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SUMMARY

This thesis problematizes the disciplinary gap between the related fields of
International Relations (IR) and Foreign Policy Analysis (FPA). It claims that this gap
is generated as a consequence of the deeper ontological and epistemological
assumptions of these disciplines. While IR theories are more concerned with macro-
level phenomena and reduce foreign policies of states to structural imperatives, FPA
theories are inclined to focus on micro-level determinations and reduce relational
phenomena to non-relational and singular behaviours of states and policy makers.
This meta-theoretical gap, the thesis argues, can be bridged by a dialectical onto-
epistemology that reconstitutes IR and FPA as the aspects of the same disciplinary
undertaking by offering an inter-subjective and praxis-oriented view of international
politics. Through this onto-epistemology, the thesis contributes to wider debates in
social scientific discourse on the so-called agent-structure problem in favour of an
agent-based approach by conceptualising macro-level social phenomena not as
structures, but as inter-subjective consequences of diverse and contradictory praxes
of a multiplicity of diachronically-situated individual and collective agents. The more
specific contribution of this thesis to the fields of FPA and IR is that it establishes
international relations as the cumulative and contradictory results of the inter-
subjective praxes of states in making foreign policies and devising foreign policy
strategies.

To illustrate these onto-epistemological arguments empirically, the thesis
demonstrates that the 2003 Iraq War as a major international relations development
was the long-term result of the dialectical interplay of the reproductive strategies of a
series of states and other agents. Similarly, how the individual states discussed in
the empirical chapters contributed to the transformation of the so-called international
system through their foreign policy strategies also illustrate the practical bridging of
FPA and IR by individual and collective agents.
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INTRODUCTION

On June 9 2014, reports from Iraq that militants of the extremist Islamic State of Iraq and
Sham (ISIS) had taken control of Mosul, the second largest city in Iraq, hit the international
desks of major news agencies. ISIS’ first act was to slaughter in their hundreds people they saw
as affiliated with the Maliki government or the Kurdistan Regional Government (KRG) in the
North. In two days, ISIS captured the nearby city of Tikrit, Saddam Hussein’s hometown and
capital of Salah ad Din province, and in a week, Tal Afar in Nineveh province. Images were
shared via social media, extensively featuring barbarian displays of ISIS members terrorising
their enemies. ISIS then changed its name to the Islamic State (IS), dropping the territorial
reference in its name, presumably in a bid to symbolically register that they were ‘erasing’ the
borders determined by the Sykes-Picot Agreement of 1916 (Jacobs 2014). Controlling large
swathes of territory both in Iraq and Syria, the IS also seized control of part of the Irag-Syria
border, establishing a territorially contiguous rule in the region. Having arisen out of a complex
set of circumstances, including the war in Iraq in 2003, the spread of Arab uprisings following
self-immolation of a disaffected individual in Tunis, and the grievances of the Sunni population
in Iraqg among other things, IS led the US and many other states to form a coalition, leaving a
mark on the international politics of today’s world. How are we to relate the self-immolation
of a disgruntled individual in Tunis to these tectonic changes in international politics? At any
rate, are states not the exclusive agents of foreign policy and international relations? Is the
field of international relations not autonomous from domestic politics? What about wider
social relations? Are they related to international politics? Are Politics, Foreign Policy Analysis
(FPA) and International Relations (IR) not three freestanding disciplines with exclusive fields of

inquiry? Do both FPA and IR not problematize international politics?

To answer these questions, and specifically to explore the relation between FPA and IR, this
thesis problematizes the disciplinary gap between FPA and IR, and seeks to bridge this gap by
interweaving them as aspects of a single disciplinary undertaking. FPA, like much of IR, of
which it is considered a subfield,' aims to disentangle the complex issue of external behaviour
of state-actors in the context of a very composite environment. From the beginning, IR
attempted to provide a general theory of international relations. Traditional studies on foreign
policy, however, have limited themselves for a long time to the analysis of external behaviour
of specific states, within a historically-delimited timeframe, focusing on a limited number of

instances of foreign policy-making. Exclusive focus on specificity observed in single-country

! Carlsnaes (2002, p.332) points out how foreign policy analysis was traditionally assumed to be part of
‘public policy’ rather than international politics. Although this has changed today, it is important to
register the historical distance between IR and FPA.



case studies also gives rise to another problem: although it may be possible to inductively
generalize findings of research? on one state to the rest, this requires the researcher to
presuppose that states are ‘like units’ with similar functions. Thus, it results in either an
unsubstantiated generalization, or, in the case where conclusions are not generalized,
produces a one-sided account of the explanandum: a specific foreign policy decision of a
specific state under a certain set of circumstances within a given historical context evaluated
from the vantage point of the relevant state or its officials. Any change in circumstances bears
the possibility of invalidating the analysis, while any attempt to apply the findings to other,
similarly-positioned states may either prove completely useless or, even worse, end up
imposing the subjective conditions of one state onto another. Empirically speaking, and as the
early history of American foreign policy studies made abundantly clear, analyses of foreign
policy at every instance were impressed with the stamp of the subjectivity of the US state,
making FPA more American than IR.? In short, its field-definition, the subjective vantage point
it adopts by necessity’ and its exclusive focus on the (sub-)unit level, make it very difficult for
students of FPA to generalize their conclusions, and thereby establish FPA as a standalone

social science discipline comparable to IR.

On the other hand, the international system orientation of ‘actor-general’ (Hudson 2005, p.2)
mainstream IR does not leave much space for internal differentiation within the system.
Contrary to FPA’s ‘actor-specific’, ‘agency-oriented’ subjectivism, mainstream IR theories are
content to provide a general framework for understanding how the international system itself
works in shaping the behaviour of states. Waltz’s systemic treatment of international relations,
for instance, despite allowing for variation within the international system among states
according to their capabilities in relation to others, refrains from explaining why states,
similarly located and constituted and with comparable capabilities, act differently when they
are under similar systemic pressures (cf. Hudson 2005; Skidmore and Hudson 1993, pp.2-4).
From an FPA perspective, liberalism and constructivism are no less guilty than neorealism

when it comes to subordinating agency to structure (Hudson 2007, pp.7-13; Hill 2003, p.3).

To sum up, the two modes of theorizing can be differentiated along four interrelated axes:
specificity and generality of their view of actors, their position regarding the agent-structure

problem, their reliance on subjective or objective explanations, their levels of analysis, i.e.

2 Snyder, R. C, Bruck, H. W, and Sapin, B. M (1962) is a case in point.

® For the conceptualization of IR as an ‘American Social Science’ see Hoffmann (1977). See also Smith
(1989) and Krippendorff (1989) for the function and relevance of IR, and particularly FPA, for the US.

4 Subjectivity imputed to FPA throughout this chapter refers loosely to the necessity of the FPA student
to explain foreign policy conjunctures and decisions through the subjective point of view of the state in
question.



specific unit level vs. general system level. It should be noted here that these are all related to
the respective field- and explanandum- definitions of FPA and IR. FPA, taking foreign policy
decisions as its explananda, seems actor-specific, agency-oriented, subjective and broadly
context-specific. In studying why and how a specific foreign policy decision is made, the most
general level on which it can conduct its analysis is that of the state, since in a world organized
politically along territorial boundaries, a foreign policy decision is taken as a decision made by
a state in an attempt to influence what is external, i.e. ‘foreign’, to that state (Hill 2003, p.3; cf.
Rosenau 1968, pp.309-10). This, by definition, renders the analysis actor-specific. It also
accounts for the emphasis on agency in FPA studies, since the analysis needs to explain why
and how a specific agent made a specific decision or formulated a specific policy. Moreover,
because such an analysis requires an account of the circumstances as the agent in question
sees them, it is necessarily subjective. Following from these is the almost exclusive focus on
the unit or sub-unit level. IR, on the other hand, appears to occupy the other pole on all four
counts: generality, structure-orientation, claim to objectivity, and actor-generality. While IR is
able to see the bigger picture of world politics and its systemic properties that govern relations
among states, this prevents it from taking into account agency and actor-specificity
adequately, although it may be able to formulate broadly the likely range of expectations
concerning the external behaviour of specific states. Emanating from such a perspective is also
an imposition of likeness to states as units in the international system, as exemplified in
generalised propositions such as ‘liberal states do not fight each other’ and ‘bipolar system
structures are more stable than multipolar system structures’, or ‘states are constituted

through the collective identity generated by international political culture’.

