or domestic spillover while competing to claim the moral high
ground for amorality.

Where the idealist-realist debate is often criticized for the way it has served to
castigate all kinds of non-realism, one should also be aware that twentieth-
century realism has been deeply marked by it. Realism might be on its way to
getting a second imprint from this construction. The realist/ idealist dichotomy is
coming back to haunt realism. In our own time realism is cut off from its roots
because most people have stopped performing the interwar exercise—castigating
all non-realists as idealists—and then the realist labelling trick turns suddenly
against itself. The reading of realist works and thereby the transmittence of a
tradition, so essential to realism, is barred by the very label ‘realist’. It has often
been noticed that the labels ‘realist’ and ‘idealist’ (or ‘utopian’) were terribly
self-serving and biased. Combined with the fact that in the first debate realism
was the clear winner, this led to the situation where no one read the interwar
idealists any more. They were known only through the parodies by their critics
(Carr, first of all; cf. de Wilde 1991). To some extent, ‘realism’ seems to face the
same prospects today. ‘Realism’ has become a predominantly negative label,
which very few people are willing to attach to themselves, but which many
people use in debates (cf Buzan 1996). It is easy to have an opinion on ‘realism’
and to mention Morgenthau in this connection, having read at most his twelve
misleading pages on ‘six principles of realism’; other works, such as
Morgenthau’s Scientific Man vs. Power Politics, Kissinger’s A World Restored,
or even Carr’s Twenty Years’ Crisis, which would confuse the stereotypes,
remain unread. Ironically, like its old opponent, idealism, realism is becoming
known only through its critics’ parody.

Despite their attempt to argue—often hesitantly—for a specific discipline (a
specific science) of international relations/politics, realists retained their close
connections to history and the methods of the diplomatic historian (for this
tension, see most clearly the bible of the period: Morgenthau 1985 [1947]). The
first major attack on this mainstream therefore came from the growing social
sciences. The second debate was a sustained attempt through the late 1950s and
the 1960s to promote behavioural scientific approaches as superior to the
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traditional line of the historians. The techniques ranged from game theory, which
was soon neatly absorbed into mainstream realism and strategic studies
(deterrence theory), to the collection of events data in comparative foreign policy
and correlates of war studies pointing towards peace research. The debates were
conducted by Bull versus Kaplan in 1966 (in World Politics) and by Young,
Singer, Vital, Jervis and others contributing to Rosenau and Knorr (1969). In
contrast to the first debate, the second ended in a draw. It might be claimed that
the substantial ‘paradigms’ as to assumptions (ontology) of international
relations remained with realism, while the ‘scientific’ challenge had left a
decisive mark within realism itself, and the second debate was to be won
through delayed effect in the 1980s. In this respect, the main carrier of the ‘virus’
was Waltz’s Theory of International Politics.

Labelling this the second great debate helped to ‘professionalize’ IR and
establish it as a discipline. This was a major move in the construction of a self-
referential, inner-directed debate defining a separate scientific ‘sub-system’.
Where the first debate was only the academic reflection of a more general
exchange about foreign policy, the second was of interest primarily to the
members of the profession itself.

THE INTERPARADIGMATIC TRIANGLE: A
COMMANDING METAPHOR

A standard textbook presentation of International Relations explains that there
are three paradigms or three dominant schools: realism, liberalism (pluralism,
interdependence and world society) and Marxism (radicalism, structuralism and
globalism). Some writers claim that this is the timeless pattern of International
Relations—even in the classics, we find these three types of thinking (Kauppi
and Viotti 1992; Viotti and Kauppi 1993 [1987]). Others are more restrictive and
say that the discipline became like this at some specific point, e.g. in the 1970s
(Holsti 1985).'4

Here is where the disadvantage of naturalized ‘paradigms’ is most visible.
‘The debate’ is a misleading map and a bad guide by which to introduce
students. This is not the pattern of debate today. The story of an ‘interparadigm
debate’ does not grasp the ongoing controversies in the discipline; the debate has
moved on. The next section will present some alternative maps.'>

The debate became triangular in the mid- to late 1970s. Transnationalism and
interdependence appeared as serious challengers to realism: Keohane and Nye’s
Power and Interdependence pushed Morgenthau’s Politics Among Nations from
the top of the list of textbooks. At the same time, dependence theory and
Marxism were recognized as a legitimate alternative approach. First, around the
mid-1970s, the transnationalist challenge to realism was established; during the
second half of the decade many achieved an image of the discipline as made up
of an inconclusive debate (between realists and interdependence theorists, and
often also including the semi-acceptance of Marxism); and finally, towards the
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end of the 1970s (often not appearing in print until the early 1980s),
‘paradigmatic’ formulations of the new debate and the role of paradigms in
international relations appeared.

