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'The present book is based on my postgraduate research work at
the University of Kent {1997-1998) under the guidance of Dr. Ha-
zel Smith and at the Royal Institute of International Affairs (1998-
1999) under the guidance of Mr. William Hopkinson. The respon-
sibility for the content of the present book is entirely mine.
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Intreductiion

In this work, T am going to argue that the outcomes of the inter-
national-political theories of Hans J. Morgenthau and Kenneth N.
Waltz In terms of operational meaningfuiness are poor. I shall do
this by taking two main steps. First, I shall study the empiricist
conception of science and I shall draw the guidelines for the con-
struction of a social science of International Relations. Second, 1
shall evaluate the social-scientific credentials of the theories of
Morgenthau and Waltz.

The main reason that the above-mentioned argument is impor-
tant in the scholarly discipline of International Relztions is that
Morgenthau and Waltz occupy a conspicuous position in this dis-
cipling’s intellectual history and are considered to be the paradig-
matic representatives of ‘classical realism’ and ‘necrealism’’, re-
spectively. In fact, ‘classical realism’, headed by EH. Car® and
H.J. Morgenthau®, was developed in reaction to both the intellec-
tual and the practical failures of the interwar idealism. Indeed,
during the 1930s, the infant discipline of International Relations
was dominated by Woodrow Wilson's visionary hopes® and most
of the scholars working in this discipline were international law-
yers and historians®. On the other hand, during the 1940s, the 1950s
and the 1960s, the discipline of International Relations was domi-

! For more details, one may be referred to T.L. Knutzen, A History of In-
ternational Relations (Manchester: Manchester University Press, 1992),
p. 223-225 and 232.

* See EH. Carr, The Twenty-Years’ Crisis, 1919-1939 (New York:
Harper and Row, 1964).

* See H.J. Morgenthau, Polizics among Nations: The Struggle for Power
and Peace (rev. by K.W. Thompson, New York: McGraw-Hill, Inc.,
1993).

* See T.L. Knutzen, op.cit. (ref. 1), p. 185-190.

* See T.1.. Knutzen, op.cit. (ref. 1), p. 193-196.
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nated by the scholarly works of the classical realists, who were
giving priority to the need to study international politics in an onto-
logical fashion {as it is) rather than in a deontoiogical one (as one
might like it to be). However, from the late 1960s onwards, various
sophisticated critical analyses of classical realism were put for-
ward®. After these attacks on realism, Buzan maintains that “a real-
ist revival under the label neo-tealism started in the late 1970s led
by the work of Kenneth Waltz”’. Neorealism was the counter-
attack against the neoliberal literature®, and it marks a shift from
the conservative assumptions about human nature that underpin
classical realism toward the study of the anarchic structure as the
foundation of power politics.

As far as classical realism is concerned, I should mention that
Morgenthau was opposed to the empiricist methodology
(behaviouralism in particular) which is defended in the present
work. In chapter 2, I shall study a series of antinomies in Morgen-
thau’s theory of international politics which stem from the fact that
his opposition to behaviouralism is methodological but not sub-
stantive. In other words, Morgenthau deplores the methodology of
the social sciences but simultaneously legitimises generalisations
which cannot be legitimised without accepting the methodology of
the social sciences.

Neorealism — Waltz’s theory in particular — signals an attempt
to develop a more consciously scientific approach to International
Relations. Yet, in chapter 3, I shall argue that Waltz has not man-
aged to construct an empirically meaningful theory of international
politics, and that, in his scholarly work, the cognitive status of a

¢ See B. Buzan, “The Timeless Wisdom of Realism?”, in 8. Smith, K.
Booth and M. Zalewski (eds), fnternational Theory: Positivism and Be-
yond (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1996), p. 47-65.

7 See B. Buzan, op.cit. (ref. 6), p. 49.

¥ For more details about the neorealism-neoliberalism debate, refer to D.
Baldwin (ed.), Neorealism and Neoliberalism: The Contemporary De-
bare (New York: Columbia University Press, 1993).
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‘scientific theory’ is unclear.

Finally, I should mention that the task which I have undertaken
in the present work has a broader implication for the study of In-
ternational Relations — namely, it provides a defence of a social-
scientific approach to International Relations based on empiricism.
Hence, my cniical analysis of the theories of Morgenthau and
Waliz will be placed within a general conceptual setting which
calls for the transition from unidimensional ideally typical theo-
retical constructs to empirically relevant theories,



1

International Relations and
the Social Sciences

Iniroduction

In the present chapter, I shall formulate the conceptual trame-
work within which and the ¢riteria with respect to which I shall
evalvate the social-scientific credentials of the international-
political theories of Hans J. Morgenthau and Kenneth N. Waliz in
chapters 2 and 3, respectively. To do this, I shall analyse the em-
piricist approach to the philosophy of science and to theory comn-
struction in the schelarly discipline of International Relations in
particular. In other words, I shall undertake a double task. First, I
shall study the manner in which empiricism addresses foundational
queestions in the philosophy of science — namely, general questions
about the nature and the extent of scientific knowledge, of scien-
tific concepts and categories and of scientific language — as well as
issues in applied philosophy of science referring to the social sci-
ences in particular — namely, issues about finding scientific know!-
edge, about concepts and about methods specifically in the social
sciences. Second, I shall explain the meaning of a social science of
International Relations, and I shall show how theory construction
in International Relations can be understood from a social-
scientific perspective.

1.1.The Empiricist Conception of Science

In this section, I shall study the place of empiricism in the his-
tory of the philosophy of science in order to highlight its deveiop-
ment and defend a refined form of empiricism in the spirit of Carl
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Hempel' and Michael Nicholsor®. The required preliminary to the
previous task is to clarify the meaning of the basic concepts by
means of which the empiricist conception of science can be articu-
lated. Therefore, I shail define the following concepts, based on the
manner in which they are construed in the empiricist-positivist lit-
erature’: ‘inference’, ‘deductively valid inference’, ‘inductively
valid inference’, *deductive system’, ‘calculus’, ‘interpretation of a
calculus’, ‘pure deductive system’, ‘I-determinate statement’,
‘non-L-determinate statement’, ‘factual statement’, ‘applied de-
ductive system’ and ‘scientific theory’.

An inference is defined to be a set of premises and a conclusion
drawn from them. A deductively valid inference is an inference
such that it is impossible the premises to be true and the conclusion
false®. For instance, the inference whose premises are ‘a5 & (i.e.
‘15 less than or equal to ") and ‘b < ¢’ (ie. *b is less than or equal
to ¢’) and whose conclusion is ‘a < ¢’ (i.e. ‘ais less than or equal to
¢’) is deductively valid, whereas the inference with the same
premises and the conclusion *, o 2 .7 (i.e. ‘a is less than or equal

10

to the nine tenths of ¢7) is not deductively valid. An inducrively
valid inference is any inference made when a scientist uses particu-

' See C.G. Hempel, Aspects of Scientific Explanation (New York: Free
Press, 1965).

* See M. Nicholson, Causes and Consequences in International Rela-
tions: A Conceptual Study (London: Pinter, 1996).

* See for instance R.B. Braithwaite, Scientific Explanation (Cambridge: Carn-
bridge University Press, 1953); C.G. Hempel, op.cit. (ref. 1) N.K. Laos,
Topics in Mathematical Analysis and Differential Geometry (Singapore,
New Jersey, London, Hong Kong: World Scientific Publ. Ca., 1998).

* Deductivism goes back to Aristotle’s Organon. For a modern deep study
of deduction, one may be referred to K.R. Popper, The Logic of Scien-
tific Discovery (New York: Harper and Collins, 1959).
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lar observations or experimental results in order to draw general
conclusions (about the behaviour of natural or social phenomena)
from theny. For instance, a biologist who has obsarved a large
number of white swans is urged to conclude that ‘all swans are
white’. However, this conclusion, which is empirical and universal
in character, can be refuted by a single contradictory instance, such
as the discovery of black swans in Australia.

It 1s David Hume who first made explicit that no induciive in-
ference can be deductively valid®. Tn other words, as illustrated by
the last example about swans, no matier how many white swans
have been observed, one cannot, depending on a finite set of ob-
servations, justify asserting the truth of a potentially infinite set of
chservations such as ‘all swans are white”’. If Tact, since inductive
inferences, which are used in empirical sciences, necessarily in-
volve a certain risk®, Nicholson argues that “one has to be able o
specify the observations which would falsily the statement and
then see if the conditions which would falsify it hold or not’™.

The above argument of Hume can be reformulated in Hempel's
terms'® as follows: it is often the case that the observations which
confirm a general principle or a putative law do so by confirming
predictions about observable phenomena deduced from the given
general principle or putative law together with additional premises
(called auxiliary hypotheses) that are independently confirmed;
thus, saying that no inductive inference can be deductively valid
means that, no matter how many successtu! predictions have been

° See D. Hume, A Treatise of Human Nature {ed. L A, Selby Bigge, Ox-
ford: Clarendon Press, 1978).

® See D. Hume, op.cit. (ref. 5).
7 See M. Nicholson, op.cit. (ref. 2), p.88.

¥ See C.G. Hempel, Philesophy of Natural Science {Englewood Chffs,
N.JL: Prentice~-Hall, 1966), ch. 2.

? See M. Nicholson, op.cit. (ref. 2), p.88.
 See C.G. Hempel, op.cit. (ref. 8), ch. 3.
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deduced from a generalisation together with suitable auxiliary hy-
potheses, it is still conceivable that false predictions will be de-
duced in the future and/or that they have already been deduced
about unexamined cases {(e.g. the Australian black swans). Thus,
truths derived from experience alone are not certain — they can yield
probability only — and thus they should have some rational basis as
well. In other words, both experience and reason should find their
explicit place in the process of finding scientific knowledge. This goal
can be achieved by the so-called hypothetico-deductive (simply de-
ductive) method. To understand how experience can be combined
with reason in the process of finding scientific knowledge, one must
first clarify the meaning of a *deductive system’,

A deductive system is defined to be a calculus endowed with an
interpretation of its terms'. A calculus is a collection of symbols
equipped with a set of rules for their manipulation. Within the
context of a caleulus, no guestion of meaning and therefore of truth
or falsity can be posed. However, when a calculus is equipped with
an interprefation of its terms, t.e. with a set of rules which make its
terms meaningful, then it becomes a deductive system. A deductive
system is called pure if the rules of the interpretation are sufficient
to establish the truth or the falsity of its constituent statements, The
statements of a pure deductive system are calted L-determinare®.
For instance, logic and mathematics are pure deductive systems.
Therefore, truths derived from pure deductive systems are based on
reason alone and are certain since they can never be empirically
refuted. Their certainty, however, is purchased at very high cost,
since they are devoid of any factual meaning.

If a statement cannot be assigned a truth value only according to
the rules of interpretation in the relevant deductive system, then it
15 called non-L-determinate. A non-L-determinate statement is

"' See R.B. Braithwaite, op.cit. {ref. 3); C.G. Hempel, op.cit. (vef. 1).

21’ stands for the relevant formal fanguage. The truth value of an L-
determinate statement is determined in L by an interpretation of the
symbols in L.

i

called true or false not only on the basis of the rules of interpreta-
fion in the relevant deductive system but also on the basis of a rule
of disposition by reference o empirical data. MNon-L-determinale
statements for which a rule of disposition by reference to empirical
data has been established are called factual statements, while the
deductive systems in which they appear are called applied. For in-
stance, the statement ‘if the horse is white then the horse 18 white’
is L-determinate, since the logical connective “if...then...” Is suf-
ficient in order to make the above statement time independently of
any reference to empirical data, whereas the statement “the horse is
white’ is non-L-delerminate,

Closely related to the concept of a deductive system is the concent
of a scientific theory. Within the empiricist context followed here, a
scientific theory is defined to be any consistent” set of sentences of 2
logic L closed with respect to logical deductions (i.e. deductive infer-
ences can be established). Theories may be articulated either as pure
deductive systems or as applied deduciive systems.

The concepts which [ have studied heretofors will help me pro-
ceed to the study of three questions: (i) the difference between pure
and empirical sciences, (i) the difference between statemenis of
purely logical and statements of empirical significance, and (u11)
the difference between statements which do have and statements
which do not have cognitive significance. [ consider the answers to
the previous questions to be of great significance in order to un-
derstand the empiricist conception of science, For, to talk meaning-
fully about the empiricist conception of science, one must clarify
the manner in which and the extent to which the constituent state-
ments of a scientific theory gain empirical content, distinguish
empirically meaningful theoretical constructions from empirically
meaningless ones and formulate a criterion by means of which one
can determine the cognitive content of a sentence (i.e. if a sentence

2 A set of sentences is consistent if it does not contain and does not pro-
duce contradictions.
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has any meaning and the necessary and sufficient conditions under
which a sentence can be said to be either true or false).

I shall study first the difference between pure and empirical sci-
ences. Pure sciences consist in pure deductive systems and there-
fore are tautological in character, i.e. theorems are derived from
postulates through entailment or logical implication. Hence, in
pure sciences, theorems merely re-assert what was already implied
in the postulates. Yet, these theorems bring to light truths which,
although they were implicitly contained in the adopted set of postu-
lates, were not explicitly known to the scientists who have adopted
the given set of postulates. In particular, C.G. Hempel argues that a
theorem’s “content may well be psychologically knew in the sense
that we were not aware of its being implicitly contained in the
postulates™. Moreover, the role of tautologies in the production of
scientific knowledge is shown by the fact that logic — a pure sci-
ence whose function is to describe the method of attaining knowl-
edge — consists in tautologies. For instance, the following tautolo-
gies are extremely common in the construciion of scientific theo-
ries:

(p— a)e [{pr~q)= ]

[P/\(P - Q)E"ﬁ q modus ponens

reductio ad absurdum

[(p — g )A (g — r)]we (p—r) hypothetical syllogism
[(qu)/\ ~ p]m> g disjunctive syllogism
(p - c)y—~p absurdity
where p, g and r stand for propositions, ¢ for ‘contradiction’, — for
‘implies’, < for ‘is equivalent to’, A for *and’, v for ‘or’ and ~ for
‘not’.

However, one should not get the impression that pure sciences
cannot be transformed into empirical ones. There are certain con-

" See C.G. Hempel, “Geometry and Empirical Science”, in H. Feigl and

W. Sellars {eds), Readings in Philosophical Analvsis (New York: Ap-
pleten-Century-Crofts, Inc., 1949), p. 241,

ditions under which a pure science can be transformed into an
empirical one”. The wransformation of Riemannian geometry into
physical geometry by Albert Einstein is 2 case in point® The
transformation of 2 pure science into an empirical one entails two
steps which must be taken:
Step 1: The first step consists in the epistemic comrelation of the
primitives (i.e. the concepis which are not defined in the given
axiomatic system) to operationally defined concepts with empirical
content, so that the postulates take on truth value.

Einstein’s theories of special and general relativity have playsd
a decistive vole in changing the scientists’ attitude foward
‘concepts’. Before Einstein, many of the concepts of physics were
defined in terms of their properties. However, there is no assurance
that there exists in nature anything that satisfies the properties as-
surmed in the definition of a physical concept, so that, if physics 18
based on concepts defined in terms of their properties, it tends 1o
become a pure science. The empirical relevance of physics is de-
termined by experiments which show the extent te which physical
concepts defined in terms of their properties correspond fo any-
thing in nature. For instance, before Einstein, the concept of simul-
taneity of two events was nothing more than a property of two
events, Einstein showed that the operations which establish the si-
muitaneity of two events involve measurements on the fwo events
made by an observer, so that ‘simuitaneity’ is not just an absoluig
property of two events, but it must also involve the relation of the

" See F.C.S. Northrop, The Logic of the Sciences and the Humanities
{New York: Macmillan Co., 1947},

6 gee A, Einstein, “The Foundation of the General Theory of Relativity”,
in A. Binstein, HL.A. Lorentz, H. Weyl and H. Minkowski, The Principle
of Relativity: A Collection of Qriginal Papzrs on the Special and Gen-
ercl Theory of Relativity (notes by A. Sommerfeld and trans. by W. Per-
rett and G.B. Jeffery, New York: Dover Publications, Inc., 1952).

" See P. Bridgman, The Logic of Modern Physics (New York: Macmillan
Co., 1955), ch.1.
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evenis to the ocbserver. In particular, whether two events at differ-
ent space points are simultaneous depends on the state of motion of
the observer. Thus, one of Einstein’s greatest coniributions to the
philosophy of science consists in the operationalisation of scien-
tific concepts.

Step 2: Once the first step has been taken, the second step consists
in the confirmation of the postulates'®. In fact, what we have to do
in this step is to derive operationally meaningful theorems from the
postulates and test them against the facts. In case the observations
do not contradict the operationally meaningful hypotheses, the the-
ory is provisionaily acceptable. Otherwise, the theory is discon-
tirmed; if this is the case, then one has to look for different postu-
igtes which will give rise to a theory consistent with the observa-
tions.

Closely related to the concept of an empirical science is the
concept of empirical meaningfulness; for, it is impossible to study
the meaning of empirical sciences and to construct empirical theo-
ries without a criterion which allows one to decide whether or not a
sentence has empirical meaning. Therefore, apart from showing the
manmner in which a pure science can be transformed into an empiri-
cal one, I must also show the manner in which the empirical
meaningfulness of a sentence can be determined. T shall follow
Carnap’s terminology”, according to which a sentence is empiri-
cally relevant — and is said to be an observarion sentence — if it is
capable of asserting or denying that a certain cobject or group of
objects has a particular observable characteristic (i.e. a character-
istic whose presence or absence can, wnder appropriate circum-
stances, be empirically ascertained). The previous definition im-
plies that the formulation of criteria of empirical significance — i.e.
the formulation of necessary and sufficient conditions under which

]8 ' - . . . -
It is assumed that the given axiomatic system is consistent.

" See R. Camnap, “Logical Foundations of the Unity of Science”, Inter-

national Encyclopaedia of Unified Science (Chicago: University of
Chicago Press, 1938), vol. 1, p. 52-53.
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a sentence has empirical meaning — reduces to the determination of
the relationship between a hypothesis and one or more observaiion
sentences, provided that the phenomena described by the latter el-
ther confirm or disconfirm the given hypothesis®.

Before getting to grips with the study of criteria of empirical signifi-
cance, I néed to make a remark about the general empiricist conception
of cognitive significance. A basic empiricist principle is that a sentence
makes a cognitively significant assertion if and only if either it is L-
determinate or it is non-L-determinate, Therefore, according o the e
piricist philosophy of science, the formulation of criteria of empirical
significance depends on the above-mentioned general principle of cog-
nitive significance. In the sequel, it will become clear that, in order one
to study criteria of empirical significance, he or she must be, first of all,
aware of certain requirements which must be met by any criterion of
cognitive significance, i.e. he or she must formulate some condition of
adequacy for criteria of cognitive significance. In particular, in order o
be able (o study criteria of empirical significance, 1 need first to state the
following necessary (though not sufficient) condition (here calied
‘Condition A") of adequacy for criteria of cognitive signilicance, which
is originally due to Hempel™:

Condition A: Let C be a criterion of cognitive significance. If, un-
der C, a sentence S is non-sigmificant (i.e. S cannot be significantly
assigned a truth vaiue), then so must be all truth-functional com-
pound sentences containing 5.
Corollary Al: Tf, under C, S is non-significant, then so must be ~5
(the negation of 5).
Corollary A2: If, under C, 5 is non-sigmificant, then so must be
SAS and Sv &, where § is any sentence significant or non-
significant under .

After the above preliminaries, I can now study different criteria
of empirical significance. The oldest such criterion is the verifi-

“ See C.G. Hempel, op.cit. (ref. 1).
% See C.G. Hempel, op.cir. (ref. 1).
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ability criterion®™: (CV) The Crirerion of Complete Verifiability in
Frinciple: A necessary and sufficient condition that a sentence has
empirical meaning is that it is not Z-deterrainate and foliows logi-
cally from some finite and logically consistent class of observation
sentences (these observation sentences may be false since the ori-
terion refers to testability ‘in principle’).

The above criterion, however, has many defects, First of all, it is
worth mentiening that, originally, (CV) had restricted the permis-

s
fellow beings during their Hfetimes®. In that form, (CV) had an
imporiant defect; namely, under such a criterion, all statemenis
about the distant future or the remote past are cognitively meaning-
less™. However, this defact can be overcome if the concept of veri-
fiability in principle is consirued as referring to logically possible
evidence as expressed by observation sentences, so that the class of
statements which are verifiable in principle includes statements
about the distant future, the rerote past and generally about phe-
nomena which are not cbservable by the speaker or his or her fel-
low beings {e.g. ‘Mars and the Antarctic existed before man dis-
covered them’).

Nevertheless, oven after the above refinement, the verifiability
criterion still has serious defects, as has been argued, among oth-
ers, by Hempel®. First, let us assume that the properties of being a
cat and having a tail are both observable characteristics and that
the former does not logically entail the latter. Then the sentence

*ATL cats have a tail’ (8%
is neither L-determinate nor contradictory and also it is not de-

* See AJ. Ayer, Language, Truth and Logic {London: Collancz, 1936);
B. Russell, Human Knowledge: Its Scope and Limits (London: Allen
and Unwin, 1948),

® See AL Ayer, op.cit. (ref. 22); B. Russell, op.cit. (ref. 22).

¥ See AJ. Ayer, op.cit. (ref. 22), ch. 1; B. Russell, op.cir. (ref. 22), p.
445447,

# See C.G. Hempel, op.cit. (ref. 1),

ducible from any finite set of observation sentences. Thus, under (TV),
the above sentence is deveoid of empivical significance 2nd so ave all
other senfences cxpressing general laws. But because seniences of the
above type constitute a significant part of a scientific theory, it follows
that {CV} is too restrictive. Second, the negalion of (8), L.e.

sy

“There exists at least ong cat which ha
is deducible from any two observation seniencas of the
cat’ and “x has not 2 tail’, so that (~3) i ity
i

under (CV) but (89 is not, and this

not satisfy (CV), then 8 is deducible from
o of - i ey p ~ P :
sentences, 50 that S v & is deducible from the same set (16, S v

the grounds that the positivists’ view that empirical science is a
system of statements satisfying certain logical criteria does not
make provisions for what Popper considers to be the major distin-
guishing feature of empirical statements, i.e. thelr susceptibility (o
revision®. In other words, Popper’s approach to the question of
empirical meaningfalness calls for a systematic study of the man-
ner in which science advances and a choice is made between con-
flicting systems of theories. Thus, Popper” proposes the falsifiabil-
ity criterion as an alternative 1o the verifiability criterion:
(CF) The Criterion of Complete Falsifiahility in Principle: A nec-
essary and sufficient condition thal a sentence has empirical
meaning 1s that ifs negation is not L-determinate and follows logi-
cally from some finite and logically consistent class of observation
sentences.

However, (CF) indirectly contains (CV), since (CF) qualifies a
sentence as empirically meaningful if its negation satisfies (CV).

* See K.R. Popper, op.cit. (ref. 4).
¥ See K.R. Popper, op.cit. (ref. 4).
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Therefore, Hempel® argues that (CF) has similar defects with
(CV). Indeed, (CF) has the following defects: (i) it rules out purely
existential hypotheses (e.g. ‘There exists at least one cat which has
not a tail’) as cognitively insignificant; (ii) if 7 is an observation
predicate, then the assertion that all things satisfy P is significant
under (CF) but its negation — being equivalent to a purely existen-
tial hypothesis — is not significant under {CF), and this contradicts
Corollary Al; (iil) if a sentence S does and a sentence 5’ does not
satisfy (CF), then § A s’ does satisfy (CF) {since, if ~5 is entailed

by a class of observation sentences, then ~( 5 A S') 1s entailed by
the same class), and this contradicts Corollary AZ.

Given that both (CV) and (CF) have been proved to be too re-
strictive and susceptible to sericus defects, Ayer” has atiempted to
formulate a criterion of confirmability which avoids the defects of
(CV) and (CF) by construing the testability criterion as consisting
in a partial and possibly indirect confirmability of empirical hy-
potheses by observational evidence. In particular, Ayer's con-
firmability criterion states that a sentence S is empirically signifi-
cant if S in conjunction with suitable auxiliary hypotheses imply
observation sentences which cannot be derived from the auxiliary
hypotheses alone. However, Ayer himself recognised in the second
edition of his book Language, Truth and Logic (1946) that the
previous confirmability criterion is too liberal®. For instance, if 8
is the sentence “The totality is everything’ and if one chooses as an
auxiliary hypothesis the statement ‘If the totality is everything,
then the cat is black’, the following observation sentence can be
deduced: ‘The cat is black’. Therefore, Ayer restricted the auxiliary
hypotheses mentioned in the initial version of his confirmability
criterion to sentences which either are L-determinate or can inde-
pendently be shown to be testable in the sense of the refined con-

* See C.G. Hempel, op.cit. (ref. 1).
¥ See A.L Ayer, ap.cit. (ref. 24).
® Gee A.J. Ayer, op.cit. (vef. 24, 2™ ed., 1946),ch. 1,
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firmability criterion®. Nevertheless, not even this refinement of the
confirmability eriterion is enough; for, as Hempel™ points ous, it
allows empirical significance to any conjunction S A § where §
does and § does not satisfy Aver’s criterion (e.g. S’ is a sentence
such as ‘The totality is everything’).

A general remark which applies to all the above~-mentioned cri-
teria of empirical significance is that they are all based on an at-
tempt to define the concept of empirical significance in ferms of
certain logical connections which should hold between a sigmfi-
cant sentence and suilable observation seniences. Moreover, zll
these criteria have been proved to have serious defects. Therefore,
one might reasonably atiempt to avoid the defects of the above-
mentioned criteria by proposing an alternative way of explicating
the concept of empirical significance. Such an alternative approach
may be based on the characterisation of coguitively significant
sentences by certain conditions which their own constituent terms
must satisfy™; namely, all extralogical terms™ in a significant sen-
tence must have empirical content and therefore their meanings
must be explicable by reference o observables only™. In other
words, the previous testability criteria of meaning (i.e. (CV), (CF)
and Ayer’s confirmability criterion) were based on an attempt to
characterise cognitively significant sentences by means of certain
logical connections in which they must stand to some cbservation
sentences, whereas this alternative approach aims at specifying the vo-
cabulary itselfl (i.e. the constituent elements) that may be used in order

*' See AJ. Ayer, op.cit. (ref. 30).

* See C.G. Hempel, op.cit. (vef. 1).

# See C.G. Hempel, op.cit. (zef. 1).

* By an extralogical term, we should always understand a term that does
not belong to the specific vocabulary of logic. For instance, the foliow-
ing phrases and those definable by means of them are logical terms:
‘or’, fand’, ‘not’, ‘if...then...’, ‘all’, ‘some’, ‘is an element of class...’,
ete.

¥ See C.G. Hempel, op.cit. (ref. 1).
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to form significant sentences. In particular, this vocabulary, the class of
significant terms®, is characterised by the condition that each of its
elements is either a logical term or a term with empirical signifi-
cance”. Thus, the defects of the previous criferia are now overcome
{e.g. if S is a signiflicant sentence, then so 18 ~5).

Mevertheless, the last conclusion cannot end the discussion about
significance, since another important question remaing open: Which
are the appropriate logical connections between empirically significant
terms and observation terms that can give rise 10 an adequate criterion
of cognitive significance (note that ‘adequate’ means that it sausfies
Conditton A)? In the empincist literature, a well-kuown attempt to an-
swer the previous question consists in the criterion of definabiliny™.
(CD) Criterion of Definability: Any empirically significant term
must be explicitly definable by means of observation terms.

The criterion of definability is too stringent, since if rules out
many important scientific and prescientific terms which are not
explicitly definable by means of observation terms. For instance,
Carnap” argues that the attempt to provide explicit definitions in
terms of observables fails when it encounters disposition ferms,
such as ‘soluble’, ‘malleable’, eic,

Carnap proposes an alternative to the criterion of definability.
He introduces the concept of reduction sentences, i.e. sentences
which, unlike definitions, specify the meaning of a term only
conditionally or partially®. In order to understand the difference
between a definition and a reduction sentence, let us consider, for in-
stance, the word ‘elastic’. One can define elastic behaviour as follows:
An object x is elastic if and only if, at any time 7 that it is deformed (e.z.

* Any term contained in a cognitively significant sentence is said to be a
cognitively significant term.

7 See C.G. Hempel, op.cit. (ref. 1).
# See C.G. Hempel, op.cit. (ref. 1).

* See R. Carnap, “Testability and Meaning”, Philosophy of Science,
3(1936) and 4(1937).

* See R. Carnap, op.cit. (ref. 39).
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when x is streiched), the deformation is reversible at tme 1/, If the
statement connectives of the previous definition are construed truth-
functionally, then the given definition can be wiitten symbolically as
follows:

E %(f)(sz‘ DR&J’).

But then one faces the following problem: if y is any object which
is mot elastic but such that it has never been deformed during its
existence, then Dy is false and therefore it holds that Dy D Ry’
for any 1; hence, the observation predicate £ (elastic) is true in cass
of Ey even though v is not elastic. To remedy that defect, one can
follow Camap’s theory of reduction sentences, so that the term
‘elastic’ can be expressed by the following reduction sentence:

(x)(f){D:cz D (Ex = R‘}cff)},

which states that, if x is deformed at any time 1, then x is elastic if
and only if that deformation of x is reversible at ¢/

However, reduction sentences cannot account for the use of
theorstical censtructs, which play an important role in the con-
struction of scientific theories. For instance, in classical physies,
the length in meters between two points may assume any positive
real number as its value. But one cannot use observables in order to
formulate a sufficient condition for the applicability of such an ex-
pression as ‘x has a length of 107°° ' or ‘x has a length of 107
', Le. extremely small or extremely large numbers.