The foregoing evaluation of FPA and IR modes of theorising shows that both may help develop
each other’s understanding of world politics and external behaviour of states if the
aforementioned theoretical gap can be bridged. FPA may contribute to remedying IR’s
deficiency in accounting for variation across units and increase its sensitivity to agency. IR, on
the other hand, may help FPA acquire a broader perspective, with its potentially relational
perspective regarding the multiplicity of agents. No matter how different their explananda are,
a theoretical integration is needed because of the extensive overlap between their explanantia
(cf. Rosenau 1968, pp.311-17). What is required for this theoretical integration is not a limited
conversation between the fields that would make them recognise each other’s potential
contribution, however. A catalogue of independent variables bringing together lists of
correlations identified in each field will not do the work either. Neither of these will bridge the

seemingly unbridgeable gap between FPA and IR. What is needed is a rethinking of FPA and IR



together, starting from the meta-theoretical level, since their respective epistemological and

ontological assumptions, either explicit or implicit, are irreconcilable.

What this thesis offers, accordingly, is this meta-theoretical rethinking of the relation between
FPA and IR. The central claim of this thesis is that it is through the inter-subjective praxes of
states, including making foreign policies and devising foreign policy strategies, that FPA and IR
are bridged, and that perceived patterns in international relations are nothing but the
cumulative consequences of the foreign policies of temporally and spatially differently situated
states. States, | argue, in developing strategies of reproduction and putting these into practice,
abstract aspects of reality, generating practical gaps not only between their specific foreign
policies and the ‘international system’, but also between the economic and the political, and
the domestic and the external. These gaps, in turn, are practically bridged when states act to
respond to the cumulative unintended consequences of their and others’ actions. In other
words, when states act, both the sources and influences of their actions have a bearing on all
levels and fields of analysis. Whether intentionally or unintentionally, these acts express the
domestic and the external, the political and the economic as united in practice. The multiplicity
of states and their praxes in turn relationally constitute what we call international relations.
The disciplinary gap, in turn, is bridged when theory reflects reality, i.e. when IR is seen as the
cumulative consequences of the strategies of reproduction of states in the form of foreign

policies, and FPA as the ‘ground’ of IR.

The argument is developed in six steps. Chapter 1 starts with a review of two attempts by
James N. Rosenau and Valerie M. Hudson in the FPA literature to theoretically bridge the gap
between IR and FPA. Seeking to develop a universally-applicable theory of foreign policy,
Rosenau instead ends up with an abstract taxonomy with innumerable determinations.
Hudson’s attempt, in turn, is marred by the problems surrounding any version of
methodological individualism. The first chapter then goes on to review general IR theories,
namely realism, liberalism and constructivism, represented by Kenneth Waltz, Michael Doyle
and Alexander Wendt respectively. It shows that while Waltz’s approach presents a closed
generative system with implicit and unexplained assumptions about the foreign policies of
states, reducing external behaviour of states to imperatives of the system, Doyle’s liberalism
attributes causality to the domestic ordering of states in determining their foreign policy
orientation, reducing it to whether the state in question is liberal or not. Finally, the chapter
shows that notwithstanding the sophistication of Wendt’s attempt to provide a ‘social’ theory
of international politics, deriving foreign policies from ideational structural imperatives, Wendt

reproduces Waltz’s large-scale reductionism, this time in an ideational way. What this



literature review shows is that pre-conceived analytical abstractions, taken as ontological
structures, make it impossible to bridge FPA and IR once they are conceived of as autonomous
scientific enterprises. The chapter concludes by claiming that a dialectical onto-epistemology
can reconstitute FPA and IR as a single scientific enterprise as part of a social theory of

international politics.

Chapter 2 constitutes the main (meta-)theoretical argument of this thesis. Through a series of
onto-epistemological arguments, it claims that the gap arises from the temporal and agential
decoupling (or abstraction) of individual states’ praxes and their inter-subjective consequences
and that the gap is bridged and generated practically through the contradictory and concrete
praxes of states. First, | argue that real abstractions are made practically by human beings in
reproducing their life, and as they find themselves in the presence of others and surrounded
by practical abstractions transmitted by older generations, these real abstractions confront
them, most of the time, as ‘concrete structures’. Building on this notion of abstraction, the
chapter goes on to discuss abstraction in different versions of the dialectical method. Providing
a critical overview of extant versions of the dialectical method, the chapter presents a
dialectical onto-epistemology based centrally on a notion of praxis understood as purposive
activity. Qualifying praxis as inter-subjective, contradictory and active, such dialectic offers an
agency-based perspective on FPA and IR. Finally, conceiving states and their foreign policies as
real abstractions, Chapter 2 argues that finding themselves facing historically-inherited and
externally- and internally-generated real abstractions, states face these as ‘concrete
structures’; and in coping with these, they contextually generate and bridge foreign policies
and international relations. The disciplinary gap between FPA and IR, then, is bridged when, in
a given conjuncture, the theory reflects the inter-subjective, contradictory and practical nature
of interrelations between the praxes of states. Finally, the chapter makes the methodological
recommendation that a ‘thick narrative’ of praxes of the relevant agents guided by a well-

formulated research question is the key both to FPA and IR.

In a bid to illustrate these (meta-)theoretical arguments, the next three chapters problematize
three seemingly counter-intuitive decisions by three states. Chapter 3 discusses the American
decision to invade Iraq in 2003. The argument of the chapter is that the American state, under
the neoconservative Bush administration, sought to perpetuate and expand its primacy in the
American-led capitalist order that was in the making throughout the twentieth century and
consolidated after the Cold War, by actively pursuing regime change in states recalcitrant to
incorporation in this order. This argument is developed by historically reconstructing the

making of American primacy as an inter-subjective consequence of the praxes of a variety of



temporally and spatially differently situated and motivated agents, including America’s ruling
classes, Presidents, other states, working classes and etc. throughout the twentieth century.
While this primacy was inherited and confronted as a real abstraction by the neoconservative
Bush administration, the decision was more the expression of a subjective interpretation of

and active intervention into this abstraction than a necessary function of American primacy.

Chapter 4 discusses Turkey’s decision to deny passage and basing rights to the invading
American forces. Unpacking the Turkish state complex, it is argued that the decision was an
inadvertent outcome of a fragile balance in the power struggle between the governing Justice
and Development Party (JDP) and the military-bureaucratic establishment who ruled the
country for most of the twentieth century. The military-bureaucratic establishment, emerging
in late Ottoman times as a result of the interplay of contradictory strategies of reproduction of
the local notables, the Sultan, the Great Powers and a variety of other agents, consolidated its
rule during the Republican period, establishing itself as the final arbiter of national security
and foreign policy matters by the end of the twentieth century. Confronting the military-
bureaucratic establishment and its near-automatic pro-US foreign policy as an inherited
‘structural’ constraint, the JDP sought to avoid alienating it despite public pressure to reject
American demands. The reluctance with which the government took the relevant motion to
the Parliament reflected the fine balance of this dialectical interplay of different social forces.
The reluctance itself, therefore, was an active practice by the government in a situation where

either strong approval or defiance would be more politically costly positions to sustain.