In the United Kingdom this became known as the ‘inter-paradigm debate’
(Banks 1984, 1985). The Americans referred to the debate as a challenge to
realism: ‘realism v. globalism’, ‘the debate over interdependence’, ‘paradigms in
IR’, or, finally, ‘the third debate’ (Maghroori and Ramberg 1982).

In the late 1960s and throughout the 1970s, there was increasing criticism of
the dominant realist paradigm. Those critiques were not primarily about
methodology, but about realism’s image of the world, its alleged states-centrism,
its preoccupation with power, and its blindness to processes of various kinds,
domestically, transnationally and beyond the political-military sphere.

The challengers not only formulated a criticism of realism but also tried to
present alternative conceptions of the international system. These were phrased
in terms of regional integration, transnationalism, interdependence, and a
pluralist system of numerous sub-state and trans-state actors who made up a
much more complicated image than the usual state-to-state one. States did not
exist as such—various actors within the state interacted to produce what looked
like state policy, and sometimes they even dodged the state and made their own
linkages across frontiers. Not only were there other actors than the state, but also
the state was not the state, it was split up into networks of bureaucracies, interest
groups and individuals. Nor was the system the system, because power was no
longer ‘fungible’ in the monetary sense, and instead of all the political arenas
being connected in one great game, it was necessary to study specific issue areas,
their distinctive distributions of power, maybe their specific forms of power, and
then to work out separate theories about how issue linkages were made, how
issues were politicized and de-politicized, and agendas set (cf. Keohane and Nye
1975, 1977) (realists did not need to do this because they assumed that all areas
and all power deposits were always already potentially linked).

It became increasingly clear that the new theories were to win no easy victory.
The realist imagery had a solid hold on decision-makers who continued to
operate (as) in a world of states (Rothstein 1972). The new formulations also had
difficulty consolidating into a theory and not just complications of the realist
theory.'®

There was a general understanding that an alternative image of international
politics had materialized but that realism had not collapsed. The two paradigms
had different strengths: realism was more successful on some issues, liberalism
on others. There was no way to prove one or other correct. Realists and liberals
saw different realities. If they went out to ‘test’ their theories, they tested them
against different material. Each sorted the world according to different concepts
and thus laid hold of different empirical material. This was not Keohane and
Nye’s conception; they tried to test the two models—and the ensuing four
models of regime change—against each other. But the emerging self-perception
in and of the discipline was that competing theories had emerged, each of which
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contained its own confirmatory stories, its own data and its own preferred issues.
Some lamented this while others tried to celebrate the value of seeing the world
through different lenses (Alker and Biersteker 1984; Rosenau 1984:247 and 251;
Dougherty and Pfaltzgraff 1971, who expressed this by viewing International
Relations as an ‘inter-discipline”).

The criticism of positivism and especially Thomas Kuhn’s theory of
paradigms supported this understanding (Kuhn 1962; the theory gained much
wider circulation in the social sciences after the publication of Lakatos and
Musgrave 1970). Scholars borrowed the idea that relations among competing
general theories cannot be judged in any overarching, neutral language. Each
‘paradigm’ constructs its own basic units (concepts) and questions—and thereby
its data, its criteria and not least its stories about paradigmatic experiments or
similar scientific events. Paradigms are incommensurable because each generates
its own criteria of judgement and its own ‘language’. Realism and its pluralist
challenger appeared to be such incommensurable paradigms.!”