Theoretical constructs should be construed as being stated in the
form of hypothetico-deductive systems. The extralogical terms of
deductively developed axiomatised sysiems are of two kinds:
primitive or basic terms, which are not defined within the theory,
and defined terms, which are explicitly defined by means of the
primitives. The basic and the defined terms together with the terms
of logic constitute the vocabulary in terms of which all the sen-
tences of a given theory are construed. Also, the statements of a theory
are of two kinds: postulates or axioms, which are not derived from any
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other statements m the theory, and derived starements, which foliow
from the postulates by logical deduction. Empiricism, maintains that
such deductively developed systeins can constitute empirical scientific
theories if they have gained empirical content. As I have already ar-
gued, an empirical science presupposes the assignment of a meaning in
terms of observables to certain terms or senfences of a given deductive
systern {i.e. an interpretation of the given deductive system). An inter-
pretation may take the form of a partial assignment of meaning. For
instance, the rules for the measurement of weight by means of a stan-
dard weight may stand as a partial empirical interpretation of the term
‘the weight, in grams, of an object x”. However, in the previous ex-
ample, the suggested method of measuring weight is applicable 1o
weights ranging within a certain interval, and also it cannot be re-
zarded as a full interpretation since it does not constitute the only way
of measuring weight.

Therefore, one should not focus his or her methodological research
on the ‘empirical content’ of specific terms or sentences; for, usually,
no individual statement in a scientific theory implies any cbservation
sentences. in fact, a sentence can entail the ocourrence of certain ob-
servation phenomena only if it is comjoined with other auxiliary hy-
potheses {namely, observation sentences and previcusly accepted theo-
retical statements). In particular, Hempel®' argues that the empirical
significance of a given expression ¢/ is related to the language L to
which U belongs (L contains the rules of inference) and the theoretical
context in which U occurs (the theoretical context of U consists in the
staternents in £ which may stand as auxiliary hypotheses).

As a conclusion, a criterion of cognitive significance should re-
fer to an entire theoretical system formulated by means of a well-
defined language. Also, the basis of cognitive significance in such
a systemn is the possibility of its interpretation in terms of observ-
ables; such an interpretation may be formulated by means of (bi)
conditional sentences connecting non-observable terms of the sys-

t See C.G. Hempel, op.cit. (ref. 1).
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tem with observation terms in the given language. Yet, the re-
aquirement of partial interpretation is too liberal, since it can be
satistied by a system consisting of an empirical theory, say modern
physics, with some set of isolated sentences, even if the latter have
no empirical inierpretation. Note that an isolated sentence is de-
fined to be a sentence which is neither a purely formal truth or
falsehood nor does it have any empirical content. In other words,
isolated sentences can be constried as sentences of speculative meta-
physics, where ‘metaphysics’ refers to doctrines about the fundamental
nature of substances, or about theological matters, or about our relation
to external objects. The following criterion deals with the problem of
isolated sentences™. :

(Ch) Criterion of Cognitive Significance: A necessary and suffi-
cient condition that a theorsiical sysiem is cogratively significant is
that it is partially imterpreted to such an extent that 1n no sysiem
equivalent to it af least one postuiate is isolated.

However, it is not direct observation of phenomena that can lead 1o
the formulation of generalisations of great scope and rigor. Such gener-
alisations need theoretical constructs. In fact, properly defined theoretical
constructs provide the framework within which new general connections
may be discovered, which otherwise (i.e. if one adopts 2 strict phenome-
nalistic or positivistic approach implied by (C5) and thus rules out cer-
tain terms and sentences because of (C8)) would rernain in the dark.

Hempel has conjectured that no successful alternative to (T5)
can be found and that, therefore, one cannot formulate a precise
criterion by means of which those partially inferpreted systems
whose isolated sentences might be said to have a significant func-
tion can be separated from those in which the isolated sentences
are redundant®. Indeed, the preceding analysis encourages the adop-
tion of a more pragmatic attitude toward the construction of empiri-

“ See C.G. Hempel, “The Concept of Cognitive Significance: A Recon-
sideration”, Proceedings of the American Academy of Arts and Sci-
ences, 80(1951), 61-77,

“ See C.G. Hempel, op.cir. (ref. 1).
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cal thecries. Hence, instead of irving to modify (CS), one should
recogiise that cognitive significance in a theoretical system varies.
In fact, significant systems range from those all of whose extralogi-
cal terms consist of observation terms, through systems which de-
pend heavily on theoretical constructs, on to systems whose empiri-
cal relevance is marginal. For instance, positive economics, dealing
with facts and behaviour in an economy, does not consist of pure de-
ductive systems, whereas nonmative econormics, dealing with what
‘ought to be’ in the economy, dees consist of pure deductive sys-
temns.

Therefore, instead of espousing a sharp dichotomy between
significant and non-significant systems, one should compare dif-
ferent theoretical systems with respect to the Tollowing character-
istics which have been originally formulated by Hempel™:

(C1) the leve! of accuracy which characterises the manner in which
a theory is formulated and the manner in which the logical rela-
tionships of its elements to sach other and to observation sentences
have been made explicit;

(C2) the ability of a theory to explain and predict observable phe-
nomena;

(C3) the formal simplicity of a theory in terms of which explana-
tion and prediction will take place;

{C4) the extent to which a theory has been empirically confirmed.

1.2. An Empiricist Approach to Theeory Construction in
the Social Sciences

In this section, 1 shall use the conceptual framework of section
1.1 in order to present an explicit empiricist approach to theory
construction in the social sciences, following the intellectual leg-

* See C.G. Hempel, op.cit. {ref. 1).

acy of M. Nicholson® and A.G. Papandreou™.
Let us consider » social variables x,,...,x, (i.e. soclal concepts

which may take different values) which are elements of the set X of
all conceivable social variables. For simplicity, let us denote the

above n variables by an n-tuple X, ie. x= (xlﬁ.,.,,x”), I shall de-
note the set of all conceivable n-tuples of elements of X by X', ie.
X" contains all n-tuples ¥ = (x,,...,x, ) with x€X,.,x,€X
(e stands for ‘is an element of"). Moreover, let us consider m rela-

dons” R,....,R_suchthat ¥ € R, fori=1,  ,m. Thenone

12 m

# See M. Nicholson, op.cir. {ref. 2); M. Nicholson, The Scientific Analy-
sis of Social Behaviour: A Defence of Empiricism in Social Science
{London: Pinter, 1983).

% See A.G. Papandreou, Essays in Economics (Athens: “Nea Synora” -
ALA. Livani, 1993).

" Given an equation y = ax, one can define a corresponding relation X as
the collection of afl pairs of the form (x,y) such that y = ax, symboii-

cally: K = [(r y) Ly = ax]

For mnstance, if x; stands for national income, xp for disposable income,
x; for national consumption, x, for naticnal investment, xs for govern-
ment expenditure, xq for exports, x; for imports and xy for taxation, and
if a,bm,r and ¢ are structural paramsters (i.e. undetermined coeffi-
cients), then one comes up with the following macroecenomic model:

R, = le,... ,xs):xl = x,+ x, + xs]

R, = [(x},“. ,Jcs):x2 = X — xg}

R, = [(rl JXg)ixy = a+ bxz}

Ry = [(xy xy )iz = n 4 mx, |

R, = [(x],... ,xg):x8 = r—I—txl}.

In other words, ¥ = (xl,___,xg) satisfies {or belongs to} the relations

R.....Ry" See for instance, M. Hirschley, J.L. Pappas and D. Whigham,
Managerial Economics (London: The Dryden Press, 1995), p. 52-53.
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- comes up with a structure § = {Rl,. R } Finally, let A be the

class of all observation acts won X and A, be the #th subset of 4. If
a social scientist defines the rule

nt

riA — X7, r(&:)z%, (1

where o« e A, then he or she is urged to argue that, for all observa-

tion acts e A, on X under the rule 7, the observed values of %
satisfy the relations R; for 1 =1,...,m ; symbolically,

(V(XEA,)[?({X)EE-AXERE ,i=1,...,m (2)

(v stands for “for every’). Thus, the social scientist will come up
with statements which are universal in character, and, since dis-
position rules with reference to empirical data are employed, they
have empirical content. In case of such statements, a single con-
tradictory instance is enough to falsify them. However, a social
scientist should not discard his or her theoretical construction for
the sake of such a contradictory instance. Instead, he or she will
test his or her model in a particular historical context, say in the
British industrial society of the 19" century, where its constituent
statements are confirmed and will claim that this model was meant
for that context and not for the one in which it has been discon-
firmed. Thus, it is necessary to introduce the concept of ‘context’
in which a theory is applicable.

Let W stand for the set of all possible states of the world. Also,
let A(W) be the power set™ of W, B be the class of observation acts
on subsets w of W (i.e. on elements of B(W)) and B, be the sth sub-
set of B. Then, by defining the rule

* By a set, we should always understand any collection of any definite
and distinct objects conceived as a whole. If A and B are sets such that
(Yx)[x€e A - xe B
then A is said to be a subset of B. The power set B B) of a set B is de-
fined to be the set of ali the subsets of B.

s:B, =2 (W), s{f)=w, (3)

where £ e B,, expression (2) can be reformulated as follows:

(V@t@%) (VB Gﬁ){{@ﬁ‘ﬁ,s( ﬁ) =W } we{;f(a) =X —X Efﬂ},i =l,..,m, (4
where o7/f means that the observation acts f on states of the world
are carried out in conjunction with but independently of the obser-

. — * . . . o
vation acts on X, and w is a given segment of space-time. As {ar

as the relation o7'5 is concemned, it is important to mention that the
characterisation of the relevant historical confext must not fake
place in terms of the properties of the basic relations of our deduc-
tive system. By asserting, for instance, that our model is supposad
to hold in the coniext where the actors’ behaviour is described by
the basic relations of our model, our deductive system becomes 2
pure one; referring to this event, Nicholson has stressed “the dan-
ger that a system can be found, somewhere or another, in which
almost anything one could think of would be confirmed™. There-
fore, the context in which a model is applicable must be character-
ised independently of the information contained in the postuiates of
the given model. Expression (4) tells us that expression (2) holds
under the condition that fe B, and the observation acts f on states
of the world identify the state w .

However, in expression (4), the rule s cannot be completely de-
termined in advance and therefore the expression s(ff) = w is unin-
terpreted. But expression (4) can be refuted only if one finds an oc-
casion where r (@) € Ri (I=1,...,m) and also s(§y#w". Hence, since s
cannot be determined in advance, expression (4) can be confirmed
but cannot be refuted. According to A.G. Papandreou’s™ terminol-
ogy, deductive systems which are capable of confirmation but not
of refutation are called models, and thus expression {4) is a model

* See M. Nicholson, op.cit. (ref. 2), p. 147.
* See A.G. Papandreoun, op.cit. (ref. 46), p. 273.
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rather than a theory. Thus, social-scient:fic models are capable of
explanation in the cases that they are confirmed but they are not
capable of prediction; for the latter purpose, the social scientist
who is about to make a prediction based on a model takes his or
her chances with the model that, according to his or her view, has
the highest probability of being confirmed in a given context.

Using expression {4}, one can formulate refutable descriptive
staterments by considering expressions of the form

(Vae A oakH —[ra)=F—%er]}i=1.,m, (5)

where oKH means that observation acts o take place in some
specific segment of space-time H. Expression (5) can be empiri-
caily refuted but, obviously, is not universal. If expression (5) is
confirmed in A, then it is said to be an explanation of H .

Following the above notation, let us consider a u-tuple of
structurss

(s',...8%,...,8")
and correspondingly a u-tuple of relations
(Rfl,,.. R ,R;‘:‘), i=1,..,m,
which for simplicity, may be denoted by
R= (R B, R,
Let us define a relation
fi2 (WY—V, fw)=v, (6)

where v e V is a unit vector' of u dimensions. Obviously, due to

(3}:

' By a unit vector v of u dimensions, we mean a u-tuple (€se st

H u)

where exactly one of the entries e,,...,e, 18 non-zero and equal io one.
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where | (S([‘S)) is deﬁnéd to be identical to g(f). Then the follow-
ing theory emerges:
(Vo e A ) (VB GBS){[QTBAr(@)z%]%ieﬁg(ﬁ)}w (7
Expression (7) can be, in principle, empirically refuted and also
can be used in order to study comparable structures. But because 5
in the expression g(B) =f (s(ﬁ)) cannot be determined before-
hand, one has to make the following concessions.

Let w=(p,q), where we?® (W) p & F iz the interpreted
component of w and g € J is the uninterpreted component of w.
Then the following definitions can be formulated:

§:B,— P, §(B)=p (8)
§:B, = Q, (B )=q 9
Flop (W)—»Vforqzc},j?(E(ﬁ)):g(ﬁ}. (10)

Thus, the following model corresponds to theory {7

(VB € B, (B € B[ (B") =] -+ |[r{e) =% —3 eﬁé(B))] (11)

where the expression §'(B’)z(§ remains uninterpreted. In this

case, the expression corresponding to (5) is
(vBeB)(vaea) {(ctTB ABEH') = rla) =7 — 7€ Rl 5)]} (12)
Now let us assume that
w = (w“.., S W, Wy )
where N is an arbitrary finite positive integer, and
g= (wl,,...,w”;,...,wi\,,}

P :(WIU""’WII"""’WN”)
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such that
N'+N"=N.
Then the quotient
N.’.’

—=A, O0<A <],
N

is the measure of generality” of expression (12). For A=1, one
comes up with theory (7), but, in this case, s is fully interpreted.
Therefore, the ‘scientific’ work of the social scientists should be
construed as an attempt to construct expressions like (12) whose
measure of generality is as close to 1 as possible.

The above-mentioned approach to social-scientific theory con-
struction satisfies the two fundamental assumptions of Nicholson’s
version of positivism: (1} “the centrality of empirical propositions,
that is, propositions where the reasons for believing them are
grounded in observation™, and (ii) the assumption that “there is
sufficient ‘common understanding” [...] for us to be confident of
the existence of many social ‘things’ which are the content of those
observations”™. In fact, inherent in the concept of *scientifiec obser-
vation’ is a comumonality of experience that is, more or less, shared
by everybody. In order to address the previous issue more lucidly,
Nicholson uses the term ‘conceptual community’, which he has
defined as “a group of people who have broadly the same mutual
understanding of various concepts relevant to a particular prob-
lem””. However, participation in the conceptual community does

% This concept is originally due to A.G. Papandreou, op.cit. (ref, 46), p.
83.

* See M. Nicholson, “The Continued Significance of Positivism?”, in S.
Smith, K. Booth and M. Zalewski (eds), International Theory: Positiv-
ism and Beyond (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1996}, p.
131

* See M. Nicholson, op.cit. (ref. 53), p. 131.

* See M. Nicholson, op.cit. (ref. 2), p. 105-106.
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not presuppoese participation in the same experiential community.
For instance, Nicholson argues that “'it is possible to describe po-
Iygamy to someone from a monogamous society and vice versa and
hope to be understood. We move on by deduction and analogy to
the understanding of experiences well beyond our personal experi-
ences’™.

On the other hand, one may point out that the mental states of
human beings are subjective, in the sense that, for instance, the ex-
perience of pain is somebody’s experience of pain®. This, however,
does not make out a case against the ‘conceptual community’. For
instance, if one claims that he or she has 2 pain, there is no evi-
dence other than his or her report for that event. But, people being
in very broad senses the same (they share their ‘commeon human-
ity"), everyone can understand what the given man means by
claiming that he or she has a pain. Even if the particular man has
his or her own pain, when he or she claims that he or she has a
pain, then all other people will understand that this man has a pain
and not, say, a dream. Also, even if one doubts the report of the
given man, no one can doubt the general proposition that people
have pains. Thus, Nicholson maintains that, since participation in
the conceptual community does not presuppose participation in the
same experiential community, “we can regard at least part of these
private experiences [e.g. pains, dreams, eic.] as also part of the
common understanding”™.

Moreover, Nicholson uses A.K. Sen’s work on famines” as an-
other example which shows the analytical significance of the con-
ceptual community in the social sciences. MNicholson admits that, in
1943, the experience of famine in Bengal “was clearly very differ-

% See M. Nitholson, op.cit. (vef. 2), p. 106.

¥ See for instance J.R. Searle, The Rediscovery of the Mind (Cambridge,
Mass.: MAT Press, 1992).

*® See M. Nicholson, op.cit. (tef. 2), p. 107.

* See AK. Sen, Poverty and Famines: An Essay on Entitlement and
Deprivarion (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1981},
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ent from the point of view of a starving peasant mother desperately
trying to keep her child alive, from the child itself for whom hun-
ger was the totality of its experience, a trader who was doing rather
well out of the shortages and not starving at all, or a British admin-
istrator, sympathetic but not personally hungry”®. But he argues
that Sen’s work implies that, despite the above different experi-
ences of famine, there is a common concept of famine, which can
be defined in various comprehensible ways, e.g. “a common char-
acteristic of farnines has been that the distribution of entitlements
to food had altered drasticaily”™. Thus, empirical propositions can
be formulated and tested against facts, i.e. evidence which is com-
prehensible to everyone, such as aggregate food supplies and death
rates.

Even though I have argued in favour of the common under-
standing of common experience, the foundations of the empiricist
approach to theory construction whose defence T have undertaken
here will be weak if I do not deal with the following questions: (i}
the manner in which and the extent to which ideas change; (i1} the
manner it which and the extent to which ideas can be understood;
(1ii} the reducibility of social relations to relations between ideas.
For, the empiricist methodology can be sound only if the range of
common understanding is proved to be broad; otherwise, the range
of the social sciences will be too narrow. Thus, 1 shail depend on
Michael Nicholson in order to deal with three groups of scholars
who, based on the previous questions, have attempted to under-
mine the empiricist epistemology: (i) Peter Winch, (ii) R.G. Col-
fingwood and (iii) the postmodernists (especially Foucault, Derrida
and Rorty}.

Winch® gives tremendous emphasis to cultural anthropology in
order to study problems of interpretation when the observer comes

 See M. Nichalson, op.cit. (ref. 53), p. 132.
* See M. Nicholson, op.cit. (ref. 53), p. 131.

5 See P. Winch, The Idea of a Social Science and fts Relation to Philoso-
phy (Londen: Routledge, 1990).
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from a society very different from the one that he or she observes.
In particuiar, he maintains that social scientists observing very
different societies as compared with their own may often misinter-
pret the actions of such societies, e.g. in ferms of religion, being
oblivious or ignorant of the whole nature of certain observables.
Winch rejects the positivistic attempt to use data in order o
“produce scientific generalisations and theories establishing con-
nections between one kind of social situation and another™. For,
in his view, the above-mentioned attempt “involves minimising the
importance of ideas in human history, since ideas and theories are
constantly developing and changing, and since each system of
ideas, its component elements being interrelated internally; has o
be understood in and for itself; the combined result of which is to
make systems of ideas a very unsuitable subject for broad generali-
sations™®. Moreover, Winch argues that “social relations fall into
the same logical category as do relations between ideas”, and
therefore “social relations must be an equally unsuitable subject for
generalisations and theories of scientific sert to be formulated
about them”®.

Winch's view can be regarded as a qualified approval of Col-
lingwood’s philosophical idealism, according to which the histo-
rian is fundamentafly “concerned with thoughts alone; with their
outward expression in events he is only concerned by the way, in
so far as these reveal io him the thoughts of which he is in
search™”. The previous view leads logically to Collingwood’s
methodology — namely, “the historian must re-enact the past in his
own mind”*. Although Winch and Collingwood argue in favour of

% See P. Winch, op.cit. (ref. 62), p. 133.
% See P. Winch, op.cit. (ref. 62), p. 133.
% See P. Winch, op.cit. (ref. 62), p. 133,
% See P. Winch, op.cit. {ref. 62), p. 133.

 See R.G. Collingwood, The idea of History (Oxford: Clarendon Press,
1946), p. 217.

* See R.G. Collingwood, op.cit. (ref. 67), p. 282.
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studying history through an imaginative recreation of the past, they
do not properly address important questions about the applicability
of their understanding mode of analysis to historical events —
namely, they do not tackle the problems of putting oneself in the
position of someone in a different society and they are not con-
cerned about the communicability of beliefs and ideas among
people within the same society. In particular, Nicholscn argues that
we “can have difficulties in putiing ourselves in the position of
someone in a past society either because we know too much of
what came afterwards of because the ethos of the society is so dif-
ferent from our own that it is difficult to achieve the necessary
level of empathy™®. Moreover, Winch and Collingwood, by ne-
glecting the communicability of beliefs and ideas among people
within the same society, have severely limited the range of com-
mon understanding. However, Nicholson proposes the following
counter-example: “Anthropologists and historians apparently can
communicate among themselves and a broader public without wor-
rying unduly about being misunderstood”™. Thus, Winch’s and
Collingwood’s accounts of communication are incomplete, since
they have not acknowledged that communication within the
framework of a scientific community presupposes universal con-
cepts. As a result, we need universal concepts in anthropology, too.
In this way, anthropological studies can be oriented toward the
analysis of observables. I shall develop this argument in greater
detail later on, after a reference to the postmodern challenges to
empiricism that follows.

The problems of communication and causal analysis play a
major role in postmodernism’. But it is hard to talk about post-

% See M. Nicholson, op.cit. (ref. 2), p. 110.

" See M. Nicholson, op.cit. (ref. 2), p. 111.

" For more details, one may be referred to C. Brown, International Rela-
tions Theory: New Normative Approaches (New York: Harvester
Wheatsheaf, 1992), Part 1II; 8. Smith, “Positivism and Beyond”, in S.
Smith, K. Booth and M. Zalewski {(eds), op.cit. (ref. 53), p. 11-44.

modernism without encountering the difficulties which are caused
in the study of the postmodern views on epistemology by the am-
biguity of the term ‘postmodernism’™, In particular, Chris Brown
has argued that a “common feature of this work is precisely a re-
jection of the idea that sentences which begin ‘postmodernism [...]
is...” can be completed™™. Therefore, here I shall restrict myself o
Steve Smith’s and Chris Brown’s account of the antithesis between
the postmodermn epistemological works of Miche! Foucault, Jacques
Derrida and Richard Rorty on the one hand and positivism on the
other. The above three scholars represent different altemnpts o de-
velop a post-positivist epistemology and help us map the debate
between positivism and postmodernism.

Michel Foucault’s radical departure from positivism 18 smmng
in his “Nietzsche, Genealogy, History™, where he has attempted io
show the development of scholarly disciplines out of power rela-
tions and not as a neutral result of scholarly enquiry. Steve Smith
argues that, in the previous work, the concept of truth “can no
fonger refer to an underlying or foundational notion of truth, but
rather to the idea of multiple truths””, and therefore epistemology
is “not the centrepiece of philosophical enquiry, but is instead de-
pendent on underlying power structures™. As a result, Foucault
does not ask for a correspondence theory of truth, but he consirues
truth as a tool for resisting power.

Jacques Derrida’s Of Grammatologyexpresses his  anti-
foundationalist epistermnology through deconsiructions invelving a

2 See C. Brown, op.cit. (ref. 71).
" See C. Brown, op.cit. (ref. 71)p. 197.

™ See M. Foucault, “Nietzsche, Genealogy, History”, in P. Rabinow (ed.),

The Foucault Reader (Harmondsworth: Peregrine Books, 1986), p. 76-
100.

" See 8. Smith, op.cit. {ref. 71), p. 30
% See S. Smith, op.cit. (ref. 71), p. 30.

7 See 1. Derrida, Of Grammatology (trans. and intro. by G. Spivak, Bal-
timore, MD: Johns Hopkins University Press, 1976).
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reading of a text where the author fails to produce the conclusions
he intends. In particular, Steve Smith argues that Demida “refuses
to see the knower as a given and instead as merely one more con-
struction of language and culture”™, so that “the knower is always
caught up in a language and mode of thinking which, far from -
terpreting a world, instead constructs it””, Hence, Derrida rejects
the empiricist atiempt to match the subjective knower with an ob-
jective external world.

Richard Rorty’s major work, Philosophy and the Mirror of Na-
ture®, is marked by an extreme epistemological relativism. Chris
Brown argues that, in the previous work, Rorty “employs the rhe-
torical style of analytical philosophy to launch an all-out assault on
‘correspondence’ theories of truth and the idea that a mneutral
framework of enquiry can be construed”™. The task undertaken by
Rorty consists in the deconstruction of analytical phitosophy, and
thas he proposes that philosophers give up on the idea that our
knowledge ‘mirrors’ nature and instead adopt a pragmatic theory
of truth which is compatible with his self-description as a “post-
modern bourgeois liberal”™,

Tocqueville has made interesting remarks on the habit endemic
to democracies of using abstractions with varying meanings, and
he has compared them to drawers with false bottoms. One meaning
is put in, another is removed, according to the political demands of
the times. Such is the case with the scholars’ use of the term
‘postmodernism’.

Postmodern scholars tend to stress tolerance, curiosity and in-
clusion. Yet, these are neither new nor revolutionary. Group rights,

™ See §. Smith, op.cit. (ref. 71), p. 30.
™ See S. Smith, op.cit. (ref. 71), p. 30.

% See R. Rorty, Philosophy and the Mirror of Nature (Oxford: Blackwell,
1980).

81 See C. Brown, op.cit. (ref. 71)p. 207.

8 See R. Rorty, Objectivity, Relativism and Truth: Philosophical Papers,
vol, 1 {Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 19913, p. 197-202.
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the cult of victimhood and politicised schelarship, however, are
both toxic to the academy and to the republic besides. They
threaten to divide society by undermining the maintenance of a co-
hesive society of shared values (e.g., in the West, the Christian
tradition implies certain absolute norms and basic convictions, but
our postmodern outlook believes in only one absolute: that there
are no absolutes), discourage inguiry, ignore merit and erode pub-
lic support for the life of learning.

Within the framework of the postmodern academia, the stu-
dent’s eager desire to learn, his or her civic and religious piety and
his or her good will for one's fellow men are the direct objects of
attacks carried out by those who should be moderate and wise
mentors. One is tempted to regard one's education as a preparation
for political agitation and one's accomplishments as privileges of
one's class or race. If one belongs to a designated victim group, one
is tempted to excuse one's shortcomings as the effects of unjust
domination, and he or she is nrged to regard the hard-won victories
of reason as the property of an enemy faction, objects not of emu-
fation, but of contempt. Moreover, if the ultimate foundation of
secular power is not of a transcendental nature — as argued in Jean
Calvin's Institution of Christian Religion (ed. 1559/60) ~ then it
lacks any clear guiding principle/norm (which can control political
power exactly because it transcends political power itself), and it is
open to arbitrariness. Policy has to be related to some basic prin-
ciples of nattonal interest and moral values that transcend any par-
ticalar administration,

What I have attempted to do heretofore with the previous refer-
ences to the epistemological arguments of Winch, Collingwood
and postmodernism (as it is represented by Foucauit, Derrida and
Rorty) is to present what I consider to be the most important chal-
lenges to the empiricist epistemology. What I shall attempt to do in
the sequel is to defend the empiricist epistemology against the
above-mentioned challenges. I shall articulate my defence of em-
piricism with respect to the three basic issues that T have already
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mentioned — namely, the change of ideas, the understanding of
ideas and the reducibility of social relations to relations between
ideas.

First of ali, T shall argue that, even though mental events are as-
sociated with all social actions, the significance attributed to ideas,
as mental events, by Winch, Collingwood and postmodernists
among whom are Foucault, Derrida and Rorty is extravagant. To
do this, I shall consider an example which has been orl ginatly pro-
posed by Michael Nicholson®™, Let us consider an economic (1ans-
sction between a selier and a buyer where the sefler wants to sell a
house. Obviously, there is a physical act, consisting in the given
economic transaction, and also there are the awareness and the in-
terpretation on the part of the actors of parficipating in a given
economic transaction. In addition, the above-mentioned act in-
volves an interpretation and understanding of the concept of a
house.

Let us assume that the seller asks a price (a concept involving a
mental event) which is refused by the buyer and that the seller re-
duces the initial price so that it is accepted by the buyer. Thus,
Nicholson argues that it is reasonable to assert that the “reduction
in the price by the seller can perfectly properly be described as
causing the change in behaviour of the buver™. Hence, one can
influence someone else by doing or saying something which causes
the other to react. In fact, Nicholson argues that causal analysis in-
volves a relation of ideas to circumstances, implying some causal
link between the ideas and the circumstances in which they are
found. Going back to the previous example, one can argue that the
given economic transaction can be described as a ‘fact’ taking
place in terms of certain economic rules and on the basis of the

‘conceptual community” which makes the concept of a house
communicable, no matter how the buyer and the seller, individu-

8 gee M. Nicholson, op.cit. (ref. 2), p. 115-116.
8 See M. Nicholson, op.cit. (ref. 2), p. 115.
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ally, think of the concept of a house {e.g. one may think of it as a
barn, as a ‘home’ for oneself, as an investment, etc.).

In‘ general, one can understand the meaning of human action by
cansz{dlering a behaviour rale R for person X stating that, under
condlmon_s Ch,....Cx, X will perform action A. Thus, one comes up
with a generalisation, since the observation of C),...,(y implies that
X performs action A. The previous generalisation may contain a
probabilistic assumption, i.e. it may read as follows: if Oy, (%
then X performs action A with probability p. Moreover, the Jpr,evi—j
ous generalisation may involve teleological reasoning, i.e. that ¥
does A in order to achieve a goal G, where & is an element of a set
of alternative goals which are available to X. -

If the rules by which decision-makers choose their goals are
stable, then the generalisations aboui behaviour are also stabie.
Nicholson argues that stability “has to be defined in relation to the
types of problem one is discussing and the sort of time frame
wlhlch is relevant”. Also, he identifies three causes of instabitity,
.F}.rst, either “there is no rule which governs the change in rules or it
is not possible to find out what rule is, perhaps even in principle”®.
Second, instability may be due to the complexity of “a complex
sys.tem such that the initial conditions are hardly ever the same”.
Third, as human beings follow rules, learn about their conse-
quences and “modify the rules™®,

The above-mentioned causes of instability have an important
feature — namely, they are empirical questions. In other words, the
changes in the rules of human behaviour and in the ideas can be
studied empirically; this is something which Winch, Collingwood
and the postmodernists have not addressed. In particular, Michol-
son argues that abstract analysis alone is not enough in order to

¥ See M. Nicholson, op.cit. (ref. 2), p. 118.
* See M. Nicholson, op.cit. (tef. 2), p. 118.
¥ See M. Nicholson, op.cit. (ref. 2), p. 118.
* See M. Nicholson, op.cit. (vef. 2), p. 118.
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determine whether rules are stable or not, but it “is enly by the ob-
servation and analysis of systems that one can observe whether
rules are stable or unstable™. As I have argued in the presentation
of theory construction at the beginning of this section, rules of be-
haviour may be stable in some circumstances and not in others, and
which is which can be established empirically. Thus, scientific
explanation has to meet two conditions: () the requirement of ex-
planatory relevance {i.e. the explanatory information adduced is
sufficiently grounded in order to convince us that the phenomenocn
to be explained did or does in fact occur), and (i1) the requirement
of testability (i.e. the constituent siatements of a scientific explana-
tion must be capable of empirical test).