Chapter 5 raises the question of Saddam Hussein’s defiance in cooperating with the UNMOVIC
inspectors, risking invasion by the US. The answer is that Saddam did not sufficiently
appreciate the threat of invasion; rather he was almost certain that the main challenge to his
rule was a possible US-backed military coup. Conspiratorial politics and its corollary political
autonomy in Iraq were faced by Saddam as ‘structural’ aspects of political life in Iraq. Both the
autonomy and the conspiratorial nature of the Iraqgi state were in the making throughout the
twentieth century, emerging as the unintended consequences of Ottoman and British rules in
Irag as well as reproductive strategies of the King, the tribal shaikhs and the nascent military
officer-cum-politicians. The ‘rentierism’ of the later Iragi Republic and the expansion and
strengthening of the internal security network only consolidated the relative independence of
political life from wider social relations. This autonomy, an asset in the 1990s, turned out to be
the reason why Saddam believed that the only serious threat to his rule would come from the

military and disregarded the real threat.



Finally, this thesis ends with an interweaving of these foreign policy acts in two ways in the
Conclusion. First, | show that the real abstractions of American primacy and Iraqgi autonomy
were made by the contradictory praxes of a variety of diachronically-situated agents including
the Great Powers, the American state, American ruling and working classes, the Ottoman
Empire, King Faisal, and the British colonial administration as well as many others. Therefore,
their praxes and the asynchronous relations between these praxes constitute the social
historical content of the making of the 2003 Iraqg war. Second, in a bid to demonstrate that the
dialectic of these praxes not only led to a major international event, but also contributed to
the making of the new parameters of international politics, | claim that in combination with
the inability of the US to respond to the Arab uprisings and the world financial crisis with a
sound strategy, the Iraq war led to changes in the way the new world appeared to other major
powers. While American primacy, as a real abstraction, was taken for granted before the Iraq
war, as the world appears differently significantly to China and Russia now, a unipolar

international system is no longer a given.



1. FOREIGN POLICY ANALYSIS AND INTERNATIONAL RELATIONS:
EXPLORING THE GAP

1.1. Introduction

This chapter surveys the literature in FPA and IR with a view to these aspects of FPA and IR
theories as the first step in an attempt to theoretically bridge the gap between the two. The
main claim in this chapter is that the theoretical integration desperately sought for by students
of FPA cannot be achieved simply by combining aspects of pre-existing IR orientation towards
macro-level ‘structures’ with established FPA sensitivity to micro-level processes. Rather, a
dialectical rethinking that socialises the reproductive strategies of states is required to
consider these two seemingly separate enterprises as aspects of the same scientific

undertaking.

In doing this, the following section evaluates first Rosenau’s efforts to initiate a project of
developing a scientific approach to FPA by reaching collectively to a general theory of foreign
policy with cross-nationally applicable, testable generalizations (see Rosenau 1966).' The
section ends with an assessment of Hudson’s attempts to ‘ground’ IR theory in an ‘actor-
specific’ and ‘agency-oriented’ FPA. The importance of Hudson’s work lies in the fact that she
explicitly aimed to establish FPA as the micro-foundational ground of systemic IR theories. The
third section provides an outline of the respective approaches to and/or implications for
foreign policy analysis of three mainstream IR theories, namely neorealism, liberalism and
constructivism. Kenneth Waltz’s structural realism, Doyle’s liberal peace theory, and Wendt’s
ideational perspective will be reviewed with a focus on their ability to respond to the theory-
integrative challenge raised by FPA scholars. The literature to be reviewed in these two
sections will be organized in particular according to their take on the aforementioned meta-
theoretical problems of levels of analysis and agency. The fourth and final section will
recapitulate the problem, followed by a conclusion that the solution to the problem lies in a
dialectical rethinking of the so-called question of theoretical integration of FPA’s ‘agency-
oriented’, ‘actor-specific’ approach to micro-processes with IR’s structural approach to macro-

level generalities.

! Rosenau’s work represents the first and most comprehensive attempt to develop a general, and
comparative theory of foreign policy and international relations. FPA stagnated for a long time after
Rosenau and his colleagues stopped pursuing the comparative approach. Recently, however, the field
has seen a revitalisation of both comparative approaches and traditional descriptive case studies
(Kaarbo 2003).



1.2. FPA

1.2.1. Rosenau and the behaviouralist aspiration to general theory

An initial attempt at theoretical integration was undertaken by James N. Rosenau, who saw
FPA as a ‘bridging discipline’ by definition (Rosenau 1987, p.1). Discontent with the
unscientific, ‘classicist’ approach to foreign policy, Rosenau set out to outline a comparative
study of foreign policy which would remedy descriptive, unscientific, noncumulative, moralistic
deficiencies of traditional single country case studies. His dissatisfaction was so intense that he
felt compelled to note that ‘our indictment of the state of research in the field may be
exaggerated, but the foregoing evidence provides no basis for revising it’ (Rosenau 1980a,
p.76); his indictment being that the then extant case studies in the field did not reflect
‘scientific consciousness’ at all, and indeed were responsible for the ‘slow progression’ of the
field ‘toward general theory’ (Rosenau 1980a, p.122). No matter how detailed and accurate
the descriptions these studies generated, they were not able to elevate foreign policy studies
to the status of science, comparable to other fields of social sciences. The main problem with
these studies was that their analyses were over-specified, that is to say, they restricted
themselves to the external behaviour of one specific state ‘at a specific moment in time or ...
over a period of time’ (Rosenau 1980a, pp.121-22; 1968, p.298). The field of foreign policy,
‘dominated’ by these studies, lamented Rosenau, failed to generate a cumulative, scientific
theory of foreign policy. Moreover, according to Rosenau (1965; 1980a, p.35, 43; cf. Singer
1961, pp.83-84), the subjective nature of these studies gave rise to a moralism in their
descriptions of cases. What Rosenau generically calls the ‘classicist’ approach to foreign policy,
therefore, could not match the scientific stature of other disciplines that analyse human

. 2
behaviour.

The remedy Rosenau proposed was to develop a ‘general theory’ of foreign policy. Briefly
stated, in the ‘reorientation’ of the field of foreign policy toward generality, the explanandum
was to be ‘undertakings’ rather than ‘decisions’ or ‘policies’ (Rosenau 1980a, pp.60-61), the

method, comparison (Rosenau 1968),° and the explanans, any variable that is shown to be in

’ Even attempts to utilize methods of the then-fashionable behaviouralism in the field that Rosenau
treasured immensely, were harshly criticized by him for their failure to deliver on their promise of
scientificity; see Rosenau (1965). His former teacher Snyder’s foray into the decision-making approach
(Snyder, Bruck and Sapin 1962) was no exception in Rosenau’s dismissal of existing literature (Rosenau
1967; see also Smith 1983, p.139; 1986, pp.16-17).

® These three aspects of the proposed ‘reorientation’, i.e. undertakings, comparison, and the scope of
variables are clear indicators of Rosenau’s theory-integrative purposes. While ‘undertakings, unlike
policies and decisions ... fuse commitments with their enactment, decisions with their outcomes,
resources with their utilization’ relating decisions and policies to their larger context (Rosenau 1980a,
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correlation with ‘undertakings’. First of all, however, according to Rosenau, a scientific
consciousness was necessary, requiring the student to ask the question ‘Of what is it an

instance’ in order that she can look for the underlying pattern (Rosenau 1980a, pp.41-42):

To think theoretically is to be at home with abstractions, to generalize, to discern the
underlying order that links otherwise discrete incidents, and such a mode of thinking
cannot be achieved and maintained unless every observed phenomenon is

approached as merely one instance of a recurring sequence (Rosenau 1980a, p.25).

Even single country case studies could contribute to the development of a general theory of

foreign policy if they were taken as instances of a ‘larger pattern’.