Meanwhile, a third paradigm had risen: Marxism. Marxism was not new as a
theory making powerful statements on international relations. It had done so at
least as long as the discipline of IR had existed. (The first department of IR was
established at the University of Wales, Aberystwyth in 1919; Lenin wrote his
Imperialism, the Highest Stage of Capitalism in 1916.) Theories of imperialism
had been discussed vigorously—probably more blood was spilled here than in
the debates of IR. But very few had seen this as International Relations (despite
the dual allegiances of one of the founding fathers, Carr). In the 1970s, however,
Marxism was increasingly seen as an alternative theory of international relations.
It was not as well established within IR, but to present the discipline as engaged
in a triangular debate became fashionable (Marcusian ‘repressive tolerance’?).
Maybe the relationship was triangular, but de facto the debate was mainly along
one side of the triangle (Figure 1.1). It is easy to see that the three schools tell
different stories of international relations. Numerous 3-times-x schemes have
been filled out with key actor, concept of system, main sector, etc. This will not
be rehearsed here. Suffice it to point to a few of the main disagreements: what is
the ultimate substance of international relations? States (realism), individuals and
groups (liberals), or classes and economic structures (Marxists)? Realists focus
on conflictual, political relations among states; liberals believe that these relations
are imbedded in or can be transformed by non-strategic (i.e. economic and
social) relations in and across societies. Radicals share with realists the focus on
conflict, but see this as located not among states, but within and across them. The
image is of the billiard-ball (realists), the cobweb (pluralists) and the octopus
(Marxists).

The third of the four debates can be clearly singled out from the others in three
ways: 1) its area for locating the differences: ‘ontologically’ as different
conceptions of the nature, units and content of international relations; 2) its
‘participants’: the three schools; and 3) its self-conception as ‘incommensurable
paradigms’.
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realism

liberalism radicalism

Figure 1.1 The interparadigm debate

So, the interparadigm debate is no longer fully adequate as a representation of
ongoing debates? But it is such a nice tool for teaching students, so why bother—
does the interparadigm debate idea harm anyone? Yes. First, there is a tendency
to produce straw men, not least of the realists (cf. Buzan 1996; Waever 1992: Ch.
3). Second, these debates and the ideas about them are part of the discipline’s
self-reflection, and so its self-steering, and counting wrongly therefore has
serious effects. Finally, because it presents the discipline in terms of given
positions, it allots to realism and the other paradigms a quality of having
established a safe ground to be defended through dogmatism (reading realism as
according to ‘a religious model’), whereas the ‘paradigms’ are probably much
less stable, rather strivings for establishing platforms, for fixing solid sovereigns.
This is not grasped when presenting schools in terms of families unified by
shared ‘assumptions’. Much more emphasis should be given to the performative
praxis establishing—always with difficulty and always precariously—
impressions of solidity and sovereignty (Ashley forthcoming). The interparadigm
debate’ should be retained as a very informative metaphor for telling the history
of the discipline in the 1970s and the early 1980s. We need new images to grasp
the later 1980s and 1990s.

MOVEMENTS IN THE 1980s AND 1990s

The fourth debate is not the third. First, it is not the same discussion: the new one
is much more philosophical. Second, the fourth debate has a different pattern: the
lines of controversy have shifted. And third, the fourth debate does not organize
itself through the idea of incommensurability: one of its axes lacks the mutual
tolerance of the interparadigm debate, the other is based on presumed
commensurability.
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This generation of critics has questioned dominant work not only with the aim of
gaining another, better access to the Reality of international relations, but
because the whole enterprise of the discipline is seen as just one more expression
of the prevailing attitudes of modernity: a hunt for objectivity, control and
security. Since the new critics are not searching for another objective truth, a
difficult debate is produced: ‘But what is your explanation?’ the establishment
asks when at last entering into debate; ‘It is not!” the new critics reply to the
bewilderment of the establishment.