Finally, I should study an important question which has been
siressed especially by Derrida and threatens the foundations of the
empiricist methodology — namely, is it possible to have a universal
language which allows accurate communication among people and
description of an objective external world? If such a universal lan-
guage is not possible, then the empiricist methodology is ground-
less. However, 1 have already attempted to show — and I shall do it
again more explicitly in the sequel — that there is at least one such
universal language — namely, science. Let us initially restrici our-
selves to the so-called ‘exact’ sciences; here, we have to do with a
corpus of statements whose truth value is beyond any doubt (at
least in the area of the so-called ‘exact sciences’) and whose em-
pirical relevance is a guarantee of their cognitive significance. Of
course, certain theories are often substituted by new ones which
have greater explanatory capability than their predecessors, but de-
scription is always there, and, as long as we are concerned with de-
scription, its universal validity follows from the fact that it is re-
lated to the stability of the natural world.

One may argue that the set of events which are described in the
above-mentioned way may not be presented in a connected fash-

8 See M. Nicholson, op.cit. (ref. 2), p. 119,

)

N

ion, i.e. that we are dealing with a kind of rhapsedic enumeration
of events and not with a language construed as a system of signs
expressing ideas. In other words, one may argue that we neeﬁ a
synta:ctic organisation of the previous set. However, at least in me-
chaz}acs and physics, such a syntax exists: it is offered by mathe-
matics.

i is- worth mentioning that various scholars have argued that
symbolic logic, which emerged from Boolean algebra in the nine-
teenth century, was indeed a universal language. Howsever, the
preyious vigw has been proved to be incorrect”™. for, symbolic
logic, being organised as an absolutely sirict formal langnage, is
em?irie?aﬁy wrrelevant (it is a pure deductive system). In fact, by
mamtammglabsolme linguistic generality, formal expressions be-
c;{)me.empirlca'ﬂy meaningiess. In a sense, we find ourselves in a
sttuation which reminds the complementarity principle in guantum
mec?*%a}raics — namely, the siricter something becomes the fess
cognitive content it has”'. Hence, the following guestion emerges:
h‘ow can one maintain simultaneously formal strictness and cogni-
tive significance? Again mathematics is a case in point For
rfaa.th?matics is characterised by formal siriciness and at the same;
;n;_e} gt constitutes the most efficient tool for describing the natural

_How can one explain that mathematics, even though it main-
tains the highest level of abstraction among the sxact sciences, can
represent the real world? The answer to the previcus guestion is
offered by considering the geometric continuum®. The geometric
continuum allows us to interpret things which entail infinite proc-

% Yor more details, one may be referred to . T. Kneebone, Mathemarical
L;ogzc and the Foundations of Mathematics (Amsterdam: Van Nos-
i?:l;?,gﬁ) ‘Shanker (ed.), G&del’s Theorem in Focus (London: Roui-

91 . .

For more details, se¢ R. Thom, Modéles Mathematicques de la Mor-

92phogenese (Paris: Christian Bourgois Editeur, 1930).

See R. Thom, op.cir. {ref. 91).
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esses. For instance, the geometric continuum allows us 10 interpret
an infinite sum as a finite number, as in the case of the infinite sum

i—+—}—n+—1~+---i+ !4 which converges to a finite number”. In
2 22 28 2r 2

this way, one can overcome the paradoxes of Zeno (495-435 B.C),
who had maintained that there is no motion (for, given any finite
distance AR, in order to travel half of AB, one needs some fime,
and, in order to travel half of the half of AR, one needs also some
time, t¢., so that one cannot travel AB). Moreover, the combina-
tion of the geometric contimwum with the natural laws permits the
construction of the strict empirical sciences of mechanics and
physics.

f we leave mathematics and study the domain of the ordinary
language, we find a similar sitation. The generic grammar which
describes how a grammatically correct statement can be structured
ends up in a set of symbols endowed with rules for their manipula-
tion: however, these symbols refer to physical entities which are
Tocated in the space-time by means of demonstrative pronouns or
nouns which transfer their meaning to a location in the space-time.
Therefore, a concept is always related to the assignment of a posi-
tion in the space-time to a formally codified expression. As a re-
sult, the process of scientific-theory construction which I have pre-
sented at the beginning of the present section is beyond the reach
of the post-modern attacks against the empiricist methodology
which 1 have mentioned here. In other words, I have shown that
hehavioural methodologies are appropriate for the study of social-
scientific questions and that, pltimately, the future of positivism
may well depend on the degree to which the scholars working in
the social sciences are willing to live by it.

Human knowledge is determined by the study of objects which

1 Ap infinite sum is known to mathematicians as an infinite series. In
mathematics, there are various criteria which establish the convergence

of certain types of series. One may be referred to any standard textbook
of calculus.
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may be any material object or phenomenon. In fact, knowledge is a
system of concepts about the ‘object’. Concepts are (mental) im-
ages cr.ea’ted by the subject’s mind and reflecting substantive
(according to the subject’s view) properties of the object. Concepts
are characterised by a higher or lower degree of abstractness. The
m.mge’s completeness is determined and increased by comparing it
with the object (empirical test). Thus, the process of knowledge
evolves in the following way: from empirical observation to f%}
stract thought (theory) and then back to the object {practice). This
argument underlies my research in the present book.

Objective reality is reflected in the hwman mind, and this leads
to the acquisition of (mental) images by the subject. These images
play a decisive role in the formation of the subject’s conscéousnebss.
The development of these images in the mind urges man fo de-
scribe them.

In the real world, there are material objects and phenomena.
Both of them are objects which help man to create mental images.
Su.ch an image is an imperfect reflection of the properties of an
object and is described by the individual, Such a deécripﬁon i a
model, and it can be constructed by different means {e.g. Hinguistic,
graphical, etc.). A model is an abstraction, l.e. it describes only
some of the object’s properties. Yet, a mode! is a reality, L.e. a new
object which can be reflected and described at a higher level of
abstraction. Hence, objects may consist in material objects and
phenomena of the world of phenomenal experience as well as in
models created at different levels of abstraction. A model and the
part of the object described by the given model are 1somorphic, 1.e.
they have the same propertics. The construction of models is called
modelling.

Reflection: The subject’s mind cannot reflect the “object” com-
pletely. Thus, starting from different aspects of a particular object
the subject can create different images. Each one of those aspecté
can be described by the same or by different technigues. However,
to proceed with description, the given image must contain a suffi-
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cient quantity of necessary reflected properties of the object, i.e.
information about the object and particularly the object’s aspect
which is under consideration. The subject can focus on as many of
the object’s reflected properiies as one wishes, and hence one’s
model can be characterised by different levels of abstraction.
Construction and Study of a Model: There is an objective reality
R, which consists of material objects and phenomena. The individ-
ual constructs models of the objects of R, These models are de-
seriptions of objects, using different techniques. There is a univer-
sal language L, which can be used by the individual in order to de-
scribe every object of R,

The human kind has created a means by which we can describe
and construct models of every human achievement — namely, the
ordinary, natural language. As I have already argued, language is a
universal means by which every mental image can be described,
and every meaning ‘dies’ at some point in space-time.

In the field of scientific theories, the individual forms objects
from R using L. In different scientific disciplines, one can use dif-
ferent segments of L. Phenomenological inquiry is directed toward
the universal and pervasive aspects of phenomenal experience — it
is a doctrine of the categories. The categories are general and uni-
versal because every category belongs to every phenomenon even
though one category may be more prominent than the others in a
given phenomenon. Charles 3. Peirce, in his epoch-making article
entitled “How to Make our Ideas Clear” (Popular Science Monthly,
January 1878), recognises only three categories which are neces-
sary and sufficient for the interpretation of phenomena: (i) the
aualities of phenomena {e.g. blue, sweet, tedious, nobie, hard,
etc.): (ii) the brute factality of phenomenal experience (matter as
directly apprehended through sensation is a characteristic case in
point); (iii) the law of things, referring to all actual as well as to all
possible things (laws go beyond the accomplished facts and the
manmer in which facts that may be, but alt of which never can have
happened, can be characterised).

The models which satisfy the axioms of symbolic logic are

called concepts. Science studies objects whose models are con-
cepts. Formal theories (i.e. mathematical and logical ones) deal
with models of concepts.
Application of a Model: A mode! is compared with the initiai
object of which the given model is an abstraction. In this way, one
can establish an isomorphism between a mode! of an object and the
given object itself. Through this comparison, one can find new in-
formation about the given object as well as new objects which may
be isomorphic to the given model.

13. Rational Cheice Theory

Rational choice theory is a common mode of analysis in the so-
cial sciences. According to the rational chowce approach, the social
behaviour of individuals and groups can be analysed in terms of
actors pursuing goals. Because of the central position that the ra-
tional choice approach occupies in the social sciences, 1 shall study
the meaning of rational choice in detail and then I shall show the
manner in which and the conditions under which the rationality
postulate can lead to operationally meaningful theorems,

T shall begin first with the analysis of the conceptual framework
that underlies rational choice theory. To do thig, I shall follow Tal-
cott Parsons:

The first salient feature of the conceptual scheme to be dealt
with lies in the character of the units which it employs [...]
The basic unit may be called the ‘vnit act” {...] an ‘act’ in-
volves logically the following: (1) It implies an agent, an
‘actor’. {2) For purposes of the definition the act must have
an ‘end’, a future state of affairs toward which the process
of action is criented. (3) It must be initiated in a ‘situation’
of which the trends of development differ in one or more
important respects from the staie of affairs to which the ac-
fion is oriented, the end. This situation is in turn analysable
into two elements: those over which the actor has no conirol
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{...] and those over which he has such control. The former
may be termed the ‘conditions’ of action, the latter the
‘means’. Finally (4) there is inherent in the conception of
this unit, in iis analytical uses, 2 certain mode of relationship
between these elements. That is, in the choice of aliernative
means to the end, i so far as the situation allows alterna-
tives, there is 4 ‘normative orientation’ of action.”

Therefore, in rational choice theory, it is not assumed that the de-
cision process is a series of literal calculations; instead, people
make choices reflecting their goals and the consiraints of the situa-
tion. Also, rationality theory does not refer to an actor’s prefer-
ences and constraints, and it does not mean error-free decisions.
Once it has been postulated that the norm relating means (o
ends is that of intrinsic rationaliry, the maximisation of a utility in-
dex is implied”. Rational choice analysis is the foundation stone of
microeconomics™, where it started. Attacks against the postulate of
intrinsic rationality on the grounds that it implies the postulation of
the ‘homo oeconomicus’ or the hedonistic caleulus could be indeed
justified in the case of some early, defective formulations of the
theory””. However, the construction in its present form is beyond

the reach of such criticisms. For, in its most developed form, the -

rationality postulate implies the following:

(i} actors have well-ordered preference systems over the set of out-
comes (of alternative actions), i.e., for all patrs C; and Cj, there
is a preference relation R such that either C;RC; (the actor pre-

* See T. Parsons, The Structure of Social Action (Glencoe, HI: The Free
Press, 1949), p. 43-44.

% See for imstance J.8. Coleman, Foundations of Social Theory
(Cambridge, Mass.: The Belknap Press of Harvard University Press,
1994}, p. 510 and ch. 25.

% See for instance P.A. Samuelson and W.DD. Nordhaus, Economics (New
York: McGraw-Hill, Inc., 1992), p. 84-80.

7 See for instance P.A. Samuelson and W.D. Nordhaus, op.cit. (ref. 96),
p. 84-86.
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fers C; to C)) or GRC; {the actor prefers C; to &) or both (the

actor is indifferent);

(i) each actor’s preference system is substantially independent of
the other social variables;

(iii) each actor acts to maximise his or her utility index. In particu-
far, one can formulate a decreasing sequence of numbers — these
numbers are called utilities, 1 — where the largest number is as-
signed to the most preferred outcome, the second largest mwm-
ber to the next outcome in the preference order, etc. The func-
tior™ that maps consequences io numbers representing an ac-
tor’s preference over those outcomes is said to be a uility func-
fion. It is important to mention that outcomes are produced by
the decider’s chosen action as well as by other factors outside
the decider’s control which constitute the stare of the world,

The most well-known utility function is the Von Neumann-
Morgenstern utility function which measures “the atiractiveness ot
outcomes to an actor by its willingness to take risks to obtain pre-
ferred outcomes”™. In particular, the actor considers a set of all
conceivable states of the world and assesses the likelihood of each:
state S by assigning a probability p(S) to it. The expected wiility
U.(A) for an action A can be caleulated “by multiplying the prob-
ability of each state’s occurring by the utility of the outcome that
results from that state and the action, and then summung these
products over all the possible states™ ™

UfA) = 2 pSI|C(S.4)]
ail§

and choose A such that {J/, is maximised.

% A function from a set A to a set B is defined to be a relation, denoted by
f:A— B, assigning to each element ae A exactly one element
bek.

% See 1.D. Morrow, Game Theory for Political Scientists (Princeton INJ:
Princeton University Press, 1994), p. 23.

1% See J.D. Morrow, op.cit. (ref. 99), p. 23.
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Let us consider the following example™: the decision of the
U.S. President Richard Nixon 1o bomb North Vietnam in Decem-
ber 1972, An initial agreement to end U.S. intervention in the
Vietnam War was followed by disagreements over the terms of the
settiernent between the United States and North Viemam'®. The
Nixon administration had to deal with two possible states of the
world. The first, §,, is that the North Vietnamese SOVETHINEnt Was
holding up the signing of the accord in order to obtain further ad-
vantages, and the second, &, is that there iz an honest misunder-
standimg of the terms of the initial agreement between Le Duc Tho
and Richard Nixon (October 8, 1972). Let action 4, stand for
‘bomb’ and A; for "not bomb’. In the following table, the choices,
states and comsequences available to the Nixon Administration are
arrayed:

State 5y State 5,
Act Ay | North Vietnam retums {o the Talks break down and the war
table and a quick agreement is | comtinues (Ca)
reached (C))
Actdy | Agreement reached with addi- | Agreement reached with addi-
tional concessions ()

tional concessions {Cy)

In the eyes of the Nixon Administration, the consequences Cy, C;
and (5 rank in the order of their subscripts, i.e. it prefers C) o O,
Cy 10 C3 and of course Cy to Cy. Let us assume that the Nixon
Administration assigns the following utilities to ¢y, ¢, and Ci:
w(C)=1, w(Cy)=03 and u(C3)=0. Also, let us assume that the
Nixon Administration assigns the following probabilities to the possi-
ble states of the world Sy and S5: p(5;) = 0.7 and p(S5,):0.3. If one calcu-
lates the expected utifities for actions A; and A,, then it follows that the
Nixon Administration prefers action A; (‘bomb’) to Ay:

"% See J.D. Morrow, ap.ciz. (ref. 99, p. 25-27.

' See H. Kissinger, Diplomacy (New York: Simon and Schuster, 1994),
p. 691-702.
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U AA )= p(8)u(C)+ p(S)u{C)=(0.7){1) +{0.3)(0) =07,
U, (A)=p(5 u(l)+ I&M@ﬁ=@ﬂ®®+mﬁmﬂzﬁi

and U, (A)>U,(4,), ie A is preferable to A,

D, Morrow maintaing that the above example shows that the
“final result of an expected utility comparison depends on both the
utility attached o each outcome and the probability of each state”™®.
For instance, even though The New York Times shared the assumed
ordinai preferences of the Nixon Administration, they oriticised the
Nixon Administration for bombing because they ¢id not share the
Administration’s willingness to take the risk of prolonging the war or
Nixon’s interpretation of the North Vietnamese government’s policy.

In the light of what has been discussed in section 1.1, an impﬁrm
tant question is whether the rationality postulate has an empirical
basis or not, Lionel Robbins™ has attempted to answer the above
question in the alfirmative by providing a framework of human ac-
tion which is generally employed by both pure and empirically
relevant economics. He argues that the postlation of intrinsic ra-
tionality as the norm which relates means to ends is directly con-
firmed by introspection. Of course one may raise the o(\\;ection that
introspection cannot lead to publicly valid propositions. However,
then one could argue that the rationality postulate could be estab-
lished by subjecting it to intersubjective tests. For instance, James
Duesenberry argues as follows:

Our evidence on this question is not confined to introspec-
tion. Hach of us is equipped with 2 body of observations on
the behaviour of other people which confirms the idea that
everyone has a well-ordered preference system at avery
moment. Moreover, we can confirm our introspection of
overi behaviour by discussing tastes and differences in

"% See I.D. Morrow, op.cit. (ref. 99), p. 27.

"™ See L. Robbins, An Essay on the Nature and Significance of Economic
Science (London: Macmmillan Co., 1935).
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tastes. There is enough information to confirm us in our be-
lief that the concept of a preference field is a meaningful
one. Thus the utility theory, in its modern form at any rate,
is not a remnant of an out-moded psychological theory as
some have maintained, but has an empirical basis.'%

Indeed, the rejection of the rationality postulate means that human
behaviour is (1) strictly or primarily random, (i) irrational in the
sense that it is inconsistent or schizophrenic, (i) insiinctive, or (iv)
strictly traditional. In so far as the presence of a ‘deliberative proc-
ess’ can be confirmed, the rationality postulate should be accepted.

Nevertheless, the claim that Robbin’s approach also leads o
pure theory is due to the fact that no empirical propositions have
been derived from the rationality postulate which could be empiri-
cally refuted®. But one is not justified to claim that the above
weakness of Robbin’s approach to the rationality postulate is in-
herent in the very action framework of analysis employed in the
rational choice theory. On the contrary, Paul Samuelson argues that
an adept manipulation of the rationality postulate (together with
some other techniques that will be discussed below) leads fo the
production of operationally meaningful theorems from a given the-
ory:

It is hardly enoungh [...] to show that under certain condi-
tions we can name enough telations (equations) to deter-
mine the values of our unknowns. It is important that our
analysis be developed in such terms that we are aided In
determining how our variables change qualitatively or
quantitatively with changes in explicit data. Thus, we intro-
duce explicitly into our system certain data in the form of
parameters, which in changing cause shifts in our functional
relations. The usefulness of our theory emerges from the

' See 1.5. Duesenberry, fncome, Saving and the Theory of Consumer
Behaviour (Cambridge, Mass.: Harvard University Press, 1949), p. 12-
13.

198 See F.C.S. Northrop, op.cit. (ref. 15), p. 247.
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fact that by our analysis we are often able to determine the
nature of changes in our unknown variables resuiting from a
designated change in one or more parameters. In faci, our
theory is meaningless in the cperational sense unless it does
imply some restrictions upon empirically observable quanti-
ties, by which it could conceivably be refuted.'”

Samuelson’s appreoach implies that, in order to produce opsra-
tionally meaningful theorems, we first formulate # equations in n
variables and m parameters. Then we transform this svstem of
equations into a system in which the functions are explicit func-
tions of the parameters. Finally, before engaging in confirmation
procedures, we use the utility maximisation principle in order fo
determine, whenever this is feasible, the signs of the rate of change
of the variables with respect o the parameters. If these proposi-
tions are refutable — even under ideal conditions — then we have
produced operationally meaningful theorems.

It would be extravagant, however, to argue that, by resiricting
ourselves to the rationality postulate, we have exhausted the study
of the problem of arriving at operationally meaningful theorems. If
we restrict ourselves to the rationality postulate without making
any additional assumptions, then our achievements with respect to
operationalisation will be disappointing. Economics, the mother-
land of rational choice theory, is a case in poinf. An economist
trymg to build a theory of universal validity without any psycho-
logical or sociological commitments, finds himself or herself in the
path of operational meaningless. The only way that can lead him or
her to empirically relevant science is to make these commitments.
For instance, Duesenberry makes the following remarks about con-
sumer behaviour:

The preference system analysis of consumer behaviour is a
somewhat remarkable tour de force. It seems to say some-

7 See P.A. Samuelson, Foundations of Economic Analysis (Cambridge,
Mass.: Harvard University Press, 1947}, p. 7.



thing about consumer behaviour without saying anything
sbout the motivations of the customers in question. In iis
present form it is a more or less deliberate attempt o side-
step the task of making psychological assumptions. It has
the advantage that it allows one to avoid gelling out on a
psychological imb which may collapse, at any moment.'™

Talcott Parsons'™ was one of the first social scientists who, in
the early thirties, argued that the ultimate ends, the value-system of
the society in which behaviour is studied, rmust somehow find iis
place in the framework of action employed in the relevant analysis.
In addition to the postulation of the rational norm, one must make
commitments to value systems which are ‘ideally typical’" in the
culture under anatysis. However, one should hear in mind that, in
some cases, one may have to introduce ‘ideally typical’ ultimate
ends in his or her system, yet, in other cases, one may recogmnise
that behaviour is best described by a model postulating instinctive
or strictly traditional behaviour, and, in still other cases, one may
be obliged to make commitments only o the rationality postulate.
Thus, social scientists should abandon the ambition to create uni-
versal theoretical constructions, and, instead, they should experi-
ment with less general but more useful (as far as explanation 18
concerned) empirically relevant constructions.

1.4, The Social-Scientific Credentials of International
Relarions

The problem that this section is concerned with will be tackled
in the light of what I have argued in sections 1.1 — 1.3. In fact,
closer consideration of the problem of the relationship between
International Relations, as a scholarly discipline, and the social

1% See 1.8, Duesenberry, op.cit. {ref. 105), p. 135.
¥ See T. Parsons, op.cit. (ref. 94).

10 Bor the discussion of the ‘ideal type’, one may be referred to T. Par-
sons, op.cit. (ref. 94), p. 601-610.

sciences makes it clear that its correct formulation depends on the
successful solution of a somewhat different problem — namely, the
problem of the empirical relevance of International Relations. For
instance, if International Relations is structured as a pure science
while the other social sciences are structured as empirical sciences
then the very quesiion of a relationship between them becomes ir-
relevant.

The manner in which International Relations can be construed
as an empirical social science has been described at the beginning
of section 1.2, where T have presented a general approach o secial-
scientific theory construction. However, in this seciion, I shall ad-
dress two relevant questions more explicitly — namely, the levels of
analysis and the umts of analysis.

Richard A. Brody surnimarises the contending approaches to the
problem of levels of analysis as follows:

The insights philosophy of science has to offer on this problem
are that, (1) the choice of level of analysis is arbiwary, each
level of aggregation or organisation (e.g. nation-states, popula-
tions, decision-making groups, or international systems) can be
considered potentially useful but for different research tasks; (2)
each alternative has potential advantages and disadvantages and
its own peculiar set of assumptions that the analyst must adopt
with his choice; and (3) there are dangers 1o be guarded against
710 matter which level is chosen.!!!

I do not wish to question the above assertions. But I do consider
them inadequate, at least if one adopts the approach to social-scientific
theory construction which I have defended in section 1.2, In fact, there is
much more to the story. A basic quality of a social-scientific theory, as I
have defined it in section 1.2, is its empirical testability. The previous

! See R.A. Brody, “The Study of International Politics Qua Science: The
Emphasis on Methods and Techniques”, in K. Knorr and J. Rosenau
(eds), Contending Approaches to International Politics (Princeton, N.J.:
Princeton University Press, 1969), p. 114
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quality can characterise & theory only if the latter provides the means by
which it can be tested empirically. This can be made possible if its con-
stituent statements gain empirical content (the manner in which this can
become possible has beefi discussed in section 1.1, where Thave studied
the difference between pure and empirical sciences). Thus, a theory must
be placed in a certain historical context. For, an empirical theory is a
source of generalisations which must be tested against facts. Such gen-
eralisations are of the form if C,,...,C, then A (with probability x).
Therefore, a theory which is the source of such generalisations is inti-
mately related to the historical context which is characterised by the
conditions C,,...,C, on which the generalisations preduced from the

given theory are based,

From the above-mentioned analysis, it follows that any attempt
1o isclate a single ievel of analysis and formulate a theory based on
it alone weakens the empirical relevance of that theory. A mult-
level approach is necessary in order o achieve empirical relevance.

in fact, we have to distinguish between two fundamentally differ-

ent approaches to theory construction in International Relations.
The one is based on an uncontextualised attempt to study interna-
tional politics with respect to a single level of analysis. The other
aimns ai the explanatory/descriptive accuracy and hence at the em-
pirical relevance of the study of international politics within a cer-
tain historical context, and it is therefore based on a multilevel
analysis. The latter approach gives rise to theories of the type de-
scribed in section 1.2,

Now I shall study the second question, 1.e. the units of analysis.
Again, my approach o this question wiil be based on the model of
social-scientific theory construction which I have presented in sec-
ton 1.2. The choice of units of analysis for the study of interna-
tional politics depends on the relevant historical context. As with levels
of analysis, a social-scientific approach to theory construction calls for
explicitness about the empirical entities observed. Moreover, side by
side with the choice of a unit of analysis goes the question of the analysis
of the unit’s behaviour. Form sections 1.2 and 1.3, it follows that the
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“front roont” of our analysis consists of relations between operationally
defined variables based on the rationality postulate, while the ‘back
room’ consists of a conceptual scheme which is different from that of the
“front roort’ but is designed to impose restrictions on the relations and
the variables which exist in the “front room’. I one wishes to develop
operationally meaningful hypotheses, then hie or she must construct cer-
rain ‘ideal types’ in the ‘back room’ of international-political analysis
which lead to commitments to tentatively valid social-scientific hypothe-
ses (e.g. social values, structure of power relations, eic.). Additionaily, as
I have argued in section 1.3, 1018 circumsiance that determines the exact
content of the “front room’ and the ‘back room’ of our analysis,

Tn the sequel, I shall siudy three examples of empirical models m In-
ternational Relations; these models show different approaches (o the
content of the “front room” and the “back room’ of our analysis.
Example 1: Arms races provide an example of a problem which can be
studied by mathematical models. However, one may reasonably doubt
the academic legitimacy of the use of mathematical generalisations in
order to explain the highly volatile behaviour of nations. The previous
problem has been tackled by Alvin M. Saperstein as follows:

But how can nations, each made up of so many seemingly
autonomously acting people, behave deterministically? [...] a
physical analogy is helpful. A gas is made up of many, many
molecules. The overall motions of the myriad molecules are
completely random. And yet, when examined from the view of
the system as a whole, the gas behaves simply and predictably. It
obeys deterministic laws that result from averaging over the
many random components of the system.'"?

A well-known model of arms races and war is due to Lewis I,
Richardson'®. Let us consider two actors, A and B. Assume that

"2 See AM. Saperstein, “War and Chaos”, American Scientist, 83(1995),
5585,

13 §ae 1 F. Richardson, Arms and Insecurity (Pittsburgh: Boxwood Press,
1960).
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A’s desired level of arms is X and actual level of arms is x. By
analogy, let us denote B's desired and actual levels by ¥ and y, re-

spectively. Also, let «, # and ¢; be constants, where o and 5 ex-
press the sensitivity of the desired level to the actual level and o
stands for some ‘grievance’ coefficient. Then A’s desired level of
arms is given by
K=oy B+ ey
By analogy, B's desired level of arms is given by
V=vx—8y+c,.

Thus, A’s rate of rearmament is given by the differental equation

(,I;{ =ay—Px+e
and B's by

%:YX“ES v+,
A’s security line is given by (; =0 and B’s bY%: 0, and
Eﬁ%:%: 0 is the equilibrium point. The above system of differ-

ential equations is stable if #8> oy and unstable if f< ap'". Sa-
perstein mentions that “Richardson called such a system stable be-
cause it would remain peaceful no matter how hostile the feelings
of the nations for each other”***, However, Richardson’s equations
cannot “yield a model in which an initially peaceful system sud-
denly becomes turbulent. In other words, the Richardson equations
cannot predict unpredictability”" . For this reason, Sapersiein has

"' A deep analysis of these relations can be found in M. Nicholson, For-
mal Theories in International Relations (Cambridge: Cambridge Uni-
versity Press, 1989).

Y3 See A.M. Saperstein, op.cit. (ref. 112}, p. 556.
8 See AM. Saperstein, op.cit. (ref. 112), p. 556.
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nonlinearised Richardson’s model'”. Whereas, in Richardson’s
model, a nation increases its arms supplies according to what if5
opponent had done in previous year, Saperstein recognised that
other factors can affect the decision io increase the number of
arms. Saperstein assumes that the amount of arms held by one na-
tion is x (x is a function of the nation’s total arms-purchasing ca-
pability) and that this nation’s ability to purchase or manufacture

arms cannot exceed 1. Then Saperstein maintains that “1 - x ex-

presses how close that nation has come 1o its saturation point. The
factor 1 —x modifies the Richardson coefficient of proportionality
between the size of arms stocks and the tate at which arms are ac-
quired by the opponent. This nation’s opponent will acquire arms
in proportion to the expression x(1 —x). In the meantime, the op-
ponent nation has a total arms supply of v, so the first nation will
increase its supply in proportion to y(1 —y)""". Hence, as the ex-
pression 1 —x or 1 —y approaches zero, “a nation’s arms purchases
become increasingly less linked to the purchases of its opponent.
If, on the other hand, the new purchase nowhere near approximates
the opponent’s limit, the coupling coefficient approaches 1, and the
nation’s acquisition decision will be very tghtly coupled to iis op-
ponent’s supply, as in the original Richardson model'”.