A general theory of foreign policy, however, does not emerge by itself. In Rosenau’s view, ‘pre-
theories’ are needed to ‘facilitate the development of general theory’ (Rosenau 1980a, p.135),
since they render empirical material comparable. In other words, pre-theories are necessary
milestones on the path leading to general theory, with cross-nationally applicable, testable
generalizations expressed in ‘if-then’ hypotheses derived from empirical data collection
processes. Pre-theories would also serve to identify the ‘relative potencies’ of each set of
variables (Rosenau 1980a, p.129) helping develop the multi-level, multi-causal theoretical
integration that Rosenau desired to offer (Hudson and Vore 1995, p.213). His pre-theory was
based on a taxonomy of states drawing on the biological concept of ‘genotypes’ along axes of
political accountability (open vs. closed), size (large vs. small), and level of development
(developed vs. underdeveloped). He then went on to add two more variables: The level of
penetration by the international system (penetrated vs. non-penetrated) and issue areas.
Giving five sets of sources of foreign policy behaviour ‘listed in order of increasing temporal
and spatial distance from external behaviours’, i.e. individual, role, governmental, societal and
systemic variables, he proposed a pre-theory of foreign policy where the relative potency of
these sources are ordered according to the type of the state in question (Rosenau 1980a). This
way, Rosenau was able to enumerate 16 genotypes of states and three issue areas and the
corresponding relative potencies of each source of foreign policy in the case of each issue area,

culminating in 48 sets of weighting of sources.

If researchers in the field subscribed to this project of theoretical integration whereby they

standardised their empirical material so as to allow comparison, and thus generalization,

p.61), comparison serves to show the larger pattern of which an undertaking is an instance; for his
methodological guide to ‘Comparing Foreign Policies’ see Rosenau (1974). Finally, a wider scope of
variables in the comparative study of foreign policy aims to link the international to the domestic, the
political to the economic, and the individual to the national.
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Rosenau did not see why, in the end, a general theory of foreign policy should not emerge.
Indeed his proposal gained much following and in a postscript to his article, ‘Comparative
Foreign Policy: Fad, Fantasy, or Field’ (Rosenau 1968), in which he had initially condemned the
state of affairs in foreign policy research, he celebrated the establishment of the comparative
study of foreign policy as a scientific discipline, and registered his hope for the immediate
future of the field (Rosenau 1980a, pp.104-14). Not only were many studies along the lines he
proposed published through ICFP (Inter-University Comparative Foreign Policy Project) (S.
Smith 1985, p.597), but also Comparative Foreign Policy (CFP) turned into a ‘major industry’,
supported by generous US government funding (Carlsnaes 2002; Hudson 2005; Hudson and
Vore 1995), all of which helped launch an effort to collect empirical data on foreign policy
‘events’ in order to reach ‘scientific’ generalizations. Creation of events data sets generated
118 propositions expressing correlations between variables and events (McGowan and Shapiro
1973). In this period, Rosenau himself published extensively on individual variables in the
context of different ‘genotypes’ of states, and on possible ways of linking variables.* Rosenau’s
dream did not come true, however, and the expectation that studies in CFP would generate a
general theory of foreign policy was never realized. What this enterprise produced in the end
was a myriad of propositions and matrices of foreign policy behaviour, not a theory of foreign

policy.”

‘You can’t have your parsimony and eat it, too...” noted Valerie Hudson (2007, pp.28-29) in her
evaluation of the CFP approach, ‘... CFP methods demanded parsimony in theory; CFP theory
demanded nuance and detail in method.” This tension between generality and specificity, no
matter how detailed Rosenau’s pre-theory was, could not be resolved, since no attempt was
made to resolve it. The positivist and behaviouralist approaches Rosenau and others in CFP
tradition adopted proved unsustainable when considered in light of a potentially endless

proliferation of source variables and genotypes of states.® In other words, they hoped that

4 See, for instance, his ‘Toward the Study of National-International Linkages’ (Rosenau 1969) for an
attempt to theoretically combine the domestic and the international within a linkage framework; for an
example of his call for greater integration of the economic and the political in the analysis of
international politics see Rosenau (1988).

> Rosenau himself registered his disappointment about the failure of the CFP project to generate general
theory (Rosenau 1980a). See also Carlsnaes (2002); Smith (1983).

® With the rise of post-positivism, the label positivist is used for a variety of positions. Here it simply
denotes the belief that empirical generalisations about observable social facts generate causal
explanations by identifying a constant conjunction between two or more social facts. Behavioralism in
political science emerged in the United States in the 1950s, modelled itself after behaviorism in
psychology, and gained an immense following in the 1960s. The aim of behavioralism in political science
was to identify regularities in observable individual political behaviour in aggregate, and it was marked
by a strict separation of facts from values. So naive was the positivism of Roseanu that he admitted not
having heard of the word ‘positivist’ until he was charged with it (Rosenau 2003, p.417).
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establishing correlations between variables would automatically lead to a general theory of
foreign policy, but even in positivist epistemology ‘correlation is not [sic] causation’ (S. Smith
1986, p.23), and a catalogue of sources of foreign policy arranged according to their ‘relative
potencies’ in the context of issue areas facing ‘genotypes of’ states is not theory. Writing in the
mid-1960s, when there were slightly over 160 internationally recognized states, Rosenau listed
16 types of states. Not only is any taxonomy, including Rosenau’s pre-theory of foreign policy,
arbitrary, but also even in the case that Rosenau’s genotypes corresponded to the reality of
the states, there is no guarantee that any set of propositions derived from constant
conjunction of foreign policy ‘events’ with sets of source variables will automatically generate
a general theory of foreign policy.” To be fair, in the face of what he perceived to be growing
interdependence, Rosenau developed his own theory of foreign policy around another
concept from biology, i.e. adaptation,® but this theory, despite utilising Rosenau’s earlier
genotypes and sets of variables to a certain extent, fell short of delivering the promise of a
general theory of foreign policy sensitive to specificity, and is not clearly linked to his earlier
work (S. Smith 1983, p.144). Put another way, while his early work could not generate general
theory because of its sensitivity to variations, his work on adaptation surrendered specificity in
return for parsimony and generality: every actor adapts to its environment. In spite of his
fierce criticism of classical realism’s assumptions about the international system (anarchy) and
the external behaviour of states as unitary actors (pursuit of interest defined in terms of
power) (Rosenau 1980a), rather than challenging these core assumptions of realism, he simply
changed its methodology (Vasquez 1999; Carlsnaes 2002; S. Smith 1989; 1986). Nevertheless,
his coming to terms with growing interdependence, or what he called ‘fragmegregation’
(Rosenau 1997), forced him to distance himself from his realist assumptions, positivist
epistemology, and behaviouralist methodology towards ‘pre-postmodernism’, at the expense

of his aspiration to unified general theory.’

After this appraisal of Rosenau’s work on his own terms, a brief assessment of it according to
the gap problematised in the first section of this chapter is in order. Rosenau’s ‘pre-theory’

and longing for general theory represent a ‘significant ... failure’ (Carlsnaes 2002), both in

7 Theory building, as Smith (1986, p.23) notes, is an ‘entirely separate cognitive act’ from data collection,
and therefore theory does not emerge by itself. Rousenau, in fact, registered this point elsewhere
(Rosenau 1980b) in relation to his framework of ‘linkage politics’ designed to link variables between
national and international systems (Rosenau 1969). He recognised that his ‘typology that yielded ... 144
linkages was barren of theory’ (Rosenau 1981, pp.26-27). For a critical appreciation of his ‘linkage
politics’ see Hill (2003, pp.208-14).

® A collection of his articles on his theory of ‘political adaptation’ can be found in his ‘The Study of
Political Adaptation’ (Rosenau 1981).