These new writers try to devise new ways of writing to avoid the traps in
traditional IR, and therefore end up doing things other than those normally
expected of IR scholarship. Typically, they will study how meaning is
constituted, how dominant ways of conceptualizing have been produced, and not
least how the ‘academic’ writings of IR participate in the construction of what
they take as their independent object: ‘international relations’. There is a general
turn towards ‘the problematic of subjectivity in international politics rather than
the international relations of pregiven subjects’ (Campbell 1992: viii).'8

A frenzy for words like ‘epistemology’ and ‘ontology’ often signals this
philosophical turn. Not that these words are either specific to the new debates or
especially appropriate, but they have become standardized signals to indicate
that one is aware of the ‘new’ debates. Epistemology in the sense of ‘how do we
know that we know what we know’ raises queries ranging from ‘philosophy of
science’ questions (related to the debates among such positions as inductivists,
falsificationists, realists and instrumentalists) to questions close to methodology
and thus to the second debate. The quintessential second debate exchange
between Kaplan (1966) and Bull (1966) was not only about techniques (social
science quantification and modelling v. classical reflection) but largely about
‘epistemology’: what kind of knowledge can be gained about international
relations, by what methods and with what degree of certainty. Today the use of
the signal word epistemology generally means an attack on the dominant view of
the scientific enterprise, call it ‘positivist’ or ‘epistemic realist’ (Campbell 1992;
George 1993). According to this view reality is ‘out there’ and the task of social
science is to capture it.

Ontology, if taken literally as the question of ‘what is’, could be read as a
reference to the third debate. It was about ‘the stuff of international relations’: is
it made up of states, individuals, groups, classes, or structures of some kind?
When used today, the term often means a deeper—more or less Nietzschean or
Heideggerian—questioning of key categories of traditional IR discourse, such as
the state, that are treated as if they are givens. Such units are studied by the new
approaches as constituted in manifold practices and with no ontological status
deeper than these acts (Ashley 1989; Campbell 1992:9; Ringmar forthcoming).
The ontology of mainstream approaches narrows the horizons of imagination by
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making it impossible to ask what lies behind specific elements of reality: these
are things that exist in and of and as themselves; that is ontology.

To contain the new challenge within the terms epistemology and ontology
misses, however, the abundance of projects that draw full scale on various
‘continental’ philosophers—so far with most effect poststructuralists like
Derrida, Foucault, Baudrillard, Kristeva, Deleuze and Virilio, but maybe in the
future (not least with the recent launch of a German theoretical journal of IR,
Zeitschrift fiir Internationale Beziehungen), also a more systematic import of
Habermasian ideas. What distinguishes the new IR debates from their precursors
is that they draw on philosophies that question a general philosophical outlook
which most social science depends on—its assumptions about language, about
identity, and not least about subject/object: the subjectivity of subjects, the
objectivity of objects and the subject/object distinction as such. These challenges
are difficult to deal with as separate, technical problems—an impression one
could sometimes get from the talk of ‘epistemology’ and ‘ontology’.
Poststructuralists in particular have questioned the idea of an ‘epistemology’ in
the sense of rules on how to produce secure knowledge, and ‘ontologies’ are
primarily avoided, i.e. something castigated as problematic assumptions about
extra-textual pre-givens.

The debate is over deep philosophical differences. These can surface as
questions of epistemology or ontology, but equally well as disagreements over
the status of ghosts (Ashley forthcoming), the reading of Machiavelli (Walker
1993), the reception of maps (Krishna 1996), or the semiotics of a war memorial
(Turnbull 1996).

Despite the impression often given by the ‘reflectivists’ themselves, the new
battle-lines are not produced only, or probably even mainly, by the arrival of a
new contender from outside. This is very much the story of changes within the
mainstream and the opening for new critics among the derived effects hereof.

2

In the triangular third debate, the three sides were never equal. The Marxist/
structuralist side did not achieve full equivalence, and for a while at least the
initiative was with ‘interdependence’. As often noted, Tucker’s The Inequality of
Nations (1977), Waltz’s Theory of International Politics (1979) and Gilpin’s
War and Change in World Politics (1981) were realism’s revenge, and an attempt
to relaunch more ‘scientific’ versions of realism. Waltz’s version, especially,
became known under the name Richard Ashley gave to them: ‘neo-realism’
(Ashley 1984).1