17 See A.M. Saperstein, “Chaos — A Model for the Outbreak of War”,
Nature, 309(1984), 303-305. For the study of the basic properties of lin-
ear and non-linear differential equations, one may be referred to N.E.
Laos, “A Comparative Study of Linear and Non-linear Differential
Equations with Applications”, in 8. Bilchev and 3. Tersian (eds}, Fro-
ceedings of the Fifth International Conference on Differential Equa-
tions (Rousse: University of Rousse — Union of Bulgarian Mathemati-
cians, 1995), 42-76.

' See A.M. Saperstein, op.cit. (ref. 112), p. 556.

% See A.M. Saperstein, op.cit. (tef. 112), p. 556.
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The manner in which chaos™ may emerge out of Sapersiein’s

model is illustrated by feeding these expressions into a spreadsheet
and letting the program calculate the outcomes over 100 iterations
of the program. Running the program several times with the start-
ing numbers very slightly altered, Saperstein has shown that, in
some cases, the change in outcome is not proportional to the
changes in inputs, i.e. the system becomes chaofic.
Example 2: In international politics, systemic variables (e.g.
structure of the international system, international law, interna-
tional orgamisations, alliances, geography, etc.) affect the behav-
iour of nations both objectively and subjectively. The objective
effect is that there are objective limits to the actions of a nation; for
instance, a country without bombers cannot launch an air-attack.
The subjective effect is that systemic variables can be identified
only through the eyes of decision-makers.

Decision-makers cannot be absolutely sure about the conse-
quences of their actions. What decision-makers actually do is to
assign subjective probabilitdes (or, in Savage’s terminology, per-
sonalistic probabilities™) to the possible states of the world. The
higher the subjective probability of a state, the higher the decision-
maker’s degree of belief about the likelihood of the identification
of that state by data relating to a given historical individual, such
as, say, the U.S. economy for the period 1928-1931.

There are cases where the observation of an event £ identifies a

0 Chaos refers to systems which are deterministic but one cannot say
what they are going to do next. A system’s state is chaotic if, for some
values of the system’s parameters, the motions of the system are so un-
stable and complex that seem to be random, even though they do obey
the law determined by the systern itself. From a philosophical view-
point, chaos implies that studying the world means dealing with ran-
dommess together with its underlying order. See for instance N. Hall
(ed.), The New Scientist Guide to Chaos (London: Penguin Books,
1991).

' See L.J. Savage, The Foundations of Statistics (New York: Dover
Publications, 1972).
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particular state of the world, say W, since E can occur only under
W. But such strong 1mplications are usually rare in the social sci-
ences, where the same event may occur under various different
states with different probability in each state. Hence, decision-
makers work as follows. They consider an event, say E, which in-
terests them and all the possible states of the world under which £
may occur. They assign a subjective probability to E in each of
those states of the world. Thus, they determine the state{s) of the
world under which £ is more likely to occur, and these observa-
tions of E increase their beliefs about states of the world under
which I is more likely to occur.

By a ‘belief’, one should always understand a conditional prob-
ability'”, ie., given a state of the world W and an event E, the
probability of £ given W, denoted by P(E /W), the likelihood that
E will occur if W is the state of the world. The most fundamental
result about conditional probabilities is Bayes’s theorem'™, which
uses conditional probabilities of events given states in order to cal-

2 Probability is a measure of uncertainty. It is denoted by P (), where
0< P(E) <1 P(E) = () means that the event I cannot oceur, and

P( E) =1 means that the event & is certain to occur. The union of twe

events & and F', denoted by E U E’, is the event containing all ele-

mentary ouicomes of either only £ or only & or both:

P(EUE')= P(EY+ P{E")-P(ENE'):

where P( ENE' ) is the probability of the intersection of & and E’,

i.e. the probability of E and E’ occurring together:
P(ENE")=P(E)P(E).

The probability of E oceurting given the occurrence of event £’ is

P (E neE ')

P(E"}

2% See for instance R.C. Calvert, “The Value of Biased Information: A

Rational Choice Model of Political Advice”, Journal of Politics,

47(1985), 530-550; ML.H. DeGroot, Opitimal Statistical Decisions (New
York: McGraw-Hill, Inc., 1970).

P(EIE")= . P(E")= 0.
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culate the conditional probabitities of states given events.
Bayes’s Theorem: Consider a set (Wi. )f: | of states of the world
and an event £. Then

P(WP(E/W,)
SO PWP(EIW,)
Remark: In case there are only two states of the world, W and not
W (denoted by ~W), the above formula can be rewritlen as

PW)P(E/W) _

PWHYP(EIW)+P(~W)P(EI~W)

P(W,/E)=

PWIE)=

Nuclear deterrence provides a case-study which clarifies the
significance of the decision-makers’ beliefs in international poli-
tics. Robert Powell has considered rational policy-makers who ex-
amine launching a nuclear first strike if the first strike could disarm
the other side and prevent any retaliation'™. However, during the
Cold War, both the United States and the Soviet Union had a re-
taliatory second-strike capability, so that neither side intended to
launch a first strike, since such an attack would lead to a nuclear
nightmare. Therefore, the role of the nuclear arsenals seemed to be
limited to the deterrence of first strikes and thus of nuclear war. In
fact, the political utility of nuclear arsenals beyond the deterrence
of nuclear war depends on both sides’ belief that there is some
danger that nuclear war could start. This is due to what Thomas C.
Schelling has called the reciprocal fear of surprise attack™.

In case of a nuclear war, the side which would strike {irst would
have a certain advantage over the other since it will be less devas-
tated than the other. And each side might launch a first strike not
because it expected to win by attacking, but because it feared that

2% gee R. Powell, Nuclear Deterrence Theory: The Search for Credibility
(New York: Cambridge University Press, 1990).

125 Qee T.C. Schelling, The Strategy of Conflict (New York: Oxford Uni-
versity Press, 1960).
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the other side was preparing to attack™. Schelling’s argument as-
sumes that neither side knows (with certainly) that the other side
definitely prefers not to attack if it is up to it to decide whether to
attack or not.

In the following tree diagram, F and f are nuclear firsi-strike
attacks, and G and g are non-aggressive policies. The f payoffs are
for taunching a first strike, and the v payoffs are for incurring such
a strike and then retaliating. The larger the difference (v —j) s, the
greater the advantage of launching a first strike. If neither side at-
tacks, then the 0 payoff occurs.

(w fu““vz}

(0.0
The game represented by the above diagram has three perfect Bay-
esian equilibria:

(F;f:l;}.),

11
Gig:——t,
( # 22]

25 F v, —= [, G];[ 2f f v, = f| V]:f1+v1.fz+vz

F ’fz+v2 A+ ’f]—i—vl v, ’ 2v,

and

1

L

6 See T.C. Schelling, op.cir. (vef. 125).
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where we denote an equilibrium point by (Player 1’s move; Player
2’s move: Player 1’s belief that he or she has the first move; Player
2’g belief that he or she has the first move).

In the first equilibrium, each side knows that, if it does not at-
tack, the other side will attack, and thus, when it has an opportu-
nity to strike first, it does so. In the second equilibrium, neither
side attacks because each knows that the other side will not attack.
In the third equilibrium, neither side attacks because they both be-
lieve that the other side will not attack. In particular, in the third
equilibrium, both sides play mixed strategies (each side’s prob-
ability of attacking increases as the other side’s first-striking ad-
vantage (vm f ) decreases). In this model, the motivations for at-

tacking — namely, the achievement of the first-strike advantage and
the fear that the other side will attack in turn — are offset by the
mixed strategy equilibrium.

Example 3: Let us consider the following tree diagram which de-
picts the deterrence game.

There are two actors; a challenger X and a defender Y. X has the
first choice in the game — namely, he or she may challenge ({) or
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not challenge (NC). If X does not challenge, then the status quo
{5Q) persists. If X does challenge, then ¥ must choose whether he
or she will resist the challenge {R) or not resist (VR) and grant
concessions (C) to end the crisis. If ¥ resists the challenge, then
pressing the challenge (P) leads to war (W), whereas backing
down from the threat ( BD) prevents war.

The challenger’s preferences are the following:

i=u, (C) > Uy (SQ) >y, (BD) ={.
It is not clear where exactly X places W in his or her preferences; X
may prefer Wto SO, or prefer SO to W and W to 5D, or prefer any

peaceful outcome to war, but X prefers concessions to war. Addi-
tionally, to facilitate calculations, let us normalise the utilities by

setting u, (C) =1anduy (BD)=0.
The defender’s preferences are the followmng:
l=u, (BD) > 5y, (SQ) >y (C) =0,

¥’s utilities are normalised.

Let us denote X's initial belief that ¥ is resolved by v. X's pref-
erence between W and BD depends on ¥’s resclve. The greater a
nation’s military capability and willingness to underiake the costs
of combat are, the greater that nation’s resolve for war, and the
more resolved a nation is, the greater the chance that if will win
and the less the chance that its opponent will win. Let us addi-
tionally assume that X prefers BD if ¥ is resolute. In the previous
tree diagram, the outcomes without asterisks indicate a resolute
defender, so that uy (BD)=1>u, (W) (On the other hand, X is
assumed to prefer W to BD if ¥ is irresolute. In the previous tree
diagram, the outcomes with asterisks indicate an irresolute de-
fender, so that u, (W¥)>0 = 1,(BD*), In general, we have:

Uy (C)=1> My (SQ)>L£X (W*>>ux (BD) =0>u, (W)
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Let us denote X's belief at his or her last move that ¥ is resolved
by 7 . Moreover, let 7, stand for the critical belief occuring when
the challenger is indifferent between BD and F:

Y_:[ux {(w )}-& (1~ 7. )iy (W i): ]
o w)
u, (W *)—- Wy (W)
IT 7 >7V., then X prefers BD to P, and, if § <v., then X prefers P
to 8D,

The probability, R, of X’s pressing his or her threat that makes
an irresolute ¥ indifferent between K and Cis

Rluy (W )+ (- &)(1)=0

1

The probability, s, of an imresolate s resisting the threat that
creates the critical belief for X is

P (Y resolute) P (R IY resolule)
p (¥ resolute}p (R|Y sesolute)+ p (Y irresolute}p (Rlr irresolute)
_ v (1)
v+ (I-v)s
g1 (i1-17.) _ T |~y (W ) .
{(1-v)7. (1«-y)[z[_¥(w'“)]

If v >7., then X expects that ¥ will resist, and thus X should
prefer the status quo to any non-peaceful choice. If ¥ <, then X
is not beforehand deterred from challenging the status quo. In fact,
if v <y, X prefers accepting the status quo to challenging 1t when
his or her utility for the status quo, uy (SQ) , exceeds his or her
expected utility for challenging it:

Y. =
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y (SO)= v uy (BD)|+(1-v ){s[ux (BD)]+ (1— s)uy (C)}
. o "{[—ux (W)l (}fﬂ{)ux (Wt)my[—ux (W)]
v (0)+ (1 Y)[O{(w)[ux 3 +1{ T ‘

The equilibria are denoted by (X's first move, X's last move;

resolute ¥7s reply, irresolute I”s reply: X's belief in his or her last
move). if

. [l—u.x (SQ)H”X (Wl)] ’
iy (W*)—ux (W)

then (NC,BD; R, R: P} with

Pore )
i, (W»}w— Moy (W)

is a perfect Bayesian equilibrium. If

[1— Uy (SQ)H::X (W )]

v ux(Wa)—uX(W) 7
then
—u, (W" — e
cl—1 _p 4 ) BD|;R,| Ll e 10 Y_)R 7
T—uy (W) Tl—u, (W) (i-v)7. {1-v)

with

_ . (W *)
Y.= :
iy (W ] )f [ (W)
is a perfect Bayesian equilibrium.
It

1= u, (50)]]uy (W‘)],
iy (W*)— ny (W)

then no crisis occurs, whereas, if

¥ o>
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[lm— iy (SQ)HHX (WLH ,

Hy (W"z)w Uy (W)
a crisis always occurs (y is uniformly distributed on the closed in-
terval [O,l] ). Hence, the probability of a crisis is

f;vldx .

p(crisis) = p(y <y*): R
j‘o dx
[1—- Uy (SQ)]L:.X (W°) .
Uy (W#)—-" Uy (W)
¥ makes concessions with probability

v <

where v° =

.Y ¥. oY
- | = Lt
S e
where (1—y) is the probability that Yis irresolute and 7.~ v is the

(1=v)7,
probability that ¥ makes concessions if he or she is irresolute. The
probability that ¥ makes concessions if a crisis occurs is

fy* x(s.:f,) W v " (1-72)

P (NR ]crisis) = j’"f:YlDdx o ?_
) Y#(l_oy—u) _ [—u, (W[t = uy (SQ)]'
27 Q[lix (W$)mux(W)l

Hence, the probability that war breaks out for a given Y <Y, is

e

p (¥ resists) p (X presses)=

T—uy (WV)J‘

The probability of war given a crisis 18
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a

f:‘ al = dx i

Y_u[l““”r(wk)} _ Zﬂ[iwu},(W*)]

fav¢1dx Y
v

_ _ I-uy (50) |
2v. {1 - Uy (W )} 2[3 — Uy (W ) )J

Example 4: In order to act more successfuily, international-
political actors have often to give special emphasis to the under-

p (war|crisis) ==

- standing of the goals of the other actors and the conceptual frame-

work in which they act. For instance, a terrorist group is seen by its
opponents as mad or wicked. By conirast, those involved in terror-
ism see themselves as freedom fighters or fighters of a holy war,
etc. Thus, the execution of a captured terrorist may transform him
or her inte a martyr and encourage the militancy and the popular
appeal of the terrorist movement. The action of Hamas in the
Middle East is a case in point™. Hamas is very capable of creating
havoc and mayhem, and it cannot be easily crushed entirely from
the outside. This is why Israel has avoided extremely hard coun-
termeasures, such as the reoccupation of the West Bank.

Hamas is inalienably related to Palestinian society, and, al-
though this fact is the source of its power, it alsc makes it depend-
ent on the Palestinian opinion. Hence, inasmuch as branches of Hamas
choose accommodation with Arafat and with Tsrael and Israel gives
Palestinians part of a seat on the subway or at least recognise the va-
lidity of their reservation, the resources of terrotisim are shrinking. The
key issue in fighting terrorism is to control public opinion in order to
isolate the terrorists from the rest of the world, to demoralise them and
make repressive actions against them more effective. The opponents of
a terrorist group need some conception of the belief structures of the

27 See for instance The Heonomist, “Islam Resumnes Its March™, April 4,
1992, p. 55-56.
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terrorists in order to understand the most effective ways of tackling the
problem of terrorism. Nicholson argues that the behaviour of Hamas
and of any fundamentalist or terrorist organisation can be understood
empirically, since “ideas, being characteristics of people and in some
sense factual, can be discussed in causal ways {...J Thus, a person
holding a particular belief can give an account in social and psycho-
logical terms of how they came to be acquainted with the belief and
hold it, which is separate from a justification of the belief"*. There-
fore, Nicholson maintains that, in order to study, for instance, the role
of religious fundamentalism in the international-political life, “we re-
gard actual belief structure as secondary to the form of belief struc-
fure”™®. For, otherwise, by giving too much importance to the view-
points of the actors, we are too much constrained by the particularitics
of the mental states of each individual, and thus “we are seriously im-
poverished in our understanding of social events™.

The preceding examples clarify the manner in which social be-
haviour can be analysed by the methods of the social sciences. In
order to avoid any misunderstanding, I should mention that a social sci-
ence of International Relations allows quantification but does not consist
in or call for the mathematicisation of the study of the international-
political life. In fact, what the preceding discussion and examples imply
as a major conclusion is that knowledge of the external world comes
primarily from experience and is not a priori. In addition, 1 should stress
what is ‘scientific’ about a social science of International Relations. Sec-
tions 1.1, 1.2, 13 and 14 defend Nicholson's argument that the
‘scientific’ character of a social science of International Relations con-
sists in the combination of systematic observation, which “enables us to
say whether generalisations are in fact the case or not on the basis of the
existing evidence™”', with theorisation, which consists in a coherent

128 Gee M. Nicholson, op.cit. (ref. 2), p. 124-125.
2 8ee M. Nicholson, op.cit. (ref. 2), p. 126.

™ See M. Nicholson, op.cit. {ref. 2), p. 126.

13 gee M. Nicholson, op.ciz. (ref. 2), p. 9.
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formulation of “relationships between lots of generalisations’™.

Finally, 1t 1s important to mention that the use of formal methods (e,
mathematics and symbolic logic) to build models of international sys-
tens or situations is significantly sustained by simulation. Simularion is a
method of implementing a model over time and also a technique for
testing, analysis and training where real-world systems are used or real-
world and conceptual systems are reproduced by a model™. It is an im-
portant tool for analysing problems in which there are elements of uncer-
tainty and difficult nonlinearities. For this purpose, simulation models
use random numbers in order to generate unceriain events (1.e. to make
random draws from a probability distribution).

Different programming languages™ intended for different types
of simulation studies allow us to run a medel many times, either
varying parameter values to explore sensifivity effecis, or using
different sequences of random numbers in order to determine the
magnitude of possible statistical variations. Moreover, the ad-
vances of software and hardware technology offer a “virtual labora-
Fory” where simulation models can handle a very large number of
interactions in a consistent and adjustable manner.

In fact, simulation can be categorised into three types:

(i) Live Simulation: it involves real people operating real sys-
tems.
(ii) Virmal Simulation: it involves real people operating simu-

lated systems (in order to exercise motor control skills,
such as flying an airplane, decision skille and communica-

"** See M. Nicholson, op.cit. (ref. 2J, p. 9.

' For more details, one may be referred to S.J. Cimbala (ed.), Artificial
, fntelligence and National Securify (Lexington: Lexington Books, 1987).
The first significant contributions to this end were made during the
1960s. GPSS (General-Purpose Systems Simulator) was developed in
the early 1960s. SIMSCRIPT 2.5 was developed by FLM. Morkowitz
and GASPI by A.A.B. Pritsher in the early to mid-1960s. Additionally,
P. and N. Hurst produced GASPIV in 1973, which is mainly an im-
proved version of GASPIL
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tion skills).

(iiiy  Constructive Model/Simulation: it involves simulated peo-
ple operaiing simulated systems (real people make inputs o
such simulations but do not determine the outcomes).

However, the above categorisation is not absolute, and it does not
include a separate category for simulated people operating real
equipment (e.g. smart vehicles). For military purposes, for in-
stance, advanced synthetic environments (ASE) integrate compuler
models, actual warfighting systems and weapon system simulators.
Entities within ASE are distributed geographically and connected
through an advanced communications network, so that warfighters
train themselves as they fight within a synthetic environment of
war. Moreover, automated scenario development capabilities and
database construction tools, models and simulations can be used to
support crisis action planning.
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2

Hans J. Morgenthau and Classical Realism

immducﬁ@n

The aim of this chapter is to present a study of H.J. Morgen-
that’s theory of international politics. First, I shall present the
principles of Morgenthau’s theory of international politics. Second,
I shall make a critical analysis of Morgenthau’s scholarly work, fo-
cusing on his approach to the methods of the social sciences and to
the nature of international politics. [ shail especially criticise Mor-
genthau for deploring the social-scientific methods even though he
accepts the legitimacy of generalisations and for proposing an
idealistic, one-sided abstraction of necessity in the form of power
politics.

2.1. Morgenthau’s Theory of international Relations

Fans J. Morgenthau states that his purpose is “to present a the-
ory of international politics™ founded on what he has called the
“principles of political realism™. Morgenthau argues that, in order
to understand the behaviour of states, it is necessary to have previ-
ously understood and explained individual behaviour:

the relations between nations are not essentinlly different
from the relations between individuals; they are only rela-
tions between individuals on a wider scale.’

' See H.J. Morgenthau, Politics among Nations: The Struggle for Power
and Peace (rev. by K.W. Thompson, New York: McGraw-Hili, Inc.,
1993). p. 3. _ ,

* See H.J. Morgenthau, op.cit. (ref. 1), p. 4.

* See H.J. Morgenthau, Scientific Man versus Power Politics (Chicago:
University of Chicago Press, 1946), p. 43.
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Additionally, he has argued that

politics, like society in general, is governed by objective
laws fhat have their roots in human nature. {...] The opera-
tion of these laws being impervious to our preferences, men
will challenge them only at the risk of faiture.”

However, because Morgenthan does not want to assert that inter-
national politics is a mechanistic field, he adopts a Cartesian-like
view of ‘methodological doubt’. Namely, he maintains that, despite
the fact that one can develop an objective understanding of these
universal, timeless laws of international politics, there exist two
major obstacles to the production of objective knowledge in the
social sciences.

First the ideological beliefs that the social scientist has absorbed
through a process of socialisation make him or her conduct re-
search with certain preconceptions, i.e. the mind of the social sci-
entist is “moulded by the society which he observes”. Morgenthau
argues that the convictions and the preconceptions that decision-
makers have formed before reaching high office or before getting
to grips with a particular problem may often deter them from
identifying these universal laws and thus lead them to failure.

But even if a social scientist were able to obtain a picture of
society which is not distorted by his ‘ideoclogical lenses’, Morgen-
thau argues that

one of the main purposes of society is to conceal these truths
from its members. That concealment, that elaborate and
subtle and purposeful misunderstanding of the nature of
political man and political society is one of the cornerstones

* See H.J. Morgenthau, op.cit. (ref. 1), p. 4.

S See H.J. Morgenthau, “The Commitments of Political Science”, in H.J.
Morgenthau {ed.), Politics in the Twentieth Cenfury {Chicago: Univer-
sity of Chicago Press, 1971), p. 258.
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upon which all societies are founded.®

Thus, a social scientist’s commitment to truth will bring him or her
face to face with the “Socratic distinction of unpopularity, social
ostracism and criminal penalties”. Morgenthau argues that the so-
cial approval of political science depends on its ability to perform
useful functions for society and to help

to cover political relations with a veil of ideologies which
mollify the conscience of society; by justifying the existing
power relations, it reassures the powers-that-be in their
possession of power; it illuminates certain aspecis of the
existing power relations; and it contributes to the improve-
ment of the technical operations of government.*

Og tha‘a other hand, Morgenthau argues that all these obstacles fo
objgctlve knowledge can be overcome, and he acknowledges the
“existence and accessibility of objective truth™. In particular, Mor-
genthau argues that the acquisition of objsctive knowledee is
achieved through the possession of an accurate theory. How%everg
he does not adopt a crude positivism, but he admits that “a theory
of politics presents not only a guide to understanding but aiso an
ideal for action™®.

Morgenthau explains his views on the meaning of a ‘scientific
theory’ as follows:

A sci_enf:ific theory has the purpose of bringing order and
meaning to a mass of phenomena which without it would
remain disconnected and unintelligible. Thus, a scientific
theory must meet the dual test of experience and reason. Do
the facts as they actually are lend themselves to the interpre-

® See T1.J. Morgenthau, op.cit. (ref. 3, p. 259,
" See H.J. Morgenthau, op.cir. (ref. 5), p. 261.
® See H.J. Morgenthau, op.cir. (ref. 5), p. 261.
? See H.J. Morgenthau, op.ci. (ref. 5), p. 267.
' See H.J. Morgenthau, op.cir. (tef. 5), p. 271.
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tation that the theory has put upon them, and do the conclu-
sions at which the theory arrives follow with logical neces-
sity from the premises? In sort, is the theory consisient with
the facts and within itself?"

Thus, Morgenthau admits that a scientific theory, appealing (o sci-
entific ‘reason’, can only imperfecily approximate the actual state
of affairs in politics, which is “imperfect” from the raticnal view-
point", In other words, politics “must be understood through rea-
son, yet it is not in reason that it finds its model”".

As far as human nature is concerned, Morgenthau adopts a plu-
ralistic view of man, since he recognises both ethical and rational
dimensions”. But, on the other hand, he regards the “will-to-
power” as the defining characteristic of politics and as the element
with respect to which one can distinguish politics from economics,
religion and law. For, Morgenthau asserts the autonomy of politics
as a distinct form of social life, which is characterised by the “will-
to-power”. In general, politics, economics, religion and law have
been sharply differentiated from each other by Morgenthau.
Therefore, in the particular sphere of social life which is called
‘international politics’, morality and reason play an instrumental
role in order to justify and enhance power. In particular, Morgen-
thau argues that, whereas “non-political action is ever exposed to
corruption by selfishness and lust for power, this corruption is in-
herent in the very nature of political act””.

In Morgenthau’s theory of international politics, the difference
between international politics and domestic politics has been
stressed. Morgenthau considers the structural distinction between

' 5ee H.J. Morgenthau, “The Purpose of Political Science™, in J.C.
Charlesworth {ed.), A Design of Political Science (Philadelphia: Ameri-
can Academy of Political and Social Science, 1966), p. 63.

 See H.J. Morgenthau, op.cit. (ref. 1), p. 3.

1% See H.J. Morgenthau, op.cit. {ref. 3}, p. 10.

1 See H.J. Morgenthau, op.cit. (ref. 3), p. 5.

¥ See H.J. Morgenthau, op.cit. (ref. 3), p. 196.
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international and domestic politics to be the cause of the continuity
of international politics as an arena of power politics. For, within a
state, the “will-to-power” is not allowead free reign as a resuit of the
existence of a civil government. But Morgenthau argues that inter-
national politics is an anarchic system, in the sense that each state
claims sovereign control over its own ferritory and people and
considers itself to be the ultimate foundation of the norms relating
means {0 ends. Thus, Morgenthau argues that

continuity in foreign policy is not a matter of choice but a
necessity; for it derives from {factors] which no government
is able o control but which it can neglect only at the risk of
failure. [...] consequently, the question of war and peace is
decided in consideration of these permanent factors, regard-
less of the form of government [...} and its domestic poli-
cigs. Nations are ‘peace-loving’ under certain conditions
and are warlike under others, and it is not the form of gov-
ernment or domestic policies which make them so.'

At this peint, Morgenthau stresses a structural dichotomy between
domestic and international politics. Even if all politics may be
considered as a struggle for power, Morgenthau maintains that the
distinctive characteristics of international politics require it (o be
studied as a struggle for power on its own terms.

Morgenthau assigns to a theory of international politics the task
of determining and classifying the patterns that are recurrent in
human history and of specifying the trans-historical conditions
which make the genesis of these patterns, their change, or their dis-
appearance possible:

The historian presents his theory in the form of a historical
recital using the historic sequence of events as demonstra-
tion of his theory. The theoretician, dispensing with the
histarical recital, makes the theory explicii and uses historic

'® See H.J. Morgenthau, op.cit. (ref. 3), p. 66.
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facts in bits and pieces to demonstrate his theory,"”

Morgenthau regards power as the key element of action in in-
ternational politics and reason as the factor which determines the
goals for the pursuit of which a state competes in the international
arena as well as the means by which a state pursues its goals. Ad-
ditionally, Morgenthau recognises that there is an element of irra-
tionalily in international politics:

The element of irrationality, insecurity, and chance lies in
the necessity of choice among several possibilities muii-
plied by a great number of systemns of multiple choice. [Bat]
the social world is not develd of & measure of rationality if
approached with the modest expectations of a circumspect
theory [...] the empirical political world presenis theory as
well as practice with a limited number of rational choices.”

Morgenthau seems to accept the conception of rationality that is
standard 1n nec-classical economics. To say that states act ration-
ally in this sense means that they have consistent and ordered pref-
erences and {ry to maximise their utility in light of these prefer-
ences and their perceptions of reality.

Based on the assumption that states seek to maximise their
power, Morgenthau argues that all foreign policies reveal three
basic patterns of policy: defending the status quo, i.e. “the distri-
bution of power which exists at a particular moment in history”*;
imperialism, i.e. “a policy devised to overthrow the status quo™;
o1 prestige, i.2. a policy devised “to impress other nations with the
power one’s own nation actually possesses, or with the power it

7 See HI Morgenthau, “The Nature and Limits of a Theory of Interna-
tional Relations”, in W.T.R. Fox (ed.), Theoretical Aspecis of Interna-
tional Relations (Indiana: University of Notre Dame Press, 1959), p. 25.

¥ See HLJ. Morgenthau, op.cir. (ref. 11), p. 65.
" See HL.J. Morgenthau, op.cit. (ref. 1), p. 51.
* See H.J. Morgenthau, op.cit. (ref. 1), p. 65.
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believes, or wants the other nations to believe, it possesses”™,
Morgenthau argues that imperialism is likely to take place when
a nation anticipaies victory in war and thus pursues “a policy thar
seeks a permanent change of the power relations with the defeated
enemy’™, or when a state has lost a war and desires “to turn the
scales on the victor, to overthrow the status quo created by his
victory, and to change places with him in the hierarchy of power””,
or when there exist weak states or politically empty spaces “that
are attractive and accessible o a strong staze”™. The goals of im-
perialism may be “world empire™ (for instance, one may consider
the policies of Alexander the Great, Rome, the Arabsin the 7% and
the 8" centuries, Napoleon 1 and Hitler), or “continental empire””
(for instance, one may consider the policies of Louis XIV, Napo-
leon T and William II), or “local preponderance’™ (for instance,
one may consider the policies of Frederick the Great, Louis XV,
Maria Theresa, Peter the Great, Catherine II and Bismarck). The
means of imperialism may be military, economic and cultural®,
However, Morgenthau admits that it is not easy to distinguish
between imperialistic and status quo policies. For, power cannot be
accurately quantified, because, in addition to such quantifiable
elements as geography, natural resources, indusirial capacity,
population, size, military capacity, etc., important non-quantifiable
human elements such as quality of leadership, national and social
cohesion and character must be taken into account®. Moreover,
international politics is in a constant flux, so that policies can rap-

* See H.J. Morgenthau, op.cit. (ref. 1), p. 85.
# See FL.J. Morgenthau, op.cir. (ref. 1), p. §5.
* See H.J. Morgenthau, op.cit. (ref. 1), p. 66.
* See H.J. Morgenthau, op.ciz, (ref. 1), p. 67.
* See H.J. Morgenthau, op.ciz. (ref. 1), p. 67-68.
¥ See H.J. Morgenthau, op.ciz. (ref. 1), p. 68.
“ See H.J. Morgenthau, op.cir. (ref. 1), p. 68-69.
¥ See H.J. Morgenthau, op.cir. (ref. 1), p. 69-75.
¥ See H.J. Morgenthau, op.ciz. (ref. 1), ch. 9.
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idly switch from being status-quo-oriented to imperialistic and vice
versa, Finally, there is always the danger of misperception in
evaluating the distribution of power™.