°Foran understanding of Rosenau’s later ‘pre-postmodern’ position see his Distant Proximities (2003).
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terms of accounting for the specificity of actors, and for the generality of theory. Increasing
the number of ‘genotypes’ in trying to draw out more specific knowledge of the external
behaviour of different classes of states, he could not account for the variation of foreign
policies within the same genotype, or the overlap between the foreign policies of states
located in different genotypes; nor could he manage to develop a general theory. His theory of
political adaptation, in contrast, focused mostly on the adaptation of states qua actors to their
external environment, thereby providing a more general perspective on the external
behaviour of states. Making this move, however, Rosenau sacrifices specificity in favour of
generality. Relatedly, both his early and later work deny agency to states, as they are
conceptualised as fulfilling the requirements of imperatives emanating either from their size,
accountability, penetratedness, level of development in given issue areas, or from four types
of adaptation available to them in an interdependent world. Furthermore, denying agency to
states does not, as one would expect, result in a well-developed structural-functional
theorization. In a similar vein, his efforts toward theoretical integration of multiple levels and
fields of causality failed primarily because of a prior acceptance of their separation, or
confusion of their analytical separation for their real separation. No matter how many times
he tried to bridge domestic- and international- systemic ‘factors’ in various ways —as source
variables in his pre-theoretical ordering of variables, through his linkage politics framework or
political adaptation framework, or later in his ‘prepostmodern’ times through the concepts of
‘fragmegregation’ and ‘distant proximities’— both the international and the domestic remain
reified, notwithstanding his dismissal of realist assumptions. Although, in short, both domestic
and international determinations are present in his framework as different independent
variables, one finds it very difficult to see how they are integrated into a general theory of
foreign policy so as to drive home his initial view of foreign policy as a bridging discipline. To
guote Rosenau (19804, p.118) himself ‘to recognize that foreign policy is shaped by internal as
well as external factors is not to comprehend how the two intermix’; one should add: to
provide a catalogue of internal and external factors is not to comprehend how they are united.
The same holds true for his bridging of the economic and the political. They figure only as sets
of variables among others without any theoretical integration but for a matrix of their relative
weights in different states within the context of different issue areas.'® Even his postpositivism
or prepostmodernism does not allow him to reconsider the analytical boundaries abstracting
‘spheres’ vertically (the domestic and the international) and horizontally (the political and the

economic) from each other not as what they are, i.e. abstractions made for analytical

% Rosenau later acknowledged that his pre-theory had failed to account for international political-
economic processes in determining foreign policies of states (Rosenau 1988; cf. Starr 1988).
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purposes; instead he introduces even more ‘factors’ without theoretically integrating them.

The theoretical gap between FPA and IR in the end remains as wide as ever.

1.2.2. Hudson and FPA as the ground of IR

Valerie M. Hudson is no less enthusiastic and assertive about FPA’s theory-integrative and
natural ‘bridging’ role than Rosenau, and she goes so far as to claim that FPA has the potential
to serve as the ‘ground’ of IR theory (Hudson 2005). She shares with Rosenau not only the
dissatisfaction with the realist generic view of state behaviour, but also an aspiration to a
‘multifactorial’, ‘multilevel’, multidisciplinary, and theory-integrative orientation, all of which
she considers identifying characteristics of the FPA tradition. The other two ‘hallmarks’ of FPA
that she lists, on the other hand, are what differentiate her approach from that of Rosenau:
agency-orientation and actor-specificity (Hudson 2005, pp.2-3). It is these latter two aspects of
Hudson’s approach to FPA as the ground of IR that the present review of her work shall bring

to the fore for the purposes of our analysis.

Hudson (1997, pp.4-6; 2005, pp.4-5), unlike Rosenau (1980a) who saw climbing the ‘ladder of
abstraction’ as the way forward in developing a scientific-theoretical consciousness, views IR
as marred by an omnipresent exaltation of abstraction. The problem for her is not that IR uses
abstractions such as the state; the problem is rather that when these abstractions are devoid
of concrete content, as in the case of much IR theory, ‘agency vanishes’ (Hudson 2002, p.10).
Echoing Wight (1999), Hudson (2007, pp.9-12) argues that IR theories, neorealist, neoliberal or
constructivist variants alike, are actor-general theories because of their international-systemic
orientation, which leaves no space for a theorisation of human agents in their specificity,
although ‘all that occurs between nations and across nations is grounded in human decision
makers acting singly and in groups’ (Hudson 2005, p.1, italics in original). Individual human
beings is the locus where all determinants of foreign policy, however mediated, take their final
shape as foreign policy decisions, and they are both the ‘source of change’ of, and the source
of internal variation in, an international system (Hudson 1997, p.5). According to Hudson, in
order that ‘the entire enterprise of IR theorizing’ is saved from ‘irrelevance and vacuity’
(Hudson 2005, p.5), its empty abstractions should be filled with the appropriate concrete
content, i.e. the actual foreign policy decision-making acts of human beings, and FPA is the
natural candidate for doing this by generating the ‘concrete theory’ that will provide the
‘micro-foundations’ of and the ‘ground’ for IR theory (Hudson 2005, p.21). ‘Concrete theory’,
from this perspective, is distinguished from ‘abstract theory’ by its ‘focus on actual decision
makers’ and on actual actions of decision-making, its emphasis on behaviour- and situation-

specificity, and its freedom from ‘analytical preconceptions’ (Lane 1990, p.928).
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Building on Lane’s formulation of ‘concrete theory’, Hudson places utmost emphasis on the
sub-unit level, despite her acknowledgment that sub-unit level, unit level and system level of
analysis can and should be theoretically integrated. More than anything else, her work focuses
on the perception, psychology, and personality of foreign policy decision-making elites, as their
decisions constitute the instances and the concrete content of theory. As a result of her
dissatisfaction with taking states as utility-maximising unitary actors constituting homogeneity
in the international system approaches (actor-general IR theories), she turns to human
individuals who make foreign policy decisions. Replacing the abstract conception of states with
humans, however, does not automatically resolve the problem of the assumption of actor-
generality, as becomes obvious in her attribution of an unchanging nature to all human beings
based on their ‘genetic’ basic needs, and by analogy, to all regimes (Hudson, Sims and Thomas

1993).

This problem becomes more visible when the focus is strictly on the relation between ‘political
psychology’ and foreign policy making processes. It is not unusual that students of foreign
policy rely on explanations based on the personality and perception analyses of foreign policy
making officials. As individual human agents make the decisions constituting the concrete
content of state behaviour, the subjectivity of analysis (of state behaviour) in FPA mentioned
in the first section, turns into the subjectivities of individual political elites taking part in
foreign policy decision-making processes in Hudson’s view (Singer and Hudson 1992), requiring
an investigation of the variables within the factor areas of perception and personality.
Underlying this focus on the psyche of the decision-making political elites is the assumption
that causal proximity is the best criterion against which causal weight can be judged. Put
another way, although Hudson seeks to integrate levels of analysis and factors, she almost
exclusively focuses on one level, i.e. the individual, and on one factor, i.e. psychology.'’ Her
attempt to identify a meaningful correlation, for instance, between the birth order of leaders
and their personal characteristics, and between these characteristics and foreign policy
behaviour of leaders (Hudson 1990; 1992) unsurprisingly does not yield any significant
correlation between a typology of birth order, personal characteristics and foreign policy
behaviour. Even in the case that she was able to identify a correlation, Carlsnaes’ critique of
Rosenau’s method evoking the positivist dictum that ‘correlation does not imply causation’

equally holds for this analysis. What Rosenau did with a focus on the unit level, Hudson does

" To be fair she also wrote on cultural (Hudson 1997) and societal (Hudson, Sims and Thomas 1993)
‘factors’ in foreign policy making, yet all these, from her perspective, crystallise in the decision-making
act of the policy- making individuals and her oeuvre lacks any theoretical integration of these diverse
‘factors’ going beyond research agendas.
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by moving the focus to the sub-unit level: sets of variables, typologies of personal
characteristics and national attributes do not yield by themselves a theoretically-integrated
approach to foreign policy. What they yield is an unlimited number of isolated variables and
types of cultures and personalities from different levels of analysis and factor areas, the
theoretical integration of which was aptly designated a ‘hopeless task’ (Macridis 1976). It is no
surprise, then, that Hudson (2007, p.188-189) left the task of theoretical integration not to the
‘upcoming generation’ but to the ‘subsequent generation’ of students of foreign policy who,
she hopes, using recently developing methods of neuroscience can enter into the minds of

human beings.