What is ‘neo’ about it? What distinguishes the new realism from the classical
one? Often the answer given is that the old realism argued from human nature,
whereas neo-realism bases its realism in the anarchic nature of the international
system. If that is the criterion, neo-realism dates back to the 1950s, where both
Herz and Waltz emphasized that they did not include any premises about human
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Figure 1.2 The neo-neo synthesis

nature, and that their arguments were based in social features peculiar to ‘the
international’.? There have always been quite different versions of how to
ground realism—human nature, international structure, philosophy of history,
knowledge pessimism (Weaver 1992: Ch. 3). Thus the premises, the ‘basis’, can
hardly be the defining criterion for neo-realism. What is truly new about neo-
realism is its concept of science. General speculation and reflection in the
classical realist style are no longer sufficient. Realism has to express itself in the
form of theory, of a system of clearly specified sentences, cf. the title of a Waltz
article: ‘Realist Thought and Neo-realist Theory’ (1990). In this sense, the shift
from realism to neo-realism can be seen as a delayed and displaced victory for
the ‘scientific’ side of the second debate.

This change has important and interesting effects on the relationship among
‘paradigms’. It opens up space for a rapprochement with neoliberalism. (Neo-)
Realism is no longer an ethico-philosophical position. Precise statements replace
sweeping statements on the nature of life and politics. Compare the rhetoric of
classical realists such as Morgenthau, Kissinger and Liska who generalize about
the nature of human life (not necessarily human nature, but wisdom about the
human condition) and tell stories about the inherently tragic nature of politics
and other lessons at a level close to philosophy of history. Neo-realism
consciously limits itself: it says only ‘a small number of big and important
things’ (Waltz 1986: 329). Becoming scientific implies a certain minimalism.
Plenty of space is left for developing theory and empirical studies on a number
of other factors.

Liberal theory underwent a parallel development. It moved away from being a
general interpretation of the nature of international relations or an idea of overall
developments, and concentrated instead on asking a few precise questions. Or
maybe simply one: ‘How institutions affect incentives facing states’ (Keohane
1989:11). The principal thesis is
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that variations in the institutionalization of world politics exert significant
impacts on the behaviour of governments. In particular, patterns of
cooperation and discord can be understood only in the context of the
institutions that help define the meaning and importance of state action.
(ibid.: 2)

As a basis for investigating this, the anarchy assumption of neo-realism is taken
as a useful starting-point. As Keohane argues, if one smuggles on board
cosmopolitan preferences it is not surprising that one reaches the conclusion that
regimes are important. By instead basing the argument on (what are claimed to
be) realist premises with states as egoistic, rational actors, it can be shown that
institutions are possible and relevant even on these restricted premises. The neo-
liberal institutionalists search in parallel with the neo-realists for still more
limited, precise, formula-like assertions that can be reduced to simple analytical
statements amenable to tests and theory. As both are extremely American, it
might be appropriate to notice that neo-realism and neo-liberalism became
‘leaner and meaner’.

During the 1980s, realism became neo-realism and liberalism neo-liberal
institutionalism. Both underwent a self-limiting redefinition towards an anti-
metaphysical, theoretical minimalism: they became increasingly compatible. A
dominant neo-neo synthesis became the research programme of the 1980s. No
longer were realism and liberalism ‘incommensurable’—on the contrary they
shared a ‘rationalist’ research programme, a conception of science, a shared
willingness to operate on the premise of anarchy (Waltz) and investigate the
evolution of co-operation and whether institutions matter (Keohane). Inside this
we saw both the emergence of direct attempts at synthesis (Ruggie 1983; Buzan,
Jones and Little 1993) and a standard type of International Organization article
operationalizing and testing realism and liberalism against each other in a
specific field but with a clear idea that they could be brought back into
conversation.

My term ‘neo-neo’ does not refer to an idea that this is newer than the new, a
reformulation of neo-realism, for instance. It refers first of all to the synthesis
between realism and liberalism that became possible when realism was
transformed into neo-realism and liberalism into neo-liberal institutionalism. It is
the synthesis of the two neo-schools that became possible by their very neo-ness.

In this cross-field produced by their rapprochement, one can find much of the
empirical studies of the 1980s, especially the typical ‘theory-guided’ and/or
‘theory-testing’ article in [International Organization. Regime theory, co-
operation under anarchy, hegemonic stability, alliance theory, trade negotiations
and Buzanian security analysis can all be seen as located in this field.