Even though Morgenthan acknowledges these difficulties in
distinguishing between statas quo and imperialistic policies, he
maintains that the outcome of the struggle for power among states
at the international level is the balance of power:

the international balance of power is only a particular mani-
festation of a general social principle to which all societies
composed of a number of autonomous units owe the auton-
omy of thelr component parts; [...] the balance of power
and policies aiming at its preservation are not only inevita-
ble but are an essential stabilising factor in a society of sov-
ereign nations; [...] the instability of the international bal-
ance of power is due not to the faultiness of the principle but
to the particular conditions under which the principle must
operate in a society of sovereign nations.”

Regarding the balance-of-power system of the bipolar world or-
der which emerged after World War II, Morgenthau argues that it
contains both the seeds of good and the seeds of evil and that the
blossoming of the seeds of good depends on the rejuvenation of
diplomacy®. In particular, he argues that, since World War 1, five
factors have led to the decline of diplomacy: (i) the modern com-
munications which enable leaders to negotiate directly with each
other and thus undermine the role of the permanent diplomatic
corps; (i) the public image of diplomacy has been damaged by the
experience of World War I, after which the U.S. President
Woodrow Wilson condemned secret diplomacy; (i) diplomacy

* See FL.J. Morgenthau, op.cit. (ref. 1), ch. 10.
! See HL.J. Morgenthau, op.cit. (ref. 1), p. 183.

3 See HT. Morgenthau, “World Politics in the Mid-Twentieth Century”,
Review of Politics, 10(1948), 154-173.

87
has been distorted by “parliamentary diplomacy™ and extreme
publicity; (iv) the two superpowers, U.5.A. and U.5.5.R., are nex-
perienced in manipulating the instruments by which traditional di-
plomacy was able to protect and promote the national interest; and
(v) diplomacy cannot work efficiently in a bipolar system where
the two superpowers are engaged In a Zerc-sum game,

Morgenthau’s basic prescriptive propositions for the rejuvena-
tion of diplomacy are the following:
(i) “Diplomacy must be divested of the crusading spirit™.
(ii) “The objectives of foreign policy must be defined in terms of the
national interest and must be supported with adequate power”™.
(iii) “Diplomacy must look at the political scene from the point of
view of other nations™*. '
{iv) “Nations must be willing to compromise on all issues that are
not vital to them™.
In Morgenthau’s prescriptive theory of international politics, the
‘national interest’ contains two elements: the first element consists
in the requirement of protection of a statz’s physical, political and
cultural identity against challenges from other nations, and the sec-
ond element is a tesidual category of goals determined by “the
cross-currents of personalities, public opinion, sectional interests,
partisan politics™. Morgenthau argues that the task of diplomacy
is to determine the relationship between these two elements within
a particular historical context, always giving priority to the first of
these elements and establishing a balance between objectives and
resources and between costs and benefits.

» See H.J. Morgenthau, op.cit. (ref. 1), p. 373.
* See H.J. Morgenthau, op.cit. (ref. 1), p. 381-38Z.
% See H.J. Morgenthau, op.cit. (ref. 1), p. 382-383.
3 See H.J. Morgenthau, op.cit. (ref. 1}, p. 383.
¥ See H.J. Morgenthau, op.ciz. (ref. 1}, p. 383-384.

* See H.J. Morgenthau, “The Problem of National Interest”, in I.J. Mor-
genthau, The Decline of Democraric Politics (Chicago: University of
Chicago Press, 1962), p. 94.
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2.2. A Crivical Analysis of Morgenthaw’s Theory of In-
ternational Relarions

In this section, I shall study what I consider tc be the major an-
tinomies in Morgenthau's theory of imternational politics which
emanate from his fuzzy attitude toward the epistemology of Inter-
national Relations as a scholarly discipline, his unidimensional ap-
proach to his subject-matter (1.e. the abstraction of necessity in the
form of power politics) and his confusion with respect to the dif-
ference between explanation and prescription.

2.2.1. Morgenthau’s Theory and Empirical Relevance

As T'have already argued in the Introduction, Morgenthau is not
seli-consciously ‘scientific’, or at least as much as his neo-realist
successors, and the epistemological basis of his work is character-
ised by a fundamental antinomy: on the one hand, he deplores the
social-scientific methods, and, on the other hand, he looks for ob-
jective and eternal political laws.

The above fundamental antinomy is accompanied by a series of other
antinomies. Berki maintains that political ideaism is primarily

the striving after unitary understanding. Secondly, since unitary
understanding involves abstraction, idealism amounts to the as-
sertion of a dualism, the abstracted and the unabstracted, Now the
third feature of political idealism is its resultant, and entirely
‘logical’ self-contradiction [...] the unabstracted part of political
reality keeps on intrading into the ideal picture of the idealist
writer; his abstraction is never left in peace, but is constantly dis-
turbed, assailed as it were from the outside.

Although Morgenthau argues that an intemnational-pofitical theory
should be consistent within itself and with the facts, i.e. he conforms — in
a rather crude and intuitive manner — to empiricist views, the pursuit of

® See R.N. Berki, On Polirical Realism (London: J.M. Dent and Sons,
1981), p. 195-19¢.
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unitary understanding (‘power politics”) and the tension between the ab-
stracted (necessity in the form of power politics) and the unabsmacied
(the realm of freedom and morality which have been separated from
politics by Morgenthau) undermine the empirical relevance of his theory
and the cognitive significance of his theorems. If we follow Berkd’s ter-
minology, Morgenthau has lapsed into a form of political idealism which
also makes it difficult to distinguish between explanation and prescrip-
tion. For instance, does the behaviour of the ‘political man’ analysed by
Morgenthau reflect the actual state of affairs or Morgenthau’s prescrip-
tions — and how can that behaviour cxplamn reality since it is supposed to
characterise the ‘political man’, ie. an abstract entity? The previous
questions are not answered in Morgenthaw’s work, -

The “political man’, as well as the ‘economic man’, the ‘religious
man’ and the ‘lawful man’, are ideal types and can lead o an empirically
significant theory only when they are dialectically interrelated. Thus,
having restricted himself to the abstraction of the ‘political man’ from
the real man and of ‘polidcal life’ from real life, having made those as-
sumptions and those assumptions alone, Morgenthau’s results in terms
of operationally meaningful theorems are puny indeed. An ermnpirically
meaningful theory should be based on what one may call the ‘dialectic
of reality’, i.e. it should recognise a dialectical relationship between ne-
cessity and freedom. Men create history but they are also created by it,
They create it by defining at each moment which (uestion is important,
by formulating it and finding the possible and appropriate response.
However, they neither choose nor evaluate without prerequisites. They
are not like Adam (the only being without a navel): men’s great umbili-
cal cord links them with and feeds them on the vital blood of what has
preceded them. Additionally, men choose and evaluate being themselves
a product of choice and evaluation; namely, they have to act in a histori-
cal environment for whose trajectories they are not completely respon-
sible and over which they have limited control,

Morgenthau, having committed himself to the necessity of power
politics, is oblivious of the dialectic of reality and construes
‘generalisation” in an ahistorical fashion. Thus, Morgenthau has either to
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admit that his theory is idealistic or a pure deductive systern and thus
universal laws can be established without any reference to empirical
data, or else to construct a theory where disposition rules with reference
to empirical data are established and hence formulate and test his gen-
eralisations within particular historical contexts (see section 1.2). He
does neither of the above. On the other hand, Morgenthau tries to defend
his quest for ahistorical laws by arguing that they are rooted in human
nature, which remains fundamentally the same. But such laws say that
man’s acts are in agreement with his or her nature; nevertheless, they
cannot explain how the same human nature, no matter how one may de-
fine it, can account for an infinite variety of social events. Morgenthau
studies neither the above question nor the issue of ‘change’. His theory
does not explain the conditions under which and the manner in which
the rules of human action change, and also it doeg not explain the adap-
tation of states to changing environments™.

Finally, the empirical relevance of Morgenthau's theoretical
construction is undermined by the fact that his views on testing a
theory are blurred. This is so not only because the distinction be-
tween explanation and prescription is blurred in his work but also
because he has claimed that Politics among Nations is an empirical
theory which presenis only “the rational essence to be found in ex-
perience, without the contingent deviations from rationality which
are also found in experience™. The “rational essence” consists in
the abstraction of necessity in the form of power politics. There-
fore, the following problem emerges: Morgenthau appeals to po-
litical practice in order to confirm his theory, but only policies that
are, according to Morgenthau, rational are supposed to confirm his
theory. Thus, Morgenthau’s theory becomes tautological. For, as I
have mentioned in section 1.2 (expression (4)), by asserting that a

“ For more details on this point, one may be referred to J.N. Rosenau,
“The External Environment as a Variable in Foreign Policy Analysis”,
in J.N. Rosenau, V. Davis and M. East (eds), The Analysis of Interna-
tional Politics (New York: Free Press, 1977), p. 146-165.

# See H.J. Morgenthau, op.cit. (ref. 1), p. 7.
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model 1s supposed to hold in the context where the actors’ behav-
iour is described by the basic relations of the given model, the
relevant deductive system becomes a pure one.

2.2.2. Morgenthan and Power Politics

Central to Morgenthan’s theory of international politics is the
assertion that international politics consists in a continual struggle
for power, which is a consequence of his assumption that each
state tends to maximise its power, either as an end in iiself or as 2
means to another end. However, the previous assertion can be at-
tacked on both logical and empirical grounds.

As far as the coherence of Morgenthau’s own theory is concerned,
one should point out that the necessity which emanates from the postu-
late of power-maximisation contradicts the distinction between impe-
rialist and status quo powers which has been proposed by Morgenthau.
Once there are various kinds of foreign policy with respect to the pur-
suit of power, international politics is a stroggle for power 10 the extent
that state interests are conflicting. As aresolt, the struggle for power is
a political variable which does not have a constant value, but it can as-
sume different values. In particular, the struggle for power tends to a
minimum as stafe interests coincide and tends to a maximum as state
interests become absolutely incompatible. Thus, J.A. Vasquez argues
that “power politics is not so much an explanation as a description of
one type of behaviour found in the global political system [which] it-
self must be explained”*.

As an empirical counterexample to Morgenthau’s view on
power politics, one may propose the issue of arms control, Henry

Kissinger explains the emergence of the issue of arms control as
follows:

The concept of arms control evolved when z growing Soviet
nuclear arsenal threw into doubt the comfortable premises

* See A, Vasquez, The Power of Power Politics (New Jersey: Rutgers
University Press, 1983, p. 216,
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of the decade after World War T Tt had been complacently
assumed that by means of the “balance of terror’, technology
supplied a shorteut to security. [...] Once general nuclear
war threatened both sides with tens of millions of casuaities,
the very existence of nuclear arsenals came o be perceived
by many as a menace. Traditional wars had been sustained
by the conviction that the consequences of defeat or surren-
der were worse than the costs of resistance. Fewer and fewer
objectives seemed worth the cost of the risk.”

Henry A, Kissinger maintains that the nuclear arms race leads to
such a high level of destructiveness of the arms supplies that there
is “an upper limit beyond which additions to destructiveness be-
come more and more marginal”®. Moreover, “the complex tech-
nology of the nuciear age raises the danger of an automaticity that
might elude rational control™. Thus, contrary to what Morgenthau
has asserted, the intensity and the form of the strnggle for power
should not be considered to be given in international relations, As a
matter of fact, the struggle for power may undermine the element
that is supposed (o sustain, namely the national interest. Therefore,
‘international politics’ is not necessarily and solely a “struggle for
power’, since, after all, the struggle for power may undermine the
struggle for survival, and, before trying to dominate others, states
try to maintain their position in the international system.

Stanley Hoffmann argues that Morgenthau’s ‘power monism’
cannot become the ultimate foundation of a theory of international
politics because

it is impossible to subsume under one word variables as dif-
ferent as: power as a condition of policy and power as a
criterion of policy; power as a potential and power in use;

“ See H. Kissinger, “A New Approach to Arms Control”, Time, March
21,1983, p. 24,

* See H. Kissinger, op.cit. (ref. 43), p. 24.
# See H. Kissinger, op.cit. (ref. 43), p. 24.
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power as a sum of resources and power as a set of proc-
esses. Power 18 a most complex product of other variables,
which should be allowed to see the light of the theory in-
stead of remaining hidden in the shadow of power.*

In addition, the manner in which Morgenthau construes the

‘national interest’ is rather simplistic. In particular, 8. Hoffmann
argues that

the conception of an objective and easily recognisable na-
tional interest [...] is one which makes sense only in a stable
period in which the participants play for Hmited ends, with
limited means, and without domestic kibitzers to distupt the
players” moves. [...] Today, however, survival is almost al-
ways at stake, and technological leaps have upset the hierar
chy of stable factors. [...] In such circumstances, interpreta-
tions of the national become almost totally subjective and
the relative weight of ‘objective’ factors {...7 is almost im-
possible to evalnate.”

Indeed, once Morgenthau does not show how the national interest
can be objectively defined independently of the manner in which
each state defines its goals, the empirical significance of his analy-
sis is unclear. For instance, P. Seabury® and V. Van Dyke® argue
that Morgenthau’s claim that the national interest could be defined
independently of any consideration of American ideals undermines
the empirical significance of Morgenthau’s analysis of U.S. foreign
policy.

Morgenthau’s assumption that staies tend to maximise their

“ See S. Hoffmann, Contemporary Theory of International Relations
(Englewood Cliffs, N.J.: Prentice-Hall, 1960), p. 32
" See 8. Hoffmann, op.cit. (ref. 46), p. 33.

* See P. Seabury, Power, Freedom, and Diplomacy (New York: Random
House, 1963), ch. 4.

* See V. Van Dyke, “Values and Interests”, American Political Science
Review, 56(1962), 567-577.
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power is not in complete accordance with the way he considers
balance of power to be a condition of stalemate and mutual deter-
rence contributing to the maintenance of international order. Mor-
genthau, referring (o the Buropean balance-of-power system in the
eighteenth and nineteenth centuries, argues that, in order for the
balance-of-power arrangement to function properly, the competing
nations must have previously restrained themseives by consenting
to the maintenance of this settlement, and thus this settlement de-
pends on common mores, civilisation and interests™. Therefore,
neither power politics nor the distinction between domestic and
international politics is a fixed static condition. There is nothing
‘necessary’ about the distinction between international and domes-
tic politics; this distinction varies with respect to different histori-
cal individuals.

The power-maximisation assumption in politics as well as the
profit-maximisation assumption in economics are too general to
account for an accurate explanation of political and economic be-
haviour, respectively. These assumptions must be refined in order
to account for variations in the form of political and economic be-
haviour. In fact, there is not necessarily only one optimum choice
and also the pursuit of optimisation by the actors does not mean
inso facto that the actors actually behave optimally. Optimisation
depends on the features or constraints of the particular framework
within which action takes place and on the manner in which this
framework is conceived by the actors.

There are various criteria of strategy by means of which a state
conceives and pursues the maximisation of its power. The study of
these criteria is facilitated by game theory. Let us restrict (for
simplicity) ourselves to two-players zero-sum games, i.e. games
where one’s benefits are the other’s losses. The following payoff

matrix shows the strategies {A,,i =1,.. .,m} which are available to

% See H.J. Morgenthau, op.cit. (ref. 1), parts 4 and 5.
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player A and the strategies {B s J==1,.. .,n} which are availabie o

player B. If the payoffs ¢;; are expressed in terms of A’s benefits
(hence, B’s losses), then the quantity ¢; shows A’s benefit

(equivalently, B’s loss) when A and B choose the pair of strategies
(AnB)).

Player B
B B, - Bf B
A . O Ty W
A, Cyy € Caj L
Player A A, TR <y i
Am Cmi Cﬂi 2 T C.w,i T cmii

There are various criteria which determine the choice of strate-
gies in a two-players zero-sum game®’,
(1) Wald or Maximin Criterion; According to this criterion, the player
should select the alternative that provides the best of the worst possible
outcomes, ie. the player should choose that stategy which maximises
the minimum possible outcome. In particular, given an m x 7-matrix (m
is the number of rows or the strategies available to 4, and 7 is the num-
ber of columns or the strategies available to B), 4 takes the minimum
payoff, say &, from each row, 1.e f=min ¢y, =1,...;m, and then chooses
the maximum &;, i.e.max (ky,...&y). A’s strategy is the one which corre-
sponds to the row that contains the maximum ;. Although the maximin
criterion focuses on the most pessimistic outcome for each decision al-

i Spe fqr instapge J.C. Chicken and M.R. Hayns, The Risk Ranking Tech-
nigue in Decision Making (Pergamon Press, 1989); A. Ostaszewski, Ad-
vanced Mathematical Methods (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press,

gg% p. 143-161; L. Raiffa, Games and Decisions (New York: Wiley,
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ternative, 1t should not be dismissed; for, it implicitly assumes a very
strong aversion fo tisk and therefore is appropriate for decisions involv-
ing the possibility of catastrophic outcomes.

Alernatively, the Wald-maximax criterion states that the player
should find the best possible (maximum) outcome for each decision al-
ternative and then choose the option whose best outcome provides the
highest (maxdimum) payoff. The maximax cniterion implicitly assumes
that the player focuses on expected returns and disregards the dispersion
of returns (risk) or that, in the given environment of action, the level of
uncertaingy is very low,

(1) Minimax or Regret Criterion: According to this criterion, the player
should minimise the maximum possible regret (opportunity loss) asso-
ciated with a wrong decision after the fact. In other words, this criterion
states that the player should minimise the difference between possible
outcomes and the best cutcome for each state of the world. It should be
mentioned that opporfunity loss is defined to be the difference between a
given payoff and the highest possible payoff for the resulting state of the
world. Opportunity losses result because returns actually received under
conditions of uncertainty are usually lower than the maximum refurn
that would have been possible if the player had perfect knowiedge be-
forehand. In mathematical terms, the minimax criterion states that,
from the original payoff matrix, player A constructs a new malrix,
called regret matrix, and then applies the maximin criterion. The regret
matrix is constructed by subtracting the maximum element of each
column of the original payoff matrix from each element of this col-
umn, i.e. the elements of the regret matrix will be the ry’s which, for
the colomn, j§j = I..., nj, are given by ry=cj=cy-maxcy, i=1,...;,n (note that
ry may be defined as maxcy-cy, but then one should choose the
minimum 7).

(iii) Laplace Criterion: Given an m X n matrix, player A assigns the
probability p = ¥, to each strategy of B, since B has n alternative
strategies and A assumes that they are equally probable. Then A
calculates the expected payoff e; of each row, given by
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n
g = Z pey, = i(C“ —+ e+ C,-">7 i=1,....m.
— )

Finally, A chooses the maximum ¢, Le. max (ei,moem). There-

fore, A’s strategy is the one which corresponds to the row that
contains the maxlmum e;.

(iv)y Harwicz or Optimism-Pessimism Criterion: A assigns an op-
timism index @ (0 <o <1} to the maximum payoff ¢y of cach
row. Also, A assigns a pessimism index |- o 1o the minimum
payoffl ¢y of each row. If x; 18 the maximum and z the minimum
payoff of row i, i.e. x, = max ¢, and z :mmc,j(imi,.,,?m}q
then A calculates the expected payoffs 5; of each row by the for-
mula

s, =0 +(1-a)z,i=1...,m.

Finally, A chooses the maximum s;, 1.e. max{s,,...,s, }. Thus, A’s
strategy 1s the one which corresponds to the row which contains
the maximum s;. The estimation of the index ¢ depends on subjec-
tive judgements of player A and on historical data.

The preceding game-theoretical analysis of decision theory
shows that there are different decision rules” which are associated with
the degree of uncertainty that charactenises the decision environment and
with the way players construe and pursue the maximisation of their
benefits. Therefore, Morgenthaw's commitment 1w the power-
maximisation assumption needs further clarifications. For, Morgenthan
does not clanfy the manner in which balance-of-power arrangements
can emerge in a world characterised by states seeking to maximise their

* 1t is worth mentioning that players may not play only pure strategies;
they may play mixed sirategies, ioo. By a mixed sirategy, we mean 3
probability distribution on the set of a player’s pure strategies; mixed
strategies for player A are denoted by (A Dy AP, ) where p; 13
the probability of playing A (i=1,...,m}, and p, +---+p, =1.
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power, and he does not explain the various forms that a power-
maximisation policy can take as well as the manner in which power-
maximisation policies are affected by systemic and individual variables.
The maximisation of power as state policy should not be studied in isola-
tion from the given state’s totality of ends and the criteria by means of
which the given state chooses its strategy. For, power is an instrument by
means of which a state pursues a variety of goals — one of which may be
power itself - and the kind of power used by a state depends on the given
state’s ends and decision-making processes. Therefore, in order to explain
mternational politics, one should not equate international politics with
power politics and additionally he or she should not see only historical ne-
cessities or only freedom from historical conditions. An empirically
meaningful theory of international politics should analyse the ends of the
actors with which it is concerned, rather than merely analyse power rela-
tionships, and it should recognise a dialectical relationship between histori-
cal necessity and freedom which permits man — by judging costs and utili-
ties, constraints and opportunities — to take optimal decisions.

Another defect of Morgenthau’s theory of international politics
is the manner in which he uses the rationality postulate. Contrary
to what Morgenthau believes, the rationality postulate is not a suf-
ficient condition for the creation of a systematic and empirically
relevant decision theory in international politics (see section 1.3).
In particular, due to lack of perfect knowledge and due to other
factors, such as values and norms, which affect decision-making
processes, one may use the term ‘bounded rationality’, which was
first introduced by Herbert Simon®™. Thus, an actor subject to
bounded rationality may follow different decision rules according
to the manner in which he or she understands the world (decision
environment), so that there is not a single, fixed maximum point of
one’s utility index, but there may exist various such maximal
points. For, the maximisation of one’s utility index always takes

¥ See H.A. Simon, Models of Bounded Rationality (Cambridge, Mass:
MIT Press, 1982). :
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place under constraints (which represent the characteristics of the
relevant decision environment and the actors), and often changes in
these constraints change the maximal point of one’s utility index™,

** In real-world problems, one usuaily has to deal with constrained opti-
misation. A powerful technigue for solving coustrained optimisation
problems is the Lagrangian technique. For instance, let us assume that 2
firtn produces its product on two assembly lines and operates with the
following total cost function: TC = 4X* + 8Y7 - X, where X stands for
the cutput produced on one assembly line and ¥ the production from the
second. A constrained optimisation problem is:

Minimise TC = 4X* + 8Y* - XY e))
subject tp X+ ¥=26. {Za)
We rewrite the constraint as follows:

0=26-X-7. (7b)

We multiply {(2b) by the unknown factor A and add the result to the
original objective function (1), so that we come up with the Lagrangian
function of the given constrained optimization problem:

Lic=4X"+ 8Y* - XY + A (26-X-Y). (3)
We take the partial derivatives of expression (3) with respect to the

three unknown variables X, ¥ and 4:

Il =8X —Y A,
09X

OLy
2o gy X —
ay .

AL,
T 25X -,
oA

Setting the above three partial derivatives equal to zero, we come up

with a systemn of three equations and three unknowns:
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In addition, the decision rule of an actor affects the maximal point
of the given actor’s utility index.

Apart from ‘power politics’ and ‘national interest’, Morgen-
thau’s third major concept is that of the ‘balance of power’. Mor-
genthau argues that balance of power is a “universal concep(”™.
But Inis L. Claude™ argues that Morgenthau’s attempt 1o demon-
sirate the universality of the balance of power led him to such a
broad use of the term that it produced an inconsistency. in fact,
Morgenthau uses the ‘balance of power’ to refer to 2 situation of
equilibrium as well as to any situation characterised by a struggle
for power. Yet, since Morgenthau does not regard equilibrium as
ingvitable, the dual use of the ‘balance of power’ becomes a source
of antinomies.

From the preceding analysis of Morgenthau’s work, it follows that
it constituies a sophisticated response to the failure of the interwar
liberalism to understand the role of power in the world and to pro-
vide a successful treatment of power politics. Indeed, Morgen-
thau’s theory of international politics shows the significance of
power politics in an explicit manner. Nevertheless, Morgenthau
does not manage to ‘cure’ the fundamental weakness of the inter-
war liberalism, i.e. its idealistic reasoning. On the contrary, he pro-

X -Y -2 =20
16y — X — A = 0}
26-X ~-Y =20

Solving the above system, we come up with X =17, ¥ =9 and A = 127.
Thus, 17 units from assernbly line X and 9 units from line ¥ is the least-
cost combination that can be produced subject to the constraint that total
output must be 26 units. The Lagrangian multiplier 4 indicates the mar-
ginal cost of producing at 26 units of output. For further details, one
may be referred to A. Ostaszewski, op.cit. (ref. 51), p. 150.

% See HL.J. Morgenthau, op.cit. {ref. 1), p. 183-185.

* See LL. Claude, Power and International Relations (New York: Ran-
dom House, 1962).
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poses a theoretical construction whose political content (the sub-
stantial arguments) is fundamentally different from that of liberal-
ism but which is, from the epistemological/methodological view-
point, based on an idealistic reasoning. For, Morgenthau, not being
self-consciously scientific, tries to speculate aboui reality by means
of abstractions of particular aspects of reality {s.g. he abstracted
‘political fife’ from real life} which are ideal types. Thus, R.C.
Keohane maintains that without “coherent definitions of ‘power’
and ‘balance of power’, Morgenthau was unable to create a consis-
tent and convincing theory””.

2.3. Diplomacy: A Major Element of Morgenthau's
Theory

In section 2.1, [ made clear that Morgenthau espouses the ye-
vival of diplomacy and has formulated four principles on which it
should be based. Even though Morgenthau does not try to formu-
late proposals consistent with the reality of transnational relations
and other societal forces which affect international politics — and
this is something which undermines the empirical relevance of his
explanation and prescription — he is right in defending the signifi-
cance of diplomacy as a means of maintaining international order.

The continued significance of balance-of-power politics and the
weakness of the international legal system make diplomacy -
namely, the conduct of international relations by negotiation rather
than by any other means (e.g. force, recourse to law, propaganda,
etc.) — always significant. It should be mentioned that one of the
greatest advantages of diplomacy is its flexibility, as opposed Lo le-
oalistic or moralistic approaches. International-political problems
should be tackled on a case-by-case basis as components of geo-
political equations. An undifferentiated legalistic or moralistic ap-

57 §ee R.O. Keohane, “Realism, Neorealism and the Study of World Poli-
tics”, in R.0O. Keohane (ed.), Neorealism and Its Critics (New York:
Columbia University Press, 1986), p. 13.
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proach fails to recognise the special characteristics of each prob-
lem and thus courts failure. Diplomacy, by its very nature, may en-
courage a flexible approach to international problems, so that the
choice of the techniques to be used during negotiations and the
details of the final goal to be pursued can be adjusted to the par-
ticular historical circumstances.

The practice of diplomacy has given rise to the art of negotia-
tion which shows the appropriate ways of avoiding insistence on
ideological or prestige struggles and of arriving at the resolution of
international disputes. This can be seen in two cases: first, when
(W0 nations negotiate with each other directly and, second, in cases
of mediation.

When two nations negotiate with each other directly, the role of
these nations’ Diplomatic Corps and Foreign Secretaries is of pri-
mary significance, In fact, the head of government will formulate

the strategy of his or her nation during the given negotiations, But -

the tactical implementation of his or her own strategy should be the
responsibility of negotiators at a lower level, usually from the
Diplomatic Corp. For, the latter are more capable of paying atten-
tion to details and of making in-depth and cold-blooded analyses of

international problems. On the other hand, the heads of state are -

inclined toward the maintenance of their political prestige domes-
tically and internationally, disinclined to accept personal mistakes,
and, having o deal with various problems and views, may confuse
the reasonable with the actual and the wish with the possibility.
Thus, the conduct of negotiations should be centralised at the stra-
tegic level — i.e. the national sirategy of a state should be deter-
mined by one decision-making authority: the head of government —
and decentralised at the tactical level. The head of government
may intervene only at crucial moments in order to make adjust-
ments, and, when heads of government engage in face-to-face ne-
gotiations, the texts of agreement should have been settled in ad-
vance.

Mediation is another important function of diplomacy. Media-
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tion is particularly necessary in the following cases: (i} in ex-
tremely bitter disputes, where a compromise among the engaggd
parts seems impossible; (if) when mutnal distrust and cultural dif-
ferences make a compromise impossible; {iii) when at least one of
the parties refuses to recognise the other. In such cases, the media-
tor is a ‘channel’ of communications. This means that the media-
tor, first, makes it possible for the parties 1o cominunicate with
each other and, second, interprets the parties’ messages and shows
engaged parties arcas where their approaches may coincide,

Moreover, the mediator must be sufficiently able to reassure
each party about the sincere intents of the other. In addition, the
mediator must be able to reassure the antagonistic parties that
chaos will not follow non-compliance with any agreement reached,
so that the mediator should equip an agreement with substantial
guarantees, as it happened in the case of the American mediation iz%
the Arab-Israehi conflict in the 1970s™ However, the Arab-Israchi
Six Day War provides an example of the dangers which ambush in
the ambiguous phrases of many UN resolutions. For, the Resclu-
tion 242 which was adopted by the UN Security Council on No-
vember 22, 1967 spoke of a “just and lasting peace” within “secure
and recognised boundaries” and called for an end to “claims or
states of belligerency” and for acknowledgement of all states’
“sovereignty, territorial integrity and political independence”.
These obscure phrases were acceptable to each party not because
all parties had arrived at a substaniial agreement but because each
party could interpret these phrases in its own favour. For instance,
Egypt and Jordan interpreted this resolution as a request that Israel
should withdraw from all occupied territories, whereas Israel inter-
preted the principle of “secure and recognised boundaries” as a
legitimisation of its decision not to return to the hnes before the
Six Day War.