Hudson’s failure in theoretical integration because of her almost exclusive focus on the
specificity of decision-making individuals, one may hope, would at least bring forth a robust
conception of agency. She focuses on the actual decision makers as the concrete actors of
foreign policy who, she believes, not only form the micro-foundations of all forms of
interaction in world politics with their acts of decision making in line with Weberian
methodological individualism, but also the central locus of scientific explanation. Therefore,
unlike Weber, who accepts that there are different levels of explanation (Wight 2006, p.64),
Hudson leans toward psychologism.™ Denying the state any agency, because she sees it as a
‘metaphysical abstraction’,”® Hudson does not realise that her pre-social decision-makers are
not any less abstracted than states, in that human decision makers, ‘singly and in groups’, are
abstracted from social relations that are in fact constitutive not only of their decision-making
roles as political elites, but also of their perception and personality (Hollis and Smith 1990; Hill
2003, pp.29-30). Although Hudson acknowledges the challenge that this problem poses for her
FPA approach and appreciates the need to account for the social sources of decision-makers’
psyche and mind (Singer and Hudson 1992, pp.258-60), one wonders how it is possible to
reconcile this with inductive empirical generalisations regarding leader personalities.
Furthermore, because of both methodological individualism and psychologism, and ‘neuro-
scientism’ for that matter, she reduces a central and irreducible aspect of sociality that arises

from relations to individual determinations.

2 Traceable to Weber’s (1978) theory of action, methodological individualism in social studies refers to
a methodological orientation to interpret rather than explain social phenomena in terms of individuals’
subjective social setting. Whatever the problem in question is, methodological individualism takes
individuals as its unit of analysis. Gellner (1956, p.176) captures the main problem with methodological
individualism as follows: ‘History is about chaps. It does not follow that its explanations are always in
terms of chaps. Societies are what people do, but social scientists are not biographers en grande série.’
Psychologism denotes the tendency in social sciences to explain social phenomena and social action in
terms of psychological factors.

2 The case fora theory of the state as an ‘actor-like’ entity in FPA is made by Hill (2003, pp.30-37) and
will be touched upon in the last section of this chapter and further discussed in the next chapter.
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Theoretical integration, in short, proves impossible in Hudson’s case primarily due to her
individualist methodology and assumptions. What Rosenau does at the unit level, Hudson does
at the sub-unit level, substituting his actor-general theory of states with an actor-general
theory of human decision-makers. Although she recommends developing ‘interlockable
propositions,” it is quite difficult to see how this interlocking may occur when one starts with
hypotheses regarding isolated observable empirical regularities that claim to reflect
correlations between independent variables and foreign policy decisions. Her strong focus on
agency fails too to deliver on its promise, as the human decision-makers she takes to be the
agents of all that is social, and by extension international, are abstracted from social relations
that constitute their subjectivity as individuals in relation to other individuals. The matter is
not that she abstracts; it is rather that she ontologically and methodologically prioritises one

abstraction over others, mistaking it for the concrete.

The failure on the part of FPA scholars who strived to propose general theories of foreign
policy by combining the virtues of both systemic and unit-level analyses led to a tendency to
abandon this aspiration. As S. Smith (1986, p.21) notes, general theory-oriented FPA tradition
gave way to more systemic theories of international relations, such as structural realism and
world systems theory, and what he calls the ‘residual FPA approach’ came to be represented
by ‘middle range theories’ that concern themselves with a smaller universe of determinants
and abstracted sets of correlations between foreign policy decisions and a set of

predetermined areas of independent variables.

1.3.1IR

1.3.1. Kenneth Waltz and the Systemic Theory of International Politics

Systemic approaches to international relations find their purest expression in the work of
Kenneth Waltz. His theory operates at the most general level, with no explanatory role
assigned to specific agents or their actions, individually or collectively. Waltz himself is keen to
distinguish the theory of international politics from the theory of foreign policy according to
the level of generality the theory requires (Waltz 1979, pp.71-73, 121-23), not because in
reality foreign policy and international politics are not intertwined, but because so far no one
has come up with a satisfactory theory that can show interrelations between a theory of
foreign policy and a theory of international politics (see Halliday & Rosenberg 1998).
Nevertheless, like all other structuralist theories, Waltz’'s systemic approach to international
politics has some very crucial implications for foreign policy analysis and agency, and therefore

it finds itself a place in textbooks on foreign policy (e.g. Smith, Hadfield & Dunne 2008).
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Waltz, like Rosenau, starts developing his systemic theory partly as a result of his
dissatisfaction with classical realism, albeit from a very different point of view. For Waltz,
classical realism, or traditionalism, for all its contributions to our understanding of
international relations by virtue of its micro-theories of anarchy, balance of power, etc.,
remains a reductionistic approach since it derives these qualities of the international system
from the behaviour of units, thus revealing its underlying behaviouralist nature (Waltz 1979,
pp.62-64). Waltz, in contrast, believes that a non-reductionist approach to international
politics should limit itself to the properties of the system which cannot be derived from the
behaviour of units, ‘nor can one arrive at an understanding of international politics by
summing the foreign policies and the external behaviors of states’ (Waltz, 1979, p.64). This is
why, argues Waltz, ‘low-level explanations’ keep failing to account for the ‘sameness’ of
international political life and constant repetitions in international history of certain
phenomena such as war despite the changing qualities of units interacting within the system
(Waltz 1979, p.67-68). It is in this sense that, for Waltz, a systemic theory of international
politics can and should be developed in isolation from a theory of foreign policy which
operates at the unit level. This isolation is a precondition of theory-building although it does
not represent an ontological separation between international politics and domestic politics,
for ‘in reality, everything is related to everything else’ (Waltz 1979,p.8). As theory cannot
reproduce reality as it is in its totality, it should isolate and abstract from observable reality its
object of study (Waltz 1979, pp.8-9). In the case of a theory of international politics, if this
theory is not isolated from the observable reality of behaviours of units, one ends up with
innumerous variables (Waltz 1979, p.45) where causes and effects are mixed up (Waltz 1979,
p.78), a problem | identified earlier in Rosenau’s work. This can be remedied by elegance and
parsimony, both of which come about by ‘creatively’ identifying the organizing principle of this
seemingly unrelated pile of variables (Waltz 1979, pp.9-10). This organizing principle in
international politics, according to Waltz, is anarchy, which refers to the absence of ‘agents
with system-wide authority’ (Waltz 1979, p.88). International systems are characterized by the
functional likeness of units, unlike domestic social systems, which are organized by the
principle of hierarchy and a functional differentiation of and division of labour among units.
The structure of the system conditions the behaviour of units by punishing deviant behaviour
and encouraging compliant behaviour (Waltz 1979, p.106). The international system is also
characterised by a balance of power politics, which, for Waltz, holds in any system which
meets two requirements: anarchy and the units’ will to survival (Waltz 1979, p.121). Balance of
power, then, is an unintended result of the ‘coaction’ of states, all of which are assumed by

Waltz to be maximising their security in an anarchical environment. A theory of international
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politics, then, isolating its object of inquiry from those of theories of domestic politics and
foreign policy, makes assumptions about the behaviour of units; it does not explain their
behaviour (Waltz 1979, pp.118-119). To explain unit-level processes requires a unit-level
theory, in this case a theory of the state and its foreign policy. This strategy of isolating the
system from its constituents and everything else makes the theory impervious to any form of
falsification. It is the behaviour of states that, wittingly or unwittingly, gives rise to the
systemic conditions which, in turn, constrain state behaviour, yet it remains outside the
purview of the theory. It is the actions of states that change the structure of the system, yet
again they remain outside the domain of international politics. Although the number of great
powers is highly dependent on sub-unit level processes, these processes are also left out.
Structural change depends on changes in the relative capabilities of great powers, but the
domestic sources of relative capabilities are not problematized by the theory. Finally, system
change occurs as a result of a change in the organising principle of the system from anarchy to
hierarchy, which can be identified by studying the functional differentiation of states in the
system and the extent of international division of labour if there is any, but nevertheless any
such study is dubbed reductionist from the outset. This ‘immunization strategy’ of
externalising any possible input to explanation from the (sub-)unit level makes it impossible to
critically engage with his work on any but the meta-theoretical level (Teschke 2003, p.15). The
crux of the problem is that by abstracting the explanandum from the explanantia, Waltz builds
a self-enclosed theory which relies on assumptions about externalities (i.e. unit-level
properties and relations) which happen to play an immense role in constituting the system (cf.
Wendt 1999, pp.99-105). Assumptions about state behaviour are useful, but only in the sense
that they allow assumptions about the system to be useful. This circularity not only safeguards
the theory from criticism, but also undermines any explanatory power it has both regarding

the system and the behaviour of units.