In this environment, the main line of controversy shifted to the opposite
direction as one between rationalists and reflectivists, the postmodernism debate.
As the previous line of debate ‘dried up’, the secondary axis leading towards the
radicals came to fill the vacuum. Thus the two main poles became on the one
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Figure 1.3 IR debate of the 1980s

hand a neo-realist, neo-liberal synthesis and on the other reflectivism (debate
4a).

Keohane’s discussion of ‘two approaches to international institutions’ in his
presidential address at ISA in 1988 authorized this constellation. On the one side
was the rationalist approach, referring to the merged neo-realist neo-liberalist
research programme of which he himself is one of the leaders, and on the other
side were what Keohane united under the label ‘reflectivists’, which was to
cover those inspired by French postmodernism and German hermeneutics as
well as late-Wittgensteinian rules-perspectives and  social constructivism.
(Sometimes, the label ‘reflectivist’ has—consciously or not—been changed to
reflexivists in order to point to the self-reflective nature of the new critical
approaches.?!)

Reflectivists, according to Keohane, are characterized by emphasizing
interpretation, the reflections of the actors as central to institutions. Norms and
regimes cannot be studied positivistically but have to be seen as intersubjective
phenomena researchable only by non-positivist methods (Kratochwil and Ruggie
1986). Institutions are not something actors rationally construct following from
their interests, since they act in meta-institutions (such as the principle of
sovereignty) which create the actors rather than the other way round. Institutions
and actors constitute each other mutually.

That this rationalist-reflectivist axis was the main line of struggle was to be
registered in many ways in the 1980s. Many younger academics who were being
evaluated for tenure or applying for positions, or who wrote articles that were
refereed in this period, will have stories to tell about the vehemence of
resistance, especially against poststructuralism. Also, articles allegedly not
dealing with this line of controversy reveal it. For instance, Keohane in a
presentation of the relationship between neo-realism and neoliberalism argues
like this:
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Neo-liberal institutionalism...shares some important intellectual
commitments with neorealism. Like neorealists, neoliberal institutionalists
seek to explain behavioral regularities by examining the nature of the
decentralized international system. Neither neorealists nor neoliberal
institutionalists are content with interpreting texts: both sets of theorists
believe that there is an international political reality that can be partly
understood, even if it will always remain to some extent veiled.

(Keohane 1989:8)

Visible here is how the unity of the neo-neo position is partly argued by
reference to some unnamed academics who allegedly ‘are content with
interpreting texts’.

In the new set-up it could finally be noted how the reflectivists carry out a
flanking operation (see Figure 1.3). In their work to reshape themselves in
scientific form, both realism and liberalism had to leave behind some of their
traditional fields: history and the statesman in the case of realism, and ethics in
the case of liberalism. Reflectivists attempted to articulate these classical issues
against the two neo- schools, which had become too scientific for such matters.
Poststructuralists have argued that classical realism was in many ways superior
to neo-realism (cf. e.g. Ashley 1984; Der Derian 1987). Ethics, a traditionally
liberalist theme, has in recent years been articulated more often from a
reflectivist basis (Brown 1992; Connolly 1991; Campbell 1993).

Why is reflectivism placed in the same corner as Marxism? Why the vague
covering term ‘radicalism’? Reflectivists do not share many assumptions with
Marxists. If one wants an ahistorical model of different schools, they have to have
separate positions. But when the models are snapshots at a given time, they can
be located in the same place: radicalism. This is because postmodernism largely
replaced Marxism as the ‘extreme contender’, the radical challenge. Some
Marxists might claim that this is an establishment plot, because postmodernism
is ultimately reactionary and thus it was a nice move for the establishment to get
rid of the dangerous challenge, Marxism, and be hospitable to a new challenger,
postmodernism, that was ultimately not dangerous. Postmodernists will
emphasize that their criticism of logo-centric, western, essentialist theories
punches Marxism at least as hard as it does the establishment, and that therefore
criticism has become more radical since they took over. Someone watching with
the task of writing the history of the discipline may notice that the role of
Marxism as a contender in great debates has waned. There is still important work
done by Marxists that contributes significantly—maybe increasingly—to IPE, to
foreign policy theory and not least to macro-historical reflection on the
emergence and evolution of the modern state. In the debates which the discipline
uses to orientate itself, the position which used to be occupied by Marxists was,
in the mid- and late 1980s, taken over by postmodernists.