% See 8. Touval, The Peace Brokers: Mediators in the Arab-Tsraeli
Conflict, 1948-1979 (Princeton, N.J.: Princeton University Press, 1982).
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Finally, another function of diplomacy consists in the spreading
of prosperity. The former U K. Foreign Secretary Malcolm Rifkind
made a speech to the London Diplomatic Corps at the Foreign and
Commonwealth Office on June 11, 1996, where he mentioned that
international peace is intimately related to free trade and economic
development in all areas of the world., Also, he argued that the
economic development of the less developed countries is based on
two sieps:

First, we must focus aid on those ready to make best use of
it. Second, we must give developing countries a chance to
secure their own future. Above all they need markets for
their goods and a real opportunity to build their prosperity.™

Thus, cconomic aid should encourage self-help instead of a de-
pendency culture and accountable administration instead of cor-
ruption. In a world of increasing economic interdependence, di-
plomacy remains a valuable tool for the conduct of international
relations; however, diplomacy “grows ever more complex”™® since
national foreign policies have to become more and more mutually
compatible in order to tackle global economic, environmental and
security 1ssues.

However, no study of diplomacy can be considered to be com-
plete without addressing the far-reaching consequences of the
global changes in the number of units in the international system.,
The increasing number of nations or autonomies of one kind or
another as well as the communications revolution modify old
forms of diplomacy. Direct communication between authorities
and an end to costly diplomatic representatives abroad scem to
gain more and more ground. This tends to help small autonomies
to free themselves from the military, intelligence and other sub-
versive influences that larger units have been able to exercise over

¥ See M. Rifkind, “Diplomacy and the Spreading of Prosperity”, Survey
of Current Affairs 26(1996), 232.

* See M. Rifkind, op.cir. (ref. 59), 234.
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smaller ones through the activities of persons who are misleadingly
given diplomatic credentials. On the other hand, larger units may
tend to resist changes in the forms of diplomacy, especially when
these changes undermine the power approach to international rela-
tions in favour of greater recognition of values attached 1o inde-
pendence and to cultural requirements®. Additionally, the new
revolution in military affairs includes technological developments
which modify traditional approaches to peacekeeping and ailiance
relationships®™ These developments, especially when they are re-
fated to cyberwar fighting capabilities™, play a decisive role in the
conduct of diplomacy and war. )

In the super-industrial era, all governments around the world
tend to connect their networks in order to coordinate trade, im-
prove world health, set new examples of political action, conduct
diplomacy, fight international terrorism and organised crime, in-
crease tourism, etc, These developments necessarily lead to the
creation of an international informarion market, which is a new
channel of communication among all govermments around the
world as well as among people, and it increases traditional chan-
nels, such as diplomacy and tourism. On the one hand, govern-
ments and people can use the international information market to
interact with each other. On the other hand, everyone who uses the
international information market becomes more and more vulner-
able to information warfare (it may involve public diplomacy
measures, subversion, insurgency, deception or interference with

' See G. Kostakos, A.J.R. Groom, 8. Morphet and P. Taylor, “Britain
and the New UN Agenda: Towards Global Riot Control?”, Review of
International Studies 17(1991), 85-105.

 For instance, the U.S. can use information technology to send bit-
streams to its allies (i.e. information about the battlespace, map daia,
software for systems integration, simulation and maintenance, etc.), thus
multiplying its allies’ power and encouraging them to undertake more
responsibility for their security. See N.K. Laos, “Information Warfare
and Low Intensity Operations”, Perceptions 4(1999), 174-195.

% See N.K. Laos, op. cit. (ref. 62) and the references therein.
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local media, infiltration of computer networks or databases and the
promotion of dissident or opposition movements across computer
networks).

2.4 Morgenthau and the Controversy between Tradi-
tionalism and Science in International Relations

Traditionalists launch a series of attacks on scientific ap-
proaches to international politics. They argue that politics involves
purpose in a way that physical science does not and that scientific
knowledge is applicable to facts, whereas understanding, wisdom
and intnition are required for areas where human purpose is in-
volved. Classical realism is a characteristic case in point. It is
mainly an ethico-philosophical position. Whereas the scientific ap-
proach to international relations aims at the formulation of precise
statements, the traditional approach is characterised by sweeping
statements on the nature of life and politics. For instance, classical
realists like Morgenthau, Kissinger® and Levy® mainly generalise
about the nature of human life®, tell stories about the inherently
tragic nature of politics and declare that they draw their conclu-
sions from the study of the philosophy of history®.

On the other hand, according to what I have argued in chapter 1,
the scientific approach to international relations is based on the

“ See H.A. Kissinger, A World Restored: Castleregh, Metternich and the
Restoration of Peace, 1812-1822, (Boston and London: Scott, Foresman
& Co., 1957).

% See M.J. Levy, Modernizaiion and the Structure of Societies
(Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1966).

5 Their generalisations do not necessarily refer to human nature, but
rather to wisdom about the human condition.

¥ Generalisations of the following type are a characleristic example: “The
statesman is therefore like one of the heroes in classical drama who has
had a vision of the future but cannot transimit it directly to his fellow-
men and who cannot validate its “truth”. Nations learn only by experi-
ence; they “know” only wher it is too late to act” (see H. Kissinger, op.
cit. (ref. 64), p. 329).
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following principles:

(i) If the number, type and behaviour of states differ over
time and also if their military capabilities, economic
assets and information about the world vary over time,
it follows that there is some likely interconnection be-
tween the previous elements, and thus different struc-
tural and behavioural systems can be assumed to ope:-
ate in different historical periods. To investigate such
arguments, social scientists need systematic hypotheses
about the nature of the connections of the variables,
otherwise, the social scientist has no criteria by means
of which one can choose from among the infinite set of
facts available fo researchers, and then past history
cannot illurminate the hypotheses,

(ii) Models must be constructed o provide a theoretical
Jframework within which seemingly unconnected kinds
of evenis can be relared.

(iii)  Empirical investigations must be accompanied by the
use of models to provide a systematic and rigorous
study of international relations {generalisations).

{iv)  An empirically relevant theory of international rela-
tions must account for the dizlectic of reality and the
dialectic relationship between macro-znalysis and mi-
cro-analysis.

Tragitionalists argue that scientific models are inapt for inter-
national relations due to the lack of absolute determinism. But, ac-
cording to what I have argued in chapter 1, this is an obsolete ap-
proach to science. Physical science® presents analogies to the
‘surprise events’ that occur as a result of parameter changes in so-
cial/political/economic systems.

Moreover, occasionally, traditionalists argue that the scientific

68 . . .
The mathematics of chaos, stochastc analysis {.g. Brown motion) and
superconductivity are characteristic examples.
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method, being based on the use of models, makes ite followers un-
able to distinguish between models and reality. This argument is
groundless after what I have argued in chapter L. On the contrary,
by generalising without being consciously scientific (i.e. without
using models), traditionalists are trapped 1n overparticularisation
and the application of unfalsifiable (tautological) generalisations”,
Additionally, a social scientist who constructs a model does not
think of it as generally applicable; it is applicable only within a
specified context (see section 1.2). It is rather the traditionalist,
whose statements are uncontextualised and whose assumptions are
implicit, who is more prone to mistake his model for reality
(especially since the traditionalists’ approach to history is often
characterised by undisciplined speculation).

 They do not analyse the manner in which and the reason why the com-
plexity of a specific subject impedes the kind of generalisation and the
Timits of the generalisation.
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3
Kennpeth N, Waltz and Neorealism

intreduction

This chapter aims at studying X.N. Waliz’s theory of interna-
tional politics. First, I shall present the principles of Waliz's theory
of international politics. Waltz differentiates the study of interna-
tional refations which is focused on the study of different areay of
subject-matter (e.g. foreign policy, political and economic relation-
ships, diplomacy, eic.) from the study of imternational relations
which is focused on the study of different levels of interaction {i.e.
individual human beings, individual states, and society of states).
Additionally, Waltz tries to formulate a systemic theory of interna-
tional politics and thus to overcome the defects of Morgenthan's
theory and to defend realism against atiacks from liberalism and
Marxism. However, in the second part of the present chapter, I
shall make a critical analysis of Waltz’s scholarly work. In particu-
lar, 1 shall evaluate Waltz’s atfempt to create a ‘scientific’ theory
of international relations. Also, 1 shall give special emphasis to the
study of his approach to systems theories, and 1 shall compare and
contrast his view on this issue with that of Talcott Parsons, who
made extensive use of the concept of “systems’ in his writings on
sociology. Finaily, I shall evaluate Waltz's arguments about inter-
national interdependence and balances of power.

3.1. Waltz’s Theory of Internaiional Relations

Waltz is based on an instrumental conception of empirical the-
ory. He 1s far more consistent and explicitly self-conscious than
Morgenthau in stating the epistemological basis of his conception
of empirical science. In particular, Waltz starts developing his
Theory of International Politics by devoting the eatire first chapter
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of his book to the tasks “to say what theories are and to state the
requirements for testing them™.

Waltz carefully distinguishes between laws and theories. “Laws
establish relations between variables, variables being concepts that
can take different values™. Symbolically, laws are statements of
the form

Xx—y

i.e. if x then y, where x stands for one or more independent vari-
ables and y for the dependent variable. Laws are absolute if the re-
lation between x and y, symbolically xRy, is invariant. On the other
hand, if the reiation xRy is not invariant, a law is probabilistic, i.e.
it reads as follows: ‘if x then y with probability ¥’. Waltz argues
that a law *is based not simply on a relation that has been found,
but on one that has been found repeatedly’”. Moreover, he main-
tains that, whereas laws “‘identify invariant or probable associa-
tions™, theories “show why those associations obtain™,

Unlike Morgenthan, Waltz does not construe theory as truth.
Waltz argues that theories neither describe reality nor make truth-
claims: “A theory is not the occurrences seen and the associations
recorded, but is instead the explanation of them™, He has formu-
lated the following argument about the construction of theories:

The difficulty of moving from causal speculations based on
factual studies to theoretical formulations that lead one to
view facts in particular ways 1s experienced in any field. To
cope with the difficulty, simplification is required. This is
achieved mainly in the following four ways: (1) by isolation,

' See K.N. Waltz, Theory of International Politics (New York: McGraw-
Hill, Inc., 1979), p. L.

* See K.N. Waltz, op.cit. (ref. 1), p. 1
* See K.N. Waltz, op.cit. (ref. 1), p. 1
* See K.N. Waltz, op.cit. (ref. 1), p. 5.
> See E.N. Waltz, op.cit. (ref. 1),p. 5
* See K.N. Waliz, op.cit. (zef. 1), p. 9
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which requires viewing the actions and inieractions of a
small number of factors and forces as though in the mean-
time other things remain equal; (2) by abstraction, which re-
quires leaving some things aside’in order to concentrate on
others; (3) by aggregation, which requires lumping disparate
elements together according o criteria derived from a theo-
retical purpose; (4) by idealisation, which requires procesd-
ing as though perfection were attained or a2 limit reached
even though neither can be.

Therefore, Waltz does not endow a theory of international politics
with a correspondence theory of truth, i.e. Waltz’s understanding
of theory does not depend on the view that truth is determined by
matching up language with reality.

Waltz argues that “theories embody thecretical assumptions
[...] The theoretical statements are non-Tactal elements of a the-
ory. [...] They are introduced only when they make explanation
possible. {...] Theoretical notions enable us to make sense of the
data™. For instance, in Interational Relations, different meanings
are attached to such words as ‘power’, ‘force’, ‘pole’, ‘relation’,
‘actor’, ‘stability’, ‘structure’ and ‘system’. Since Waltz maintains
that theory is distinct from the reality which it explains, his view is
that one cannot distinguish between true and false theories: “If
‘truth’ is the question, then we are in the realm of law, not of the-
ory”™. According to Waltz, competing theories can be evaluated not
in terms of truth and falsity but in terms of their explanatory utility.
The explanatory utility of a theory depends on s ability to produce
testable hypotheses with empirical content. Waltz argues that, in
order to test a theory, one must take the following steps:

1. State the theory being tested.

2. Infer hypotheses from it.

7 See K.N. Waltz, op.cir. (ref. 1), p. 10.
® See K.N. Waltz, op.cit. (tef. 1), p. 10.
? See K.N. Waltz, op.cit. (ref. 1), p. 9.
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3. Subject the hypotheses to experimental or obser-
vational tests.

4, In taking steps two and three, use the definitions
of terms found in the theory being tested.

5.  Eliminate or conirol perturbing variables not in-
cluded in the theory under test.

6.  Devise a number of distinct and demanding
tests.

7. If a test is not passed, ask whether the theory
flunks completely, needs repair and restatement,
or requires a narrowing of the scope of its ex-
planatory claims'.

As far as the transition from laws to theories is concerned, Waltz
argues that the “longest process of painful trial and error will not lead
to the construction of a theory unless at some point a brilliant intuition
flashes, a creative idea emerges”''. These brilliant intuitions or creative
ideas “will convey a sense of the unobservable relations of things.
They will be about connections and causes by which sense is made of
things observed””. Thus, Waltz’s view on these brilliant intuitions is
fundamentally different from Morgenthau’s clear-cut views on the
source and the nature of his own brilliant intuitions, which are sup-
posed to foliow from eternal, ahistorical Jaws.

As T have already mentioned in chapter 2, Morgenthau construes
international politics as a struggle for power among states, and he
extracts this conclusion from an a priort haman nature, which may
cause a destructively Trrational behaviour unless it is properly con-
strained by balance-of-power arrangements. Waltz’s approach to
International Relations is different from that of Morgenthau. In

1 See K.N. Waltz, op.cit. (ref. 1), p. 13.
1 See K.N. Waltz, op.cir. (ref. 1), p. 9.
2 See K.N. Waltz, op.cit. (ref. 1), p. 9.
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fact, Waltz maintains that the earlier vealists conceived “anarchy
simply as setting problems for statesmen different from those to be
coped with internally and as altering standards of appropriate be-
haviour””, and he argues that the previous approach is insufficient,
Waltz’s position is characterised by the quest for an analysis of the
external context of the state action itself as a distinct factor which
determines state behavicur.

In order to clarify his views and differentiate them from those of
earlier realists, Waltz distinguishes between ‘reductionist’ and
‘systemic’ theories. The necessity of appealing to a systemic theory
of international politics has been supported by Waliz as follows:

In order to take Morgenthau, Kissinger, Levy, and the i‘es%
seriously, we would have to believe that no important causes
iniervene batween the aims and actions of states and the re-
sults their actions produce. In the history of international
relations, however, resuits achieved seldom correspond to
the intentions of actors. [...] causes not found m their fdi-
vidual characters and motives do operate among the aciors
coliectively. [...] When and how internal forces find exter
nal expression, if they do, cannot be explained in terms of
inferacting parties if the situation in which they act and in-
teract constrains them from some actions, dispose them fo-
ward others, and affects the ouicomes of their nteractions,™

Waltz’s analysis of the international-political systern is based on
the following elements: a set of interacting units {states) and 2 po-
fitical structure. Waltz assumes that, like economic markets, an
international-political system arises from the mutual interaction of
states, which are the constitutive units of the system; but, once
formed, the structure, like economic market, “becomes a force in

¥ See K.N. Waltz, “Reflections on Theory of International Politics: A
Response to My Critics”, in R.0O. Keohane {ed.), Necorealism and Iis
Critics (New York: Columbiz University Press, 1986, p. 336.

" See K.N. Waltz, op.ciz. (vef. 1), p. 65.
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itself, and a force that the constitutive units acting singly or in
small numbers cannot control”?, Waltz maintains that, whereas re-
ductionist theories are concerned with unit-level forces, the pur-
pose of a systemic theory of international politics is to determine
what kind of behaviour is encouraged by the international-political
structure and how much of the behaviour is caused by the given
structure or by unit-level forces. As a result, in the fifth chapter of
his Theory of International Politics, Waltz undertakes the task to
“contrive a definition of structure free of the attributes and the in-
teractions of units”"®, and he defines the international-politicai
struciure with respect to three criteria.

The first criterion is that, whereas domestic political systems are
hierarchic, international-political systems are anarchic, self-help
systems: “Domestic systems are centralised and hierarchic. [...]
Whatever elements of authority emerge internationally are barely
once removed from the capability that provides the foundation for
the appearance of those elements””. The second criterion is that, in
domestic politics, due to the hierarchy of authority relationships,
there is a functional differentiation among the units in the system,
whereas, in international politics, the units are functionally undif-
ferentiated: “Amnarchy entails relations of co-ordination among a
system’s units, and that implies their sameness. [...] The functions
of states are similar, and distinctions among them arise principally
from their varied capabilities”™. The third criterion is the distribu-
tion of capabilities among the units of the system: “Although ca-
pabilities are atiributes of units, the distribution of capabilities
across units is not. The distribution of capabilities is not a unit at-
tribute, but rather a system-wide concept”™.

¥ See K.N. Waltz, op.cir. (ref. 1), p. 90.
' See K.N. Waltz, op.cir. (ref. 1), p. 79.
"7 See K.N. Waltz, op.cit. (ref. 1), p. 88.
¥ See K.N. Waltz, op.ciz. (ref. 1), p. 93,97.
" See K.N. Waltz, op.cit. (ref. 1), p. 98.

Having defined the international-political structure independ-
ently of the attributes of the units which compose the international
system, Waltz studies anarchy ag structure and shows how struc-
ture functions as selector in a Darwinian fashion. Waltz maintains
that, under a given distribution of capabilities within the intema-
fional systern, the enduring anarchic character of international
politics explains contunuity. ‘Bxplain’ for Waltz means “to say why
the range of expected outcomes falls within certain himits; 10 say
why patterns of behaviour recur: to say why events repeat them-
selves, including events that none or few of the actors may like™™.

The economic consequences of anarchy consist in the limitaiion
of the division of labour among states and therefore in the absence
of international integration. Because states seek o survive as sov-
ereign, sutonomous units, the mutual benefits that staies would
enjoy from the unprohibited operation of the law of comparative
advantage on a global scale are always, 10 a lesser or larger extent,
below the maximum point that David Ricardo’s theory of trade has
assumed™: “In a self-help system, considerations of security sub-

¥ See K.N. Waltz, op.cit. (ref. 1), p. 69.

*' The Ricardian classical theory of internationai trade maintains that in-
ternational trade is beneficial among states with different marginal op-
portunity costs. Under perfect competition, the difference in the mar-
ginal opportanity costs means different prices (since the price is equal to
the marginal cost). The existence of different prices lsads to interna-
tional trade, which tends to establish a Pareto optimality, 1.e. a situation
in which no reorganisation of trade could raise the uiility or satisfaction
of one economic actor without lowering the utility or satisfaction of
another economic actor, When trade opens and each country concen-
trates on its area of comparative advantage, the national income of each
and every trading country rises. Also, when people specialise in the ar-
cas of comparative advantage and trade their own production for goods
in which they have a relative disadvantage, workers in each region can
obtain a larger quantity of consumer geods for the same amount of
work. For more details, one may be referred to P.A. Samuelson, “The
Gains from International Trade Omce Again”, Eeonomic Journal,
72(1962), §20-829 and to the references therein.
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ordinate economic gains to political interest”™®. For, a state
“worries about a division of possible gains that may favour others
more than itself™, but also “worries lest it become dependent on
others through co-operative endeavours and exchanges of goods
and services™, Thus, Waltz argues that, although states co-operate
more and more, anarchy affects the extent of co-operation and
tends to Himit international interdependence to a level that does not
threaten the security, autonomy and sovereignty of the state.

The military consequences of anarchy are expressed by the bal-
ance of power. Waliz has managed to clear up Morgenthan’s am-
biguities about the concept of ‘balance of power’. Treating states
as unitary actors “who, at a minimum, seek their own preservation
and, at a maximum, drive for universal domination”™®, Waltz ar-
gues that bajance-of-power systems “prevail wherever two, and
only two, requirements are met: that the order be anarchic and that
it be populated by units wishing to survive™, Waltz's approach to
balance-of-power politics makes no appeal to international norms,
state rationality, political wisdom, or any other unit-level factors,
which obliged Morgenthau to formulate a reductionist theory. As-
suming that states wish primarily to survive as antonomous entities
rather than maximise their power, Waltz maintains that his theory
“says simply that if some do relatively well, others will emulate
them or fall by the wayside™. Waltz explains the emergence of
balance-of-power arrangements in systemic terms by arguing that
they emerge spontaneously as an unintended consequence of the
constraimts of the international system’s structure.

Waltz is aware of the fact that ‘structural causes’ are not enough

*# See K.N. Waltz, op.cir. (zef. 1), p. 107.
* See K.N. Waltz, op.cir. (ref. 1), p. 106.
* See K.N. Waltz, op.cit. (ref. 1), p. 106.
¥ See K.N. Waltz, op.cit. (ref. 1), p. 118,
% See KN, Waltz, op.cit. (ref. 1), p. 121.
¥ See K.N. Waltz, op.cit. (ref. 1), p. 118.

to give us a complete picture of international pelitics, and he
mainiains that a systemic theory “does not replace unit-level
analysis nor end the search for sequences of causes and effect
Thinking in terms of systems dynamics dogs change the conduc
search and add a dimension to it [,..] The examinali
telis us how a system doss what it does, A structure se
of expectations™. Having specified the purpose ©
Waltz is alse concerned with testing it. Following
avoids the inductive fallacy. However, he rejecis sirict fal
criteria; “Attempts to falsify theories are as problematic as
ternpts to confirm them. Because of the interdependence of theory
and fact, we can find no Popperian critical ax;

periment, the nega-
tive results of which would send a theory crashing to the ground”™.
Waltz maintains that testing should entail ap examination of
structurally comparable realms of activity: "Structural theories gain
plausibility if similarities of behaviour are observed across realms
that are different in substance but similar in structure, andf differ-
ences of behaviour are observed where realms are similar in sub-
stance but different in structarg”™. In addition, Waltz suggests the
conduct of hard confirmatory tests referring to ouicomes which are
consistent with hypotheses drawn from the theory under consid-
eration but which are simultaneously different from the interests
and/or the wishes of the states under consideration. As characteris-
tic examples of such cases, Waliz mentions the Franco-Russian al-
Hance of 1894, the 1939 Nazi-Soviet pact and the alliance among
the United States, Britain and the Soviet Union in 1942, The previ-
ous examples show how the international system ‘socialises’ the
states which act in it, i.e. how structures “shape and shove™,

In order to have a complete picture of Waltz's coniribution to

4

# See K.M. Waltz, op.cit. (ref. 13), p. 344.
¥ See K.N. Waltz, op.cit. (ref. 13), p. 334
¥ See K.N. Waltz, op.cit. (ref. 1), p. 123.

' See K.N. Waliz, op.cit. (ref. 13), p. 343.
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the discipline of International Relations and of the evolution of his
thought, it is necessary to refer to his first major scholarly work,
namely his Ph.D. Thesis, first published in 1954 under the title
Man, the Stare and War. There, Waltz distinguishes between three
levels of causation, which he calls “images”: the individual, the
state and the international system.

Waliz studies explanations at the level of the individual by con-
sidering the works of Spinoza, Augustine, Niebuhr and Morgen-
thau in the first section of his Man, the Stare and War. He admits
that the “events of world history cannot be divorced from the men
who made them”, but he argues thai “the importance of human
nature as a factor in causal analysis of social events is reduced by
the fact that the same nature, however defined, has to explain an
infinite variety of social events™, :

Also, Waltz studies explanations at the level of the state by
considering the views of liberalism and Marxism in the second
section of the same book. He argues that explanations at this level
are not sufficient, because, if the nature of certain types of societies
accounts for war, then why do some ‘bad’ states not g0 to war
whereas some ‘good’ states go to war (the terms ‘good’ and ‘bad’
may be interpreted in any way the corresponding second-image
theorist wishes)? For instance, after World War 1, the victory of the
democracies did not prevent a new war. Also, military crises have
taken place between communist states, e.g. between the U.S.SR.
and China and between Vietnam and Cambodia. However, one
may claim that a/l states should be ‘good’, say liberal democracies,

in order to avert war. Wallz's response to the previous claim is as
follows:

To maintain order and justice with almost no provision
made for reaching and enforcing decisions requires a high

“ See K.N, Waltz, Man, the State and War: A Theoretical Analysis (New
York: Columbia University Press, 1959), p. 27.

* See K.N. Waliz, op.cit. (ref. 32), p. 27.

order of excellence among the units of the system - be they
men or statss. To secure the improvements necessary may
require more force than would be needed to maintain a
modicum of order and justice among subjects much less per-
fect. And if conflict arises not only from the quality of the
relations among them, it may be that no amount of im-
provement in the individual subjects would be sufficient to
produce harmony in anarchy.”

Thus, Waltz's approach to international order is not based on the
evaluation of volatile intentions and ephemeral personalities, but it
is based on the analysis of the norms of the international system
and on the distribution of capabilities. .

The third “image” consists in a systemic theory of international
politics. In his book Man, the Stare and War, Waltz warns us
against the fallacy of adopting “a single-cause approach to this [the
problem of war] or to almost any other problem”™. In particular, he
argues that the “third image describes the framework of world
politics, but without the first and second images there can be 10
knowledge of the forces that determine policy; the first and second
images describe the forces in world politics, but without the third
image it is impossible to assess their importance or predict their re-
sults™, Thus, in terms of the Theory of Internarional Politics, the
approach adopted by Waltz in Man, the State and War seems to be
less ‘systemic’; for, in the first book ‘struciure’ s studied as an
autonomous, ‘efficient’ cause of war, whereas, in the latter, Waliz
explicitly rejects any uni-dimensional commitment solely to the
third “jimage” and studies anarchy as a ‘permissive’ condition and
not only as an ‘efficient’ cause of war.

In his Theory of International Politics, Waliz, after the study of
anarchy, proceeds with the study of the other structural component

* See K.N. Waltz, op.cit. (ref. 32}, p. 115.
3 See K.N. Waltz, op.cit. (ref. 32), p. 229.
% See K.N. Waltz, op.cit. (ref. 32), p. 238.
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of the mternational-nolitical sysiem, namely the distribution of ca-
pabilities. Whereas anarchy explains a continuity of behaviour in
the form of balance-of-power arrangements, the distribution of ca-
pabilities changes across systems, so that, while anarchy and states
are the constants of the international systemn, the distribution of
power, or the number of great powers, is the only systemic compo-
nent of international politics that varies. Wakz defines power in
ierms of the disiribution of capabilities by stating that “an agent is
powerful 10 the exient that he affects others more than they affect
him™ . However, he recognises that, even though “power is a key
concept in realist theory, its proper definition remains a matter of
controversy”™.

Waltz compares various international systems with respect to
the distribution of capabilities in order to ascertain which type of
system is more likely o bring order. In particular, Waltz poses the
question “whether we should prefer iarger or smaller numbers of
great powers™ and argues that few is better than many and two is
the optirnum. His reasoning goes as follows, First, he draws
analogies with microeconomic theory:

Economically, large numbers of competitors are wanted be-
cause free competition makes rthem try harder to supply
what consumers want at good prices. [...] Internationally,
large numbers of great powers are not wanted because we
care more about the fate of states than about the efficiency
with which they compete. [...] What is deplored econormi-
cally is just what is wanted politicalty.

Second, Waltz tries to show why two is the optimum number of
great powers. He argues that international interdependence should
be understood as ‘mutual vulnerability’ and not as ‘mutual sensi-

7 See K.N, Waliz, op.cit. {ref. 1), p. 192.
* See K.N. Waltz, op.cit. (ref. 13), p. 333.
¥ See K.N. Waltz, op.cit. {ref. 1), p. 129.
¥ See K.N. Waltz, op.cit. (ref. 1), p. 138.

tvity’: “Two or more parties are interdependent if they depend on

one another about equailly for the supply of goods and services.

They are interdependent if the costs of brealing their relations or
2

the number of great powers declines, their size increases and thus
they are less interdependent, e.z. the “larger 4 couniry, the higher
the proportion of its business it does ai home™. According o
Waltz, lower systemic interdependence is a good thing, because
“clese interdependence means closencss o band 1
prospect of oceasional conflict™.

Whereas Morgenthau deplores the system  which
emerged after World War H because it b tributed to the de-
cline of diplomacy, Waltz maintains that the post-war bipolar sys-
term is the most stable balance of power:

L

In muitipelar systems there are (0o many powers (o permit
any of them 1o draw clear and fixed lines berwesn allies and
adversaries and too faw 1o kesw the effects of defection low,
With three or more powers flexibility of alliances keeps re-
Iations of friendship and enmity fluid and makes evervone’s
estimate of the present and future relation of forces uncer-
tain. [...7 In a bipolar world uncertainty lessens and calcula-
tions are easier to make.*

The above-mentioned argument of Waliz is based on his view that,
in the bipolar system, defection amoeng allies is less likely to cause
the outbreak of wars as a result of miscalculations. For, Waliz
maintains that, in a bipolar world, miscalculation is minimal be-
cause of the clarity of actual and potential threats and because each
superpower develops its own means with which it sustaing strate-
gies to cope with these threats.

' See K.N. Waltz, op.cir. (ref. 1), p. 143.
“ See K.N. Waltz, op.cir. (ref. 1), p. 145.
* See K.N. Waltz, op.cit. (ref. 1), p. 138.
“ See K.N. Waltz, op.cit. (ref. 1), p. 168.
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Waltz devotes the last chapter of his Theery of International
Politics to the management of international affairs, where such
global problems as proliferation, pellution, poverty and population
are studied. Waltz argues that, given the anarchic nature of inter-
national relations, the management of international affairs cannot
be entirely entrusted (o international organisations or supernational
agencies. “Great tasks can be accomplished only by agents of great
capability”, i.e. great powers, in the hope that, even if those pow-
erful agents will not be always successful, “they will not get it all
wrong’ ', Even if sovereign states act based on the doctrine of rai-
son d’ état, the superpowers in a bipolar world maintain a global
view of the international system because the maintenance of inter-
national order implies the maintenance of their hegemonic posi-
tions:

Global problems can be solved by no nation singly, only by
a number of nations working together. But who can provide
the means and who will pay the major share of cosis? Un-
less we do [the U.5.A.], the co-operative ventures of nations
will be of limited extent and effect. [...] If the leading
power does not lead, the others cannot follow. All nations
may be in the same leaky world boat, but one of them
wields the biggest deeper.”