The empirical repercussions of this become more manifest in Waltz’s analyses of actual
international-political developments. For many critics of structural realism, the end of the Cold
War struck it a deadly blow, and empirically demonstrated that it was markedly obsolete. This
was because the structural change from bipolarity to unipolarity originated at the unit-level
when the Soviet Union collapsed. Waltz (1993) in response argues that the end of the Cold
War was due to a combination of structural and unit-level causes: the Soviet Union could not
economically carry the burden of an externally-induced arms race and collapsed after a failed
attempt at internal reorganisation of its economy. Although structural change brought about

by structural factors started at the unit-level, it then began eroding the structure (Waltz 1993,
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p.49). As unit-level processes cannot be part of the explanation, erosion of the structure
explains the structural change. Furthermore, for Waltz, structural change from bipolarity to
unipolarity does not necessarily point at a systemic change, as the system remains anarchical,
but more importantly because ‘international politics abhors unbalanced power’ just like
‘nature abhors a vacuum’ (Waltz 2000; see also Layne 1993), and therefore balance will
naturally be restored by the rise of new powers. ‘Both friends and foes ... will work to right the
balance’ for the ‘present condition of international politics is unnatural’ (Waltz 1999, p.700).
‘Sooner or later, usually sooner’ other great powers will emerge and restore the lost balance,
and if a potential great power restraints itself, this would constitute a structural anomaly
(2000, p.9) and anomalies are penalised by the structure.** Although Waltz admits that some
‘virtuosos’ such as Bismarck can overcome systemic constraints for a given period (1986,
p.344) and that some potential great powers can choose not to be great powers, he posits that
the balance will be restored ‘sooner’ rather than later. We never know, however, how soon
‘sooner’ is after over two decades. In a word, the balance of power holds when there is
balance of power, and similarly, systemic constraints manifest themselves only when reality

matches theory, notwithstanding the initial conscious separation of theory from reality.

The implication of Waltz’s theory of international politics for foreign policy is two-fold. First,
states uniformly seek to maintain their position and ensure their survival in an anarchical
environment. The self-help system forces units to balance. Systemic imperatives override any
domestic source of foreign policy. Whatever foreign policy decision a state makes, it
intentionally or unintentionally serves to restore balance in international politics. While any
state behaviour that overcomes systemic pressures is a sign of a virtuoso in action, non-
conforming state behaviour is anomalous and likely to be punished by the structure. The state,
as the primary agent of both foreign policymaking and international politics, is tightly
constrained by the structure. In a way, the agency is almost absolutely attributed to the
structure itself. It is no wonder that Waltz often refers to mainstream economics in clarifying
his arguments: building analogies between the market and international politics on the one
hand, and between the firm and the state on the other, he comes up with the notion of a self-
regulating international system with its balance of power, much like the self-regulating market
of the mainstream economics with its invisible hand (cf. Rosenberg 1994, pp.139-42).

Depriving states or any other actor of any agency, Waltz does not provide a detailed

“The prediction by Waltz and other neorealists (e.g. Layne 1993) as to the ascendance of Japan as a
rival to the US has been refuted by history and effectively by the actions of the US, and it was not the
structure, but the US, through international organizations such as the IMF, that punished Japan for her
system-conforming behaviour. See Gowan (1999a, p.103-25) for an excellent analysis of the 1997-98
Asian crisis and the curbing of Japanese potential by the US.
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description of the structure and its workings, arguing that theory means omission,
simplification, assumption and parsimony (Waltz 2004, pp.2-4) and has nothing to do with
representing reality (Waltz 1979, pp.8-9). Rejecting unit and sub-unit level explanations even
as inputs to a larger explanatory framework and placing the ultimate and exclusive focus on
structural explanation do not help Waltz to develop a better theory than those he labels
reductionist; this merely makes his version a reductionism of a larger scale (cf. Wendt 1987,
pp.341-43). Concomitant to this large-scale reductionism, theoretical integration of different
levels is for Waltz not necessarily undesirable, but almost impossible notwithstanding the close
ontological proximity and interrelatedness of processes of foreign policy and international

politics.

It might be argued that Hans J. Morgenthau could be a better fit to inquire into the gap
between FPA and IR in realist terms considering his hermeneutic emplacement of statesmen
as agents of international politics at the intersection of foreign policy and international
relations. He recommends an empathetic understanding of statesmen and, where this is not
possible, a vantage point to look over their shoulders (Morgenthau 1985) to sufficiently
appreciate their contextual situatedness (cf. Behr and Heath, 2009, pp.327). This sensitivity to
the role of circumstances, however, does not automatically absolve him of the reductionism of
more structuralist strands of realism. In the final analysis, not only does he reduce politics to
power and power to human nature, but also this human nature is expressed in every
individual, making his notion of international politics ultimately a version of methodological
individualism (Hollis and Smith, 1990: p.97). While this ultimate reliance on human nature
could be played down as having no central role in his theory, this would be a mistaken
conclusion considering the fact that Morgenthau’s more central notions of anarchy and
balance of power and the resulting principle of realist rationality are all emanations of it.
Statesmen as agents are only mediators of these perennial forces generated by the universal
‘will to power’. Furthermore, both classical realism of Morgenthau and neoclassical realism
seek to explain foreign policies only with limited regard for international outcomes, leaving
them, in the case of neoclassical realism, to the predetermined mechanisms of the
international system, while problematizing the mediation of systemic mechanisms by states

(Lobell, Ripsman and Taliaferro, 2009, p.19-21).

1.3.2. Michael Doyle and the Liberal Peace Thesis
Among IR approaches discussed in this chapter, Doyle’s liberal peace thesis is the most flexible
approach, in that it freely floats back and forth between levels of generality in its explanation

of an empirical observation in international relations in the last two centuries. This observation
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that “liberal states do not make war with each other” seeks the source of absence of war in
foreign policies of liberal states in their domestic constitution. Rooted in Immanuel Kant’s 1795
essay ‘Perpetual Peace,” the claim is that states with republican constitutions are less likely to
resort to violent resolution of their conflicts. In his two-part article entitled ‘Kant, Liberal
Legacies and Foreign Affairs’ (Doyle 1983a and 1983b), Doyle entertained the idea that ‘a
separate peace exists among liberal states’. This separate peace does not extend to the foreign
policies of liberal states towards non-liberal states. International relations between liberal and
non-liberal states, according to Doyle, are still governed by the premises of the realist theory

of international politics: anarchy, self-help, and balance of power.

For Doyle, liberal peace has three sources and these are the republican constitutions of liberal
states, which place checks on governments to act in restraint, international law within a
federation of republican states arising out of the ‘ideological commitment’ of liberal states to
human rights and rights of other liberal states as moral persons, and cosmopolitan law
ensuring that all liberal states recognise that free trade and ensuing interdependence, rather
than war, is the best way to further the interests of all (Doyle 1983a; 2005). Furthermore,
claims Doyle, the world market partially ‘removes’ rivalries of an economic nature from the
domain of action of states, thereby reducing the likelihood of interstate conflict between
liberal states (1983a, p.231). These three causal mechanisms together, but only together,
explain the absence of war among liberal states (Doyle 2005), which according to an observer
is the closest thing ‘we have to an empirical law in international relations’ (Levy 1988, p.662).
They do, however, fight non-liberal states for two related reasons. First, the security dilemma
caused by anarchy still reigns outside the pacific zone, and, following from this, ‘the very
constitutional restraint, shared commercial interests, and international respect for individual
rights that promote peace among liberal societies can exacerbate conflicts in relations

between liberal and non-liberal societies’ (Doyle 1983b, pp.324-25; 1986).