The rationalist-reflectivist axis was not the only axis in the 1980s, although it
was the primary one. It was supplemented by a perpendicular but shorter axis:
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the debate over absolute and relative gains (debate 4b).2> The remaining short
distance between neo-realism and neo-liberalism is being argued out in this
debate, which echoes old realist-liberalist debates, but in its form is very post-
third debate: ‘This is not the interparadigm debate’ (as Keohane said in a panel
on the relative/absolute gains debate at the APSA meeting in 1992; cf. also
Keohane 1993:291 ff.), this is not about incommensurable paradigms. We agree
on 90 per cent and the remainder is essentially an empirical question. How much
state action is driven by relative and how much by absolute gains, in what
proportions and under what conditions? These are matters of research abundantly
suited to the rationalist, neo-neo research programme. And this has become a
cottage industry for the most mathematical modellers in the discipline. Not many
of those who originally formulated the IR theory issues behind this can follow
the Snidals and the Powells into their equations, but this is logically the apex of
the neo-neo programme. One might even speculate that causality runs the
opposite way: this business boomed exactly because it was so full of models—
finally International Relations could make it into the American Political Science
Review with articles full of equations. The absolute/relative gains debate is a very
well-structured one among participants who have been striving to set up a joint
framework. Therefore it has been possible to conduct a disciplined debate with
much agreement; and lessons about how well organized it has been should not be
used to tell others how to discuss (for instance: use game theory). It works only
because this debate is located in a very particular place: within the neo-neo
aspiration for agreement.

3

The third defining element of the third debate was incommensurability. Is the
fourth debate(s) structured by a similar self-understanding of the relationship
among positions? No! There is no such repressive tolerance among rationalists
and reflectivists. They rather see each other as harmful, at times almost ‘evil’,
definitely not as a legitimate parallel enterprise. According to reflectivists, the
mainstream is co-responsible for upholding a repressive order,> while many
rationalists see postmodernists as subversive, anti-scientific and generally a bad
influence on students. Since most ‘rationalists’ perceive themselves as reformers,
not defenders of the status quo, postmodernists are also seen as politically
problematic because they allegedly demobilize enlightened critique and moral
judgement. On the other axis, there is no incommensurability among the
contenders over relative and absolute gains, because they insist on sharing basic
premises, definitions and criteria of evaluating proofs. The question here is not
whether the positions—for example, in the absolute/relative gains debate—
actually are compatible or not, whether they are more or less commensurable
than the paradigms of the 1970s that can be said to share much of which they
were not aware.* The point is that a debate is shaped by the self-under-standing
about its character, and here the third debate was more or less explicitly shaped
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Figure 1.5 The 1990s?

by ideas that can be expressed in the concept of incommensurability. This is not
the guiding self-understanding of the fourth debate, where the sides either fight a
merciless struggle over the heart of IR (similar to the second and especially
maybe the first debate), or insist on being engaged in cumulative research within
a joint research programme.

The fourth debate is not the third, the interparadigm debate. This move not
only has taken us beyond the interparadigm debate but probably after the fourth
debate.

In the 1990s there have been tendencies towards opening up a middle ground
on the rationalist/reflectivist axis. After the polarization between rationalists and
reflectivists, at times a tough struggle in the USA in the 1980s, the 1990s have
witnessed increasing signs of rapprochement between the two. Among leading
rationalists there have been indications of increasing boredom in relation to the
quantitative/formal rational choice extremes. On the side of the reflectivists, we
can see what could be called post-radical reflectivism, a move away from the
self-marginalizing guerrilla approaches towards attempts to contribute to
conceptualizations and handling of