In fact, Waltz maintains that, in comparison with domestic politics,
co-ordination among states to solve common problems is small and
that this level of international co-ordmation would be even lower
without the support and leadership provided by great powers, es-
pecially by the United States. For, Waltz argues that superpowers
in a bipolar system define their interests in global terms and thus
are prone to the maintenance of international order and of the se-
curity of their allies.

* See K.N. Waltz, op.cir. (ref. 1), p. 169,
“ See K.N. Waltz, op.cit. (ref. 1), p. 206.
7 See K.N. Waltz, op.cit. (ref. 1), p. 210.
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Finally, Waltz argues that the “urge to explain is not born of the
idle curiosity alone™®, but it “is produced also by the desire to
control, or at least to know if control is possible, rather than merely
to predict”™. However, he is not engaged in prescriptive tasks.
Waltz does not formulate prescriptions for states for two reasons:
first, becanse his theory is ‘systernic’ and therefore is not con-
cerned with foreign policy analysis; second, because the interna-
tional system itself, by ‘socialising’ the states acting in it, shows
them the most efficient ways of action.

3.2. A Critical Analysis of Waltz’s Theory of Interna-
tional Relations

In this section, I shall depend on what I have argued in chapter |
in order to formulate a critical analysis of Waltz’s theory of inter-
national politics with respect to the following issues: (1) the manner
in which and the extent to which his theory can gain empirical
content; (ii} the role of systemic and unii-level forces in an empiri-
cally meaningful theory of international politics; (ii1) the nature of
the state and its significance in international polifics; (iv) “change’
in international politics; (v) the significance of international politi-
cal economy and transnational relations in the construction of an
empirically meaningful theory of international politics.

3.2.1. Is Waliz’s Theory Empirically Testable?

The analysis of Waltz’s scholarly work that took place in sec-
tion 3.1 implies that Waltz’s wish is to formulate a scientific theory
of internationat politics. However, even though Waltz seems to ad-
here to the claim that theories of international politics are struc-
turally homomorphic to natural scientific theories, he differentiates
a theory from the reality to which it refers. Waltz tries to formulate
a grand theory of international politics, i.e. 2 macro-level map of

* See K.N. Waltz, op.cit. (ref. 1), p. 6
* See K.N. Waltz, op.cit. (ref. 1), p. 6
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the terrain of international politics as a whole, and thus his theory
1s necessarily characterised by a high level of abstraction. But, in
doing so, he undermines the social-scieniific credentials of his
theoretical construction because of the following reasons. First,
Waltz is committed to the awtonomy of his subject-matter —
namely, internationat politics. This is a contradiction; for, no one
can consistently maintain that one can be faithiui both to fhe sci-
entific methodology, which is independent of the particular fea-
tures of each individual academic discipline, and to the antonomy
of his subject-matter. Second, once Waltz distinguishes between
‘true theories’ and ‘facts’, his views on the nature and the role of
ermnpirical theory become fuzzy. In fact, he has formulated no crite-
rion of cognitive or empirical significance, and he has not clarified
the manner in which and the extent to which the constifnent state-
ments of his theory can gain empirical content. In other words,
Waliz aims at the construction of a scientific theory but he has not
endowed it with clear-cut criteria of empirical relevance, on the
basis of which the very constituent statements of the theory itself
can be evaluated. Third, the fuzziness which pervades Waltz's
view on the cognitive status of theories has serious implications for
his procedures for evaluating the usefulness of theories; for, R.D.

Spegele argues that “if we have a dualistic theory- wmld; view and

we do not have a correspondence theory of truth available to match
theory up with reality, the sceptic would seem to be justified in
saying that there is no basis for believing that there is any relation-
ship between the picture and what the picture is supposed to repre-
sent”™. In other words, if a theory itself cannot be empirically re-
futed, if it 1s by definition immune from any empirically founded
truth evaluation, then it cannot be considered to be empirically
meaningful, and, in order such a theory to have any significance at
atl, the relationship between the ‘theory’ and the ‘world’ which it

* See R.D. Spegele, Political Realism in International Theory
{Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1996), p. 16.
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is supposed to explain must be clarified. Waltz adopts a dualistic
theory-world view, and he does not clarify the relationship between
‘theory’ and ‘world’, so that the empirical significance of his the
ory is unciear.

Moregver, I should mention that Waltz’s attempt is [0 construct
a theory which 1s imnmune from historical contextuality and whose
scope is to organise the field of Internationai Relations rather than
produce empirical hypotheses. Thus, Waltz, aiming at the con-
struction of a grand theory, abandons the premises of empiricism
presented in sections 1.1 and 1.2, In general, a grand theory can be
easily distingunished from a theory which is based on the empiricist
approach presented in section 1.2 by the scope and absiraction of
its subject-matter. The scope of a grand theory is to organise the
field to which it refers, and it is based on the autonomy of ifs sub-
ject-matter, i.e. on a high level of abstraction. Cn the contrary, as |
have argued in section 1.2, a theory which 1s based on the premises
of empiricism is mainly a source of empirical hypotheses o be
tested.

Waltz's view on testing theories is problematic. Michas!
Nicholson has explained that in “Waltz’s model, the states [...] like
the firm either they can take an appropriate set ol decisions io
mainiain or increase their power or they can fail in sysiemic terms.
They have choices but they are exireme choices — do as the system
dictates or go to the wall — though it can be supposed that there are
some technical, lower-level choices of alternative methods of
maintaining power™'. Thus, Nicholson has reasonably asked,
“How would we teil whether this system were the case or not?””,
In International Relations, we do not have a criterion of failure as
clear-cut as bankruptey is in economics. Waltz's theory does not
exclude the possibility of mistakes “either because they misjudged

! See M. Nicholson, Causes and Consequences in International Rela-
tions: A Conceptual Study (London: Pinter, 1996}, p. 92.

*? See M. Nicholson, op.cit. (ref. 51), p. 92.
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the power situation or because they unwisely neglected the basic
precepts of power politics. Thus, the British and French actions at
Suez in 1956 which appear to counter the neo-realist theory do so
only if we assume, very unreasonably, that people never make
mistakes™. Hence, Nicholson maintains that, in Waltz’s theory, “a
very large number of events can be ‘explained’ either by the theory
working properly, or, if this fails, by arguing that the actors have
made mistakes™. Moreover, since international systems may
change as a result of redistributions of power and since the dura-
tion of these periods of change varies, we “can fend off counter-
instances by arguing that not enough dme has passed yet™.
Therefore, Waltz’s theoretical construction reduces 0 a tautology,
since “it is consistent with any facts about the world™®.

In addition, it must be mentioned that Waltz's ‘hard confirmary
tests’ of his assertions are not as effective as he has assumed, be-
cause the way states act is not deterministic (after all, states may
perpetrate mistakes) and also because unit-level and structural
forces interact with each other and the effects of one of them may
be frustrated by the effects of the other. In particular, R.O. Keo-
hane argues that Waltz — by seeking “confirmation through obser-
vation of difficult cases™ — “is not examining a universe of cases,
in all of which states would prefer not to conform to ‘international
practice’, and asking how often they nevertheless do conform. In-
stead, he is looking only at the latter cases, chosen because they
are consistent with his theory™. Therefore, the manner in which
Waltz construes the task of theory construction leads to empirical
meaningless, since his theory cannot be empirically refuied.

* See M. Nicholson, op.cir. (ref. 51}, p. 92.
** See M. Nicholson, op.cit. (ref. 51), p. 92.
* See M. Nicholson, op.cit. (ref. 51), p. 92.
*$ See M. Nicholson, op.cit. (ref. 51), p. 92.
7 See K.N. Waltz, op.cit. (ref. 1), p. 125.

¥ See R.O. Keohane, “Theory of World Politics: Structural Ralism and
Beyond”, in R.O. Keohane (ed.}, op.cit. (ref. 13), p. 172,
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3.2.2. The Problem of Levels of Analysis

Another major methodological issue in Waltz's Theory of inter-
natienal Politics is his commifment to systems theories. One of the
first social scientists who made exiensive use of the idea of
‘systems’ . was the sociologist Talcott Parsons”. Parsons was
mainly concerned with the functioning of the “system’ whose rep-
resentation was society ag a whole. However, he stndies the general
social system as being interrelated with other systems: the “cultural
system’, the ‘system of the individual personality’ and other sub-
systerns related to each other (e.g. the ‘actor-situation system’, the
‘system of expectations’, etc.). Thus, Parsons aveids the fallacy of
a homogeneous system which merely conirols the individual, 1e.
he recognises the interaction of unit-level and structural forces and
does not isolate the system from its units in a sharp manner. On the
other hand, Waltz treats the ‘system’ as a homogeneous entity (i.e.
as unaffected by unit-level forces), and also he isolates the study of
the ‘system’ from the study of its ‘units’. But, in order to determine
the functioning of the system, one must know, among other things,
the relationships of the ‘components’ to the ‘ensemble’ and the
‘performance’ of the system®™. Nevertheless, J.G. Ruggie argues
that, in Waltz’s Theory of International Politics, “structural fea-
tures are sharply differendated from unit-ievel processes, and
structure is the productive agency that operates at the level of sys-
tern. [...] The problem with Waltz's posture is that, in any social
system, struciural change itself ultimately has no source other than
unit-level processes. By banishing these from the domain of sys-
temic theory, Waltz also exogenises the ultimate source of sys-

" See T. Parsons, The Structure of Social Action (Glencee, Tl The Tree
Press, 1949); T. Parsons, The Social System {London: Routiedge and
Kegan Paul, 1952).

0 See C. McClelland, Theory and the International System (New York:
Macmillan, Inc., 1966).
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temic change”. Thus, Waitz, by failing to describe and explain the
dialectical relationship between ‘agent’ and ‘structure’, slips into
the fallacy of reduoctionism, against which he has warned us. For,
apart from the reductionism of the first and second “images”, there
is the reductionism of the thud “image”, which consists in the ab-
sence of a dialectical understanding of the relationship between
‘agent’ and ‘structure’. The reductionism of the third tmage con-
sists in the reduction of the international-political causes to siruc-
tural forces. By reducing the international-political causes o
scructaral forces, one does not and cannot explain the manner in
which sctructural and unit-level forces interact with each other.

My arguments in section 1.2 imply that an analytical model
must safisly the foilowing requirements: it musi present as com-
plete and undistorted a picture of the phenomena under considera-
tion as is possible {i.e. it must correlate with obiective reality and
coincide with our empirical referents to the highest possible de-
gree); it must have a strong capacity to explain the relationships
among the phenomena under investigation, finally, it must offer the
promise of reliable prdiction. As fo explanatory capability, the
system-onented approach to infernational relations poses some
genuine difficuities: (1) it tends to fead the student into a position
which exaggerates the impact of the system upon the national ac-
tors and, conversely, discounis the impact of the actors on the sys-
tem; (i1) it requires that we postulate a high degiee of uniformity in
the foreign policy operational codes of our national actors. On the
other hand, just as the nation-as-actor focus permits us to avoid the
inaccurate homogenization which usually stems from the systernic
focus, it also may lead us into the opposite type of distortion (i.e.
the exaggeration of the differences among our sub-systemnic ac-
tors).

Now, I shall present the significance of the dialectical relation-

® See J.G. Ruggie, “Continuity and Transformation in the World Polity:
Toward a Neorealist Synthesis”, in R.O. Keochane (ed.), op.ciz. (vef. 13),
p. 151-152.

ship between systemic and unit level forces for the construction of
an empirical theory by considering an example: arms races and the
outbreak of war.

Waliz devotes a great deal of his analysis fo the siudy of
‘security dilemmas’ and particularly of the role of arms races be-
tween competing states in an anarchic world in ensuring or un-
dermining the international order™, His analysis is based on the as-
sumption of a, more or less, deterministic world system, whers the
actions of a given state are a reaction to those of other states 1nn the
system, which, in tom, are reactions {0 prior actions of the given
naticn, etc. In order to study a security dilemma, one must take
both unit-fevel and systemic variables into consideration. In other
words, the military capabilities and other fearures of the internal
structures of the competing states as well as the structural rules of 2
competitive international system must find their place in one’s
analysis of security dilemmas. On the other hand, Waliz restricts
his analysis to structural causes, and thus he comes up with an one-
sided theoretical construction, based on the isolation of only one
component — namely, structure — from the world sysiem, without
studying the second component — namely, the individual states.
The analysis of security dilemmas that follows shows that Waltz's
decision to theoretically factor states out weakens the empirical
significance and the explanatory power of his theory.

Alvin M. Saperstein® has proposed a mode! of discussing the
above questions which is based on non-linear analysis and has the
advantage that it provides a synthesis of unit-level and systemic
variables. In particular, Saperstein’s model is a synthesis of two

 For more details, see K.N. Waltz, op.cit. {ref. 32), p. 172-186; K.N.
Waltz, op.cit. (ref. 1}, p. 186-187.

© See AM. Saperstein, “Mathematical Modeling of the Effects of
‘Capability’ and ‘Intent’ on the Stability of a Competitive International
Systemn”, Synthese, 100(1994), 359-378.
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other models, the first of which is due to Richardson® and the sec-
ond due to Lee, Zinnes and Muncaster®.

As I have already mentioned in section 1.4 (Example 1), in
Richardson’s model, the military capabilities of competing states
are the unique determinants of an arms race. The general form of
the Richardson arms race equation is

J'c;.xZaij—i—b,-’ (1)
i

where x; = x,(7) is the positive valued time-dependent variable rep-
resenting the Richardson military capability of state I (i=1,...N),
and it is the sum (expressed in terms of a common numerical
measure, e.g. U.S. Dollars) of the total resources devoted to mili-

tary purposes by nation 7. The dot over x; ( &, ) denotes the time de-
rivative of x; (if %, is positive, then the arms stock of nation 7 in-
creases, and, it X, is negative, then the nation / decreases its mili-

tary spending). The sum () over j is the sum over all N nations in
the system. The parameters a (i = i ) express the response of na-

tion i to the military capability of a different nation j and are al-
ways positive. If i believes that j has a military capability, then i
will increase its military capability and its rate of increase will be
proportional to the size of j’s arms stock. The diagonal parameters
a; are usually negative and are known as ‘fatigue (erms’: the
greater i's size of military stockpile the greater i’s tendency to de-
crease it. However, a; may be positive if the ‘military-industrial
complex’ in nation i has a significant influence on the political
process in nation i If the parameter 3; is positive, then it repre-

# See L.F. Richardson, Arms and Insecuriry (Pittsburgh: Boxwood Press,
1960).

® See S.C. Lee, R.G. Muncaster and D.A. Zinnes, “The Friend of my Hn-
emy is my Enemy: Modeling Triadic International Relationships”, Syn-
these, 100(1991), 333-358.

* See A.M. Saperstein, op.cit. (ref. 63), p. 366.
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sents the innate hostility of nation i for the other nations in the
system, so that i increases its military capability independently of
the military capabilities of the other nations; if b; is negative, then
it represents a decrease in i's military capability independently of
the other nations’ policies.

Lee, Zinnes and Muncaster have introduced a variable rj; repre-
senting the relation between nations / and j. If 7 18 positive, tlhe*ﬁ i
represents friendship or co-operation; if ry; is neganve, then it rep-
resenis enmity or conflict. Hence, going back to Richardson’s
equation (1), b; can be expressed as {oliows:

b, :_E’VUYJ' ’
J

where the 3 are N positive parameters measuring the impact of Te-
lationships on the evolution of military capabilities. The negative
sign is necessary because a positive relationship implies a decrease
in {'s military capability.

The Richardson equation {1) should be modified again in order
to account for the fact that i’s response — expressed by a; — 10 an
increase in another nation’s military capability is conditioned by
the political-economic power of nation i. Let p; stand for the total
national resources of nation 7 (¢.g. p; may be regarded as the GINP
of nation i). Then the relationship between a; and p; can be ex-
pressed by the quadratic relation

2
Q= Py
Moreover, another modification of the Richardson equation (1)
is necessary in order to meet the requirement that a nation’s re-
sponse to an increase in another nation’s military capability de-

pends on the relationship between the two nations. Thus, the re-
sponse coefficient can be written as

a; (1-T )

where 7} are N positive parameters measuring the impact of rela-
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tionships on the evolution of military capabilities. If the relation-
ship between { and j is negative, then i’s response to j’s military
build-up is greater than it would be if the relationship between 7
and j were positive,

As a result of the above modifications of expressions (1), the
Richardson model can be reformulated as follows®:

x~2p, a, (1-T 5 )x, Zv T @)

Lee, Muncaster and Zinnes have formuiateé a model (hereafier
‘LMZ™y which is based on the structural rules of an anarchic, com-
petitive international system: the friend of my enemy is my enemy;
the enemy of my enemy is my friend; the friend of my friend is my
friend; the 6nemy of my friend 1s my enemy. The LMY model is

+EZ Pty - (3)

where A and B are positive constants. The time-dependent variable
riy=r{f) represents the relationships between nations i and j,
ranging from positive friendly relations to negative hostile ones
(the variables ry are set to be equal to zero, since we are not inter-
ested in the relations of a nation with itself). The constant A stands
for the rule that any friendship of nation i toward nation j is en-
hanced by immediate past friendship, and, by analogy, conflict is
enhanced by immediate past conflict. The constant B stands for the
fundamental rules of the LMZ model stated above. If i and j are
both hostile or both friendly to a third nation k, then r; increases
since the relation between i and j improves. Because the relation-
ship between any nations i and j is assumed to be symmetric,
T = T

Sapersiein has argued that, in the model given by equation (3),
“the evolution of the relationship between the nations is driven
solely by existing relationships; national military capabilitics have

 See A.M. Saperstein, op.cit. (tef. 63), p. 368.
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no influence. This does not seem reasonable”®. Thus, he has pro-
posed the following modification of the ‘direct structural interac-
tion rule’™:

= Az (1 Oy 72 J)

where the positive coefficients oy measure the impact of military
capability on the development of particular relationships (‘intents’)
among nations. In addition, if we assume that nations { and j are
not only friendly but also jointly hostile to nation %, then ry in-
creases; to account for this three party effect {"load- sharmg ). Sa-
perstein has modified the non-linear term of equation (3) o'

BZ T (} Bikxkf'}k)rkj (3-_ ﬁkj};_'j?kj\:”
J

where the f; are positive capability-intent cosfficients. Therefore,
the original LMZ model reduces to

=g 1oy i+ +B§::k(3 B

It has been already mentioned that a nation’s military build-up
is conditioned by that nation’s resources, and therefore an arms
race model must include a relation between the variables pi(f), x(f)
and (7). The time evolution of overall capability p; of nation 7 can
be expressed as follows’":

P =cp '1"7][2”;}57;’1”2@;}%» (5)
i i

s -Bnla ) @

where ¢; and 7; are positive coefficients; however, the signs of the

coefficients o; — referred to as the ‘iron-triangle parameters’ — are
not predetermined, since there is “much disagreement as (o

5 See A.M. Saperstein, op.cit. (ref. 63), p. 369,
¥ See A.M. Saperstein, op.cit. (ref. 63), p. 369,
" See A.M. Saperstein, op.cit. (ref. 63), p. 370.
' See A.M. Saperstein, op.cit. (ref, 63), p. 373.
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whether a strong military capability (a large ‘military-industrial-
complex’ or “iron-triangle’) leads to an increase in overall societal

capability (oy; > 0) or a decrease (o < 0). (The former was clearly
the case for the British Empire, and the latter was clearly the case
for the Soviet Union)”™.

Equations (2), (4) and (5) are the component sub-models of a
complete extended model. The system of equations (2), (4) and (5)
“1s much more complex than its three component sub-models™,
and its solutions “may exhibit chaotic and non-chaotic regions and
the possibility of wansition between them as the parameters are
varied””. Therefore, one has to look for “necessary or sufficient
conditions for the possibility or impossibility of chaos = war in the
model””. Tt is easily seen that “a sufficient condition for the im-

possibility of chaos in the extended model is that g = 8= o= 0",

Saperstein has explained the meaning of the previous sufficient
condition as follows:

A world with no ‘fron friangles’, in which changes of mili-
tary capability do not lead to changes in national intents to-
wards other nations, will not succumb to war, even in the
midst of an arms race. Conversely, in an arms-racing world,
the presence of one or more ‘iron triangles’ or ‘verification
systems’ which enable changing military capabilities to in-
fluence international relationships is a necessary — though
not sufficient — condition for the outhreak of war.”

The preceding analyéis implies that both unit-level and struc-
tural forces should be included in an empirically significant model

" See A.M. Saperstein, op.ciz. (ref. 63), p. 373.
7 See AM. Saperstein, op.cit. (ref. 63), p. 375.
" See AM. Saperstein, op.cit. (ref. 63), p. 375.

” See A.M. Saperstein, op.cit. (ref. 63), p. 376.
© ™ See A.M. Saperstein, op.cir. (ref. 63), p. 376.
7 See AM. Saperstein, op.cit. (vef. 63), p. 376.

of the behaviour of the international-peolitical system. Waltz — by
ignoring the dialectical relationship between umt-level and struc-
tural forces — is restricted to an ideal type — namely, pure structure.
Thus, he has also failed to construct a model capable of represent-
ing the peace-war changes of state of the international system.

3.2.3. The Nature of the State and Its Significance in International
Politics

Waltz claims that his theory of international politics is analo-
gous to microeconomic theory which “describes how an order is
sponiancously formed from the self-interested acts and interactions
of individual units — in this case, persons and firms™™. Before ex-
amining the empirical meaningfulness of the above claim in inter-
national politics, T should mention that the manner in which Waliz
construes microeconomics has undergone sericus criticisms by
many economists. In fact, Waliz is intellectually anchored in the
classical view of the firm, whereas there is a different approach fo
the concept of a firm which dominates in econornic analysis. In
Waltz’s microeconomic analysis, the firm is an ideal type formu-
lated to fit its prescribed role in partial-equilibrium theory. On the
other hand, various economists have proposed the conceptual
autonomy for the “firm’, gained by treating it as a case of the gen-
eral phenomenon of social organisation”. Where such organisation
involves conscious co-operation, as it does in the firm, the key role

" See X.N. Waltz, op.cit. (vef. 1), p. 89,

" Chester Bamard has laid the foundations for a theory of conscious co-
operation which can provide a conceptual framework for the study of the firmy;
see C. Barnard, The Functions of the Executive (Cambridge, Mass.: Harvard
University Press, 1938). Also, John von Neumann and Oskar Morgenstern
have laid the foundations of game theory; see J. von Neumnann and O. Mor-
genstern, The Theory of Games and Fconomic Behaviowr (Princeton M.1:
Princeton University Press, 1947). Finally, Herbert A. Simon has achieved a
synthesis of Barnard’s concept of organisation and MNeumann’s and Morgen-
stern’s concept of game of strategy; see HLA. Simon, Administrative Behav-
iour (New Yorl: Macmillan, 1947).
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is that of the “maximisation centre™ (the peak of the executive or-
ganisation) which determines the ends of the organisation and the
means of co-ordination of achieving the ends. The behaviour of the
“maximisation centre” cannot be explained merely by means of the
rational norm, since it is subject to a variety of influences some of
which affect the value premises while others affect the factual
premises of its decisions. The preference system of ithe
“maximisation centre” is a resultant of all these influences. There-
fore, microeconomics is neither just the realm of the firm nor just
the realm of market structures; a microeconomic theory aims at
explaining how economic actors react to modify their environment.

An empirically meaningful micrceconomic theory contains both
unit-level and structural considerations. Similarly, some interna-
tional-relations scholars maintain that a student of international
politics should try to construct theories that are not entirely com-
mitted to ideal types and to one-sided analyses. Referring to this is-
sue, R.O. Keohane argues that

we need a muliidimensional approach to world politics that
incorporates several analytical frameworks or research pro-
grams. One of these should be that of Structural Realism,
which has the virtues of parsimony and clarity, although the
range of phenomena that it encompasses is limited. Another
[...] should be a modified structural research program.
which relaxes some of the assumptions of Structural Real-
ism but retains enough of the hard core to generate a prior
predictions on the basis of mformation about the interna-
tional environment. Finally, we need better theories of do-
mestic politics, decision-making, and information process-
ing, so that the gap between the external and internal envi-
renments can be bridged in a systematic way, rather than
simply adding catalogues of exogenously determined for-
cign policy facts to theoretically more rigorous structural

% The term is originally due to G.E. Thirlby, “Notes on the Maximisation Proc-
ess in Company Administration”, Econormica, XVIL{1950), 266-282.
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models 8

Within this perspective, an empiricaily relevant theory of interna-
tional politics should depend on a multidimensional field of analy-
sis, where both systemic and unit-fevel forces find their explicit
place. For, there are internal, international and mixed factors which
interact with each other and influence the capability of a state. For
instance, as I have already argued in section 1.3, values influence
capabilities and are influenced by capabilities.

Morgover, it is worth mentioning that Sayder and Diesing™ give
emphasis to the attempt to bridge the gap between external and in-
ternal environments. Studying game-theoretical models, they argue
that structural realism does not constitute a sufficient basis for the
understanding of international crises; the “iniernal-external inier-
action” is a key to the understanding of international crises. Thus,
they have explored information processing and decision-making;
these two concepts are necessary in order (0 consiruct an empiri-
cally meaningful theory of international politics since both unit-
level and systemic variables must find their place in a theory which
is empirically relevant, as I have argued in chapter 1.

Waltz stresses the manner in which the international system
moulds the behaviour of states. Yet, an alternative approach is
provided by hypergame analysis™, which adopts the presumption
that actors construe the world differently. The players are uncertain
about the nature of the game in which they are engaged. Thus, we
begin with a set of subjective games, one for each player, which
may have quite different players, strategies and preferences, but

¥ See R.O. Keohane, “Theary of World Politics: Structural Realism and
Beyond”, in R.Q. Kechane (ed.), Necrealism and Iis Critics (New
York: Columbia University Press, 1986), p. 191.

- See G.H. Snyder and P. Diesing, Conflict among Nations: Bargaining,

Decision Making and System Structure in International Crises
(Princeton, N.J.: Princeton University Press, 1977).

® See P. Bennett, “Towards 2 Theory of Hypergames”, Qmega, 5(1997),
749-751.
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they are all connected with each other, in the sense th-at an action
taken in one of them has an impact on the others. For instance, the
standard prisoner’s dilemma arms race model™ can be rgformu—
fated as a hypergame model by adding different perceptions as

follows:

deploy withdraw deploy withdraw

attack attack

escalate ascalate

U.8.5.R. perception ¥J.5.A. perception

The above diagram is a game-theoretical model of the Cuban
missile crisis. Bach cell in the irees represents a possible outcome
and the cells indicate the player’s preferences that guide their de-
cisions; the figures shown in the cells represent prefel:ence rank-
ings from 4 (best) down to 1 (worst). Instead of postulating that the
two sides, the U.S. and the U.S.S.R., agree on what each othe-r’s
preferences are, the above model illustrates the popular contention
that the U.S.S.R. misunderstood U.S. preferences; namely, the So-
viet leadership believed that they could place their missiles in Cuba
without provoking a military response from the U.S. The tree on
the left illustrates this possible Soviet view. ,

Hypergame analysis highlights the misinterpreta_ﬂon of one ac-
tor’s preferences by another actor. By misinterpreting another ac-

* See P. Bennett, op.cit. (tef. 83).
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tor’s preferences, the given actor formulates a different picture of
his or her historical environment and of the opportunities he or she
has as well as of the risks he or she undertakes by making certain
decisions. Hence, Waltz’s argument that states are merely moulded
by the international environment needs a qualification; namely,
states are moulded by what they construe to be the international
environment. However, another qualification of Waltz's argument
about the impact of the international system on the state’s behav-
iour is necessary.

Waltz maintains that the states are similar units whose behav-
iour can be sufficiently interpreted by the impact that the interna-
tional system has on them. I have used hypergame analysis to show
that the impact of the international system on the individual states
is not as clear-cut as Waltz had assumed. Additionally, I shall show
that states are not as alike as Waltz had assumed and that this unit-
level differentiation affects the states’ behaviour, calling for an
analysis of internal-external effects (i.e. how the domestic structure
of a state affects its external behaviour),

in the era of advanced industrialisation, societies are not charac-
terised by unitary, decision-making aunthorities which might le-
gitimise the treatment of the states merely as functionally alike
‘units’ of the international system. At the domestic level, the life of
states 1s marked by different cultural features and by a siruggle for
political power. Political power should be understood as the power
to influence in a substantive way - directly or indirectly — the ulti-
mate outcome of the political process, i.e. the relevant decision-
making authority (e.g. the national assembly, the covernment, the
bureaucracy, etc.) in the process of making decisions which are
formally appropriate to its specified function. An exercise of power
is a relation in which one actor A; makes an action which causes
another acior A, to do what actor A; intends but that A, would not
do otherwise™. In other words, the definition of power depends on

¥ See R. Bell, D.V. Edwards and R.H. Wagner {eds), Political Power: A
Reader in Theory and Research (London: Callier-Macmillan, 1969).
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what A.S. McParland calls “force differentials”™, referring "o
what happens when a first causal agent pushes one way (force) and
a second causal agent pushes another way (resistance). The
stronger push or stronger force is the ‘stronger’ cause, 1.¢. the more
powerful agent™.

Contemporary societies contain various power oligopolies ex-
ercising political influence. The large firm (‘large’ in relation to
the national market), the industrial association, the labour union,
the farmers’ co-operative, the professional association, any group
which is united by some given esprit de corps, such as the military,
embassies, international organisations, internationally important
private establishments (especially those dealing with credit), etc.
all exercise political influence. For instance, in France, intimate
“relationships between many interest groups and ministries have
been gradually institutionalised into corporatist patterns thanks to
which no decision is made without the consent of the interests in-
volved and no decision is implemented without the active partici-
pation of the interest organisation involved™. Additionally, I have
already studied Saperstein’s model which illustrates the impact of
the “military-industrial complex” on a state’s foreign policy.

Furthermore, I should mention that there may exist a ‘parallel
authority’ which wields the essence of power and leaves its formal
trappings to the official authorities®. In other words, political
power is Janus-faced: political power may be exercised in an overt
and observable way, and it may be exercised covertly as well.