The democratic peace thesis attracted a variety of criticisms ranging from statistical
insignificance (Spiro 1994) to selectivity in choosing cases (Layne 1994) and exhibiting
definitional problems (Layne 1994; Owen 1994)." Doyle, as mentioned above, starts with a
statistical empirical observation and attempts to explain it by proposing three causal
mechanisms which respectively operate at domestic, international, and transnational levels.
Confirmation of the thesis is made again through statistical analysis. The objections raised by

Layne and Owen about the lack of clarity in definitions of central concepts, such as war and

“Fora reply to criticisms by Doyle and Russett, another proponent of democratic peace thesis, and a
rejoinder by the critics see Russett, Layne, Spiro and Doyle (1995).
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democracy, in the democratic peace thesis are significant, not because they are a product of
‘intellectual suppleness’ (Layne 1994, p.40), but more crucially because these concepts are
formal abstractions devoid of historical content. It does not bother Doyle, for example, that it
was the democratic constitution of Wilhelmine Germany that not only failed to prevent war,
but also prepared the ground for war through the democratic pursuit of interests by different
interest groups in society (Waltz 1991, pp.669-70).*° He goes to great lengths to argue why
German foreign policy was not liberal although its domestic policy was (Doyle 1983a, pp.216-
17n8). The lack of historical sensitivity also partially vindicates the statistical insignificance
charge raised by Spiro (1994). ‘Wars are rare’ (Layne 1994) and even rarer were democracies
in three-fourths of the period that the liberal peace thesis purports to account for."” The
matter is not so much that this compromises the statistical strength of the thesis; the problem
is rather the transposition of an observed statistical correlation in the contemporary world to a
period encompassing two centuries when not only the content of concepts such as democracy,
war, and peace varied, but also when agents including states, their strategies, and capabilities

of actors were different.

Empirically, this also underpins the failure to appreciate post-World War |l reorganisation of
the transatlantic international order and the role of the United States in it as a qualitatively
different explanation of absence of war among liberal states. Notwithstanding his awareness
of the preeminent role the US played in constructing the liberal international order, and the
potential dangers for liberal peace a declining American hegemony may pose (Doyle 19833,
pp.232-33), he fails to drive this home and insists on the complementarity of his three causal
mechanisms (cf. Rosato 2003). It is the historically-specific institutional and international
political-economic arrangement made after WW Il under the aegis of the American state that
has underwritten the absence of wars among major capitalist liberal states since then (Panitch

and Gindin 2005; cf. Ikenberry 2001).

Methodologically, although Doyle (1983a; 1986; 1997) persistently claims that none of the
three sources of foreign policy behaviour of liberal states are sufficient to explain or sustain
peace among them by themselves, he does not show how these three causes are related. One
may infer from his definition of liberalism that for him all three causes are reducible to the first

cause. Liberalism for Doyle (1983a, p.206) is an ‘ideology’ and a ‘set of institutions’ organised

1o Layne (1994, pp.42-44) compares the foreign policy decision-making process of Wilhelmine Germany
with those of Britain and France and concludes that their decision-making processes were as unchecked
as that of Germany.

" Russett (1993, pp.20-21) recognises this difference between the first 150 years of ‘democratic peace’
and the peace of the post-1945 period, but explains it in reference to a perfection of democracies.
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around this ideology. Norms and values associated with this ideology, along with domestic and
international institutions they create, have the dual effect on the foreign policies of liberal
states: friendship towards liberal states and aggression towards non-liberal states. In this
sense, at the root of all three causes lies liberal ideology.® At the same time, he admits that
the primary danger to liberal peace may arise out of diminishing US pre-eminence, both
militarily and economically. He tasks major liberal powers with maintaining the domestic
constitution of other liberal states in the case of a change of leadership (Doyle 1983a: 234-35),
prioritising one source of foreign policy over others and thereby undermining his own

tripartite causal mechanism.

In brief, the sources of foreign policymaking listed by Doyle are left unintegrated. Assessed
against actual history, their alleged complementarity is unsustainable, as are the levels of
analysis that show these causes as related to one another, although he freely moves between
them in picking causes. Only by inference can we reach the conclusion that direction of
causality is from the domestic to the transnational. The zones of peace and war compel liberal
states to act in specific ways, depriving them of any agency in their external relations. The
actions of non-liberal states are already given by the realist state of nature with all its
problematic baggage, evaluated in the preceding section. Indifference to historical specificity
undermines both the explanatory power of the democratic peace thesis due to incorrect
historical generalisation, and its ability to account for the rich diversity of foreign policy

behaviour of states.

1.3.3. Alexander Wendt and the ‘Social’ Theory of International Politics1®

Among the approaches to foreign policy and international relations we have covered thus far,
Alexander Wendt’s constructivist theory of international politics is by far the most
sophisticated, with its explicit problematisation of meta-theoretical and theoretical issues
central to social scientific research in general, and to the study of international politics in
particular. Wendt’s ‘social’ theory of international politics aims at developing a holistic
approach to international relations, and to that extent is comparable to Waltz’s project in
scope, but is richer in content in the sense that he wishes to fill the ‘empty vessel’ that is the
anarchical system (Wendt 1999, p.249) by providing a sociology of it. He develops his
argument building upon dichotomies found in implicit and explicit ontologies of approaches in

the field. Two such central dichotomies are materialism-idealism and individualism-

18 Russett, for instance, admits that by repeating liberal norms as ‘descriptive principles’ he aims to
‘make them true’ (Russett 1993, pp.136-37).

Yt is crucial to note from the outset that in Wendtian terms ‘social’ refers exclusively to inter-
subjectively constructed ideational or cultural structures.
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holism/structuralism. Positioning his theory at the intersection of holism and idealism, Wendt
goes on to construct his structural idealism. The whole project, arguably, is about formulating

this structural idealism and showing its implications for the study of international politics.

Critical of neorealism’s exclusive focus on material determinants in explaining the structure of
the international system, Wendt is no more satisfied with neoliberalism’s introduction of ideas
and institutions than with their explanation of international regimes, albeit praising neoliberals
for seeing ideas as ‘relatively autonomous’ factors (Wendt 1999, pp.92-93). More
fundamentally, Wendt challenges the content of the material and the ideational as they are
generally used in the social sciences. Dividing the ‘stuff’ that the world is made up of into
categories of material and ideational, he bases this radical ontological separation on the
Cartesian separation of body and mind. This distinction has an important bearing upon his
resolution of the agent-structure problem. Unconventionally, Wendt limits the content of the
material to what he calls ‘brute material forces’ and expands the ideational to encompass all
else that exists. According to this view, although central categories of IR, i.e. power and
interests, stand on a material base, they are constituted by ideas because their material aspect
acquires meaning only through ideas. Structures, in this sense, are ultimately cultural
structures, although an analytical distinction between material structures, interest-based

structures and ideational structures can be made (Wendt 1999, p.139).

Regarding the agent-structure problem, Wendt’s central claim about mainstream IR is that
they are closer to individualism than holism. This holds counter-intuitively for Waltz’s systemic
theory too, in view of Waltz’s strategy of basing his theory of the system on assumptions about
units. Theories with individualist ontologies, Wendt maintains, prioritise agency over structure,
leading to a disregard for the constitutive effect of structure over agents; structures for Wendt
also constitute agents as agents. Structural-functionalist theories such as the world-system
approach developed by Wallerstein, on the other hand, provide a solution to the agent-
structure problem by prioritising whole over parts, albeit at the expense of making agents
merely passive instruments of the structure, and their actions mere instantiations and
expressions of the whole, resulting in a reification of the structure. Against both positions,
Wendt proposes a third, which does not ontologically prioritise either agency or structure.
Instead, claims Wendt (1987), agents and structures should be given ‘equal ontological status’

by being posited as ‘mutually constituted’ and ‘co-determine