Figure 1.4 Comparing the third and fourth debates

Debate 3 Debate 4a Debate 4b (absolute
(interparadigm (reflectivist v. v. relative gains)
debate) rationalist)
Form of incommensurability war differences within a
relationship among research
debaters programme
Theme (or world-view philosophy empirical question
substance) of to be settled
disagreement (ultimately: a

coefficient!)
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Debate 3 Debate 4a Debate 4b (absolute
(interparadigm (reflectivist v. v. relative gains)
debate) rationalist)
Combatants the three paradigms neo-neo synthesis neo-realists versus
against liberal
postmodernists institutionalists

various issues. Discussions on ‘sovereignty’ have been one meeting-point, where
rationalists have admitted the existence of ‘deep conventions’ and thereby moved
towards acknowledging the role of constitutive principles like sovereignty, very
close to writings of some reflectivists (Wendt and Duvall 1989; Kratochwil 1995;
compare Keohane 1988, 1995). Along the axis of debate of the 1980s—
rationalist/reflectivist—we thus see an increasing marginalization of extreme
rationalists (formal rational choice) and of extreme anti-IR approaches
(deconstructivists), and the emergence of a middle ground where neo-
institutionalists from the rationalist side meet constructivists from the reflectivist
side. More ‘philosophical’ issues are increasingly welcome in the mainstream.

Rational choice is definitely strong as a scientific ideal, as an anchoring point
for the self-understanding of the mainstream, but it is no longer self-evident as a
cumulative, self-assured project; much of the work of sophisticated rat-choicers
is aimed at reaching out to what it has been accused of not being able to reach,
institutions or emotions (i.e. it takes up challenges from critics), and many of the
leading IR figures are also trying to look in two directions, getting as much of
their inspiration from constructivist challenges as from the inner logic of the
rationalist programme.

Since the late 1980s, constructivism has been developing as a recognizable
position. It shares many premises—and attacks on the mainstream-with
deconstructivists, but can be singled out already by its tone. One of the leading
constructivists (Alexander Wendt) has engaged in public flirtation with liberal
institutionalists (Keohane) and cognitivists (Ned Lebow). In the first case, he told
the liberal institutionalists that they are creating unnecessary difficulties for
themselves in the way they are trying to handle the realist challenge. The liberal
institutionalists want to show realists that cooperation is possible. But they
accept a framework where state identities and interests are exogeneous to the
process, whereas a model where identities and interests are shaped and reshaped
in interaction will be able much more convincingly to present the possibility of
co-operation (Wendt 1992). The cognitivists, especially in foreign policy
analysis (FPA), are told that their studies, which philosophically are rather
unsophisticated, are actually a coherent constructivist approach (ISA panel
1995). Still, the constructivists have strong disagreements with the mainstream,
and the constellation settles in as a general debate between rational choice
approaches and social constructivists. (This pattern is reinforced by its
paralleling one of the major disagreements within sociology at present.) Thus, a
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serious contender to mainstream rational-institutionalism has been constituted,
which offers alternative explanations, not only of institutions, but also of other
concepts—for instance, security issues—in a form which is still intelligible to the
mainstream (Katzenstein 1996). These are, after all, attempts at competing
explanations >

Wendt can answer Keohane’s 1988 call that the reflectivists come up with
competing research programmes: Wendt wants to explain and he claims that he
can explain better than Keohane. This contrasts to an Ashley or a Der Derian
who would not agree that this is what we are trying to do. Therefore the Keohane
move is in some sense fair vis-a-vis Wendt, but unfair towards Ashley and Der
Derian; in the latter case it is disrespect for difference and a misrepresentation of
another project (and has accordingly been ridiculed by poststructuralists as a
revealing example of mainstream repression and/or naivety).”® From a
‘reflectivist’ perspective, the effects of ‘constructivism’ are ambiguous: the
rationalist mainstream is softened, opened to tolerating new kinds of questions,
but the more radical impulses of the poststructuralists can now be
outmanoeuvred because the mainstream can focus on the ‘good guys’ among the
reflectivists and thereby forget about the ‘bad guys’ (cf. Cynthia Weber’s
accusation against Keohane for doing exactly this in relation to feminist IR,
sorting it into ‘good girls, little girls and bad girls’; Weber 1994). Some
constructivists are very explicit in their distancing from poststructuralism,
stressing that constructivism ‘should be clearly distinguished from non-scientific
poststructuralist approaches’ (Adler and Barnett 1994:19).

Poststructuralists could complain that constructivists are simultaneously
exploiting ‘their’ opening. Constructivist ‘relev