The preceding analysis of political power shows that the
‘national interest” and the ‘national strategy’ of a state — which are

% See A.S. McFarland, Power and Leadership in Pluralist Systems
{Stanford: Stanford University Press, 1969), p. 11.
¥ See A.S. McFarland, op.cit.(ref. 86), p. 11.

% See R.C. Macridis, “The Politics of France”, in R.C. Macridis (ed.),
Modern Political Systems: Europe (Englewood Cliffs, N.I.: Prentice
Hall, 1990), p. 70-71.

¥ See R. Bell, D.V. Edwards and R.H. Wagner (ed.), op.cit. (ref. 85).
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the foundations of Waltz’s analysis of a state’s behaviour — cannot
be studied independently of a nexus of vested interests representing
particular social groups, or power oligopolies, rather that the whole
society. Therefore, contrary to Waltz’s assumption, governments
do not follow a national strategy dictated by obiective and clear-cut
guidelines which are dictated by the international system, but in-
creasingly they find themselves in the role of negotiators or arbitra-
tors among different vested interests or power groups. Their own
survival in power depends on their ability to achieve the kind of
cormpromise which is appropriate to the network of power pre-
dominant at the time.

Hence, the manner in which the behaviour of a state is moulded
by the international system is not given a priori, but it depends on
the manner in which the given state conceives the historical envi-
ronment in which it acts and on the given state’s domestic stric-
ture. For instance, Samuel Huntington argues that, in a country like
the United States, “a national strategy is impossible because the
interests, issues, institutions, and purposes involved are simply too
diverse and complex to be brought together and integrated into any
sort of coherent pattern’™.

As a conclusion from this section, it follows that an empirically
meaningful theory of international relations cannot be based on a
single level of analysis. An empirically meaningful theory of inter-
national relations has to account for structural forces, for the sig-
nificance of information about the international system in deter-
mining a state’s behaviour and for domestic politics and ifs inter-
action with structural forces in determining a state’s behaviour.

3.2.4. The Question of ‘Change’ in International Politics

Waltz, by restricting himself to the study of the structure of the
international system and arguing that the “texture of international

* See S.P. Huntington, “The Making of American Strategy”, American

Military Strategy (Berkeley: Institute of International Studies Series)
28(1986), 28.



142

politics remains highly constant, patterns recur, and events Itepeat
themselves endlessly’™, does not provide any “means by which to
accouni for, or even to describe, the most important comextuai
change in international politics in the millennium: the shift 'fl‘Ol:l’l
the medieval to the modern international system™, as J G Rt.lggle
maintains. Ruggie argues that the “modern system is distmggxshed
from the medieval not by ‘sameness’ or ‘differences’ of unfts but
by the principles on the basis of which the constituent units are
separated from one another. If anarchy tells us that the poht}cgl
system is a segmented realm, differentiation ?eﬁs us on what basis
the segmentation is determined™. The medieval system was, by
Waltz’s account znarchic, but its difference from the mpdem
(anarchic) system cannot be explained merely by differences in the
distribution of capabilities across units. In particular, ?he medieval
system was characterised by feudal states which “consaslta?d of lord-
vassal relationships™ and its “system of rule was 1eg1‘t1matff-:d by
common bodies of law, religion, and custom that expressed inclu-
sive natural rights pertaining to the social totahity fomed by the
constituent units™, whereas the modern system — whlf:h emerged
after the Treaty of Westphalia (1648) — is charactense_d by the
principle of state sovereignty™. By espousing 2 shfcn"p dzf:hotomy
between structural and unit-level forces, Waltz deprives his theory
from the ability to account for the impact of unit-level forces on
systemic changes. The transition from the medleve?] to the West-
phatian system mentioned by Ruggie illustrates this weakness of

! See K.N. Waltz, op.cir. (ref. 1), p. 66. ’ '

* See I.G. Ruggie, “Continuity and Transformation in the World Polity:
Toward a Neorealist Synthesis”, in R.O. Keohane (ed.), op.cit. (ref. 81),
p. 141.

% See 1.G. Ruggie, op.cir. (ref. 92), p. 142.

* See 1.G. Ruggie, op.cir. (ref. 92), p. 142.

* See 1.G. Ruggie, op.cit. (ref. 92}, p. 143. ' .

% For a detailed study of this concept, see F. Meinecke, Machiavellism
(trans.: D. Scott, New Haven: Yale University Press, 1957).
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Waltz’s theory. The fall of the Roman Empire shows again the in-
ability of Waltz’s theory to account for change successiully.

The Punic Wars brought Rome to political supremacy in the
Mediterranean in the fate second century B.C. But those wars tri g-
gered off domestic changes in the Roman Empire which eventually
destroyed it”. The prolonged campaigning alienated many peasant
soldiers from their ancestral farms, an idle urhan proletariat with
increasing political significance gathered in Rome, and simultane-
ously senators and tax farmers collecting provincial revenues ac-
cumulated unprecedented wealth. Additionally, even though the
frontiers of Roman power continued to expand in the first century
A.D., its cultural integrity was undermined by the growth of Easi-
ern religions such as Christianity, and the armies lost their morsl
bonds with Rome and becare instramenis for ambitious generals
coveting the imperial title. The fall of Rome came when peoples
who had been Roman subjects turned against their former rulers,
Moreover, the development of armoured cavalry weakened the
long mneglected Roman agriculture, which could not satisTy the
needs of the swollen urban population and of the cavalry.

In sum, Waliz restricts his theory to the international system and
maintains that such factors as the quantity, velocity and diversity of
transactions that take place among the actors themselves are
shaped by structure without being concerned with the impact that
those factors have on structure. This weakness of Waltz's theory is
due to the absence of an explicit interest in the study of change.
Waltz is interested in the study of the structural stability of the
texture of international politics and of recurrent patterns. In addi-
tion, Waltz's comumitment to a sharp differendation of unit-level
process from structure and his treatment of structure as the only
productive agency do not allow him, even in principle, to formu-
late an explicit analysis of change which calls for the analysis of

*" See E. Gibbon, Decline and Fall of the Roman Empire (London: Saturn
Book Lid, 1979).
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the dialectical relationship between unit-level and structural proc-
esses (as shown, for instance, in the cases of the transition from the
medieval to the Westphalian systermn and of the fall of the Roman
Hmpire).

3.2.5. The Globalisation of International Political Economy

Globa} {(as opposed to International) Political Economy is “an
economic space transcending all country borders, which co-exists
still with an international economy based on tramnsactions across
country borders and which is regulated by infer-state agreements
and praciices™. The emergence of a world market economy under
iess political control than national economies have been until the
1970s, and not a world economic hegemony based on a single state
or a group of few states, is the cause of the declining autonomy of
many governments over the policy process during the 1980s and
1990s”. As a resull of the globalisation of the international politi-
cal economy (IPE), “the central policy question of contemporary
IPE revolves around the politics of adjustment, that is, the manner
in which governments, irrespective of the power of a given state,
can, or cannot, maintain a greater or lesser semblance of authority
over their policy-making process in the face of globalisation”™.

The globalisation of TPE challenges Waltz’s picture of interna-
tional politics; for, Waltz assumes that states are the only signifi-
cant actors, military force is the dominant instrwment of the states
and security is the dominant goal, whereas the globalisation of IPE

% gee R. Cox, “Structural Issues of Global Governance: Implications for
Europe”, in 8. Gill (ed.), Gramsci, Historical Materialism and Interna-
tional Relations (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1993}, p.
260.

* See S. Strange, “States, Firms and Diplomacy”, International Affairs
68(1992), 1-15.

1 See R, Higgott, “International Political Economy”, in AJ.R. Groom
and M. Light (eds), Contemporary International Relations: A Guide to
Theory (London: Pinter, 1994), p. 163.
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implies that states are not the only significant actors (transnational
actors, such as multinational corporations and international organi-
sations, working across state boundaries are also major actors),
military force is not the only significant instrument (ecenoméc
manipulation and the use of international institutions are also sio-
nificant instrumenis), and security is not the only dominant 5021
(welfare is also a dominant goal). Roger Tooze maintains i‘habt 1%
“the face of the host of problems and issues generated by economic
change at the international level some broadening {and change) of
conceptions has, indeed, taken place™®,

This broadening (and change) of conceptions as a result of the
globalisation of IPE is manifesied first by the fact that economic
issues themselves (e.g. economic welfare, environmental policy,
elc.) may consiiiule part of the international-political agenda with-
out necessarily affecting the power-capabilitics of states, Thus,
Waltz’s theory, which is based on the conception of states as uni-
tary wholes each reacting to the other according to their relative
power and their socialisation by the intemational system, needs
crucial qualifications. Global political economy “identifies three
different levels of economic space (supra-regional, national and
sub-regional), and at least three levels of social organisation (social
forces, states and national societies, global society)”'%. Thus,
global political economy marks a shift from the Westphalian world
to what Cox calls a “multi-level world™®, which cannot be de-
scribed by state-centric theories and where global economic issues
together with other institutions and actors gain major significance.

Second, the globalisation of IPE implies that power may be
econoniic and need not reflect military capacity. This can be de-

I gee R. Tooze, “Economics, International Political Economy ang
Change in the International Systemn”, in B. Buzan and R.1B. Jones
(eFIs), C:hange and the Study of International Relations: The Evaded

1 Dimension (London: Frances Pinter Ltd, 1981), p. 122,

% See R. Higgott, op.cit. (ref. 100), p. 163.

" See R. Cox, op.cit. (ref. 98), p. 263.
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picted by Cox’s analysis of a multi-level wor}q. Although Waliz's
theory is based on a single hierarchy of power, 1n the 1-9805 an‘:.i t]rie
1990s, there is not a single hierarchy which can descn‘ge: the dxsu i-
bution of power in the international system. At the military level,
the world is mainly unipolar, since there is no other power compa-
rable to the United States in military terms. At the economic level,
the world is Targely tripolar, since the United Siate:s, the Eurepean
Union and Japan are the dominant world economic powers since
the 1970s. At the level of transnational interdependence, the world
shows a diffusion of power. -
Third, the framework for international relations is not ?nn_ned in
inter-governmental relations, and it is not just about securily 185U€S.
The growing importance of non-governmental contacts an§ rel}?—
tjonships which may influence, distort or even conflict with t e
relations between governments themselves leads to an expansion
of the international-political agenda which cannot be exclude'd
from an empirically significant theory, since it ma.k'es the'tradi-
tional state-centric model of political realism eﬁ.lpi;ncally irrele-
vant. The emergence of a transnational society 1s ﬂlus.tra,ted by
commercial exchange, migration of persons, common beliefs, tran-
snational organisations and ceremonies or competitions open Lo the
members of all these actors™. One may mention such transnational
flows as “international air flights; ATM machines that can .supp}y
pounds in London, or yen in Tokyo from a bank_ account in Des
Moines; international phone, fax and e-mail; the live global cover-
age by CNIN and other networks of news events; andmi:_he movement
of undocumented workers across territorial borders” 3.' .
Moreover, as a result of the globalisation of IPE, international

104 Que R. Aron, Peace and War: A Theory of International Relations
(London: Weidenfeld and Nicolson, 1966). . N

105 gee §. Krasner, “The Accomplishments of Iqtemaﬁonal Poh_ucal
FEconomy”, in 5. Smith, K. Booth and M. Zalewskz (ed;), Intem_arzorfal
Theory: Positivism and Beyond (Cambridge: Cambridge University
Press, 1996), p. 112.
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relations are characterised by such a kind of interdependence —
both economic and political ~ which affects the autonomy of the
state as well as the achievement of domestic and foreign policy
goals. This can be illustrated by considering, for instance, the oil
crisis of the 1970s. The analysis of this event calls for a multidi-
mensional approach, i.e. one must consider changes in the disizi-
bution of power within the issue of oil itself (structural causes),
changes in the balance of power, especially in the Persian Guif
(unit-level causes) and changes in international institutions
(transnational politics).

In the 1960s, the oil regime was a private oligopoly — dominated
by the seven sisters — closely associated with the governments of
the major consuming nations. The multinationals were setting the
rate of production, and prices were determined by the market in the
rich countries. By the early 1970s, however, the oil regime
changed dramatically: the producing countries set the rate of pro-
duction, and thus their policies have a serious impact on price. Az a
result, a substantial shift of political and economic power from the
traditional rich oil-consuming countries to the relatively poor oil-
producing countries took place.

The above-mentioned change in the oil regime has three major
causes'. The first cause was a change in the balance of power, es-
peciaily in the Persian Guif, as a result of the rise of nationalism
and decolonisation. In particular, when the Crganisation of Petro-
teum Exporting Countries (OPEC) was formed in 1960, half of its
member-states were colonies of Europe; by 1973, they were all in-
dependent. In addition, the rise of nationalisim in the Middle Bast
and the Persian Gulf made foreign military interventions even
more costly. When OPEC was formed and earlier, Britain was,
more or less, the policeman of the Persian Gulf; for instance, in
1961, it prevented an Iraqi effort to annex Kuwait, But, by 1971,

‘% See Y. Sayigh, Arab Qil Politics in the 1970s {London: Croom Helm,

1983); ¥. Venn, Gil Diplomacy in the Twentieth Century (London:
Macmillan, 1986).
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Byitain was unable to maintain its role in the Persian Gulf, and the
United States could not become the new policeman in the region
because, in the 1970s, it was deeply embroiled in Viemam and did
not wish to open a new military front. Therefore, the Nixon Ad-
ministration decided to manipulate the situation in the Persian Gulf
indirectly, through regional powers; it chose Iran under Moham-
med Reza Pahlavi, the Shah of Iran, to be the regional hegemon.

A second cause of change in the oil regime during the earty
1070s was the redistribution of power that took place within the is-
sue of oil itself. Before 1971,the United States had surplus oil so
that it could cover its needs and supply its European allies with oil
when the Arab countries tried an oil embargo during the Middle
Dast Wars of 1056 and 1967. After 1971, the United States began
to import oil, and therefore the power of Saudi Arabia and Iran o
balance the oil market increased, whereas that of the United States
decreased.

A third cause was the change in international institutions, pri-
marily in multinational corporations and OPEC. First of all, from
the 1960s to 1973, the power of the seven sisters diminished in
terms of their bargaining with the host countries. For, by 1973, the
multinational corporations had transferred so much technology to
the host countries and had trained so many local people that the
host countries could run the oil business by themselves, and thus
these countries exacted a more favourable division of the profits.
Also, the seven sisters’ position in the oil market was threatened by
new smaller multinationals entering the oil market. These new
competitors were giving the oil-producing countries the opportu-
nity to do some business outside the network of the seven sisters.
Finally, after 1973, when oil started becoming sort, OPEC’s role in
co-ordinating the bargaining framework in the oil market became
more effective'”.

The previous analysis of the change in the oil regime during the

107 Gee 1. Skeet, OPEC (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1989).

1970s cannot be described accurately if we restnct cuvselves fo
Waltz’s structural theory. For, the change in the oil regime does
not involve only a redistribution of power across units. The change
in the oil regime involves unit-level forces (e.g. ithe policy of de-
colonised oii-producing nations) and tramsnational actors (e.g.
OPEC and the seven sisters), £00.

The 1973 Arab-Isracli War gave OPEC the opportunity to use
‘0il diploracy’'®. OPEC imposed an embargo on the United Staies
and the Metherlands, and, as a resuli of the reduction in the spare
oil production capacity, the price rose from $2 per barvel In June
1973 to over $11 in December. A more than tenfold increase in oil
prices took place between 1973 and 1980, and OPEC member-
states nationalised large sectors of foreign oil company operations.
In this way, Arab states managed to affect the U.E. foreign-policy
agenda, by making the Arab-Israsli disputes a primary intema-
tional question and by strengthening the Arab voice, and to create
temporary problems in the alliance between Europe, Japan and the
United States (France and Japan pursued unilaieral policies in or-
der to protect their oil supplies). However, OPEC’s oil diplomacy
was not as successful as its creators had expected. For, Saud: Asa-
bia — which became the key country in ol markets — having large
investments in the United States and depending on the United
States in the security area, could not push the United States o0
much and, as a result of the stagflation of the Western economies
(the so-calied oil shock), real oil prices started declining in the late
1970s.

Finally, due to the globalisation of IPE, the “effects of interna-
tional economic changes are mediated through international
‘regimes’ (where a regime consists of seis of substantive norms
and procedural rules agreed between states to regulate matters of
common concern)”'™, For instance, one of the most important

8 See R. Gilpin, The Political Economy of International Relations
(Princeton, N.J.: Princeton University Press, 1987), p. 263-305.

9 gee R. Tooze, op.cit. (ref. 101), p. 123,
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multilateral (rade agreements is the General Agreement on Tariffs
and Trade (GATT). The Dillon Round (1960-1962), the Kennedy
Round (1963-1967), the Tokyo Round (1973-1979) and the Uru-
guay Round (1986-1994)of the GATT represent 2 series of multi-
lateral agreements to liberalise trade'®. As a result of the Urnguay
Round, it was also agreed to establish, on January 1, 1995, a World
Trade Organisation (WTO), which is a formal legal body with
tough enforcement measures for its rules™'.

The preceding consequences of the globalisation of IPE cannot
be explained by Waltz’s theory of international politics because the
former call for a multidimensional approach to world politics
which can account for the forces which push the world away from
the Westphalian system to a system of complex interdependence,
whereas the latter is restricted to structural causes and inter-state
relations. In other words, the relationships within the international
society are considerably more complex than Waltz’s theory main-
tains. Additionally, as I have argued in section 3.2.1, Waltz formu-
lates his theory in a tantological fashion, and his conclusions are
not placed within a particular historical framework, so that his the-
ory can be neither refuted nor reformulated in order to be empiri-
cally confirmed. Thus, the outcome of Waltz’s theory in terms of
operattonal meaningfulness is puny.

" 8ee L. Haus, Globalizing the GATT (Washington DC: Brookings Insti-
tution, 1992); A. Lehmann, Liberalizing Investment Policies: Prospects
gjgﬁ ;gg) ;Umguay Round (London: Chatham House Discussion Paper

U1 See LH. Jackson, The World Trade Organisation (London: Chatham
House Paper; Pinter/Cassell, 1997).
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The Interparadigm Debate
in International Relations

Several international relations scholars argue that the different
approaches to International Relations are different paradigims in the
sense in which Thomas Kuhn uses the word'. According to Kuhn,
the word ‘paradigm’ means the general frameworks of analysis
which sometimes changed in what he called a ‘scientific revolu-
tion’. The scientific revolutions involved not only developments in
theory but fundamentally different changes in the way in which
people thought about things, such as when the geoceniric view that
the solar systern was centered round the sarth was repiaced by the
heliocentric view that it was centered round the sun. Kuhn argues
that such fundamental changes involve frameworks which are not
merely different from each other but totally incommensurable.
They cannot be compared with each other in any very direct, ra-
tional sense, and a paradigm is chosen among different ones not on
the basis of the evidence, which is impossible, but — as argued by
Kuhn — for extra-rational or at least non-rationat reasons.

Michael Banks® argues that there are currently three paradigms
which in different ways attempt to characterise the study of Inter-
national Relations: the Realist Paradigm, the Pluralist Paradigm
and the Structuralist Paradigm. The following table summarises the
argument about the interparadigm debate as presented by Michael
Banks (the argument is accepted by many scholars, particularly the
division into Realism, Pluralism and Structuralism):

! See T.S. Kuhn, The Structure of Scientific Revolutions (Chicago: Uni-
versity of Chicago Press, 1970).

? See M. Banks, “The Inter-Paradigm Debate”, in AJ.R. Groom and M.
Light {eds), International Relations: A Handbook of Current Theory
(E.ondon: Pinter, 1985},



Realism Pluralism / Interde- | Marxism /
rendence Structuralism
Level of analysis | State-ceniric | Multi-centric Giobal-centric
Basic actors States Mumerous sub- The capitalist
state, trans-state and | world economy
non-stafe actors and classes
Image Billiard-ball | Cobweab model Octopus model

model
View of the state | Unitary actor | Disaggregated into | Representing

components class interests

The notion of a paradigm is useful if it is restricted to few very
basic shifts in scientific theories such as the Copernician revolution
or the Darwinian revolution. Nevertheless, whatever their reasons
at the time for people moving over from the geocentric o the he-
Hocentric view, it would no longer today be rational to believe in
the earlier theory of the planetary system. Hence, even though the
reasons which convinced people initially select one paradigm or
the other may well not be rational, in due course, if a scientific
tevolution succeeds, then the evidence in its favour which makes it
a progressive and not a degenerating research programme in terms
of observations becomes overwhelming, This is a central argument
in Imre Lakatos” work®,

According to Kuhn, paradigm incommensurability comes about
for two reasons. The first is that the theories involved are talking
about different things. The second is that two paradigms literally
cannot be held simultaneously; the transition from the geocentric
to the heliocentric view is a classical example. An important class
of frameworks where incommensurability occurs in the social sci-
ences is when two different systems of explanation of the same
phenomena are both tautological and attempt to explain every-

* See 1. Lakatos and A. Musgrave (eds), Criticism and the Growth of
Knowledge (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1970).
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thing. Thus, 2 realist analysis of imperialism can be made tauto-
logical, in the sense that any contradictory insance can be ncorpo-
rated 1nto the given system of explanation by redefining power
politics or by subordinating noun-state actors (e.g. the British,
French and Dutch East India Companies). Indeed, when one is re-
stricted to tautologiss, incommensurability may be the case. Fow-
ever, as | have argued in chapter 1, social scientists ahould not ac-
cept tautologies, but they should reformulate theories in a non-
tautological fashion,

The goal of Lakatos was 1o find rules which can cover all de-
velopinents in science including fundamental ones, Thus, he intro-
duced the notion of “the methodology of scientific research Pro-
grammes”, embedying the concept of “sophisticated falsificational-
ism” in the spirit of Popper and in opposition to Kuhn, Lakatos ar-
gues that there is no place in scientific development which can be
interpreted as an irrational shift even if, at the time, non-rational
factors were psychologically dominant in deciding people’s beliefs.
According to Lakatos, there is a number of basic propositions
which consist the “hard core” of beliefs. As long as people work
within the framework of the same research programme, this hard
core does not change. The selection of a hard core is fundamentally
a matier of decision. When observation or a theoretical develop-
ment in science leads to refutations of such hard core propositions,
scientists introduce a set of “auxiliary hypotheses” to protect the
hard core without readily giving up their theories; these auxiliary
hypotheses transform contradictory evidence into some sort of
special case.

Lakatos attempted to find a rational criterion for making a
choice between two scientific research programmes. His argument
is that a programme is progressive since it is constantly widening
its explanatory domain. If it continues as such, then one can ra-
tionally select this rather than a rival which is degenerating (i.e. it
cannot explain anything new and its explanatory domain cannot be
expanded any more).
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On the other hand, Kuhn argues that there are poinis in scien-
tific development where it is impossible to establish a rational ba-
sis for the choice of fundamental frameworks. However, he accepts
that scientific revolutions are relatively rare’. The Kuhnian ap-
proach to scientific development implies that the whole nature of
the long-run development of new science canmot be explained in
terms of a rational activity, and it is easily acceptable by postmod-
ern scholars, It goes without saying that the Kuhnian tradition op-
poses empiricism.

To tackle the issue of incommensurability, let us consider the
Realist, Pluralist and Structuralist trichotomy. Both Realism and
Pluralism are versions of a decision-making research programme
but with different actors and images. Yet, one can define a problem
externally to any school of thought and then decide among differ-
ent schools of thought on the basis of a general scientific approach
including parsimony (see section 1.1). For instance, let us try to
explain war, which 18 not necessarily defined as inter-state war but
as any case of organised large-scale viclence. We can first consider
the various possible actors and goals pursued by them and then
decide which of the theories offers the most parsimonious expla-
nation. Realism and Pluralism are two competing research pro-
grammes but there is no reason {0 assume that they are incommen-
surable. In fact, the hard core propositions of Realism and Plural-
ism are based on ideal types. The real world lies somewhere be-
tween the two. We can ask where certain cases in international re-
Jations fit on a spectrum between Realism and Pluralism. For in-
stance, in the Cold War, the U.8.-Soviet relationship was clearly
near the Realist end of the spectrum, buf, due to Gorbachev's
changes, the 1U.S.-Soviet relationship moved closer to the centre
between Realism and Pluralism. Moreover, we can consider a

* Feyerabend has a different view; see P. Feyerabend, Against Method
(London: Verso, 1975).
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,structuralisf explanation of imperialism and compare it with a real-
ist one. Non-state actors, such as multinational enterprises, have
b;en playing a significant international-political role since the
eighteenth century. We can ask where these non-state actors are
merely surrogates for the state. To answer the previous guestion,
we must exarmne it in terms of all three programmes and perhaps
find that one is progressive and dominant or that some synthesis
emerges with bits of each fitted together in a systematic way,
Therefore, the different frameworks in International Relations
.ishould be regarded as competing research programumes and not as
incommensurable paradigms®,

For instance, let us consider the issue of international security in
thehpost—Cold War era. No empirically meaningful study of inier-
national security in the post-Cold War era is possible if we treat the
different frameworks in International Relations as incommensura-
ble paradigms and not as research programmes. In particular, the
factors which affect international security in the posi-Cold War era
are the following:

(1) The situation of continuous armed conflicts and local

wars still exists’.

(i) Certain powers keep on strengthening their military al-

* See M. Smith, “M{clrxism and International Relations Theory”, in AJE.
Grqom and M. Light {eds), Contemporary International Relations: A
. guzde o Theory (London: Pinter, 1994).
ne of the most well-written research papers on the phi :
mathematics which shows the fallacy 05 Iguhn’s inconﬂnﬁgiﬁfgj}ih?;
piinciple is the following: J. Lambek, “Are the Traditional Philosophies
of Mathematics Really Incompatible?”, The Mathemarical Intelligencer
16(19.94-), 56—@2. A book which shows the fallacy of the previous
Kuhnian prmcq?le in physics and geometry is the following: H. Reich-
. enbach, The Philosophy of Space and Time (New York: Dover, 1953).
The peak period of conflicts was from 1992 to 1995 during which 1992
saw 30 various conflicts and wars throughout the world and they in-

creased to 34 and 38 cases respectively in 1993 and 199
cases in 1995 at the top. P 4 an 4, and to 46
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Hances, and the Cold War thinking contnues {0
threaten world peace®.

(i)  India’s nuclear tests have given rise to a nuclear arms
race in Scuth Asia.

(i} Wilitary interventionism stemming from the United
Nations {(e.g. the Gulf War) co-exists with military in-
terventionism stemming from power politics and the
U.S. hegemony {e.g. the Kosovo crisis in 1999).

(v} By conirast with the Cold War era, all states have al-
tached more importanes to economic development, and
the competition for stronger comprehensive national
power centred on the ecomomic and high-tech ficlds
becomes ever more intensified.

(v} International terrorism becomes an inportant factor
affecting world security’.

Obviously, the previous analysis of the factors which affect in-
ternational security in the posi-Cold War era makes it amply clear
that classical realism, structural realism, liberalism and structural-
ism maintain their analytical relevance and, in fact, are all neces-
sary in order to come up with an empirically significant analysis of
international security in the post-Cold War era.

¥ In the post-Cold War era, more and more states advocate {0 replace the
Cold War thinking with a kind of security conception which consists of
the following three aspects in contents: (i) the establishment of state-to-
state relations based on principles of peaceful co-existence; (ii} the
strengthening of mutual co-operation and the removal of phenomena of
inequality and discriminative policies in the economic and trade fields;
(iii) the promotion of mutual understanding and trust and the commit-
ment to settle disputes and issues between states through dialogue and
co-operation. Yet, facts in the 1990s indicate that the Cold War thinking
refuses to withdraw from the international arena with the ending of the
Cold War. See N. K. Laos, “International Security in the Post-Cold War
Era”, Perceptions 4 (1999-2000), 62-74.

 See N.K. Laos, “Information Warfare and Low Intensity Operations”,
Perceptions 4(1999}, 174-195.

Conclusions

In the present work, I have attempted to show that the academic
discipline- of International Relations can be organised as a social
science based on the empiricist conception of science. Through this
prism, 1 have proceeded to the evaluation of the social-scientific
credentials of the theories of Morgenthau and Waliz.

Morgenthau was one of the first infernational-political theorists
to differentiate political realism from political idealism and defend
the first. However, Morgenthau’s work contains a fundamental
methodological antinomy — namely, whereas he deplores the meth-
ods of the social sciences, he accepts the legiimacy of generalisa-
tions. Additionally, his work’s empirical significance is under-
mined by the abstraction of necessity in the form of power politics
and by the abstraction of ‘political man’ and ‘political life” from
real man and real life, respectively.

Waltz is more self-consciously scientific than Movgenthau, Yei,
his results in terms of operational meaningfulness are puny. For,
like Morgenthau, Waltz is entirely committed to ideally typical
theoretical constructs (he has just changed the level of analysis)
and has left the cognitive status of ‘theory’ blurred. It is for this
reason that both Morgenthan’s and Waltz's theories are tautologi-
cal. The attemnpts made by Morgenthau and Waltz to construct real-
ist, as opposed to idealist, theories of international politics were, in
principle, correct. Nevertheless, Morgenthau and Waliz overlock
the fact that the basic methodological weakness of political ideal-
ism is its dependence on unidimensional abstractions of certain
elements of reality from the total picture of reality and the use of
these abstractions for the formulation of general and necessary
statements. At the methodological level, what Morgenthau and
Waltz have actually done which is different from what their idealist
opponents have done is just to isolate elements of reality different
from those isolated by the so-called idealists; namely, Morgenthau
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and Waltz isolate historical necessity from the reality of interna-
tional relations, whereas their idealist opponents isclate freedom.

However, my defence of empiricism throughout this work aims
at tackling the problem of unidimensional abstractions itself. The
fallacies of isolating particular elements of reality and extracting
general conclusions from them and of being resiricted to a single
level of analysis can be overcome by an empiricist approach to In-
ternational Relations as it has been developed in sections 1.1 and
1.2,
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